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The fourth volume of The New Cambridge Medieval History covers
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, which comprised perhaps the most
dynamic period in the European middle ages.

This is a history of Europe, but the continent is interpreted widely
to include the Near East and North Africa as well. The volume is
divided into two Parts of which this, the second, deals with the course
of events, ecclesiastical and secular, and major developments in an age
marked by the transformation of the position of the papacy in a process
fuelled by a radical reformation of the church, the decline of the western
and eastern empires, the rise of western kingdoms and Italian elites,
and the development of governmental structures, the beginnings of the
recovery of Spain from the Moors and the establishment of western
settlements in the eastern Mediterranean region in the wake of the
crusades.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Jonathan Riley-Smith and David Luscombe

THE recovery in July 1099 of the city of Jerusalem by crusaders after four and
a half centuries of Muslim rule was the strongest indication yet of a shift
in the balance of power from the eastern Mediterranean region to the west.
The Balkans and the Levant were in no state to take advantage of beneficial
economic forces which were just as much at work in them as in western
Europe. The Byzantine empire had been gravely damaged by the occupation
of most of Asia Minor by nomadic Turks, although, in a situation reminiscent
of the barbarian incursions of the third century, rebellious ‘Roman’ generals
had to a large extent brought this on themselves by inviting the Turks in as
mercenaries. The empire had no more than a shadow of a presence in central
Greece and the Balkans and it suffered from the fact that it had never had
great trading or industrial sectors which could have helped to compensate for
its territorial losses: Constantinople had been at best a great consumer city.
Profitable commercial centres needed to be on trade routes rather than at
the end of them and when he encouraged Venetian and Pisan merchants to
come to Constantinople the emperor Alexios I may have been trying to create
the vital extra overseas leg that an international market of this kind would
need.

Syria and Palestine had been devastated in the wars between the Shi‘ite
Fatimids in Cairo and the Sunni Seljuq Turks ruling on behalf of the ‘Abbasid
caliphate in Baghdad. The Muslim Near East had fallen into even deeper
disarray just before the arrival of the First Crusade. In 1092 the greatest figure
in Seljuq history, the vizier Nizam al-Mulk, the power behind the sultans for
over thirty years, was murdered. A month later the sultan, Malikshah, died
in suspicious circumstances, as did his wife, his grandson and other powerful
figures. The “Abbasid caliph, al-Mugqtadi, himself expired in 1094. The Seljuq
sultanate disintegrated into localities in which pretenders and members of the
family fought each other for power. In 1094 the Fatimid caliph, al-Mustansir,
who had ruled in Cairo for fifty-eight years and had fiercely resisted the Seljugs,

I
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2 JONATHAN RILEY-SMITH AND DAVID LUSCOMBE

also died; so did his vizier, Badr al-Jamali. The First Crusade swept, therefore,
into a region in which there was a vacuum of power.

Western Europe may not have been a cosy place in which to live, but
conditions there were infinitely better. With no significant outside threat the
developments in education and administration described in the first part of
this volume could proceed apace. The engine for change was provided by the
Latin church, the only institution with a truly transcontinental role. Its trans-
formation into an advanced governmental machine was partly a consequence
of initiatives taken by the centre in a climate of opinion, secular as well as
religious, which was in its favour. They proved to be astonishingly ambitious,
although they did not at first comprise a detailed programme, since none of the
main actors had a clear idea where they were going. These men wanted simply
to restore the whole church to what they believed had been its pristine purity
and were determined to use the central organs of ecclesiastical government to
bring this about. Over the course of the next three centuries, in one of the
most revolutionary periods in the history of the church, the papacy, insisting
on its independent authoritative voice and reinforcing this with institutional
controls, was able to loosen the framework of pre-existing doctrinal authority,
provided above all by the decisions of the first seven (or eight) general councils.
It would be going too far to assert that it was now free-wheeling — indeed it
always assured anyone who would listen of its devotion to precedent, previous
councils and scripture — but its pre-eminence and the respect with which its
voice was generally heard meant that it could oversee doctrinal adaptation and
development. Between 1123 and 1312 it summoned no less than seven new gen-
eral councils while the judgements streaming from the papal curia meant that
the standard codification of canon law, Gratian’s Decretum, had to be regularly
updated with supplementary works. Authority for Latins, therefore, came to
be not static, but continually developing, and Catholic doctrine came to be
characterized by a succession of pronouncements on faith and morals, each
claiming, of course, to be only expressing what had been in the mind of the
church from the start.

Ambition alone would not have been enough, of course, to transform the
role of the popes from a relatively passive to a consistently proactive one. It
cannot be said often enough that advances in government depend as much
on the governed as the governors. Few rulers have proved themselves to be so
foolish as to establish elaborate machinery with nothing to do; central offices
have emerged in response to the creation of business. In the middle ages this
was on the whole generated from below as subjects sought arbitration or judge-
ment, but nobody would seck a judicial decision from a court impractically
distant from his or her home or from one whose procedures were perceived
to be uncertain. The church already had an apparatus of public courts, each
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Introduction 3

within a reasonable distance of every baptized Christian. These were the courts
of the bishops, which is one of the reasons why control over the episcopate
became such an issue in the eleventh century. The papacy’s encouragement
of the scholarship needed if the law — canon law — applicable everywhere by
these courts was to be clarified and systematized created the conditions for
ordinary Christians to seek judgement in them.

The process of change began with the arrival in Rome after the election of
Pope Leo IX in 1049 of a group of radical reformers, under the influence of a
movement which had been growing in monastic circles for half a century. The
papacy, powered by an intense moral seriousness, placed itself in the forefront
of change for almost the only time in its history, risking its own prestige in
the process. Its radicalism was of a historical kind, based in its eyes on prece-
dent and past authority, and it seems to have been barely conscious of the
consequences of some of its initiatives, but no one can question the energy
and intransigence with which it pursued its goals: it challenged the Byzantine
empire and the patriarchate of Constantinople; it tried to establish free pa-
pal elections; it revived ancient half-forgotten legislation on clerical celibacy,
episcopal schools and legations; it claimed lordship over important regions of
western Europe; it developed the unprecedented notion of penitential warfare
and invented crusading; and it set out to submit all episcopal hierarchies, in-
cluding those in the eastern patriarchates, to the see of Peter. In a remarkably
short time the sacramental and penitential theology of the Latin church was
transformed, much of it in ways that directly affected ordinary Christians such
as the geographical location of purgatory and the establishment of universal
rules for canonization and for the verification of relics.

The way that the reformers’ trains of thought could lead them in directions
far from that originally intended is illustrated by the election decree of 1059.
This established that thenceforward papal elections were to be free. The cardinal
bishops should first confer about the candidate and then summon the cardinal
clergy. The remaining Roman clergy and people should assent to the choice.
The king of Germany, the heir to the empire, was to have ‘due honour’. In
effect the papacy was renouncing its traditional protector, in the name of the
freedom, to which it was so committed, of the church from lay patronage.
The reformers were inclined to ignore the many benefits that customary lay
patronage had brought — not least the reform of their own institution by the
emperor — but it would be wrong to suppose that they rejected protection in
principle. On the contrary, they ardently desired it, since they knew that the
church could not fulfil its functions efficiently without a strong secular arm
assuring the order and security which was needed. That was why the elec-
tion decree was ambiguously worded, why the policy enunciated in it was
not consistently applied and why even two centuries later there remained an
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4 JONATHAN RILEY-SMITH AND DAVID LUSCOMBE

ambivalence in the relationship between church and state. But while to the
eleventh-century reformers the prime justification of rulership and the chief
duty given it by God was the protection of the church, a protector should know
his place and should never try to interfere or control. They were convinced
that lay patronage had got out of hand, to the point at which it was, in their
eyes, wrong in itself.

Their boldness can only be appreciated in the context of the uneasy rela-
tionship between Rome and its own bishops which had been a constant in
papal history. The city was now barely recognizable as a former imperial cap-
ital. Fields and marshes took up much of the space within the ancient walls.
Scattered among them were the tower-houses of the Roman nobles, whom
the popes feared most of all, because it was in the nature of things that these
men would try to dominate their local bishopric. Everyone knew, or thought
they knew, that periods of papal degradation had coincided with those times
when the nobles had had the upper hand. That is why the popes had sought
assistance from Byzantine, Carolingian, Ottonian and Salian emperors. By
renouncing imperial protection, which is what the reformers in Rome were
effectively doing, they were exposing the papacy to real danger. A century and
a half later Pope Innocent III, who was himself a member of a Roman noble
family, thought he had found a solution in the exploitation of the papal patri-
mony — so that as a powerful prince himself the pope could dominate the local
magnates — but in the interim popes were often exiled from their see and forced
to look for defenders who had the advantage, in their eyes, of being too weak
to threaten them: south Italian Normans, fideles beati Petri and so on. Nothing
demonstrates the force of the papacy’s commitment to its reform programme
so much as its option for insecurity, but the extent of its achievement can be
measured by comparing what was at the disposal of Innocent III around 1200
with the shadowy rights of his predecessors two centuries before.

The energy of the reformers can easily be demonstrated by taking a half-
hour’s drive through the countryside of western Europe today and counting
the sites where a church was built in the central middle ages. The resources
committed to the construction of major stone edifices in almost every village —
if that is what a miserable collection of huts could be called — almost passes
comprehension. There had been no building programme on this scale since the
Roman empire, but to a society which appreciated display it demonstrated the
standing of the church and its influence. This was coming to be felt everywhere,
even in warfare, that most political of all activities, which was not only sacralized
in the crusades, but also ritualized at every level. In the heartlands of Latin
Europe, where the concern was, often against the odds, for a more efficient
government, the church provided at the same time a model and a hindrance in
that its insistence on the management of its own affairs limited the influence
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that kings and magnates could have over an important institution on which
they had relied in their administration. A theme of the period is the forms
of resistance rulers employed, from waging war in late eleventh-century Italy
to fomenting schism or demanding a redrawing of the boundaries between
secular and ecclesiastical jurisdiction in the twelfth century.

Wherever in western Europe an apparatus of courts was still recognizably
under a ruler’s control and was staffed by officials answerable in some degree
to him centralization was possible. In England the Normans took care not to
dismantle the system they found there, although, as elsewhere, it coexisted with
local jurisdictions and with courts Christian. King Henry IIs introduction of
the possessory assizes is an example of the importance of having accessible
courts and easily understandable procedures working in tandem; the result,
in the aftermath of a period of disorder, was a stream of cases flowing into
royal courts and a consequent growth in royal authority. Historians of medieval
England take pride in what they consider to be a precociously advanced system
of government with a wealth of records, but England was not unique. The
Norman kingdom of Sicily, divided between the island, which following its
conquest in the eleventh century was firmly in the hands of its ruler, and the
mainland, where a number of individual principalities had grown up, was an
example of experimentation in government every bit as impressive as that in
England. In both cases, however, rulership worked well because the country
concerned was relatively small geographically.

Size was always an important factor. The western empire, which in the year
1000 had looked somewhat similar to England in governmental terms, had
begun to disintegrate by 1100. In Germany this was to lead to the rise of the
principalities and in northern Italy to the communes. The empire suffered
from a succession of civil wars, but it is arguable that it was simply too big
to be effectively administered as a whole once the expectations of its subjects
had grown beyond a certain level. It is noticeable that none of its constituent
parts challenged the theory of its existence; all of them found a way of man-
aging their own affairs within a framework which they nevertheless succeeded
in emasculating. France, another country too large for effective centralized
control, had already fragmented and in the early eleventh century this led to
intolerable levels of internal disorder. The situation had improved by 1100, but
for almost a century thereafter parts of the kingdom suffered intermittently
from internal warfare, often because the princes were trying to reduce their
own territories to order. The steps taken around 1200 by King Philip II to raise
his profile by advancing royal authority into lordships which had already been
reconsolidated were, however, made harder than they need have been, because
one magnate, the king of England, had accumulated far more land than was
healthy for the kingdom as a whole.
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Centralization is not everything and where an apparatus of jurisdiction had
fragmented or decayed it was not possible to rebuild it, which is why the em-
pire under Frederick Barbarossa and the crown of France under a succession
of Capetian kings had to make use of other means to enlarge the scope of
royal authority. In both Germany and France the rulers exploited feudal rela-
tionships, since these at least provided them with services of various kinds and
a legal framework for loyalty and obedience, but over time the consequences
were to be completely different, because in Germany the fragmentation came
to be reinforced, whereas in France the crown was eventually going to triumph.
Before 1200 these processes were only in their early stages and, without agreeing
entirely with the communitarian theories which have been argued recently, it
is certainly the case that feudal lordship was not yet the force it was to be by
the end of the thirteenth century.

Indeed if there was one issue that was at the forefront of the minds of
landowners in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries it was not lordship and
the possession of tenancies, which are characteristic of feudal holdings, but
family. Blood relationships, which endured, of course, as a major political fac-
tor into modern times, provided western Europe with another kind of internal
unity. The most significant difference between them and association by lord-
ship was that whereas lordship tended to operate in the localities they were
cosmopolitan, as families searched further afield for suitable spouses, partly in
response to the very strict rules of consanguinity which the church was trying
to impose. Rotrou of Perche, the count of Mortagne on the frontiers of Nor-
mandy around 1100, for example, was related to the kings of Aragén through
his aunt and to the viscount of Turenne in Limousin through the marriage of
his sister. At about the same time the daughters of Count William Téte Hardi
of Burgundy were married to the duke of Burgundy and the counts of Flanders,
Savoy and Bar-le-Duc. And one of William’s sons was married to the heiress of
Castile. International bonds of kinship straggled, like Cistercian filiations, from
Britain and Scandinavia to the Levant, binding westerners together culturally.

Dynastic relationships had strong effects on the periphery. Recent research
on the settlers in Syria and Palestine has shown how closely they were in touch
with their relations in the west. The families thrown into prominence there
were often not of the highest rank. The Montlhérys, the first clan to exploit the
crusading movement, must have been predisposed in some way to respond to
the earliest calls to crusade since so many members took part. Two Montlhérys
were among the first settlers in the Levant, and one of them was independently
related to the greatest figures there and was talented enough to be rewarded
by them with lordship. He in turn patronized other relations, including new
arrivals. Members of the family were, therefore, well placed when they were
provided with an opportunity to seize the crown in 1118. And the characteristic
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way that the instinct for cooperation and mutual assistance would bring a
whole kindred-group, or a substantial part of it, into line behind an initiative
is demonstrated by the attempts by relations, in the west as well as in the
east, to respond to needs of their colonial cousins through visits to Palestine,
through the use of whatever influence they had at home or through settlement
themselves. The path taken by the Montlhérys was to be followed a few decades
later by the Lusignans and in the thirteenth century by the Briennes. Crusading
was so dependent on the reactions of committed European kin-groups that it
could be manipulated by them relatively easily.

Western government was marked everywhere by experimentation and inno-
vation. This was particularly the case in the new settlements in which character-
istic features of frontier administration, marcher lordships, gave their holders
freedom to experiment. In Spain and in the Levant western conquerors were
faced by the absorption of large numbers of indigenous of other religions and
evolved measures to cope with them, most being variations on existing Muslim
dhimmi regulations for subject peoples. But a feature before 1200 was that on
many frontiers the papacy had much less influence than in the heartlands, in
spite of the facts that the Levantine colonies had been created out of the papal
crusading movement, Spain was a region on which it had concentrated much
of its effort in the eleventh century and the king of Sicily was a papal vassal.
The nature of the conquest, the accession of rulers who had not been in the
forefront of reform and the poor quality of the clergy who had accompanied
the First Crusade were responsible for a patriarchate of Jerusalem which com-
prised possibly the most backward and unreformed collection of provinces in
Latin Christendom. In Spain and Sicily the church fell into the pockets of the
kings. The reason for its relative weakness seems to have been that it had not
yet evolved instruments to cope with the imposition of Latin Christianity in
regions which had not known it. So on the frontiers, at a time when it was
trumpeting its freedom from lay influence, it was still as dependent on secular
power as it had been in the days of Charlemagne and the Ottonian emperors.
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CHAPTER 2

THE PAPACY, 1024-1122

Uta-Renate Blumenthal

INTRODUCTION
General

The author of a chapter on the history of the papacy from 1024 to 1122 confronts
the unusual task of giving in a few pages an account of both the Adelspapsttum
and of the popes of the Gregorian reform period. No greater contrast could
be imagined, one might think. After the clean-sweep of Sutri and Rome in
1046, when ecclesiastical councils under the guidance of Emperor Henry II1
cleared the way for the first of the northern newcomers, Pope Clement I1
(1046—7), a fundamentally altered papacy is supposed to have arisen from the
ashes of a papacy dominated by the corrupt local Roman nobility. And, indeed,
profound changes occurred in the second half of the eleventh century, although
with regard less to the papacy itself as an institution than to its relationship
with the churches of the empire (Germany, Italy and, at times, Burgundy), the
Normans of Italy, the principalities and kingdom of France and the Byzantine
patriarchate. Because of the Conquest and the special relationship between
the papacy and the English kings from William I to Henry I, England stood
somewhat apart in this reordering, as did Spain on account of the Reconquista.'
It involved the successful realization of the papal primacy. This was not limited
to the secular realm, but also deeply affected relationships within the church.
The history of these changes can be found in an earlier chapter as well as in many
handbooks and will only be sketched very briefly here.* The present chapter
will emphasize the administrative underpinning that allowed a strengthened
papacy to emerge at the end of the twelfth century under Innocent III (1198—
1216) as the single most influential political and spiritual insticution of Latin
Christendom. It will cover the initial stages of this development, since they

' Cowdrey (1972) and (1989); Fornasari (1989); Garcia y Garcia (1989); Erdmann (1935).
* NCMH, v, Part 1, ch. 9.
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unfolded precisely in the period from ¢. 1012 to 1123 and form a continuous
theme.

The tenth-century background

The popes of the tenth and early eleventh centuries never renounced the proud
papal traditions represented in the more recent past by Nicholas I (858—67) and
John VIII (872-82). But because the ties between the pope and the Frankish
rulers, which had helped to shift the focus of the papacy from Byzantium to
northern Europe in the eighth century, had weakened considerably during the
break-up of the Carolingian empire and the effectiveness of the popes had
declined, the papacy of the tenth century came to depend increasingly on local
Roman and Italian factions. Near-anarchy north and south of the Alps greatly
constricted the papal vision as well as the papal sphere of action. Not even the
revival of the western imperial tradition by the Ottonian rulers in 962 could
break the vicious cycle which threatened to make the papacy permanently a
merely local force. The affair of Pope Formosus (891-6) shows vividly that
it was even an advantage for the church, when with Sergius III (9o4—11) one
of the several rival factions in Rome gained the definite ascendancy over the
others. Formosus had been bishop before his election, and canon law forbade
the translation of bishops to other sees, since they were considered married to
their churches of ordination. The opponents of Formosus, therefore, possessed
an excellent weapon. At the infamous synod of 896/7, Pope Stephen VII had
the decaying corpse of Formosus dressed in papal regalia, deprived him of his
rank and finally had the mutilated corpse cast into the Tiber. For almost two
decades afterwards it was hotly debated whether or not Formosus had been pope
legally and whether or not, therefore, his ordinations had been and remained
valid. Writings supporting Formosus are vivid illustrations of the confusion
and violence reigning in Rome at the time, and incidentally provided some of
the most potent arguments in the eleventh-century quarrel over the validity of
simoniacal ordination between Peter Damian and Humbert of Silva Candida.

The success of Sergius III, since 897 the anti-Formosan candidate for the
papacy, was primarily due to the support of his cause by Theophylact. Theo-
phylact and his direct heirs dominated Rome until 963, when the Crescentians
and eventually the Tusculans succeeded to his role. Under the princeps Alberic I1
(932-955), grandson of Theophylact, Rome enjoyed the greatest degree of se-
curity and tranquillity in the entire century. Alberic completely dominated the
papacy, but his rule also brought monastic reforms to Rome. They were in-
spired and personally guided by Abbot Odo of Cluny. Alberic’s son, Octavian,
not only continued to rule temporal Rome, but also became pope under the
name of John XII (955-64). Not until 1012 was Crescentian control over the
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papacy to be broken. The Tusculan party succeeded in replacing the Roman
branch of the Crescentians in May of that year, when within a week both Pope
Sergius IV (1009-12) and the patrician John had died. Gregory, elevated to the
papacy by the Crescentian party, was defeated and replaced by the Tusculan
Theophylact as Benedict VIII.

The Tusculan popes
Benedict VIII (r012—24)

In contrast to the Crescentians, who had largely relied on the entrenchment
of their own dynasty and their supporters in the duchy of Rome as secular
magnates and landowners — often at the expense of the temporal property of
the Roman church — the Tusculans used their secular power and successes to
shore up the standing of the papacy among the Roman nobility. The position of
patrician, so important to Crescentian rule, remained vacant. Benedict VIII,
in particular, fought successfully to restore to the Roman church some of
the properties that had been alienated through long-term emphyteusis to lay
magnates. At the same time the pontiff also lent his support to monasteries
such as Farfa south of Rome in reclaiming alienated property. The synod of
Pavia of 1022, celebrated jointly by Benedict and Emperor Henry II, betrays
the same spirit, although an element of moral reform of the clergy was also
presentand should not be underestimated.? Successful restitutions of rights and
property to the apostolic see were none the less negligible, if the abject poverty
of the papacy in the mid-eleventh century provides an acceptable measure.
In the long run, therefore, other aspects of Benedict’s reign were better suited
to shore up and preserve traditional papal rights as they had evolved in the
Carolingian period. Benedict’s cooperation with the emperor and his need for
a military alliance brought about a visit to Henry II at Bamberg in 1020. On
this occasion the pope received an imperial privilege which repeated with a few
additions the Osmonianum, which had confirmed the papal lands granted in
earlier Frankish donations. The document, known as the Henricianum, played
a subsidiary but nevertheless important role in conjunction with the Donation
of Constantine in documenting papal sovereignty and the geographical extent
of the papal states for centuries to come.

The cooperation between pope and emperor also shaped other aspects of
papal policy far beyond the reigns of the Tusculan popes themselves. Among
them are administrative changes with regard to the chancery, as well as the
seemingly innocuous introduction of the filjoque clause. A synod gathered

3 MGH Constitutiones, 1, no. 34, pp. 70—7; cf. Capitani (1966), Pavia 1046. The fight for the restitution
of ecclesiastical property might itself constitute reform, cf. Garcia y Garcia (1989), p. 246.
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in Rome on the occasion of Henry’s imperial coronation in 1o14 agreed to
follow in future the Frankish custom of including the Nicene creed among
the prayers of the mass on Sundays and holidays. The venerable creed was
now to contain the filjoque whose Frankish origin was quickly forgotten. It
was accepted as so typically Roman that Byzantine objections to the filioque
became a fundamental issue in the break between Rome and Constantinople
in 1054.

More important still was the fact that since the time of Charlemagne it had
become customary for new archdioceses to be established only through the pa-
pacy. The pondiff would determine the geographical extent of an ecclesiastical
province as well as the seat of the new archbishop. An archbishop, furthermore,
could only assume his duties after he had obtained the pallium, once it had
been consecrated by the pope over the tomb of St Peter in Rome. Eventually,
in the late eleventh century, the conferring of the pallium made the archbishop
seem more like the pope’s deputy with a delegated share in the universal pri-
macy. It is true, of course, that rulers who were powerful enough to establish
new archbishoprics like Otto I (Magdeburg 963) or Henry II (Bamberg 1020)
also were strong enough to influence the papacy, but formally at least papal
control determined the shape of the church in the particular kingdoms. When
political circumstances permitted, the papacy could translate such control into
real terms, or try to do so. Gregory IV (827—44), for example, intervened in the
revolt of 830 against Louis the Pious on the side of Lothar I and his bishops. The
pope was unsuccessful on this occasion, because most of the Frankish episcopate
supported Louis, but in the course of the negotiations Gregory IV had reinter-
preted instructions of Pope Leo I (440—61), stating that the pope alone possessed
the fullness of power (plenitudo potestatis) whereas the bishops were entrusted
only with partial responsibility (pars sollicitudinis). By the end of the eleventh
century this declaration was frequently used to justify papal supremacy. By then
it encountered little opposition among the episcopate which thus abandoned
the old collegial understanding of the church at least in practice. With an attri-
bution to Pope Vigilius, the text found its place in the Pseudo-Isidorian Decre-
tals, thus becoming part of this sophisticated corpus of Frankish forgeries from
the mid-ninth century, which also included the Donation of Constantine.*

Monastic privileges

In addition to the use of legates, who continued to represent the papacy on
solemn occasions, especially councils, throughout the seculum obscurum, the
influence of the papacy and veneration for St Peter is also evident in the growing

4 Decretales Pseudo-Isidorianae; Fuhrmann (197—4).
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appeals to Rome for papal protection or even exemption of monasteries and,
eventually, bishoprics. Papal protection, well into the eleventh century usually
side by side with royal or imperial protection, meant that a particular abbey was
protected by St Peter; an attack on such an abbey was at the same time an attack
on St Peter. Frequently such a privilege included the right to the free election of
the abbot or abbess. Expanded protection brought with it the exemption of an
abbey from episcopal supervision at least in part. The extent of the exemption
varied and was never absolute. The history of the Burgundian abbey of Cluny,
founded by the duke of Aquitaine in 909, is an example of the various stages
of protection/exemption. The foundation charter immediately provided for
full independence from secular authority, free abbatial elections and papal
protection (tuitio and defensio). The monastery was given to St Peter and St
Paul. Every five years Cluny was to pay a census of ten solidi in recognition of
this protection. The right of free abbatial elections, interpreted as the right to
the designation of a worthy successor, contributed at first far more to Cluny’s
development than did papal protection. The abbots were thus able to prevent
any decline in reforming zeal or the strictness of life and morals. It was only
the later protection of Cluny by kings and popes that eventually led to Cluny’s
exemption from diocesan authority through the papacy. The final step in a
complex process was the privilege of 1024 bestowed by Pope John XIX on
Cluny to terminate all the bitter disputes and struggles between the abbey and
the bishops of Macon, who had lost large portions of diocesan income because
of Cluny’s partial exemption.’ Given the fame and influence of Cluny it is
easy to understand how the abbey’s links to St Peter strengthened not only the
monastery but also the prestige and influence of St Peter’s earthly successor, the
pope. In general it must be said, however, that the two successors of Benedict
VIIL, John XIX (1024—-32) and Benedict IX (1032—44; 1045—6; 1047-8), were less
successful than their predecessor. The regnal years of Benedict IX’s pontificate
with their frequent interruptions are a tell-tale sign. His pontificate was
interrupted by first a resignation, secondly a deposition and thirdly a defeat.®

Legacy

Nevertheless, veneration for the successor of St Peter was kept alive in many
ways: by the many pilgrims; probably hardly less so by the export of Italian
relics; the papal right to the imperial coronation; and the first instances of
the canonization of saints through popes. Up to the end of the tenth century,
the cult of a saint had evolved spontaneously and locally, but in 993 John XV

5 Cowdrey (1970).
¢ Kempf (1969), pp. 247—57; Herrmann (1973); Schimmelpfennig (1984), ch. 5, pp. 122fF.
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became the first pope to proclaim a saint officially at the request of the German
ruler. The cultof Bishop Ulrich of Augsburg prescribed for the universal church
by John, of five Polish martyrs by John XVIII and of the Armenian hermit
Symeon by Benedict VIII were the first steps in a process that was to lead under
Pope Innocent III to the exclusive papal prerogative of canonization. The role
of the imperial coronation in the history of the papacy has been evaluated in
an earlier chapter.” Here a reminder suffices that no king who hoped to be
emperor, or needed the title to maintain his sovereignty, could afford to forget
his dependence on papal support.

Whatever the strengths and weaknesses of an individual who occupied the
throne of St Peter, therefore, the papacy as an institution was well prepared for
the universal role it was to assume under the popes of the reform period. The
foundations on which they could build were laid firmly, not least in the canon-
ical collections of the time. In practical terms the successes of a great pontiff
like Nicholas I were ephemeral,® but they were invaluable in legal and theo-
retical terms. The increasing separation between the eastern and the western
halves of the church in intellectual and political terms brought a decisive turn
in the development of the Roman primacy. Without the patriarchate of Con-
stantinople as a constant, practical reminder of the division of the patriarchal
authority among five sees, the Roman patriarchal role was readily superseded
by that of the universal primacy which had been attributed to the bishop of
Rome as successor of St Peter for centuries in the Latin west. In 1054 two legates
of Leo IX, the cardinals Frederick of Lorraine and Humbert of Silva Candida,
excommunicated the patriarch of Constantinople, Michael Keroularios, as well
as Emperor Constantine IX, an important step towards the permanent schism
between the Greek Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches but also towards
the universal papal primacy.

The papacy during the reform period
Simony and nicolaitism

From the days of the synods of Sutri and Rome in 1046 to the Lateran council of
1123, where the compromise regarding royal investitures of bishops and abbots
concluded at Worms between Henry V and legates of Pope Calixtus II was
reluctantly ratified, the papacy developed into an international institution of
the first rank. The aim in 1046 had simply been the reform of the church
in Rome. Conditions there had become urgent concerns of ecclesiastical re-
formers, among them monks, regular canons, bishops, princes, nobles and
the laity in general. The twin evils corrupting the church and blemishing the

7 NCMH, 1v, Part 1, ch. 9. 8 NCMH, u, ch. 21, pp- 563-86.
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image of the pure bride of Christ were simony and nicolaitism, that is clerical
marriage. Simony took its name from Simon Magus (Acts 8:18—24) and was
understood as the buying or selling of spiritual goods and offices as defined by
Gregory the Great. Gregory distinguished three forms of simony: the munus a
manu (money or gift), munus ab obsequio (services, favours) and munus a lin-
gua (intercession) and reinforced the older notion that whoever sinned against
the Holy Spirit by committing simony was a heretic. By the eleventh century,
when the concept of the proprietary church had penetrated the church, simony
appeared in numerous guises, especially that of different types of fees, for in-
stance those required by monasteries for admissions. Investiture, a ceremony
for the handing over of the symbols of office (crosier and ring for a bishop), was
often also seen as linked to simony. Simony, therefore, was a complex problem
and extremely difficult to pursue. The fight for celibacy among the clergy was
much more clear-cut, but it also required much persistence on the part of the
papacy, which had taken over the leadership of church reform since the days
of Leo IX. On both issues much headway was made, as described in an earlier
chapter,” although neither sin could be extirpated entirely. Simony and nico-
laitism had troubled the church for centuries and continued to do so in future,
albeit less blatantly. Buc it is clear that the pertinent ecclesiastical legislation
laid down standards that were now accepted throughout Latin Christendom
as a measure of commitment to the clerical life, giving rise to the criticism of
the clergy among the laity which is so pronounced a factor in the later middle
ages. Nevertheless, historians who emphasize ecclesiastical reforms as the chief
characteristics of the papacy of the eleventh century are hard pressed to explain
differences between this and other periods of reformation and renewal in the
church. It is increasingly recognized that the crucial difference is the interpre-
tation of the old concept of the papal primacy by the reformers. The two issues,
primacy and reform, interacted, but constitute separate strands none the less.

The papal primacy

Even in the tenth century, when the popes were not particularly respected, no-
body ever doubted the primacy of Rome, notwithstanding the quarrel over the
archbishopric of Rheims which came to a head at the synod of Chelles. But Yves
Congar put it well when he pointed out that on the whole in the pre-reform
period the primacy of Rome was seen as an office or ministry distinguished by
wisdom and moral authority within a church that was led by bishops and reg-
ulated through councils.” Since the mid-eleventh century a forceful emphasis
on canonical traditions, as handed down in the Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals and

9 NCMH, v, Part 1, ch. 9. 19" Congar (1961), p. 196; Klinkenberg (1955).
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especially the Decretum of Burchard of Worms (d. 1025)," gradually enriched
the concept of primacy undil the Petrine texts (Matthew 16:18-19; Luke 22:32;
John 21:15-17) were related exclusively to the Roman church and thus turned
into a dogmatic truth.” Obedience to the pope became an aspect of faith;
disobedience now was idolatry and therefore heresy. Disobedience is the fun-
damental reason given for the excommunication of Henry IV by Gregory VII®
and that of Henry V by Urban II and by Paschal II in 1102." The occasion
was the Lateran council of that year. It also introduced as a new requirement
a written profession of obedience to the pontiff from the participants of the
council and from those being granted the pallium.”

The roots of this eleventh-century transformation of the concept of pa-
pal primacy were many; they can be found throughout the Latin church.
Northern polemics apparently stressed the old rule that the pope could not
be judged by anyone, especially not a layman like Emperor Henry III, who
moreover had no rights with regard to the election of any cleric. The views
of the Italian reformer Peter Damian had developed long before Leo IX and
his Lotharingian/Burgundian companions brought reforms to Rome. Like
many of his contemporaries throughout Latin Christendom, Damian literally
regarded the authentic decrees of the fathers as sacri canones, as the sacred
pronouncements of popes, councils and church fathers inspired by the Holy
Spirit. Canons were equated with the divine law, and Peter Damian like others
was convinced that it was impossible for the laws of God to contradict each
other. Harmonization of seemingly contradictory passages was one of his main
concerns. Of these there were many, since for Damian all councils, even if not
papal or legatine, and all papal decretals — because the pope is the successor of
St Peter — represented legal sources of universal validity. There was one excep-
tion. Damian declared that a canon was no longer valid when it contradicted
authentic papal decretals (‘si decretis Romanorum pontificum non concor-
dat’). This straightforward principle served Damian as the touchstone for the
authenticity of any canon, whatever its origin.’® Differing from Cardinals Atto
and Humbert of Silva Candida, Damian thus did not presuppose positive pa-
pal confirmation of a canon. Instead, he was in agreement with the Decrerum
of Burchard of Worms, a canonical collection he frequently used. Reasoning
from the principle of concordance just mentioned, Damian came to declare
anyone a heretic who did not agree with the Roman church (‘haereticus esse

Fuhrmann (1972—4), 11, pp. 442-8s. * Congar (1961).

B Gregory VII, Register 11, 10a: ‘Et quia sicut christianus contempsit oboedire...meaque
monita. ..spernendo. .. vinculo eum anathematis vice tua alligo’; 7b7d., v11, 14a: ‘Heinricus.. .. non
timens periculum inoboedientie, quod est scelus idolatrie . . . excommunicationem incurrit.”

4 Blumenthal (1978), p. 21. 5 Ibid., pp. 21 ff; Gottlob (1936), pp. 8—10 and 49ff.

Ryan (1956), pp. 137ff.
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constat, qui Romanae ecclesiae non concordar’). Slightly altered, this sentence
is frequently attributed to Ambrose of Milan and is found in a very similar form
in the dictatus papae of Gregory VIL.7 Many though not all of the reformers
(Cardinal Deusdedit is one exception) implicitly and even explicitly equated
the Apostle Peter, the pope and the Roman church. Thus obedience owed to
the pontiff became absolute.

This conviction, displayed so prominently in the dictatus papae of Gregory
vit but shared equally by his immediate predecessors and successors, carried
over into the secular sphere, as we would say today. It was expressed strikingly
in the day-to-day activities of the papacy. The crusades, envisioned under
papal leadership by Gregory VII and initiated by Urban II at the council of
Clermont in 109s; the deposition of the French king and of the emperors
Henry IV and Henry V; the policies towards Byzantium and last but not least
towards the Normans in southern Italy: everywhere to some extent at least the
principle of the papal primacy is at play, albeit indirectly. The Latin church, by
now understood as the universal church, was directly under the control of the
pope. The pontiff possessed the plenitudo potestatis and could not be judged
or deposed. By the second half of the twelfth century at the latest the right to
issue new legislation had become his alone; papal decretals became the most
significant influence on the jurisprudence arising particularly at the universities
in southern France and Italy. The popes alone could issue dispensations, make
monasteries and collegiate churches exempt, create new dioceses or divide or
relocate old bishoprics. The relative autonomy of the archbishops in particular
was considerably weakened. The most important aids in the execution of
papal policies were the new organization of the papal bureaucracy, the rise of
the college of cardinals and the systematic use of legates.

In addition to stressing the papal primacy within the church, Gregory VII
and his successors also inverted the customary relationship between the monar-
chies and the papacy. The Gelasian concept of the priestly and the secular power
side by side within the one church whose head was Christ had been typical for
the Carolingian world of the ninth century. This image dominated thought
well into the later eleventh century. Gregory’s deposition of Henry IV and his
claims to soverignty in Italy, Spain, the Mediterranean islands, Scandinavia,
Poland, Bohemia, Hungary and last but not least England created conditions
not at all unlike those envisioned in the forged Donation of Constantine.”
By the early twelfth century the papacy was well on the way towards what has
been described as the papal monarchy.

17 Gregory VII, Register 11, s5a, c. 26: ‘Quod catholicus non habeatur, qui non concordat Romane
ecclesie.”
8 Robinson (1990), pp. 17-27.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The papacy, 1024—1122 17

THE PAPAL ADMINISTRATION
From the Lateran palace to the curia

The Lateran palace, for much of the period under consideration the papal
residence, also served as administrative centre of the Roman church as well as
of her temporal properties: the duchy of Rome and the patrimonies (landed
estates) of the see of St Peter. Known simply as the episcopium in the time
of Gregory the Great, the Lateran soon thereafter also was called parriarchium
Lateranense in analogy to the eastern patriarchates. Finally, by the tenth century,
sacrum palatium Lateranense became the standard expression, a designation that
had appeared in the Donation of Constantine, most likely an eighth-century
Roman forgery. Best known among early papal officials are the seven deacons
of Rome, an influential oligarchy from whose ranks many of the early popes,
including Gregory I, were elected. By the mid-tenth century, however, the lead-
ing officials were the ‘judges’, a term then meaning dignitary rather than judge.
The title might be replaced by ‘duke’, ‘consul romanorum’, prince and even
‘sentatrix’ in the case of the Roman lay magnates, who as iudices de militia were
closely associated with the papacy.” This is also true for the prefect whose an-
cient office was specifically linked with criminal and civic jurisdiction in the city
of Rome. It was still significant under the popes of the reform period, gaining
yet new lustre during the twelfth-century communal movement.*® The office of
vestararius should perhaps be thought of at times as even more influential.* Side
by side and intermingled with the lay ‘judges’ were the fudices de clero, the chief
papal administrators. They, too, were members of the Roman nobility and usu-
ally married, for despite their misleading name they were only in minor orders.
The group included the primicerius of the defensors and the primicerius and
secundicerius of the notaries (organized like other groups into scholae), the ar-
carius and sacellarius responsible since the seventh century for finances, and the
nomenculator in charge of alms; in the ninth century the protoscrinarius was also
numbered among the ‘judges’. The offices of these seven judges are described
in two documents, known as the older and younger (1002—49, before 1032?)
list of judges, respectively.”* Whether the younger list reflects the influence of
the imperial sacrum palatium at Pavia or not, it is certainly one of the traces

9 Regesta pontificum Romanorum: Italia pontificia, 1, p. 185, no. 1. Jordan (1947), p. 112. Fundamental
are the lists for various officials in Halphen (1907). For the rarely used expression iudices de militia
see ibid., p. 37 n. 1. For members of the family of Theophylact addressed as ‘senatrix’ see Toubert
(1973), p. 1027 n. 3, in addition to Kehr.

One example is the abduction of Gregory VII in 1075 by Cencius Stephani (Bonizo of Sutri, ‘Liber
ad amicum’, pp. 606, 610-11) and another the revolt of 1116/17 against Paschal II (Liber pontificalis,
11, pp. 302, 303). See Partner (1972), pp. 152ff.

' Jordan (1947), pp. 116-18.

?* Schramm (1929), pp. 199-218; Elze (1952), pp. 2933, arguing persuasively for ¢. 962 as a possibility.
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left by the attempts of the Tusculan popes to strengthen the papacy. Another
is evidence which seems to imply that members of the Roman clergy were now
more closely associated with the pope as palace clergy, including by 1018 acolytes
and subdeacons (JL 4024) and by 1049 at the latest deacons (JL 4067 and JL
4163).” The link between the popes and cardinal priests and cardinal bishops,
still predominantly liturgical, was reemphasized, for the later tenth- and early
eleventh-century papal ceremonial in the Lateran palace as well as papal pro-
cessions and station liturgies in the city of Rome were further elaborated, as
witnessed by the younger list of judges.** Pope John XIX not only requested the
bishop of Silva Candida to restore the liturgy at St Peter’s basilica in 1026 (JL
4076), but also invited Guido of Arezzo to come to Rome in order to reform
church music.” Benedict VIII as well as John XIX, moreover, paid particular
attention to the suburbicarian sees, like Porto, Silva Candida and Tivoli.?®

The chancery

Tentative reform efforts — and perhaps it is only to us that they appear so
tentative — extended beyond the papal ceremonial and the cardinal-bishoprics,
however. By the later tenth century practical reforms must have been urgent,
if the deterioration in the Roman curial script of the few extant original docu-
ments is any guide. The studies of Rabikauskas support the suggestions of Elze
that many of the papal scribes, whether designated as notaries or scriniarii, were
identical with Roman urban notaries, the tabelliones. This can only mean that
the papal writing office had become so insignificant that it no longer needed
permanent officials of its own.”” The renewal of the imperial dignity in 962
and new links with the imperial Ottonian/Saxon court influenced this later
tenth- and early eleventh-century reorganization of the Lateran bureaucracy.
The office of chancellor is the most important example. Under John XVIII
(1004—9) the cancellarius sacri palatii Lateranensis became a constant designa-
tion for the papal chancellor who functioned next to the bibliothecarius as a
second official in charge of correspondence and privileges.”® By 1023, when

» Elze (1952), pp. 40-6.

> Elze (1952), pp. soff, with references to the Ordo of Benedict. The liturgical roles of the judges recall
their former eminence but also indicate that they no longer practise their official functions. From
the late tenth century they had been replaced by the bibliothecarius (Jordan (1947), p. 116). See also
Blaauw (1987).

Elze (1952), p. 53 n. 140.

Regesta pontificum Romanorum: Italia pontificia, 111, nos. p. 20, 10 and 11 for Porto; pp. 25—7, nos. 2—s
for Silva Candida; p. 77, no. 9 for Tivoli. In this context Toubert (1973), p. 1036, refers to Tusculan
activity ‘pre-reformateur’.

2.
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%7 Protoscrinarius is explained in the younger list of judges as follows: ‘Quintus est protus qui pracest
scriniariis, quos nos tabelliones vocamus’ (Rabikauskas (1958), pp. 69—71). See ibid., p. 68 n. 12 for
examples of the identity of papal scribe and urban notary.
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See Rabikauskas (1958), pp. 9sff, and especially Santifaller, (1940), pp. 113ff.
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Pope Benedict VIII named Archbishop Pilgrim of Cologne bibliothecarius,
the chancellor evidently had assumed the functions of the librarian entirely.*?
Both offices were combined in 1037 by Pope Benedict IX in the person of Peter
of Silva Candida (JL 4110).3° Peter continued to hold these offices to his death
in 1050, notwithstanding the extraordinary and fateful changes touching the
papacy upon the intervention of Emperor Henry III at the synods of Sutri
and Rome in 1046. Benedict IX had granted the offices to the bishops of Silva
Candida in perpetuity, but only Humbert, one of the ecclesiastics who had
accompanied Pope Leo IX to Rome, and his successor Mainard could secure
the office of librarian/chancellor in the years 1057-63, when they were cardinal
bishops of Silva Candida.?® In general, it was preferred to entrust the office
of chancellor to a lower-ranking cleric who would be able to devote himself
exclusively to his secretarial duties. From 1063 the acolyte Peter occupied the
position until 1084, when he deserted the cause of Pope Gregory VII and went
over to Antipope Clement III. Famous is the long tenure of the chancellor
John of Gaeta who took over in 1088 and remained until 1118, when he was
elected pope as Gelasius II. John of Gaeta had been a monk at Monte Cassino
where he had studied under the rhetorician Alberic. It was he who introduced
the cursus into papal documents, used a new period for the calculation of the
indiction and a new date for the beginning of the year.>*

However, despite the continuity of leadership in the papal chancery, lo-
cated in the Lateran palace, the church reform of the eleventh century meant
numerous changes in its personnel and, most visibly, in its products, primar-
ily papal letters and privileges, although the chancery also maintained official
registers. The antique custom of keeping official registers was revived at the
latest under Pope Alexander II (1061-73), although from this period only the
original manuscript of the register of Gregory VII (1073-8s) has survived in the
Archivio Segreto of the Vatican.* The papal archives seem to have been kept in
partat the Lateran palace and in part at a tower near the arch of Constantine.?*
Only Roman scribes were trained in the traditional curial script, but they rarely

9 Bresslau (1912), pp. 219ff.

Herrmann (1973), p. 24, inappropriately describes the new office as a Superministerium. See Elze

(1952) and Rabikauskas (1958).

3" Huels (1977), pp. 131—4 for Humbert, and pp. 134—6 for Mainard. Mainard was replaced by the
acolyte Peter in January 1063 when he became abbot of the abbey of Pomposa.

3> Santifaller (1940), pp. 183—9 for the acolyte Peter, and pp. 208-14 for John of Gaeta; Sydow (1954/5),
p- 50.

33 Bresslau (1912), pp. 101—24; Caspar (1913), pp. 214—26; Lohrmann (1968); Schmidt (1977), pp. 220-35;

Blumenthal (1986), pp. 118, and (1988b), p. 135 n. 2.

Schieffer (1971), pp. 169-84; for the Archivo sacri palatii Lateranensis see Deusdedit, Kanonessamm-

lung, 111. 278 and 111. 279; Kurze (1990), p. 35 n. 48; Ehrle (1910), p. 448. The influential thesis of

Kehr (1901) that scrinium and chancery were two different institutions with different personnel has

34

been convincingly rejected by Elze (1952) as noted by Toubert (1973), p. 1043 n. 2.
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accompanied pontiffs like Leo IX or Victor II on their extended travels. The
popes, therefore, had to rely on local assistants or members of their entourage,
who usually were obliged to substitute Carolingian minuscule for the curial
script. Moreover, it was necessary to use parchment instead of papyrus, which
was becoming rare at this time and could not be obtained north of the Alps.
The replacement of the curial script, however, was certainly not intentional,
for under Stephen IX and his successors to Pope Calixtus II (1119—24) it reap-
peared and was used side by side with the minuscule until it disappeared for
good after 1123.

Of greater interest are textual and formulaic changes in the privileges, which
were introduced most likely through papal initiatives. Some of them clearly
reflect imperial usages. Certain historians suggest a linkage with the lively
interest in the Donation of Constantine displayed by the popes since Leo IX,
but the evidence is too ambiguous to be certain.® Leo IX and his advisers,
including Humbert of Silva Candida, introduced the rota into the eschatocol,
the last lines of a privilege following upon the body of the text. The rota, a
double circle surrounding a cross and with an inscription specific to each pope,
replaced a simple cross. One other notable change is the transformation of the
old Bene valete of the popes into a monogram.?® The gradual, overall evolution
of the chancery brought with i, intentionally or not, a differentiation and
separation from local Roman institutions. Thus it fits in well with the evolution
of the papacy from a locally dominated institution to an international one. The
chancellor, dating back to the early eleventh century at least, thus finds his place
with ease in the papal curia developing since the pontificate of Urban II (1088—
99), like the camera and the capella papalis in analogy to the courts of the
European monarchies.’”

The financial administration and the lands of St Peter

Particularly significant for the history of the papacy was the creation of the
camera under Pope Urban II. Apart from the cardinal bishops, many members
of the Roman clergy (the old ‘iudici de clero’) had deserted the cause of Gregory
VII in 1084 and transferred their allegiance to the antipope Clement III and
Emperor Henry IV. Both the chancellor and the archidiaconus had been among

35 This is often assumed, but such assumptions are contradicted by the fact that the German imperial
chancery influenced the papal chancery certainly from the pontificate of John XIII (965—72) and
into the reign of Pope Stephen IX. By the end of the eleventh century, by contrast, the influence
was flowing in the opposite direction. See Bresslau (1918), especially pp. 27-37.

2N

3¢ Santifaller (1973), pp. 29-38. Frenz (1986), pp. 15-22, provides an excellent recent description for

the evolution of letters, simple and solemn privileges in this period and includes a bibliography. For
details on development under Leo IX, see Dahlhaus (1989).
37 Jordan (1947), pp. 114ff and n. 15, and Jordan (1973), pp. 32—43.
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them. Urban, therefore, could begin with a clean slate and transfer the camera,
the financial institution which had proven its value at the Burgundian abbey
of Cluny, to Rome without being hamstrung by ancient traditions there or
consideration of the claims of the old bureaucracy. Indeed, other monasteries
north of the Alps also used a camera to keep their financial affairs in order,® but
it can hardly be doubted that Urban, formerly prior at Cluny, was influenced
by the very institution which he had come to know and appreciate as a monk,
especially since his first treasurer, the camerarius Peter, was also a monk from
Cluny. Moreover, Cluny itself directly assisted the papacy with financial trans-
actions in the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries, so much so that the
Historia Compostellana referred to Cluny as camera et asseda of the pope at the
time of Calixtus I1.3? Peter continued as treasurer under Paschal II (1099—1118).
Calixtus II, the former Archbishop Guy of Vienne, once again installed a monk
from Cluny, Stephen of Besancon, as camerarius. Only after his pontificate did
the financial ties between the papacy and Cluny begin to weaken.

Records for the activities of the camera in the beginning of its history are very
scanty. The financial situation of the papacy in this period was very precarious,
as the many papal appeals for assistance to English, French and German ec-
clesiastics demonstrate. Ordinarily, the chief expenses of the pontiffs were the
presbyteria, gifts to the Romans due on many different ceremonial occasions,
and the maintenance and embellishment of the churches and monasteries
of Rome, including the Lateran palace and St Peter’s basilica. The clergy of
Rome, particularly if they were foreigners or members of the bureaucracy, also
depended to some extent on the papacy for financial support. The reform
papacy, however, was in addition not only involved in a struggle, armed or
otherwise, with the Roman noble opposition but was also trying to reconquer
the papal states, having to fend off the Normans in the process. Expenses cer-
tainly rose, therefore. The papal income was originally derived primarily from
the ‘lands of St Peter’, the huge estates, villages and towns of the patrimony
found throughout the western half of the former Roman empire, but especially
in southern Italy and Africa. Once, at the end of the sixth century, this income
readily sufficed to provide for the entire city of Rome. By the eleventh century,
when the camera was created, matters had changed dramatically. Again and
again the popes had tried to prevent the appropriation of church lands by the
great Roman families, but to no avail. The nobles took advantage of long-term
leases, customarily granted for the term of three lives, which they exacted from
popes, bishops or abbots in return for a small recognition fee, the pensio or
census. At the synod of 877 at Ravenna Pope John VIII jointly with Emperor
Charles the Bald (840—77) very tellingly prohibited not only alienations by

38 Sydow (1954/5), p. 43 n. 161. 3 [bid., p. 57 n. 249.
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the papacy but also requests for the alienation of the patrimony or of any of
the fiscal rights of the Roman church. Such income was to go directly to the
Lateran palace, nor were any monasteries, manors or estates to be given out
as benefices. Both of these conciliar canons contained significant exceptions:
familiars of the popes and persons to whom such grants were owed for their
special service to holy Roman church.#® The arenga of the privilege of Otto 111
(983-1002) of 1001 granting Pope Sylvester II (999-1003) eight counties in the
Pentapolis, severely criticized the territorial policies of the papacy: ‘we are wit-
ness to the fact that the Roman church is the mother of all churches, but the
carelessness and ignorance of the popes has long obscured the monuments of
her greatness. For not only did they sell and alienate . . . things outside the City,
but also ... what they held in this our royal City.” The arenga eventually lists
the Donation of Constantine as one of the fabrications of the papacy under
the name of the great Constantine in order to make up for losses by appropri-
ating what belonged to the emperor.# In the rest of Italy similar conditions
prevailed; Otto III decreed in 998 that leases were to be valid only during the
lifetime of the lessor, since the ecclesiastical institutions should not be made to
suffer through alienations based on greed and personal ties.#* Such and sim-
ilar leases together with outright grants transformed, for instance, the Sabina
north of Rome into a Crescentian power base.” Improvements were very slow
to come, the great Donation of Emperor Henry II to the Roman church of
1020 notwithstanding.** Two privileges of Nicholas II (1059—61) for Rocca An-
tica and Montasola, established collective communities under the protection
of the pope in return for a yearly census, provisions (fodrum), and subjection
to papal jurisdiction. The inhabitants of Rocca Antica were also obliged to
rebuild the fort (castellum).¥ Documents from the reign of Paschal II, which
were excerpted in the camera around the middle of the twelfth century from his
registet, and eventually made their way into the Liber Censuum, show similar
features in grants in the patrimony.*® With the aid of the Normans Paschal

49 Mansi 17, pp. 335ff, cc. 15 and 17; Jordan (1932), p. 31.

4 Otto 11, Die Urkunden, no. 389, pp. 818—20, at p. 820: ‘Romanam ecclesiam matrem omnium
ecclesiarum esse testamur, sed incuria et inscientia pontificum longe sue claritatis titulos obfuscasse.
Nam non solum quae extra urbem esse videbantur, vendideruntet. . . alienaverunt, sed . . . si quid in
hac nostra urbe regia habuerunt. . . omnibus iudicante pecunia in commune dederunt. .. Hec sunt
enim commenta ab illis ipsis inventa. .. et sub titulo magni Constantini longi mendacii tempora
finxit.”

4 Jordan (1932), p. 37.

4 Toubert (1973), pp. 1029ff, esp. n. 3. Specifically for the Sabina see Vehse (1929-30).

4 Herrmann (1973), p. 34 n. 75.

4 Regesta pontificum Romanorum: Italia pontificia, 11, p. 72, no. 1 for Rocca Antica; Vehse (1929-30),
pp. 172—s5, appendices 1 and 2 for Montasola.

&

46 Liber censuum, 1, p. 407, no. 132, and ibid., 2, p. 95 = X. 54; Regesta pontificum Romanorum: Italia
pontificia 11, p. 109, no 1; Jordan (1932), pp. 49ff.
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had conquered the castellum Ninfa south of Rome in the diocese of Velletri
around 1108. Its inhabitants had to swear fealty to St Peter and the Lord Pope
Paschal as well as to his rightful successors; they had to render military service,
owed suit at the papal court, and aid (servizuzem). What is new is the reliance
on feudal ties with what has been described as collective seigneuries as a means
to maintain papal sovereignty.

The slender evidence for Nicholas and his successors shows how slowly papal
authority expanded again. The pontiffs apparently governed the patrimony di-
rectly from the Lateran without the old rectors as intermediaries. The evidence
for the evolution of the camera is so fragmentary that definite conclusions are
hard to reach, but perhaps it can be said that the early twelfth century showed
clearly a turning away from the old models for the government of papal states
which still dominated under Alexander II and Gregory VII (1073-85). When
Count Raymond William of Urgel had granted St Peter two forts (castelli) in
the time of Alexander II, taking them back for himself and for his heirs in
return for an annual census payment (pensio), the census was to be collected by
Abbot Frotard of St-Pons-de-Thomiéres, who is described as actionarius, the
old title of the collectors of rents and other payments in the Patrimony.*” At the
time of Paschal IT the old titles have almost entirely disappeared, and new ones
linked to the chamber are bewildering in their variety, from a serviens domni
Petri camerarii to dapifer (steward), familiaris and thesaurarius.*® The variations
are a typical sign of evolution and growth and just what one would expect.
Under Adrian IV (1154—9) the camerarius Boso was exclusively responsible for
the Patrimony of St Peter. By then the papal treasury had evolved into a much
better defined institution, despite ups and downs such as papal schism and the
Roman revolt of the 1140s. But even then its activities left much to be desired,
at least in the eyes of Cencius Savelli, treasurer and later pope as Honorius I1I.
He compiled the Liber Censuum, as he explained in the preface, to make sure
that the financial rights of the papacy throughout western Christendom would
be adequately recorded and preserved forever. Besides income from counties,
principalities and kingdoms that were under the protection and/or lordship of
St Peter as fiefs, or from customary gifts such as Peter’s Pence from England, the
Liber Censuum noted the names of numerous monasteries and churches which
owed an annual census. For the late twelfth century it has been calculated that
the income from secular sources amounted to four times as much as the income
from protected or exempt churches.# The collection of these fees was one of
the primary duties of the treasury, the other being the administration of the
Patrimony. No wonder, then, that its agents were intensely disliked as far back

47 Deusdedit, Kanonessammlung, 1. 271. 4 Sydow (1954/5), p- 56.
4 Robinson (1990), pp. 281-3; Pfaff (1953), p. 114.
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as the late eleventh century. The first satire on papal greed and Roman avarice,
the Tractatus Garsiae Tholetani canonici de Albino et Rufino, was composed
during the pontificate of Urban II.5°

LEGATES AND COUNCILS
Legates

From a very early period the popes were more than just bishops of Rome. Their
position of leadership in the rest of Christendom, with regard to jurisdiction
going back to the council of Sardica (343) which allowed deposed bishops
and other clergy to appeal to the Roman see,” brought with it the frequent
use of emissaries or legates as papal representatives, for instance at ecumenical
councils. They were also used for political negotiations as in the case of the
Lombard or Frankish kings. The sources usually describe them as missi or
missi apostolicae sedis, but also as legati. The last term is the usual one used
in the register of Gregory VII. During the reform period missions of legates
intensified greatly. For the Iberian peninsula, for example, practically all of
the papal business was entrusted to emissaries who enjoyed papal confidence.
With the important exception of Archbishop Diego Gelmirez of Santiago de
Compostela, all of them came cither from Rome or from southern France,
not excluding Archbishop Bernard of Toledo, the former abbot of St Victor of
Marseilles. The local councils held by these legates in ‘Spain’ were essential to
the reform and constitute the primary measure for papal influence in peninsula
affairs.””

By the time of Gregory VII, who was a legate to France and Germany himself
on several occasions before his election to the papacy, what might be called
a regular system of representatives and legates to enforce papal decrees and
claims functioned relatively smoothly. In an interesting letter of April 1075 to
King Sven of Denmark Gregory contrasted the conditions of the early church
with the present. The pope explained that it had been the custom among his
predecessors to teach all nations through legates, to correct all kings and princes
and to invite all to eternal life, for, Gregory wrote, the law of the earth used
to be in the hands of the popes rather than of the emperors. Now, however,
the kings and magnates (presides) of the land had become so contemptuous
of the ecclesiastical laws that hardly any legates were being sent out, because
they achieved no results; papal words were now only directed in prayer to the
Lord of kings and the God of punishment. But because he, Gregory, knew the

¢ MGH Libelli, 11, pp. 423—35; Robinson (1990), pp. 244—91.
5! Hess (1958), pp. 121ff for canons 4 and 7; see pp. 126ff for the appeals of presbyters or deacons.
5 Garcia y Garcia (1989), pp. 251-3.
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king from the time of his archdiaconate and was aware of his reverence for the
mother of all churches, he was none the less sending this letter through legates
(nuntios), expecting a royal reply and Danish nuntios in return.® Gregory
must have tried to flatter the Danish king, for legates were his favoured way
of communication and often highly esteemed collaborators. Several months
earlier the pope had confirmed in a letter the interdict which his legate, Bishop
Gerald of Ostia, had pronounced upon Bishop Isembert of Poitiers.’* Other
legates adjudicated ecclesiastical cases, including disputed elections.” They
might supervise new elections,”® hold councils in the name of the pope’” and
excommunicate kings.®® One of the clauses of the dictatus papae (c. 4) stipulates
that papal legates, even if of inferior rank, would preside over bishops at councils
and could depose them, clearly transferring papal prerogatives to the legate.”?
A letter of accreditation for the legates Gepizo and Maurus of January 1075
further details the authority Gregory vested in his representatives who were
sent, Gregory explained, because it was impossible for him to be personally
present as would be necessary if the church were to be reformed;° the same
letter requested in addition to obedience and moral support the maintenance
of the legates. This right to hospitality, later known as procuratio, was also
included in the new oath of obedience demanded of archbishops and gave rise
to complaints almost immediately. Bishop Ivo of Chartres implied in a letter
to Paschal II that the pontiff even used legations as a pretext to provide for his
clergy.®" In 1179 the Third Lateran Council saw itself obliged to declare that
the entourage of a visiting cardinal was not to exceed twenty-five persons at
most.%? Gregory VII himself, however, strictly supervised the legates through
detailed instructions and, if necessary, by means of additional legates, making
sure they returned in timely fashion to give account of their doings.®> There
never was any question about their subordination to the pope. On at least three
occasions Gregory VII quashed major legatine decisions.

In addition to these legates, some dispatched from Rome, others dignitaries
from the regions concerned, Gregory VII also used permanent papal represen-
tatives, the so-called standing legates. Hugh of Lyons, Girard of Angouléme,

53 Gregory VI, Register, 11, 76. 54 Jbid., 11, 23.

55 Ibid., 11, 25, 1v, 17, 1V, 26, in very comprehensive terms: ‘Quapropter misimus ad vos hunc dilectum
filium nostrum Gregorium et diaconum sancte Romane ecclesie, quatenus una vobiscum de ecclesi-
asticis causis et christiane religionis sacrosanctis institutionibus, que necessaria sunt, Deo adiuvante
pertractans nostra vice, que corrigenda sunt, corrigat, que statuenda, constituat et ecclesiastice lib-
ertatis atque iustitie diu et in multis neglectas rationes et studia ad formam canonice et apostolice
discipline reducere. . . efficaciter valeat confirmare.” Gregory is sent ‘de sinu nostro’ conveying the
same meaning as the later « latere.

56 Ibid., v, 19. 57 Ibid., 11, 28. 8 Ibid., v, 23. 59 Ibid., 1, 552, c. 4. 6 JIbid., 1, 40.

' Hinschius (1869), p. st n. 1; Ivo of Chartres, ‘Epistolae’, PL 162, ep. 109.

6 C.4= COD, pp- 213ff. 63 Gregory VII, Register, 1, 6.
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Amatus of Oléron, Altmann of Passau and Gebhard of Constance held such
an office under Gregory VII and his successors in France, northern Spain and
the empire. An exceptional case was Sicily. Under Urban II Roger of Sicily and
his heir obtained a privilege permitting them to control the access and activ-
ities of papal legates, even to exercise legatine powers in accordance with the
instructions of papal vicars sent from Rome.®* Papal control over the church
was immensely strengthened by all of these steps. The pope in fact was able to
act as the universal ordinary of the church.® A similar intention to centralize
the control of the church probably lies behind measures to restore, as Gregory
and Urban believed, the ancient primatial-patriarchal dignity as described by
Pseudo-Isidore. In 1079 Gregory granted the rank of primate to Archbishop
Gebuin of Lyons, the prima sedes of the ancient province Lugdunensis 1. The
archbishops of Rouen, Tours and Sens were subjected to him.®® Under Urban
IT the archbishops of Narbonne, Bourges and Toledo were confirmed in this
supposedly ancient dignity and under Calixtus II the archbishop of Vienne.
If the new, quasi-patriarchal rank in the ecclesiastical hierarchy had been bet-
ter defined in the canonical source, it could have aided centralization under
the pope even further, especially in connection with the office of legate, as
witnessed by the career of Hugh of Lyons, Gebuin’s successor.

Councils

In the eleventh century, next to the systematic use of different types of legates,
papal councils or synods were probably the most important instrument for
the centralized governing of Latin Christendon.®” It even has been argued that
under Pope Leo IX crucial innovations created ‘an assembly attended by bishops
from outside the Roman ecclesiastical province and from outside the imperial
territories, an assembly under the sole presidency of the pope, the decrees
of which were regarded as binding on the whole of Latin Christendom’.%®
But is it correct to speak of innovations rather than transformation of the
customary papal synods in the course of the reform? It is difficult to speak
of radical departures when there is so much continuity. Leo certainly never
intended to innovate, either at the synod of Mainz which he celebrated in
October 1049 jointly with Emperor Henry III or at the synod of Rheims, held

64 The clearest formulation of the Sicilian privilege is that of Paschal II, JL 6562.
6 Ryan (1966).

66 The sees were the capitals of the old provinces Lugdunensis 11, 111 and IV.
67

M

Contemporary sources use concilium and synodus as synonyms, a practice followed here; Somerville
(1989), p. 34 n. 2. Schmale (1976) and Robinson (1990) try to differentiate between these and similar

terms.
6

&

Robinson (1990), p. 22.
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a fortnight eatlier, from 3 to 5 October, in conjunction with the dedication of
the new basilica at the abbey of St-Rémi. In a later letter (JL 4185) to all French
Christians, bishops and laymen alike (frazribus et filiis catholicis per universum
regnum Francorum), the pontiff declared that the canons from Rheims, which
he had ordered to be phrased as canons and which he had confirmed at his
other councils, should be kept in the same manner as those of the ancient
ecumenical councils to which they were appended.®® The near-contemporary
Vita Leonis tells us that Leo had insisted all along that the ‘catholic law’ should
be observed. At his very first council (Rome, April 1049) the pondiff confirmed
aloud the statutes of the first four ecumenical councils and the decrees of all
his predecessors.”® This declaration is reminiscent of the Liber diurnus formula
for the profession of faith at a papal consecration,”" and Leo had just been
consecrated in February, but the profession also recalls age-old procedures at
ecclesiastical councils. One very visible focus at many a working session was a
canonical collection, solemnly displayed in the midst of the assembly. This was
also the procedure at Rheims as the ‘Historia dedicationis’ confirms.”” Nobody
has ever argued that the pope could celebrate councils only in Rome or only
in the empire.”? The apparent innovation at the council of Rheims was due to
force of circumstance: the French king and his advisers were unwilling to have
French clergy subjected to the kind of papal reform legislation which already
had created havoc in April 1049 at Rome”# and refused to collaborate. Leo
decided to proceed on his own, thus revealing the increased self-confidence of
the foreign successors of the Tusculan popes as well as their urgent concern for
the reform of clerical morals.

A comparison of the thematically connected synods of Pavia of August
1022, held jointly by Pope Benedict VIII and Emperor Henry II, and of Leo’s
three councils of 1049 reflects continuity of papal synodal traditions as well
as change. The overriding concern at both was simony and married clergy,
accompanied at Pavia by a theme familiar from the tenth century — lamen-
tations over the poverty of the once richly endowed church — and at Rheims

9 PL143, cols. 616 ff; ‘[at Rheims] plurima ad utilitatem Christianae religionis necessaria . . . statuendo

confirmavimus: quae omni capitulis digesta inter canones haberi praecepimus, et...in omnibus
synodis quas habuimus, idipsum confirmare curavimus’.

7° For the Vita Leonis see BHL no. 481. A critical edition is under preparation under the aegis of the
MGH; Krause (1976).

7' Liber diurnus, no. Lxxxii1, pp. 90-3; Santifaller (1976), pp. 81ff and pp. 226ff; Blumenthal (1988),
p- 246 and n. 22. The Liber diurnus formula refers to seven ecumenical councils.

7> ‘Historia dedicationis’, p. 721: ‘lectis sententiis super hac re olim promulgatis ab orthodoxis patribus,
declaratum est quod solus Romanae sedis pontifex universalis ecclesia primas esset et apostolicus’;
p- 723: ‘quod in canonibus de sacrorum ordinum venditoribus sit decretum, jussit tantum modo
recitari. . . ; lectae sunt sententiae super huiuscemodi re promulgatae ab orthodoxis patribus’.

73 Schmale (1976), p. 97. 74 Hauck (1958), pp. 600-3.
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by demands for canonical elections. At Pavia the pope declared the decrees of
the synod universally valid and confirmed them forever as applying to all of the
earth.” Henry II, a ruler anointed and crowned by the pope, also confirmed
and approved the decisions as a loyal son, declaring them immutable public
law (publica iura).7® Several canons in both the papal and the royal version
concerned iudices and tabelliones.”” At least in theory, therefore, the imperial
confirmation should have had a practical effect. But neither papal nor imperial
confirmation seem to have been effective, as Leo’s legislation of 1049 goes to
show. The lack of approval by the French king Henry I at Rheims, therefore,
cannot have distressed Leo to any notable extent, especially given the division
of the secular sovereignty between king and princes in France. The princes
were not powerful enough to maintain their customary rights over and against
the reformed papacy and King Henry could decide upon neutrality quite
readily, since only theoretical rights were threatened.”® Pope Leo IX, as we
have seen, did not hesitate to order the addition of his synodal decrees to
the canons of the old ecumenical councils in terms recalling thematically the
announcement of Benedict VIII at Pavia.”? He had arrived at Rheims fresh
from the council of Mainz which he had celebrated jointly with Emperor
Henry III. As in Italy and at Mainz, so at Rheims he obliged bishops who were
accused of simony or nicolaitism to clear themselves by oath. Throughout
his reign (1049—54), he travelled from synod to synod, consecrated churches
and altars and protected abbeys and monasteries through papal privileges. The
response was overwhelming. Abbot John of Fécamp praised Leo IX in the most
extravagant terms, singling out for special mention the synods held north of the

Alps:

For who has not wondered and erupted into jubilant applause seeing the care of this
pastor, unheard of in our times? He who was not content to advise the one people
of his own see of the city of Rome, or only to irrigate the Italian soil with heavenly
words, but who in addition perambulated and nourished the transalpine churches
with synodal examination, and who. .. quickly emended and corrected. .. through
ecclesiastical censure and rule. Ave, Pater papa mirabilss. . . o

The general enthusiasm for reform measures promulgated by the popes be-
gining with Leo IX on occasions such as synods is one of the distinguishing
characteristics of the papal councils of the second half of the eleventh century.

75 MGH Constitutiones, 1, no. 34, pp. 707, at p. 75: ‘Et ut firmum posthac quod sancimus permaneat
et in fines orbis terrae conservandum perveniat, totius huius summa sententiae hac nostri forma
decreti, fratribus et coepiscopis nostris subscribentibus, confirmabitur.’

=N

7% Jbid., p. 76: ‘Omnia quidem, quae pro ecclesiae necessaria reparatione synodaliter instituit et refor-

mavit paternitas tua, ut filius laudo, confirmo et approbo.’
77 Ibid., cc. 4, 6 and 7. 78 Kempf (1969), pp. 194—7; Becker (1955).
79 See n. 75 above. 80 PL 143, cols. 797-800, at col. 797.
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The other is the vastly expanded exercise of papal jurisdiction over clergy and
laity, including kings and emperors,* at both papal and legatine synods. Leo’s
successors Urban II, Paschal II and Calixtus II still held synods in France —
particularly famous is Urban’s council of Clermont in 1095 which initiated
the First Crusade®® — but more usual were Italian, especially Roman, councils
when the popes were in control of the Eternal City. Synods were held fre-
quently. Attendance became obligatory for archbishops, bishops and abbots
from throughout Latin Christendom. They were invited by the popes or might
be cited to appear before them. Failure to come to Rome, or to attend legatine
councils closer to home, automatically brought with it excommunication, even
if the individual concerned had grown grey in devoted service to the Roman
church.® Some of the entries in the official register for the synods of Gregory
VII look like mere lists of excommunicated and/or suspended members of
the nobility, including Philip I of France and Henry IV of Germany, and of
ecclesiastics, usually because they had failed to attend as requested.® Pastoral
concerns were perhaps always present, but were rarely thought worth record-
ing, it seems; after all, the care of souls was the primary duty of every priest
and especially of the pope.¥ What needed to be recorded was the relation-
ship between the pope and individual clerics and laymen if it was in any way
unusual.%

Often the expansion of the sphere of papal and legatine jurisdiction was the
result of appeals to Rome. Appeals from imperial Germany usually were com-
plaints by a lower ranking member of the hierarchy against a superior, as for
example in the case of the canons of Bamberg against their Bishop Hermann
because of his monastic policy; or of the monks of Reichenau against an abbot
whom they were refusing to accept. Papal synodal judgement for much of the
period tended to favour the appellants, provoking fury and indignation among
the episcopate everywhere, but especially in Germany. The Declaration of
Worms of January 1076, withdrawing obedience from Gregory VII, claimed
that parishioners had been given to understand that only the pope himself
or his legate could condemn or pardon individuals who had approached the
pope;*7 as far as he could, the bishops wrote, Gregory had deprived them of all
power which was known to have been granted to the bishops divinely through

8t NCMH, 1v, Part 1, ch. 9. 82 Somerville (1990), nos. vi1 and viir.
8

Ny

Blumenthal (1978), pp. 99ff for the council of Troyes (1107).

84 Gregory VII, Register, 11, 52a, 111, 104, and V111, 204, are telling examples.

For Urban II see Somerville (1990), no. v; for Gregory VII, Register, v, 14a, and v11, 14a. The synodal
records in Gregory’s register are clearly incomplete: Somerville (1989), p. 35.

The Liber pontificalis customarily recorded papal ordinations at the end of the viza of each pope.
Gregory VII, Register, 1, 8sa (year-end summary or Jahresschlussbericht), likewise recorded the names
of archbishops and bishops who had been consecrated by the pope, but then went on to record also
the other side of the coin; specifically, the excommunication of Robert Guiscard and his followers.
87 Henry 1V, Die Briefe, p. 67, lines 4-8; Schieffer (1972), p. 46 n. 138.
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the Holy Spirit.88 This is exaggerated, but not by much. The popes of the
reform period vigorously acted upon their claim to jurisdiction of the causae
maiores. The relevant Pseudo-Isidorian material, the related conciliar canons
of Nicaea and Sardica as well as the decretals of Innocent I, Leo I and Nicholas
I can be found in all of the eleventh- and early twelfth-century canonical
collections, ending up in the Decretum of Gratian of ¢. 1140 (c.2 q.6 c.3ff).%
The difference in this respect between the early and the late eleventh century
cannot be over-emphasized, although the much-maligned Roman popes of
the later tenth and early eleventh centuries in theory had always held firmly
to certain basic principles, such as the papal right to bestow the pallium on
metropolitans, the pope’s competence in the trials or disputes of bishops, and
last but not least the pope’s jurisdiction over all the faithful. Disputes over
the archbishopric of Rheims had pitted French bishops and abbots against the
papacy at the synod held in the monastery of St Basle at Verzy in 991, and
even more pointedly at the meeting held at Chelles, probably in 994. Pope
John XV (985—96) refused to yield at the time, but the Carolingian Arnulf who
had been deposed by the French was returned to the see of Rheims only by
default, and, ironically, by a dispensation granted by Pope Sylvester II (999—
1003). Sylvester, before his election Gerbert of Aurillac, had been Arnulf’s
opponent as Capetian-supported archbishop of Rheims.?® Benedict VIII, the
first pope from the house of Tusculum, ably maintained papal jurisdictional
supremacy both with regard to the English clergy, supported by King Cnut,
and with regard to Archbishop Aribo of Mainz. In 1017, on a pilgrimage to
Rome, Archbishop Lyfing of Canterbury requested the archiepiscopal pallium
from Benedict in accordance with a respective papal demand, but not without a
strong protest. The English clergy claimed as customary right the consecration
of their metropolitans and asserted that the pallium had always been sent by
Rome. Their ire had been caused last but not least by the papal demand for fees
in return for the pallium. They castigated the practice as heretical simony.”"
The opposition of Aribo of Mainz to Benedict is more complex. Countess
Irmingard of Hammerstein had appealed to Benedict in 1023, after a synod
held at Mainz had dissolved her marriage to Otto of Hammerstein because
of consanguinity. In response to the appeal, the synod of Seligenstadt issued
a decree in 1023 that no penitent was allowed to seek absolution in Rome
or to appeal there before he had obtained his own bishop’s permission and

88 Henry IV, Die Briefe, p. 66, lines 19ff: ‘Sublate enim quantum in te fuit, omni potestate ab episcopis,

que eis divinitus per gratiam sancti spiritus. . . collata esse dinoscitur.’

Maleczek (1981), p. 60 n. 135; Gregory VII, Register, 11, 55a, c. 21: ‘Quod maiores cause cuiuscunque
ecclesie ad eam [ecclesia romana] referri debean’; Robinson (1988), pp. 272ff; Winroth (2000).

9 Kempf (1969), p. 299, highlighted the important principles involved.

o' Hermann (1973), pp. 109-17; Barlow (1963), p. 299.
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had performed the penance imposed. The quarrel between pope and synodal
assembly in the care of Aribo of Mainz was ended by Benedict’s death in 1024,
when pressure by King Conrad II induced Aribo to abandon the proceedings
against Irmingard. All of these cases show that the papacy certainly intended to
maintain its rights, and, moreover, was successful when occasion demanded.
Buct this is just the point — when occasion demanded — and there was not
much demand for papal intervention, nor did the popes chose to intervene on
their own. The church reform in the mid-eleventh century ushered in a radical
change in this respect.

In keeping with tradition, the causae maiores which came before the popes of
the reform period were often adjudicated in papal synods, or by a papal legate at
a more local council. Not least for this reason, papal synods became the chief
forum for papally led ecclesiastical reform; the large number of attendees,
in addition to papal letters and papal legates — often specially sent out to
repromulgate decrees from papal councils at local synods — soon came to ensure
a relatively wide dissemination of canons and judicial decisions made at such
councils. Eventually, it became customary for synods to entrust committees
of papal advisers with the preparation of documents or cases that were to be
submitted for approval either to the entire council or to the pope. At the
Lateran council of March 1112, when the investiture concession granted under
duress by Pope Paschal II to Henry V was revoked, Paschal confessed that the
privilege for the emperor was invalid®* and ordered that it should be corrected
by the advice and judgement of the assembled brethren. In response, the synod
formed a committee of cardinals and bishops who presented a corresponding
resolution on the following day. It was unanimously accepted by the council and
is preserved with the inscription actio concilii contra heresim de investitura.®?
It is sometimes assumed that such committees were the forerunner of the
thirteenth-century consistory which eventually was composed of cardinals and
came to replace the councils. However, this is not the case, for as late as the
reign of Pope Innocent I the term consistory described solemn, publicly held
judicial proceedings.?*

The fragmentary nature of the information preserved in often unedited
manuscripts of the period has often been stressed, as well as the resulting un-
certainty about conciliar proceedings in the early twelfth century. Robinson’s
description of some of the better known synods illustrates the point clearly.”’

9% Liber pontificalis, 11, p. 370, lines 7—20, with the reference pravefactum for the document which
hence is called pravilegium in the revocation.

93 MGH Constitutiones, 1, p. 571 with recension 1.

94 Maleczek (1984), pp. 299—302, proving with a wealth of evidence the distinction between the advisory
meeting of the cardinals (Razsversammlung) and the consistorium.

95 Robinson (1990), pp. 121-35; Somerville (1990), nos. v and vir; Schmale (1976).
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Surviving records, however, irrespective of the ever changing relationship be-
tween individual popes and the assembled fathers, leave no room for doubt
that papal councils now held the central position in the life of the Latin church;
that numerous archbishops, bishops, abbots and prominent laymen attended
the regularly held synods from throughout Europe; that although the lower
clergy is rarely mentioned by name, their presence is pointed out. Moreover,
late eleventh- and twelfth-century councils were purely papal affairs. After the
death of Henry III in 1056 no pope ever again jointly presided with an em-
peror. Popes promulgated canons and judicial decisions, known as the acta of
the councils, at the conclusion of councils without reference to secular author-
ity. Papal synods had become general or universal councils. By the sixteenth
century, some of them, beginning with the First Lateran Council of 1123, were
regarded and counted as ecumenical councils in the western church.¢ A canon-
ical principle, based on the early ninth-century Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals and
formulated in the Decretum of Bishop Burchard of Worms (d. 1025), had shown
its effectiveness in forming mental attitudes as well as papal practice during
the reform: “The apostolic see has been entrusted with the right to convoke
synods by special empowerment; we do not read anywhere that a general synod
is legal which has not been assembled or supported by its authority.?” In 1117
Paschal II wrote to Count Roger of Sicily, confirming but also limiting the
privilege Roger’s father, Robert Guiscard, had been granted by Pope Urban II.
In his letter Paschal specifically excluded the count from the right to convoke
synods, his legatine powers notwithstanding. Only the pope had the right to
convene councils, and only he could decide to do so through his special legate
in the case of Sicily. How could it be otherwise, Paschal asked rhetorically.?®

THE COLLEGE OF CARDINALS

In 1148, the cardinals accompanying Pope Eugenius III to the synod of Rheims
complained bitterly about Bernard of Clairvaux who had deprived them of
their prerogatives. They were able to force Eugenius’s hand. He rescinded
the decisions of Bernard and his friends with regard to Gilbert of Poitiers,
postponing the discussion for a future occasion.?”” By that time the college of
cardinals had accumulated most of the powers that pertain to it to this very
day, such as the papal elections. The cardinals indeed had become the ‘spiritual
senators of the universal church’ as Peter Damian (41072), himself cardinal

96 Fuhrmann (1961), pp. 677-89.

97 Burchard of Worms, ‘Decretorum libri xx’, 1, 42 (PL 140, col. 561): ‘Synodorum . . . congregandarum
auctoritas apostolicae sedi privata commissa est potestas. Nec ullam synodum generalem ratam esse
legimus, quae eius non fuerit auctoritate congregata vel fult’; Fuhrmann (1961), pp. 683ff.

98 JL 6562. 99 Robinson (1990), p. 109.
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bishop of Ostia since late 1057, had called them."® Advisory functions in the
church government, subscriptions under privileges as well as acta, participation
in the judicial supremacy of the papacy and the papal election gradually had
become their inalienable prerogatives from the reign of Leo IX onwards."" The
term cardinal is much older, but underwent a pronounced change in meaning
under the popes of the reform period: its liturgical significance was gradually
superseded by its political connotations. Klewitz recognized the reforms of Leo
IX as the ‘birth’ of the college of cardinals.”*

In the early twelfth century the college of cardinals included three ranks:
bishops, priests and deacons. The title with the most ancient history is that
of cardinal bishop. From the fourth century on bishops from certain dioceses
in the vicinity of Rome, the suburbicarian sees, appear in the entourage of
the pope. By then the bishop of Ostia already had the prerogative of conse-
crating the newly elected pope, assisted by the bishops of Porto and Albano.
The constant number of seven cardinal bishoprics emerges first in the eighth
century, but for practical reasons, impoverishment and depopulation, as well as
political reasons the names of the seven suburbicarian sees kept changing until,
by the mid-twelfth century, the number seven ceased to matter.® Ordinarily
included were the bishoprics of (Velletri-) Ostia, Albano, Porto, Palestrina,
(Silva Candida-) Tivoli, (Gabii-Labicum-) Tusculum and Sabina. According
to the Vita of Pope Stephen III (768—72) in the Liber pontificalis, this pon-
tiff associated the ‘cardinal’ bishops with the liturgy at the Lateran basilica,
functions still clearly delineated in the Descriptio ecclesiae Lateranensis from
¢. 1100."°4 ‘However, the seven bishops who are the vicars of the lord pope and
who celebrate masses there at the altar of the Saviour, shall divide oblations
with the clerics of the church [the Lateran basilica], and when the week has
been completed they shall return to their sees.”” The term ‘cardinal’, there-
fore, described a cleric who celebrated the liturgy on a regular basis at a church
other than his church of ordination. According to Leo IX, however, the term
pointed to the close association of the cardinals with the Roman church, the
cardo (hinge) and caput (head) of the entire church.’® At that time this ety-
mology was erroneous, for cardinals were to be found in non-Roman churches
as well.

Under Leo IX and his successors these liturgical functions of the Roman
cardinals quickly receded into the background. Instead, they became increas-
ingly active in papal government and were to be found among the foremost

100

Contra philargyriam = Peter Damian, Die Briefe, part 3, pp. 64-83, at p. 80, line 18; Kuttner (1945),
p- 174 n. 100.

Maleczek (1981). See also n. 113. 192 Klewitz (1936); Huels (1977). 193 Ibid., p. 4.

1bid., pp. 38—44. 195 Valentini and Zucchetti (1946), 111, pp. 360ff.

See n. 115.
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collaborators of the popes. When the election decree of 1059 was issued under
Pope Nicholas IT in 1059, the leadership role of the cardinal bishops was already
prominent.'®” The responsibility for the reform of the church rested upon their
shoulders. Leo himself apparently nominated only Humbert of Moyenmoutier
as cardinal bishop of Silva Candida in 1050; Bonizo’s references to Azelin of
Sutri, who had come from Compiegne, are unclear. Victor II (1055—7) was the
next pope who could fill a vacant suburbicarian see. He selected an Italian
monk, Boniface, for the see of Albano. Peter Damian, also Italian, was named
to the cardinal bishopric of Ostia by Pope Stephen IX (1057-8) at the urging
of Hildebrand, the later Gregory VII. When Stephen died in 1058 at Florence,
the Roman opposition took advantage of the absence of curia and elected
cardinal bishop John of Velletri as successor. John chose the name Benedict
X, reviving the Tusculan tradition, not a surprising move given that his most
prominent noble supporters were Count Gregory II of Tusculum, Count Ger-
ard of Galeria and the sons of Crescentius of Monticelli. However, only one
other cardinal bishop, Rainerius of Palestrina, also abbot of the monastery of
SS. Cosmas and Damian (S. Cosimato) in Trastevere, supported John, thus
defying the express wishes of Stephen IX. With the defeat of this opposition
clustered around Benedict X by about 1060, all of the cardinal bishops could
be considered supporters of the reform. The victory was an astonishing suc-
cess for the papacy, when it is remembered that the lands surrounding the
sees of Albano, Palestrina, Velletri, Sutri and Tusculum were in the hands of
the feudal nobility. The hold on the papacy by magnates propertied in and
around Rome had been broken. The election decree of 1059 took advantage of
the situation. The decree which was solemnly promulgated stipulated in part
that the cardinal bishops were to debate papal elections in the first instance;
subsequently the other cardinals should be admitted to their deliberations and
finally, once the election had been determined, the remaining Roman clergy
and the laity were to give their consent.’”® The rights of the Romans were
strictly limited, the decree explains, because they usually voted on the basis of
blood relationship or in return for payments; in other words, they committed
simony, an unforgivable crime in the eyes of the reformers.

By the early twelfth century the cardinal bishops had to share their responsi-
bilities with cardinal priests as well as cardinal deacons.™ The complex history
of the deacons has been elucidated by Huels in the context of the schisms of the

197 Jasper (1986). 198 Jbid., pp. 101—4.

199 Klewitz (1936), p. 20 n. 1, with the pertinent text of the Descriptio: ‘Quando papa S. Petri vicarius
in dominicis vel in praecipuis sollempnitatibus missam celebrat in altare s. Salvatoris Lateranensis
ecclesiae . . . praedicti VII episcopi debent assistere cum XXVIII cardinalibus totidem eccelesiis infra
muros urbis Romae praesidentibus. .. Debent etiam ibi praesens esse archidiaconus Romae cum
VI diaconibus palatinis . . . et alii XII diacones regionarii.’
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Investiture Controversy."® As for the cardinal priests, a privilege of Pope John
VIII that granted corporate jurisdiction over the clergy and laity of Rome to the
cardinal priests is probably not authentic.™ The Descriptio, however, speaks in
glowing terms of the privileges of both the cardinal priests and the bishops.
They supposedly had the right to judge all bishops of the entire Roman empire —
the ancient Roman empire is surely meant — at all the councils or syn-
ods which they attended.™ Since at least the fourth century, the presbyters or
priests of Rome were associated with specific title churches, churches originally
taking their name from private houses which had served as places of worship
for Christians before their place was taken by public buildings such as basili-
cas. For the early fifth century twenty-five title churches are known. Klewitz
deduced from the evidence a system of 5 X 5, associating title priests of groups
of five churches each with weekly liturgical functions at the five patriarchal
basilicas of medieval Rome: S. Paolo fuori le mura, S. Lorenzo f.l.m., S. Maria
Maggiore, St Peter and the Lateran basilica. This hypothetically reconstructed
system must have changed when Pope Stephen III entrusted the cardinal bish-
ops with liturgies at the Lateran, reviving ancient traditions. The Descriptio of
¢. 1100 reflects an arrangement which linked seven cardinal priests with each
of the four remaining major basilicas, reserving the services at the Lateran
to the cardinal bishops." The names of twenty-eight title churches are given
in the document, but only four of them are represented by signatures under
the election decree of 1059. One additional piece of information is a grant of
Pope Alexander II. It reserved to the cardinal priests rights of a quasi-episcopal
jurisdiction in their titles."™#

The primary attention of the reform papacy was focused on the cardinal
bishops. Pope Leo IX took up the Pseudo-Isidorian definition of cardo, hinge,
as pointed out earlier. In this view the apostolic see becomes the head and
hinge of the universal church; writing to the patriarch of Constantinople Leo
declared in 1054 that ‘like the immovable hinge which sends the door forth and
back, thus Peter and his successors have the sovereign judgment over the entire
Church. .. Therefore his clerics are named cardinals, for they belong more
closely to the hinge by which everything else is moved.” These, his clerics,
were the cardinal bishops. Given the traditional role of the cardinal priests and
deacons of Rome, it is not surprising that these groups protested vehemently
against the singling out of the neighbouring bishops. The cardinal presbyter

(o]

Huels (1977), pp. 14ff, 255—72. U Kuttner (1945), pp. 173 and 193—7.

1bid., p. 177, points out that this privilege is shared by bishops and priests. And the passage is always
understood in this sense. The Latin, however, is ambiguous. See Klewitz (1936), p. 20.

B Klewitz (1936), pp. 56—60 and ibid., p. 16 for the Descriptio text; Huels (1977), pp. 8-14.

4 JL 4736; Regesta pontificum Romanorum: Italia pontificia, 1, p. 7, no 9; Kuttner (1945), p. 176 n. 105.
5 Kuttner (1945), p. 176, whose translation I quote.
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of S. Pietro in Vincoli, Deusdedit, emerged as one of their chief spokesmen,
although he remained a staunch supporter of the reform popes throughout
his life. Among long forgotten documents which Deusdedit brought back into
circulation by including them in his canonical collection (1087) and his Libellus
adversus simoniacos, completed shortly before his death in either 1098 or 1099,
was a decree from the Roman synod of 769. The 769 canon stipulated that only
a cardinal priest or deacon could be elected to the Holy See, and, furthermore,
that priests, ecclesiastical magnates and the entire clergy of the Roman church
were to carry out the election."® Both points were flatly contradicted by the
election decree of 1059. And not by accident. Deusdedit’s preface, dedicating
his canonical collection to Pope Victor IIT in 1087, railed against the 1059
provisions, stating that they violated every single one of the decrees of God and
of the holy fathers."” In keeping with his view of the role of the Roman cardinal
priests and deacons is Deusdedit’s interpretation of Isidore’s definition of cardo
which he expressed in the second book of his collection (11. 160). According to
Deusdedit’s text the cardinals themselves are responsible for leading the people
of God to eternal salvation. They are the kings who rule the people; they are
the hinges which move the door — and heaven revolves around them."®

Not much might have come of these apparently extreme claims despite
Deusdedit’s prominent position in the circle of the reformers, had it not been
for the Wibertine schism. When in 1084 the Romans finally opened their
gates to Henry IV and the pope-elect Wibert of Ravenna (Clement III), they
were influenced in no small part by the action of the Roman clergy, especially
cardinal priests and deacons, who had deserted the cause of Gregory VII. With
one exception, the cardinal bishops had remained loyal to the pope. The hostile
schismatic cardinal Beno blamed Gregory for separating the bishops from the
consortium of the Roman cardinals, ‘because their hand had been forced by
Gregory." The loyalty of most of the recently appointed bishops can be readily
explained, however, by their prominent place in the papal government. The
absence of such a role and the attendant loss of dignity for the churches of
Roman priests and deacons equally well explains a good deal of the antagonism
of the latter. Klewitz noted that during the pontificate of Urban II seventeen

16 Deysdedit, Kanonessammlung, 1. 261 and 11. 262 (p. 268). Interesting is the differentiation of /aici

and proceres ecclesie in 11. 262.
"7 Ibid., Prologus, pp. 4ff, lines 30ff. Victor III had signed the 1059 decree as cardinal priest of S. Cecilia

and was clearly meant by Deusdedit’s guidam.
"8 Thid., 11. 160 (p. 268): ‘Sicut a basibus. .. basilei idest reges dicuntur, quia populum regunt: ita
et cardinales deriuatiue dicuntur a cardinibus ianue, qui tam regunt et mouent, quod plebem
dei... moueant. Item cardinales mundi duo sunt in septemtrione et meridie et ideo dicuntur
cardines, quia in ipsis uoluitur celum.” See Kuttner (1945), pp. 176ff. for additional texts from the
collection extolling the lower ranks of the cardinals.
"9 The list of the names is found in the contemporary Gesta Romanae Ecclesiae contra Hildebrandum

= MGH Libelli, 11, pp. 369—422, here p. 369, lines 19ff; Zafarana (1966).
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cardinal presbyters supported the antipope Clement as well as about half of
the cardinal deacons at any one time.”® The relationship between ‘orthodox’
pontiffs and the Roman cardinals remained extremely fluid, however, especially
after the popes had allied themselves with the ‘new’ Pierleoni and Frangipani
families and thus garnered magnate support.”*' Because of Beno’s pronounced
hostility to Gregory, too little weight is sometimes given to his accusation that
Gregory had dismissed the cardinals from his counsel and had not consulted
them when he suddenly excommunicated Henry IV without calling a synod
and without the subscription of the cardinals.””” Wibert—Clement turned this
situation to his favour, giving cardinal presbyters and deacons a prominent place
in his administration — and among the signatories to his privileges. Gregory’s
legitimate successors, Urban II and Paschal II, had to follow suit. The support
of the cardinal presbyters was vital for any pope who wished to maintain himself
in Rome. The result was an undivided college of cardinals which successfully
asserted and maintained its increasing share in the papal government.

20 Klewitz (1936), pp. 70-6. ' Huels (1977), pp. 255—72. 2> Liber pontificalis, 11, p. 370.
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CHAPTER 3

THE WESTERN EMPIRE UNDER
THE SALIANS

Hanna Vollrath

THE BEGINNING OF THE SALIAN CENTURY

Just as his predecessor Otto III in 1002, Henry II died without issue in 1024.
Although this may look like a repetition of events, there were marked differ-
ences: Otto III had not been married, and being still very young, marriage
with the prospect of an heir must have seemed probable. He died, however,
of malaria in Italy at the age of twenty-one. Henry II, on the other hand, had
been married for almost thirty years when he died at the age of about fifty.
The probability that his death would leave the realm without an obvious suc-
cessor must have presented itself to the magnates for quite some time. Yet the
detailed account of the election procedure written by the royal chaplain Wipo
some twenty years after the event gives the impression that it was only after
Henry’s death on 13 July 1024 that the magnates, who had been summoned to
Kamba on the Rhine for the election of a new king by Archbishop Aribo of
Mainz, began to give the question any thought: according to Wipo, first sev-
eral candidates were named, then their number gradually reduced to two men
both by the name of Conrad — one called ‘the Younger’, the other ‘the Elder’ —
the sons of two brothers; finally ‘Conrad the Elder’ was elected king. Like the
other lay nobles of his time he was an ‘idiota, illiterate. This was anything but
a compliment from the Italian monk who called him that. But as it did not
prevent the German electors from regarding him as the most suitable candi-
date, it shows that literacy was held in rather less esteem in the German lands
than south of the Alps." Wipo fails to mention, however, that Conrad was the
great-grandson of Otto the Great’s daughter Liutgard by Otto’s first English
wife Eadgyth (Edith) and thereby the closest of kin to the deceased king. As it
was only more than a century later that genealogies of noble families came to
be written down, the electors of 1024 had none at hand. But were they really

' For an overview of lay and of ecclesiastical literacy with emphasis on the German kings and nobles
see Wendehorst (1996).
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unaware of the fact that by electing Conrad the Elder they adhered closely to
the royal kin? If, however, they were guided by considerations of blood rela-
tionship, how can this be reconciled with Wipo’s stipulation that after King
Henry’s death people began to look far and wide for a suitable successor? Was it
really a ‘free’ election with free deliberation? Did the electors of 1024 act in the
belief that they were giving their support to the foremost member of the estab-
lished royal family or did they think they were deciding on a new royal house?
To the present day historians cannot agree how to answer these questions.

Whatever the electors of 1024 thought they were doing, modern historiog-
raphy, anyway, sees Conrad as the first king of a new royal family, which like
all the other noble kin-groups still lacked a family name and came to be called
the Salians (Salier) only in the twelfth century. Conrad and his chancery were
aware of the fact that there had been a king named Conrad a little more than
a century earlier (911-19). So the first Salian king called himself Conrad II.

The Salians reigned for a century, every one of the Salian kings securing the
succession of a son during his own lifetime: Conrad II (1024—39) was succeeded
by his only son Henry III (1039—56), who after a premature death at the age of
thirty-nine was followed by his son Henry IV (1056-1105/6), a child of five at
the time of his accession to the throne. Henry IV ended his stormy career by
being deposed by his son Henry V (1105—25). The latter turned out to be the
last of the Salians, as he and his English wife Matilda, the notorious ‘Empress
Maud’ after her return to England, had no children.

The Salian century can been seen as falling more or less into two parts:
whereas Conrad II and Henry III reigned according to established customs,
Henry IV was faced with problems that left him and most of his contempo-
raries without orientation. For Henry IV the revolutionary momentum of the
‘Gregorian Reform’ coincided and combined forces with the Saxon rebellion,
bringing about a ‘crisis of medieval Germany’ that jeopardized the very sur-
vival of his kingship and the coherence of his German kingdom, a crisis that
continued well into the reign of Henry V.

An election at the beginning of the eleventh century — be it that of a king,
pope, bishop or abbot — did not follow a formal procedure. There was no
defined body of electors, no counting of votes. A candidate for whatever office
could only succeed if he was accepted as lord and thereby won the support of
those who were to be his followers, and he would only gain this acceptance
if he was believed to be the ‘right’ person for the office, the one pre-chosen by
custom and divine will. This fundamentalist approach began to be challenged
during the Salian period when disputed elections and civil war made people
give election procedures more thought than before. Conrad’s elevation to the

> Leyser (1983) repr. (1994).
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throne can almost be seen as a turning-point in this development in that it
established that the leading men of the realm united in collective action were
to be those with whom the election of the new king should lie.> The homage
rendered to Conrad by the nobles at Kamba did not dispense him, however,
from seeking the support of those who had not been present there, above all the
support of the Saxons, who seemed to have been altogether absent. If feeling
of identify transcended blood relations and local or regional affiliations at all,
it still rested very much with one of the tribes of which the German kingdom
consisted. The new king was of Frankish extraction, his family’s landed wealth
lay in the Rhineland around Worms and Speyer. By his election the Saxons
lost the kingship that had hitherto been vested in an Ottonian (a Saxon) king
and they seem to have had misgivings about the ‘foreign’ king. They were
only willing to do homage to him on the condition that he guaranteed their
‘particularly cruel Saxon law’ (as the historian Wipo put it), which Conrad did
when he met them in the Saxon town of Minden on his first circuit of his realm.

Conrad’s German kingdom was still very ‘archaic’ — economically as well as
socially and intellectually. The land was thinly populated with long stretches
of woods and uncultivated swamps or heaths separating the settlements. This
made communication and travel difficult. The king with his entourage de-
pended just as much upon the navigable rivers and a few ancient routes for his
horse-saddle reign as did the traders, who traversed northern Europe with their
merchandise. As yet trade and manufacture were still a very minor economic
factor in the German lands as compared to agriculture, and towns as places
with a diversified economy were virtually non-existent. The vast majority of
the people lived and worked in dependence upon an ecclesiastical or secular
lord. The inhabitants of the ancient Roman towns that had survived in a much
reduced state as bishoprics along the Rhine and Danube rivers were just as de-
pendent upon their lords, the bishops or archbishops, as were the people living
in hamlets around the manors. Literacy and learning were confined to the big
monasteries and to some teachers, who gathered a few students on their own
initiative or on that of their bishops.

All was quite different in Conrad’s second kingdom, Italy, the crown of which
he demanded on the ground of a traditional union between the two realms.
The ‘regnum Italiae’ was more or less conterminous with the Lombard north of
the pensinsula. Although there, too, self-government had collapsed, the urban
character of the settlements persisted to a much larger degree than in Conrad’s
northern kingdom. The inhabitants were considered free by birth. The nobles
continued to reside in the towns. Thus, the inhabitants of the Lombard towns
were in a far better position to refute the dominion by their bishops or other

3 Keller (1983); Fried (1994), pp. 731-6.
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lords. At the very beginning of his reign Conrad II was confronted with an
incident that stood witness to a growing sense of independence in the towns: the
inhabitants of Pavia had destroyed the imperial palace in the city immediately
after Henry II’s death. Conrad might not have been aware of the fact that
the inhabitants of other Lombard towns such as Cremona, Brescia, Parma
and Lodi had already been challenging the government of their respective
episcopal lords for quite some time, organizing themselves into communes
and also destroying their lords’ town palaces just as the people of Pavia had
done. Conrad denounced this act of violence as illegal and demanded the
reconstruction of the palace, which, however, never took place.

The trade revolution with its renaissance of urban prosperity and urban self-
assurance was already well under way in Italy when Conrad went there to win
the imperial crown in 1027 at the hands of the pope as custom demanded. One
may doubt whether his feudal views permitted him to interpret the economic
and social situation in the Italian towns as precursor of a general development
that was to transform the whole of western Europe in the decades to come.

Conrad’s reign was guided by tradition and he stuck to the ways paved by
his predecessors. On the one hand this led to the acquisition of the kingdom
of Burgundy; on the other hand it brought him the accusation of having been
a simoniac.

Rudolf IT king of Burgundy had bound himself by several treaties to leave his
crown to Henry II, who was his relative as well as his liege lord. When Rudolf
died in September 1032 Conrad claimed the Burgundian crown as successor of
Henry Il in the office of king, whereas Rudolph’s nephew Count Odo of Blois as
well as Conrad’s step-son Duke Ernst of Swabia claimed Burgundy as the closest
of kin and heirs to the deceased. In the feud that ensued Conrad prevailed and
succeeded in being crowned king of Burgundy in February 1033. Although the
Burgundian feudal lords prevented his Burgundian kingship from amounting
to more than an honour, a dignitas, Burgundy was nevertheless henceforth
considered as part of the imperium, the lands of the imperator.

In Conrad’s views, formed by Ottonian tradition, regnum and sacerdotium
were bound to each other by their mutual responsibility for the order of the
world ordained by divine will. As the Lord’s anointed he considered himself
responsible for the Christian faith and the Christian churches of his realms,
making pious donations and intervening in their affairs when he deemed
necessary. In response to his pious efforts he expected the support of the bishops
and abbots, both spiritually and materially. It seems, however, that in this he
did not quite act in ways the clerics and monks of his kingdom expected from a
king anointed.* He probably had no qualms about bullying the newly installed

4 Hoffmann (1993).
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bishop of Basle in 1025 into paying him a considerable amount of money; he
would have considered it part of the servitium regis, which the churches had
been accustomed to render from time immemorial. Some twenty years later this
was considered to be not only inappropriate but a sin. When Wipo finished
his Gesta Cuonradi shortly after 1046 during the reign of Conrad’s son and
successor Henry III he reports that simoniac heresy suddenly appeared when
King Conrad and his queen accepted an immense amount of money from the
cleric Udalrich upon the latter’s instalment on the episcopal throne of Basle.
Conrad, Wipo was eager to continue, later repented of this sin vowing never
to accept money again for an abbey or a bishopric and, so Wipo added, he
more or less kept this promise.

Wipo’s judgement mirrors the state of the debate in the late 1040s when
simony and nicolaitism had come to be used as synonyms for an utterly de-
praved state of the church. Historians have tried for a long time to answer the
question why these two themes came to the fore around the middle of the
eleventh century. Why did ‘church reform’ become so much more important
a topic, and why did it become equated with the demand to fight simony and
nicolaitism? For a long time historians followed the contemporary sources in
their verdict that morally and spiritually the church was indeed in a damnable
state and that the cry for reform of the church meant that people had become
aware of the growing abuse. A closer look at the early medieval parishes reveals,
however, that clerical marriage, that is nicolaitism, must have been a matter
of some importance; that, in fact, the position of priest more often than not
was handed down from father to son, a situation that must even be considered
beneficial to church life, as there was no regular training for the priesthood,
and a son, who had been watching his father fulfil the sacerdotal rites, must
have been in a much better position to act as priest than someone who had
not had this experience from his early boyhood.

As far as the ‘Reichskirche’ (imperial church) was concerned, nobody would
have denied that according to the holy canons the conferment of a bishopric
included an election by the clergy and the people. But in the early middle
ages clerus et populus were not conceived of as a defined electorial body that
arrived at independent decisions according to established rules. Rather clergy
and people ‘voted” by accepting their new spiritual lord as any lay band of
followers would have to accept their lord. This acceptance was regulated by
custom and the notion of propriety. With lay people hereditary rights played
the most decisive part. No hereditary succession was valid, however, without
a solemn rite of conferment through the hands of the lord. It was the lord’s
investiture that transformed entitlement into legitimate succession. Both were
so much bound together in unseparable unity that there were no rules as to how
to proceed if customary titles of heredity clashed with a lord’s right to invest.
We tend to think of these two factors as two separable and hence separate titles.
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People of the earlier middle ages did not. They thought of men as acting in
unison to achieve what everybody considered to be the right thing. Lack of
unity called for compromise (in which the conflicting parties agreed to have
finally found the solution according to what was right) or — probably more
often — for violence in a feud.

Episcopal appointments were handled along these lines. As direct hereditary
succession was, however, precluded by the obligation of celibacy there was a
wider scope of action for those who were responsible for the appointment,
namely clergy, people and king. Although the venerated canons knew nothing
of royal investiture, it was unquestionably accepted as part of the world of
personal dependencies and obligations. It was the king’s lordly power and
position in his relation to local dignitaries that decided on how strong his
influence would be.’

Also the churches high and low formed part of a society the economic
and social basis of which was feudal lordship with dependent villains bound
together in the manorial system. A bishop ‘received’ a church with all its
revenues from his lord the king through investiture, as did a priest who was
invested with a parish church by the lord of the manor and thereby ‘received’
the landed property of ‘his’ church. By conferring the church the respective
lords gave them an income just as they did with their secular vassals. For their
gifts they demanded a gift in return — the prayers of the clergy, to be sure, but
material gifts as well: the lord king could expect to be housed and entertained
with his retinue; the bishops and abbots owed him mounted knights for his
expeditions and some other services, which could also be commuted into a
money donation. Nobody had equated these donations with simony forbidden
by the holy canons. The donations formed part of the gift-exchange economy
of the early middle ages and as such it made sense and must have seemed quite
normal to everybody.

In view of these long-established customs a growing number of scholars
tend to attribute the demand for church reform with the fight against simony
and nicolaitism to a change of perception.® Practices that up until then only a
very few people had objected to came to be looked at as abuses. The church
must be reformed by abolishing simony and nicolaitism. The sacraments, the
faithful began to fear, could only work for the salvation of souls if they had been
administered by priests, whose hands were ‘pure’, i.e. unpolluted by money and
fleshly contacts.

5 Traditional German historiography attributes the most decisive influence in all the German bish-
oprics and royal monasteries to the king’s will, who is seen as delegating men from his royal chapel
(Hofkapelle) in order to weld the single churches into an ‘imperial church system’ serving king and
kingdom. This view was successfully challenged by Reuter (1982). For an assessment of the lively
debate that ensued see Fried (1991), pp. 165ff, and (1994), especially pp. 666fF.

¢ Leyser, English version (1994).
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In Conrad’s days, so it seems, these views were still confined to some strict
religious circles in northern Italy, where clauses forbidding simony began to
turn up in monastic foundation charters shortly after the turn of the century.
Reports on the persecution of heretics also indicate that religious consciousness
was beginning to change. Church councils had been denouncing a variety of
religious practices and beliefs as heretical in the late Roman period. In the
early middle ages, however, heresy was no topic. When Burchard of Worms
compiled his Decretum in about 1025 which for more than a century came to
be one of the most often copied canon law collections in the western church,
he had nothing to say about heretics. At just about the same time the Milanese
historian Landulf reports his archbishop Aribert as having discovered a group
of ‘heretics’ living in the castle of the countess of Monteforte near Turin. On
interrogation by the archbishop they confessed to an extremely ascetic life
with continuous prayers, vigils, declining not only personal property, sexual
intercourse and everything fleshly, but also the sacraments and the authority
of the Roman pontiff. The archbishop took them prisoners to Milan where
he could not prevent the leading citizens from burning those to death who
refused to confess the ‘Catholic faith’.

This is one of the earliest medieval instances where people were put to death
through the hands of fellow-Christians because of divergent religious practices.
The report given by Landulf discloses some of the features that were to become
elements of a religious mass movement all over western Europe by the end of
the century: voluntary poverty with individual and sometimes eccentric if not
blashemous devotional practices combined with a repudiation of the sacra-
ments administered by the anointed agents of the church. To live the apostles’
lives as true followers of Christ was to ensure salvation and make sacramental
mediation superfluous. As yet there were only a few isolated incidents in Italy
and France. King Conrad and his German countrymen will not have taken
notice of them. Their devotion was traditional, manifesting itself in almsgiv-
ing and in pious gifts to monasteries and churches, where the memoriae for the
dead were being held and prayers for the well-being of the living said. Burial
in or by a church near the holy relics was to promote salvation. Conrad chose
the episcopal church of Speyer to be his own family’s resting-place and started
the reconstruction of what was to be one of the most impressive Romanesque
cathedrals in Germany.

HENRY III (1039-1056)

In his more passionate approach to all matters religious Conrad’s son Henry
struck contemporaries as a man of exceptional seriousness and piety. Upon his
designation as king by his father in 1026 the nine-year-old boy had been handed
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over to the bishop of Augsburg for education. His piety might well have been
reinforced when he married the equally fervent Agnes of Poitou and Aquitaine
in 1043. Medieval historians tend to put down as personal vices and virtues
what to our modern understanding indicates a change of values reflecting
long-term developments. To them Henry III was a pious ruler because he
fought simony and his father Conrad II was rather less so because he did not.

There can be no doubt, however, that Henry III was very much aware of the
spiritual demands inherent in his own as well as in any other ecclesiastical office.
For episcopal investitures he preferred royal chaplains from his own foundations
at Kaiserswerth (on the lower Rhine near Duisburg) and at Goslar (in the Harz
mountains). He preached peace from the pulpit in the churches of Constance
and Trier, as became a Christian king; he appeared as a penitent before his host
after having won the battle of Menf$ against the Hungarians. For his son Henry
born in 1050 he fervently requested Hugh abbot of Cluny as godfather and
finally succeeded.” All this was nothing really new, but rather a more intense
way of dealing with traditional practices. As for the really new concern about
simony and nicolaitism it seems that Henry III became aware of it only in 1046
when he arrived in northern Italy on his way to Rome for imperial coronation.
The French historian Radulf Glaber reports Henry delivering a sermon against
simony, when sitting together in a synod with the Italian bishops at Pavia,
in which he denounced as prevalent practice that clerical offices (and their
stipends) were being bought and sold like merchandise. A little later he met
Pope Gregory VI. The king’s and the pope’s names in the fraternity book of
the church of San Savino at Piacenza® stand witness to the fact that Henry was
quite unaware of the accusations levelled against Gregory, namely of his having
committed the very crime of simony Henry had just denounced. It was part of
a confused situation in the Roman church in that there were several popes at
the same time. Benedict IX, from the Roman noble family of the Tusculans,
had been sitting on the papal throne since 1032; in 1045 he was confronted with
Sylvester III from the rival Crescentians, and whom that part of the Roman
clergy and people hostile to his own family had elected pope. As a way out
of this stalemate situation Benedict was brought to resign in favour of Gregory
VI, his own godfather and a man of unquestioned piety. However, Benedict
demanded — and received — a payment as compensation for the loss of revenues
his abdication entailed.

Although religiously minded persons like the pious hermit Peter Damian
welcomed the solution, others found Gregory VI guilty of simony. Here as
in the decades to come simony was a rather vague concept, which nobody
took care to define properly. Any kind of economic transaction perpetrated

7 Lynch (1985) and (1986); Angenendt (1984), pp. 971t. 8 Schmid (1983).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



50 HANNA VOLLRATH

in any kind of connection with an ecclesiastical office might upon scrutiny
reveal its simoniacal character. As some such connection could almost always
be detected if somebody had an interest in finding it, later some episcopal
chapters which had a grudge against their bishops on quite different grounds
succeeded in getting rid of them by accusing them of simony.?

From ancient canons it was learnt that simony was heresy — simoniaca heresis—
and as such a horrifying crime. As the Lord’s anointed and emperor to be Henry
fele it his responsibility to free the Roman church of this heresy. He convened
synods at Sutri and Rome and had all three popes deposed, installing the
German bishop Suitger of Bamberg as Pope Clement II on the papal throne.
A few days later upon his imperial coronation he was given the title pazricius
Romanorum which was to secure this influence in further papal elections.
Clement was the first of several imperial popes. The most important of them
was Leo IX (1048—54), a man of noble Alsatian extraction and like Henry III
imbued with the fervour to reform the church by cutting down the weeds of
bad customs that had overgrown its primeval purity. Unlike his Roman-born
predecessors with their entrenchment in local Roman affairs, Leo saw the papal
office as meaning the leadership of the church and therefore as being called
upon to promote the ideas of reform wherever necessary in Christendom. After
along period during which the numerous local churches were more or less held
together by their allegiance to their mutual lord, the king, Leo reactivated the
notion of the one and indivisible holy church, the members of which looked to
the Roman pontiff as their head. Neither Henry nor Leo seem to have feared
any problem from this dual allegiance. On his deathbed Henry resigned his
six-year-old only son Henry IV into the hands of Pope Victor II, a German,
t0o, who was present when Henry died prematurely in 1056 at the age of
thirty-nine.

HENRY IV (1056—1105/6)

Some twenty years after Henry III’s death, Pope Gregory VII formally abjured
this dual allegiance of the bishops towards king and pope when he declared
all investitures performed by laymen including the kings to be illegal. This
was directed at all laymen including all kings in western Christendom. In
Germany, however, it had greater effects than elsewhere because it coincided
with a rebellion of most of the nobles in the eastern part of the duchy of Saxony,
who succeeded in forming alliances with magnates from other parts of the realm
as well as with Henry’s adversary on the papal throne, plunging Germany into
a civil war that was to last with varying intensity for more than forty years.

9 Schieffer (1972); Vollrath (1993).
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In retrospect a number of incidents from the mid 1050s on appear as pre-
cursors of the decisive clash in the 1070s making it appear almost inevitable.
And yet Henry IV and his followers evidently failed to grasp the revolutionary
impetus behind the group of people at Rome who acted in the name of church
reform. Among them there was general agreement that church reform should
mean first and foremost the abolition of simony and nicolaitism and that the
reformed church should be modelled after the unpolluted ecclesia primitiva.
Nobody, however, seems to have had a clear notion of what that should mean,
except that the primeval church had been of ideal purity, where Christians and
their communities had been virtuous instead of vicious. There was no agreed
plan, no defined concept of how this ideal former status of the church could be
won back. Reformers like Pope Leo IX and Peter Damian, who had been made
cardinal bishop of Ostia by the same pope, envisaged an ecclesia, in which the
king as the Lord’s anointed cooperated with pope and bishops for the benefit of
all Christians. Others like Humbert, cardinal bishop of Silva Candida, who had
accompanied Leo from Lorraine to Rome, argued that basically simony had
its roots in lay predominance in the church. Therefore the fight against simony
should start with cutting down that dominance. In his treatise Adversus simoni-
acos libri tres, written in 1057/8, he sees the world in a preposterous order in that
the secular power comes first in an episcopal election, pushing the consent of
the people and the clergy and the judgement of the metropolitan to an inferior
place, whereas the holy canons decreed that it should be the other way around.
This was a reference to a well-known sentence by Pope Leo I which said that
no one should be counted among the bishops who had not been elected by the
clergy, demanded by the people and consecrated by his fellow-provincials with
the judgement of the metropolitan, a passage that was being quoted over and
over again to define what a canonical election should be like. Neither Leo nor,
in fact, Humbert specified, however, who precisely should do what, when and
where in the election of a bishop. Humbert particularly found fault with lay
investiture because no lay person, not even a king, should be allowed to confer
an ecclesiastical office. Although this was to become the essence of papal policy
after 1078 Humber(’s treatise of 1057/8 was not a platform which ‘the’ reformers
adopted for successive implementation. Even Humbert’s rather radical views
did not amount to a clear concept of what the ‘reformed’ church should be
like. As far as our source material allows us to judge, a general, if unspecific,
climate of unrest and discontent with the state of the church prevailed in the
middle of the century which made people clamour for reform. Up to 1056,
until the death of Henry III, they did this with the support of the emperor.
After that date they had to do without it. The German king and emperor-to-be
was a child of six. There was no institutionalized regency. The child Henry
was anointed and crowned and therefore considered to be the reigning king;
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but, being still a minor, he was in need of a guardian, a position which fell as
a matter of course to his mother Agnes. She had a difficult task to fulfil: like
all other German kings before him her husband had been faced with recur-
rent rebellions by disaffacted nobles. As yet royal government knew of only a
few means to secure allegiances: above all to honour its noble retainers with
lavish ‘gifts’ and thereby to secure their fidelity as a ‘gift’ in return. Landed
property as well as prestigious offices given as fiefs lent themselves to this. But
as custom allowed sons of loyal vassals to expect their fathers” fiefs upon the
latter’s death, fiefs were not readily at a king’s disposal. Agnes was lucky in
that the ducal lines of Carinthia, Bavaria and Swabia had died out during her
husband’s reign and Henry IIT had not filled the posts. In giving Swabia and
the administration of Burgundy to Rudolf of Rheinfelden in 1057, and in 1061
Bavaria to the Saxon noble Otto of Northeim and Carinthia to the Swabian
Berthold of Zihringen, she could allow herself to believe that she had won the
allegiance of three exceptionally formidable men with particularly important
family backgrounds. Moreover Rudolf, who might have been connected with
the Ottonian family through cognatic ties,'® was given Agnes’s four year-old
daughter Matilda for a bride, and when Matilda died before her marriage, he
took Adelaide of Turin for his wife, sister to Henry IV’s bride Bertha. Mod-
ern historians tend to citicize Agnes for ‘squandering’ royal resources, first by
handing out the free dukedoms which her husband had so wisely reserved
for the crown’s own use, and secondly for having chosen the wrong persons,
as all three dukes played a prominent part in the rebellions which shook her
son’s kingship in the 1070s. It must be remembered, however, that a king who
was a minor was in need of support even more than an adult king and that it
was more difficult to get. Agnes followed tradition when she used the vacant
dukedoms to this end. As far as the nobles chosen by her were concerned none
of the three had so far engaged in anti-Salian activities.

Given the nature of the German kings' various dignities and obligations
Agnes’s first preoccupation had to be the German lands, as they formed the
basis for all other far-ranging activities. It looks as if she herself and her coun-
sellors did not have a very clear notion of what was going on in Rome. This
is far less surprising than it might seem. The developments certainly lacked
the moral unambiguity our partisan source material implies and the logical
consistency that we who know the eventual outcome tend to discern in them.
As elsewhere the election of the Roman pontiff traditionally rested with the
clergy and the people of the episcopal city. In Rome as in many other places
local rivalries and conflicts extended to the episcopal dignity. Henry III had
succeeded in pushing his German candidates, thereby quenching local rivalries

1 Jackman (1990).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The western empire 53

for a while but without, of course, being able to eliminate them altogether.
When in 1059 the party of the cardinal bishops saw a member of the old Roman
aristocratic kindred elected as Pope Benedict X, they pitted Pope Nicholas I1
as the candidate of ‘church reform’ against him. A synod was held immediately
afterwards that passed a papal election decree to legitimize Nicholas’s election.
It accorded the most decisive weight to the votes of the cardinal bishops which
it deduced from ancient canons. It did not mean to challenge the traditional
role of the German kings as protectors of the Roman church. If it was rather
vague about the latter’s legal status in papal elections it was because kings did
not figure in the ancient canons that dated from pre-medieval times. In 1059 it
was not the German king whom the cardinals feared as a rival in the leadership
of the Roman church, but the local noble factions which were reclaiming their
traditional influence. It can be doubted that the decree was perceived of as a
norm for all future papal elections. But it certainly mirrored the leading role
the collegium of cardinal bishops envisaged for itself in the Roman church.
Anyone who ignored this would have to reckon with their resistance.”

When after the death of Nicholas II in 1061 a delegation of Roman nobles
sent the patrician’s insignia to young Henry asking him to give them a pope,
Agnes acting for her son nominated Bishop Cadalus of Parma. In doing this she
indeed ignored the cardinals. The reason for this might lie in a disagreement
over some German bishops, which was disturbing the relations between the
papal curia and the German royal court at the time of Nicholas’s death. Agnes
was probably not aware of the election decree of 1059, and certainly had only
a limited knowledge of the intricacies of the Roman situation. Nevertheless,
the German court found itself supporting ‘the Romans’ against the cardinal
bishops who elected Bishop Anselm of Lucca to be Pope Alexander II and had
him enthroned with the help of the Norman troops of Richard of Capua.

Eventually Agnes’s move turned out to be a grave mistake. In spite of her
personal piety she had manoeuvred her son into a position which made the
German court appear as an opponent to church reform as personified in the
cardinal bishops. Her failure merits particular attention as it reveals a prob-
lem that was to recur with her son and which touches upon the basics of
early medieval society, namely long-distance policy-making. A history of early
medieval communication remains yet to be written. It mainly rested on face-
to-face contacts, in which verbal exchanges were supplemented by gestures and
rituals, forming together a specific language.” Long-distance contacts seem to
have been upheld mainly by messengers and sometimes by letters. But as far as

" As the Papal Election Decree of 1059 eventually became the basis of all further legal provisions for the
election of the pope, it has received extensive scholarly treatment. For a new edition and a summary
of the discussions see Jasper (1986).

2 Schmitt (1990); Koziol (1992); Althoff (1993).
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we know long-distance communication lacked systematic organization and as
such was sporadic, haphazard and knew of no systematically employed means
to ensure dependably balanced information.

In addition to the Roman disaster, leading ecclesiastics and lay nobles felt
that she was listening rather too much to the counsel of Bishop Henry of
Augsburg and ignoring theirs. Spreading discontent made Anno, the arch-
bishop of Cologne and one of the leading magnates of the realm, end Agnes’s
de facto regency by having young Henry abducted in 1062 from Kaiserswerth,
a royal palace then situated on an island in the Rhine river, some fifty miles
north of Cologne. Although Henry tried to get away by jumping into the river,
the twelve-year-old boy was caught and handed over to Anno. In the person
of the king kingship was in Anno’s hands. He used it to demonstrate his sup-
port for Alexander II and eventually end the papal schism in securing the
obedience of the German episcopate for Alexander.

Anno’s regency did not last long. In 1065 Henry reached the age of fifteen
and thereby adulthood. He started to reign in his own right. Just as that of
the other kings of his time his royal position rested on feudal obligations:
the leading nobles of his realm owed him counsel and support (consilium et
auxilium). They rendered their counsel by coming to his itinerant court and
by sitting with him in council until consent was reached. A king who failed
to reach consent with the most of his leading men had no means of enforcing
their rendering the support they owed him. On the other hand the royal court
was a kind of social nucleus of the kingdom, the place where fiefs and honours
were won and where prestige and dignity were assessed and demonstrated in
the ranking of peers. For the king as well as for the nobility it was a constant
balancing of mutual dependencies. If nobles fell into enmity with each other
the king’s endeavour to appease let him appear only too easily as partisan of
one side in the eyes of the man who felt himself discriminated against. If a
king diverged from what his nobles considered to be established custom and
therefore their right he had to reckon with their resistance. Controversial feudal
heritages in which the king favoured the claim of one side by exercising his
right to invest might only too easily bring him the enmity of the other as well
as that of its kin and sworn friends. This was even more likely if a king tried
to push his own claims against that of one or several powerful men. In that
case he could easily face a rebellion of the nobility of a whole region intent on
fighting him as a tyrant.

One such region was the eastern part of the duchy of Saxony in the eleventh
century. The violence of the Saxon war after 1073 and the ample coverage
it gets in the contemporary sources led historians for a long time to ignore
the fact there were already disturbances during the reign of Henry III and
during Henry IV’s minority. Unfortunately but quite typically for the time
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the historians lent their pens as weapons in the feud and therefore did not
feel obliged to give a balanced account with background information as to the
causes underlying the violence. They stand witness to the fact that every side
described the other as uttetly base and depraved and ruthlessly breaking the law.
Therefore historians have not been able to agree on the causes underlying the
tensions that developed into civil war in the beginning of the 1070s. Was Henry
claiming royal possessions his widowed mother had been too weak to secure?
Was he demanding Ottonian property as a royal successor challenging the titles
based on kinship? Was he trying to take back into direct royal administration
lands that had been leased out for several lives, thereby denying that customs
of usufruct traditionally merged into lasting rights? Whatever the causes were
it is evident that they made Henry adopt administrative measures that were
considered novel and therefore illegal by his opponents: he fortified castles
built on Saxon hills and manned them with Swabian ministeriales, retainers of
mostly unfree condition who had been able to rise socially through military
service. Both their Swabian and their servile extraction made them abominable
to Saxon nobles, who saw themselves oppressed by ignoble foreigners.

At just about the same time a conflict with the papacy was building up over
the archbishopric of Milan. In Milan as in other Lombard cities the citizens
had come to speak with a voice of their own against their lord, the archbishop,
who was invested by the German king in his capacity as king of Italy. Important
factions of the population of Milan rallied behind noble leaders in accusing
Archbishop Guido and his adherents of endangering their salvation by tolerat-
ing simonaic and nicolaitistic priests. Whereas the name placitum Dei (judge-
ment of God) adopted by the disaffected citizens suggests purely religious
motives, the name Pataria (trash) given to them by their enemies and then
used by themselves seems to indicate concomitant social reasons in the ancient
city, where the ancient social system was being upset by the growth of a money
economy as part of the trade revolution of the high middle ages.

Archbishop Guido, who was faced with continuous criticism and saw the
priests he felt his duty to protect being physically assaulted, decided to resign
his position in 1070. He and his followers chose a canon by the name of
Godfrey to succeed him and sent him over the Alps to Henry for investiture.
The Pataria maintained that a canonical election by the clergy and the people
had not taken place. The dissent that had been disrupting the city of Milan
for some time precluded consent of clergy and people in the archiepiscopal
election and practically forced the king to support the candidate of one faction
by bestowing royal investicure. Henry IV nevertheless made a grave mistake
by investing Godfrey far away from the site of turmoil and then sending him
back demanding his acceptance. Like his mother the king got involved in
long-distance policy-making with probably no clear picture of the situation.
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He exercised the right of investiture which by custom he knew to be his. Even
well-meaning Milanese contemporary historians, however, who did not dispute
this royal prerogative, criticized his way of ignoring public opinion in the town
by supporting the archbishop from afar, who was resigning precisely because
he lacked support. The Pararia answered by setting up a churchman called
Atto as a candidate of their own and by turning to Pope Alexander II asking
support for their candidate. Alexander II approved Atto and maintained that
in a disputed election the candidate who got the support to St Peter was to be
considered canonically elected. As yet the pope did not contest royal investiture
as such, but demanded that Henry revoke it in this particular case as it had been
given to the wrong person. This was an altogether novel assertion in medieval
ecclesiastical elections, one which mirrored the new role the Roman pontiffs
had come to assert for themselves as leaders of the universal church. With that
the local conflict had developed into one between king and papacy. Again it
made the Salian court appear to be opposing church reform.

The conflict had been dragging on when Gregory VII was made pope in
1073. He had virtually dedicated himself to church reform. But whereas he was
just as hazy as his predecessors about what that actually should mean, he had
a visionary knowledge of the role of the pope and the Roman church in it: he
knew the Roman church to be established by Jesus Christ himself, as testified by
his words that Peter was to be the rock upon which he would build his church
(Matthew 16: 18). Hence he saw St Peter himself as speaking through every
canonically elected pope and hence he himself as St Peter’s mouthpiece was
right by divine ordination. Many of the twenty-seven sentences which Gregory
inserted into his register in 1075 and headed Dictarus papae (the pope’s own
dictation) are just logical deductions from this tenet: that the Roman church
never erred and according to scripture never will err (22); that every canonically
elected Roman pontift is through St Peter’s merits undoubtedly holy (23); that
only those who agree with the Roman church are orthodox in faith (26).
From this it followed that everybody was subject to the pope’s judgements:
that nobody could quash any of his judgements whereas he could quash the
judgements of all others (18); that he was allowed to depose emperors (12).3
The Dictatus papae did not elicit vehement protests, simply because for the
time being it remained unknown. But Pope Gregory acted according to it
and consequently met with violent resistance: from the German bishops who
saw their God-given episcopal dignity impaired by this dangerous man, and
from Henry IV, from whom he peremptorily demanded obedience in the
Milanese case. The most uncompromising papal letter happened to reach the

B Gregory VI, Register. That the Dictatus papae was but rarely referred to in canon law collections
was shown by Gilchrist (1973, 1980).
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king at the end of the year 1075, just when he was celebrating an important
victory over the Saxon rebels. He felt strong enough to refute all papal claims
to superiority, the more so as he saw himself in agreement with the greater
part of his bishops. The royal council that he convened at Worms in January
1076 denounced Gregory’s presumptuous behaviour, abjured all obedience to
the pope and declared his election and hence his papacy illegal. It carefully
avoided an outright deposition, thereby acknowledging the conviction that
a pope stands above the judgement of men. A second letter to the Romans
shows, however, that the pronouncement was meant to amount to just that:
it asked the Romans to chase the false pope away, claiming that he had been
a false pope all along because his election had been illegal. German kings and
emperors were known to have had popes deposed before. But they all had been
on the spot when doing this, whereas Henry again tried to impose his will from
afar. Again he failed. Gregory chose the papal Lenten council as the scene for his
reply. In a prayer to St Peter he declared Henry IV excommunicate and released
everybody from the fealty he had sworn him. The effect of this is echoed in
the words of Bonizo of Sutri, who saw the earth quake when the papal verdict
was heard. The excommunication of a king was without precedent, indeed.
The Lord’s anointed, the king and emperor-to-be whose predecessors had been
known to be the special defenders of the Romana ecclesia, had been ousted from
the church by the bishop of Rome.

Like Henry the pope had acted from afar. With the German bishops who had
rallied behind their king just a little time before, it was a question of loyalty that
had never presented itself before: did their ecclesiastical order and their forming
part of the hierarchy of the universal church add up to a greater commitment
than their fealty to their lord king and the web of feudal bonds in their native
kingdom? As lords demanding the obedience due to a superior the popes had
but rarely and with varying success intervened in German ecclesiastical affairs
and only when one of several quarrelling parties had thought it expedient to
bring them in. Never before, however, had loyalty to the king been pitted
against loyalty to the pope; never before had the ecclesiastical princes of the
realm been asked to choose between pope and king.

By summer it became clear that for many of them allegiance to St Peter
outweighed that to their liege lord. From the royal Easter council at Utrecht,
to the one convened at Pentecost in Worms and the assembly in June in
Mainz, the number of participants kept dwindling. Leading churchmen like the
archbishops of Mainz and Trier, Bishop Hermann of Metz and Bishop Adalbero
of Wiirzburg expressly sought and received reconciliation with Gregory VII.
This rather unexpected course of events must be attributed to a growing sense of
corporate clerical identity which had been developing with the commitment
to church reform and to the reformed papacy since the 1040s and which
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made it unberable for many conscientious ecclesiastics to be cut off altogether
from the Roman church. Likewise the opposition of the lay princes and their
ecclesiastical allies in Saxony as well as in the duchies of Swabia, Bavaria and
Carinthia began to reassert itself as early as Easter. Often enmity due to a lay
feud merged with religious motivations springing from adherence to church
reform and its most uncompromising protagonist, Gregory VII. In other cases,
however, religious issues seem to have played little or no part: Margrave Ekbert
of Meissen started his stormy career when still a young boy. He was foremost
in organizing the Saxon opposition against the king, his relative. But as he
was a formidable figure in eastern Saxony the king could not help receiving
him back into his allegiance several times when he sought reconciliation. No
religious motives are known for his insurrections. It appears that even some
of the leading Saxon ecclesiastics such as the Archbishops Werner (1063—78)
and Hartwig of Magdeburg (1079-1102) fought Henry on particularist Saxon
grounds rather than on religious ones.™* It is impossible to tell just when and
why Rudolf of Rheinfelden, duke of Swabia, became a champion of the anti-
Salian cause. As mentioned above, the beginning of his ducal career had been
associated with a marriage contract with the Salians. He might even have been
a long-distant blood relative of that family. On the other hand he had evinced
a pronounced concern for church reform. The reform monastery of Hirsau
in the Black Forest, which was developing into a Gregorian bulwark once the
disagreement between Gregory VIl and Henry IV had led to open feud, enjoyed
his generous support. He had not taken part in the royal court at Worms in
January and together with his ducal colleagues from Bavaria and Carinthia
was active in organizing the opposition to the king almost immediately after
Gregory’s Lenten verdict became known. From then on he was known to be
one of those who was putting forward the idea of electing a new king should
Henry refuse or fail to have the papal ban lifted before the year’s end. By
October 1076 Henry could not avoid admitting that all the opponents in his
realm had agreed on this line of action. In order to save his kingship he made
a move his enemies apparently had not foreseen, as they had already fixed a
date for the election of a new king: he set out to cross the Alps in winter to
seek reconciliation with the pope. He encountered Gregory who was already
in Tuscany on his way to Germany, and he made it known to the surprised
pope that he had not come to fight him but to do penance.

Penance and reconciliation were not spontaneous pious acts but the ritual-
ized stagings of contrition, humiliation and purification. In a case as conspic-
uous as the one under consideration the order of events was agreed upon by

negotiation: Henry, who had his god-father Hugh, the abbot of Cluny, and

4 Claude (1972); Fenske (1977).
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Countess Matilda of Tuscany to act as intermediaries on his behalf, consented
to appear on three consecutive days in a penitent’s garb before the walls of the
fortified castle of Canossa, Gregory’s temporary residence. His imploring for
the pope’s forgiveness was to be answered on the third day, 25 January, when
the pope would lift the repentent sinner from the floor, where he would be
lying flat on his face. A joint meal was to conclude the ceremony.

The date reveals the meaning that the scene was intended to convey. In the
church calendar 25 January is the feast of the conversio Pauli, the conversion
of the apostle Paul. Just as the scales fell from Saul’s eyes when he was changed
into the believer Paul after having lain three days in blindness before Damascus,
so the king would be changed from a persecutor of the faithful into a Christian,
whose eyes had finally been opened to the truth.

In German historical writing as in political discourse ‘Canossa’ came to be
considered as a shameful abasement of the German sovereign before papist
presumption. The assessment of the event in its medieval context has been
coloured by this supposition until very recently, when scholars began to give
more attention to medieval mentality.” Historians have come to realize that
contemporaries seem to have been far more disturbed by the papal ban than
by Henry’s act of penance. Although some of the particulars were unusual,
penance and reconciliation had after all a fixed place in medieval religious life.
Although this takes the sting of national humiliation away, the deciphering
of the symbolic message makes it even more obvious to what degree Henry
had had to succumb to Gregory’s view: disobedience to the pope made a man
appear as though blind to God’s truth and was equivalent to being a persecutor
of the faithful. In the ninth and tenth centuries the kings were seen as the
anointed heads of their several churches, the lords of their bishops, with their
sceptres given by God himself. Now Gregory had been successful with his view
that the bishops with their flocks constituted the church as a single body with
the pope as its head. Kings, though exalted in the world, were part of the flock;
they needed guidance and owed obedience to him.

Although Henry could hope that he had saved his crown by doing penance
before the pope at Canossa, he seems to have been quite aware of the fact that
he had indeed acknowledged the pope’s view of the right order of the world.
He is reported to have sat at the meal with a grim mien, not touching the food
and working the wooden table with his fingernails. Joint meals, too, were a
meaningful ritual in medieval social relationships. They were an indispensable
part of sworn friendship alliances (amicitiae), the essence of which they meant
to embody: friendship, mutual help, absence of ill-will and feud. The sharing

' For the changing perception of Canossa as revealed in writings from the eleventh century onward
see Zimmermann (1975).
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of food at a joint meal demonstrated that enmity was absent and that peace
and amity reigned. It is impossible to tell whether Henry had really broken the
rules of accepted behaviour in not touching the food or whether the historian
Rangerius, who wrote some twenty years after the event, handed down an early
legend connected with it. The meaning Rangerius wanted to convey with the
details is quite obvious, however. As far as the king was concerned, the feud
had ended, but peace was only superficially restored, as ill-will and distrust
remained.’®

It was neither the pope’s intention nor was it, in fact, in his interest that open
strife recommenced only two months after Canossa. Although Gregory was
satisfied with Henry’s penance and could very well be, a small yet determined
group of German princes went ahead with the election of a new king anyway.
On 15 March 1077 they elected Rudolf of Rheinfelden as their king. Some of
them had fought Henry before: the archbishop of Magdeburg and the bishop
of Halberstadt had been prominent anti-Salians in the Saxon wars, as had been
the Saxon noble Otto of Northeim, whom Henry IV had deposed as duke of
Bavaria in 1070. And yet the election of a king of their own was more than
a rekindling of the old enmities. Never before in the history of the medieval
German kingdom had an anti-king been elected. As yet undisputed custom
saw the son of a king as his natural successor. Did not the fact that God had
blessed a king with an heir show that God himself wanted kingship to continue
in his line?"” The princes who in the past had invariably elected the son, or,
where biology precluded this, the closest of kin to the deceased king had not
interviewed different candidates before doing this. An election meant that they
accepted the right person as their royal lord, the one determined by custom
and the established God-given order of things. This mental background made
formal rules for an election superfluous. Neither was there an agreed number of
electors. A king’s royal position rested on the support he was able to gain from
the important princes of his realm, those with illustrious names and formidable
family backgrounds, who could if need be muster blood relations, sworn friends
and large retinues of men bound to them by all kinds of obligations. Up to the
year 1077 many a German king had seen nobles turn away from him and had
seen them form alliances against him when they felt their king had wronged
them. But never before had a group of feudal lords subtracted its allegiance for
good by transferring it to another royal lord. This was new, indeed, as was the
stipulation that Rudolf of Rheinfelden had only been elected as an individual
and that a succession of his son should not be taken for granted. Was this

16 For medieval meals as meaningful rituals see Althoff (1987).

17 Charlemagne argued along this line to justify his plan for a partition of his realm among his three
sons in 806 ‘Divisio regnorumy’, ed. MGH Capitularia regum Francorum, 1, no. 4s, pp. 126—30. His
reasoning is indicative of the mental background of medieval elections.
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a precursor of the ‘free’ elections that were to become normal in Germany
after the extinction of the Staufen in the mid-thirteenth century?® Did the
rebellious nobles want to limit the breach of custom to Henry IV with the
intention of returning to the established royal line once this particular enemy
of theirs was dead? Whatever the long-term intentions might have been, the
immediate result was civil war which went on even after Rudolf’s death in battle
in 1080. The effects differed over time and by region. Where people were more
or less unanimous in the support of one of the two kings the region was simply
closed to the other and his party. This was the case in eastern Saxony, which
supported Rudolf, and in Bavaria, which stayed loyal to Henry. But in many
parts of Germany the situation was more complicated. As a direct reaction to
the breach of fealty Henry had Rudolf of Rheinfelden convicted in a court
of peers and then declared the duchy of Swabia forfeit. In 1079 he installed
Frederick of Biiren as duke in Rudolf’s stead and corroborated the alliance by
giving him his daughter Agnes for a bride. Frederick’s decendants were to call
themselves Staufer (Staufen) after their fortified castle Stauf on the mountain
Hohenstaufen near Waiblingen. As Henry’s candidate Frederick was the natural
enemy of the Rheinfelden and their allies, particularly the noble family clans
of the Welfs and Zihringen, who had elected Rudolf’s son Berthold for their
ducal lord. Both dukes tried to conquer the duchy and attacks on the rival’s
supporters and their dependants and acts of violence were endemic, just as they
were in some of the bigger towns in the Rhine valley. In Mainz the burghers
supported Henry, whereas their town lord, the archbishop, sided with Rudolf.
When he had him anointed and crowned in his episcopal church the burghers
rioted and expelled both the rival king and their own lord, just as the burghers
of Worms and Cologne had done during the Saxon wars. It seems as if the
rising social classes of the town burghers generally tended more to support the
traditional royal line than did elements of the nobility.

As the archbishops and bishops were traditionally installed by the king after
having been elected by the clergy and the people, factions in the bishoprics
would easily lead to schisms, as in Augsburg, where Wigolt sought installation
as bishop from King Rudolf; disputing the right of the royal chaplain Siegfried,
whom King Henry had invested. As Wigolt, who was supported by the Bavarian
Welf party, and Siegfried with his Heinrician backing resorted to feuding to win
the bishopric of Augsburg, its men and goods suffered devastations for many
years. In some cases the torn kingship only provided a new means of continuing
old feuds, as in the region of Lake Constance, where old animosities between

® Because of the later developments which distinguished German kingship from that in countries
like England and France that adopted primogeniture, historians have called the election of 1077 a
turning-point in the history of Germany, giving it much attention. The turning-point hypothesis
was elaborated by Schlesinger (1973), repr. (1987). For a more recent discussion see Keller (1983).
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the bishopric of Constance and the neighbouring monasteries of Reichenau
and St Gall were continued under the pretext of fighting the supporters of the
enemy king. But notwithstanding divergent local conditions the support for
King Henry steadily grew.

Meanwhile Gregory was advancing his vision of an unpolluted church by
generally banning lay investiture. In May 1077 he let his legate in France
know that should an archbishop consecrate an elect who had received his
church through the hands of a lay person, he risked his own office. The legate
duly proclaimed this at two French synods, but it is unlikely that the ban
became known in the German lands at that time.” In November 1078, however,
Gregory took advantage of the Lateran council to make his views known:

Since we know that contrary to the statutes of the holy fathers investitures by lay
persons are being performed in many places and that multifarious disturbances arise
therefrom in the church, harming the Christian religion, we decree that no cleric is to
receive the investiture of a bishopric, an abbey or a church through the hands of an
emperor, a king or any other lay person, be it man or woman. If, however, he should
attempt to do this, let him be informed that by apostolic authority this investiture is
invalid and he himself is excommunicated until due satisfaction is done.*

This ban, in fact, upset the feudal system based on personal ties and mutual
personal obligations, of which the ecclesiastics were a part. By investing a
bishop in a solemn rite with ring and staff the king made it known that the
church was his to give because it belonged to his realm, that its incumbent
owed him fealty and all kinds of services in return for the protection the king
owed his churches, and in return for the many donations and privileges kings
had been accustomed to give for centuries. A king, after all, raised no taxes
to help him run the country. He had to rely on the obligations his lay and
ecclesiastical magnates owed him and these were established by the solemn
rites of fealty and investiture. Ecclesiastical investitures were the equivalent to
the feudal bonds that had to be renewed whenever lord or vassal died. Pope
Gregory thought along quite different lines. He was not concerned with the
functioning of kingdoms but with religious truths: the hands of the priests who
touched Christ’s flesh and blood in the eucharist must not come into contact
with the blood-stained hands of a layman. In his eyes it was a mala consuetudo
(a bad custom) that the church of God was integrated into the feudal world.
For him flibertas ecclesiae (liberty of the church) meant freedom from all secular
ties and obligations.

¥ Until recently the first general papal bans on lay investiture were dated 1075 or even as early as
1059 and scholars have argued that it was precisely this ban that made Henry IV and his bishops
denounce their obedience to the pope at Worms in January 1076. Rudolf Schieffer (1981), who dates
it 1077/8, thoroughly discusses the dating question with its political implications.

*° Gregory VII, Register, v1, sb, c. 3.
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Although Gregory’s ban was a clear rejection of the basic structure of feudal
society, it had only a limited influence on the wars that were going on in
Germany.”" The parties in the conflict did not define themselves as fighting for
or against lay investiture. Even Pope Gregory himself did not take this line. In
the Augsburg case mentioned above King Rudolf might indeed have performed
what Gregorians would consider a model royal installation, abstaining from the
traditional rite of investiture, whereas King Henry certainly went on investing
bishops and abbots in the customary way. And yet Gregory refused to confirm
the ban that one of his legates in Germany had pronounced against Henry
in the autumn of 1077, just as he hesitated to acknowledge Rudolf as the
legitimate German king. It was not the question of lay investiture but that of
obedience which again aggravated the situation in 1080. Seeing the number
of his followers grow, Henry demanded from the pope the excommunication
of the rival king, announcing the election of a new pope should Gregory refuse.
At this Gregory renewed the ban against Henry** and acknowledged Rudolf
as the legitimate king. He was so confident that God himself would punish
Henry’s insurrection against St Peter’s vicar that he predicted the king’s death
before 1 August, the feast of St Peter’s chains.

Henry reconvened his episcopal supporters, who again broke off their rela-
tions with the pope. But this time the Salian party went further than at Worms
in 1076. Henry went south with a large retinue and had a synod meet in the
south Tyrolean town of Brixen in June 1080 and elect Bishop Wibert of Ravenna
pope. Wibert, who adopted the papal name Clement III, was anything but an
opponent to church reform in the sense of improving the religious attitudes
and practices of clergy and people. He appears to have shown great interest in
the stricter monastic foundations in his diocese.” But as his papal activities
show, he expected church reform in cooperation with his anointed royal lord,
as had the reformers in the 1040s and 1050s. Times, however, had changed
since then. Many people had come to equate church reform with obedience
to the Romana ecclesia, which made those who refused that obedience enemies
of reform. Feudal ways of thinking had reduced a very complex problem to a
matter of personal ties.

The rival king’s death in battle in October 1080 greatly reinforced Henry’s
position. The fact that Rudolf died of the loss of his right hand gave his death
the significance of an ordeal, as it was with this hand that he had once sworn
fealty to his royal lord. And it belied Gregory’s prophesy of Henry’s imminent
death. In spite of the election of Hermann of Salm as another anti-king Henry

' This is the somewhat surprising result of the study by Stefan Beulertz (1991).

** Bonizo of Sutri gives this explanation for the course of events. For a recent discussion of its credibility
see Vogel (1983).

2 Heidrich (1984).
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felt secure enough to leave Germany for Rome for his imperial coronation. He
and his wife Bertha received it on Easter 1084 at the hands of Pope Clement
II. Gregory, who had had to leave the city, died in exile the following year. As
far as their personal dispute was concerned, Henry had definitely triumphed
over his adversary.

The success in Italy had strengthened Henry’s party in Germany by winning
him new followers. But although many had changed sides, others remained
adamant in their resistance. The most obvious among them were the bishops
who had declared themselves obedient to Gregory at the beginning of the
open strife between king and pope in 1076 and who, after having taken part
in the election of Rudolf, had been ousted from their episcopal towns by their
parishioners with Salian leanings. The archbishops of Mainz and Salzburg and
the bishops of Wiirzburg, Passau, Worms and Metz had all been living in
exile for several years or been reduced to controlling parts of their dioceses
when an Easter synod convened at Mainz in 1085 in the presence of Pope
Clement III declared them deposed and others elected in their stead. The
same synod deposed the fiercest of Henry’s ecclesiastical enemies in Saxony,
the archbishop of Magdeburg and the bishops of Halberstadt, Meissen and
Merseburg. Altogether there were fifteen dioceses for which new bishops were
named at Mainz. The investitutres were performed by the king in the customary
way. The effects of these nominations differed. In the diocese from which
Gregorians had been exiled they ended vacancies. In Saxony the situation was
different, as there the hostile bishops were well established in their dioceses.
The bishops Henry had elected in their stead needed and received the king’s
armed support in trying to take possession of their dioceses, but often their
situation remained precarious. For those who considered Clement and his
German followers to be schismatics in the first place all these depositions were,
of course, illegal, and the subsequent elections were only legitimizing usurpers.
So war went on and dioceses where both sides were strong enough to fight for
what everyone considered his right continued to suffer devastations.

Political developments in the eleventh century were very much a matter of
persons and personal allegiances, a fact that can be illustrated by the course of
events in the 1090s. The anti-king Hermann, who had never been a significant
rival to Henry, died in 1088 and in April of that year Bishop Burchard II of
Halberstadt, who had been the fiercest of all of Henry’s Saxon ecclesiastical en-
emies, was murdered; in 1090 his most pronounced lay adversary, the margrave
of Meissen, suffered the same fate.** There were others who must have stayed
alive and remained hostile. But altogether Henry’s German enemies definitely

** For a categorizing assessment of the numerous acts of violence in the Salian period, which for the
first time in German history included the murdering of bishops, see Reuter (1992).
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seemed to have been on the decline by the end of the 1080s and even with
regard to the papacy it looked as if the emperor had prevailed.

Although Clement III had failed to win recognition outside the German
ruler’s sphere of influence, Henry IV could very well believe that by the mid-
1080s he had subjected the party of cardinals as well. With the death of the
exiled Gregory VII in Salerno it looked as if it had received the decisive blow.
It took the cardinal bishops a whole year to have the very reluctant abbot of
Montecassino elected pope. He never took residence in war-torn Rome and
died in September 1087. In March 1088, however, they elected Odo cardinal
bishop of Ostia to become their pope. He called himself Urban IT and proved
to be a formidable adversary as an intellectual as well as a crafty politician.
He was French born and trained and he was also well versed in German
affairs as he had been trying to weld the Gregorian party together as papal
legate in Germany in 1085. He had not been very successful at that because
the ban he had hurled at defectors had not made them abjure King Henry’s
cause. But he had helped to install Gebhard, a member of the Zihringen
noble clan, as bishop of Constance, and he became a bulwark of the Gregorian
cause.

The first of his schemes to isolate Henry was a marriage he helped to arrange
in 1089 between the unwavering Gregorian Matilda, countess of Tuscany, then
forty-three years old and Welf V, aged seventeen. When King Henry went
to Iraly in 1090 to execute a verdict for high treason against the countess he
found himself trapped near Verona, because cooperation between the Tuscan
and Welf followers hindered him from moving north again until 1096, when
Welf had grown tired of his aging wife and returned into his fealty. In 1093 the
pope won Henry’s son Conrad, the young king, over to his side and in 1095 he
let Henry’s second wife Adelaide-Praxedis use the papal synod at Piacenza as a
forum for accusing her husband of the grossest sexual aberrations.

It is hard to tell whether these schemes had much effect, except perhaps in
helping to establish Henry’s bad personal reputation in historiography up to
the present day. After all, Adelaide’s accusations corroborated that of the enemy
historians of the Saxon wars who had also pilloried his sexual excesses. It must
nevertheless be doubted that these imputations are to be understood literally,
because according to Isidore, the seventh-century bishop of Seville, whose
Etymologies were used as an encyclopaedia in the middle ages, licentiousness and
the cruel oppression of peoples defined a tyrant,”> who by that very definition
was no longer entitled to the fealty due to a king. By letting Henry appear as

» Isidore of Seville, Etymologiarum sive originum libri viginti, Lib. 1x, 111, 20: ‘in usum accidit tyran-
nos vocari pessimos atque inprobos reges luxuriosae dominationis cupiditatem et crudelissimam
dominationem in populis exercentes’.
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a sexual monster his enemies imputed the characteristics of a tyrant to Henry,
which, of course, legitimized their defection.?®

It was not these schemes that made Pope Urban II famous, but rather the
fact that he reestablished the reform papacy’s leadership over the Latin church.
Above all, he is remembered as the pope who initiated the First Crusade. When
Byzantine envoys addressed the pope in 1095 with a demand for help against the
infidels at their borders, they probably hoped for trained mercenaries, which the
pope, however, misunderstood deliberately or not as a general appeal to western
Christendom. In the sermon which he preached at the council of Clermont in
November 1095 the pope called all Christians rich or poor to arms to free the
holy sites from the domination of the infidels, promising remission of sins to all
who answered the call. Further propagation of the plan of an armed pilgrimage
to the Holy Land was to lie with the bishops.”” The original text of the sermon
has not come down to us. The summaries that we have differ one from another.
Although the pope might not have intended anything dramatically new it can
nevertheless be assumed that it was the pope himself who summed up all non-
Christians as enemies of the Christian name, thereby introducing a dichotomy
into people’s perception which allowed them to draw disastrous conclusions.?
It made non-Christians, who apparently had lived more or less undisturbedly
in early medieval Christian society, objects of persecution, especially since
travelling preachers spontaneously took to preaching the crusade. In France as
well as in Germany Jewish communities fell victim to rabid bands. It has been
estimated thataltogether about 5,000 Jews were slain.” In none of the medieval
kingdoms had the Jews been integrated into the networks of dependence and
protection provided by blood relationships and feudal or other personal bonds.
Instead their legal status was that of being under the ‘protection’ of the respective
king, as was the status of widows and orphans. When appealed to by the heads
of some of the Jewish communities King Henry obligingly issued charters
of protection, which was about all he could do. In reality the fate of the
German Jews depended on the protection that the bishops as lords of the towns
were able — or willing — to give. Whereas the bishop of Speyer succeeded in
saving virtually the whole Jewish community by receiving its members into his
fortified town house, the Jews of Worms and Mainz suffered enormous losses.
Other than these gruesome side-effects the call to the First Crusade seems
more or less to have by-passed the German lands at first. It was predominantly
a French, Flemish and English affair. Few German bishops were present at the

9
N

For the problem of deciphering the symbolic language and of establishing Henry’s personality in
our sense of the word, see Tellenbach (1988); Vollrath (1992).

%7 See Riley-Smith (1986). 8 Rousset (1983).

» Mertens (1981); Chazan (1987) draws primarily on the Jewish sources in trying to establish the
situation of the Jewish communities as a part of medieval society before and after the First Crusade.

°
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council of Clermont, and the German king was trapped in Lombardy at the
time when crusade preaching and preparation began. Moreover, he was still
bound to Clement III; Pope Urban was his enemy, who almost immediately
after his enthronement had renewed the papal ban against him.

From its beginning, church reform with its questioning of established cus-
toms and traditions had prompted theoretical reflections on the nature of
secular and ecclesiastical rule and the right order of the world. In the course
of the intellectual debate Bishop Ivo of Chartres had transformed the rather
blurred notions about the different sides of a bishop’s position into a definition
of functions by distinguishing the spiritualia from the temporalia. Temporalia
stood for temporal rights of rule and property, whereas the spiritualia summed
up the religious functions. By the end of the century it had become widely
accepted that the traditional symbols for ecclesiastical investitures, namely ring
and staff, stood for the spiritual rights and obligations of the episcopal office
and should be employed by ecclesiastics only in religious rites. This opened
the question of how the incumbent was to receive the landed wealth with its
dependants and the judicial and other privileges connected with his office.
Before he could act as the lord of all this he had to be made the lord of it. The
theoretical dividing up of a bishop’s position into its several functions led to
the idea that several separate acts were necessary for the making of a bishop.
Gregory VII had banned investitures meaning investitures by ring and staff.
Urban aggravated the situation by extending the papal ban to feudal commen-
dations.*® It was his answer to the fact that the king and other feudal lords in
France had begun to sacrifice investitures in favour of feudal rites in analogy to
the rites by which a lord bestowed lay fiefs thought to have returned into his
possession upon the death of each holder. This, the pope argued, could not be,
as it would sever the churches from their possessions, which through analogy
would —at least theoretically — acquire the legal status of leased lands and rights.
On the other hand the lords insisted on some sort of rite, as the structure of
kingdoms was not yet maintained institutionally but through personal bonds
of dependence and allegiance.

This turned out to be a theoretical deadlock. It was Ivo of Chartres who
with all the weight of his authority showed a way out: after having received
an oath of fealty the lords would give the temporal possessions of a bishopric
by way of a simple concessio, which the pope would abstain from punishing. It
was meant as a momentary expedient. But whereas in France it simply became
normal to proceed along these lines, a formal treaty was concluded between
the English king and Archbishop Anselm of Canterbury in 1107 to the same
effect.

3° Minninger (1978); Southern (1990), pp. 280ff.
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In Germany the controversy dragged on. Although Henry IV abstained
from having a new antipope elected after Clement III’s death in 1100, the
relationship between the king and the then reigning pope Paschal II had been
far too much disturbed to allow for an easy reconciliation. Moreover the divided
allegiances in the German episcopate and its lay followers stood in the way of
a non-formal agreement. For many Henry IV had been the enemy incarnate
for so long that they would welcome whatever promised to stimulate the old
animosities. It is therefore hard to tell whether the disturbed relationship with
the papacy served as a mere pretext or whether it really won important magnates
over to the side of the king’s son Henry V when he started a rebellion against his
father late in 1104. In any case the pope was willing to oblige by freeing Henry V
from his promise never to break the oath of fealty to his father. Again Henry IV
was confronted with enemies who fought him for very different reasons, and
again he was ready to take up the fight. He was out collecting allies in the
lower Rhineland when he suddenly died at Li¢ge in August 1106 at the age of
fifty-six. The bishop of Li¢ge, who had remained on the old king’s side, had
him interred in his cathedral church, whence his son had him exhumed. The
man banned by the church was allotted a grave in a yet unconsecrated chapel
at Speyer cathedral, the Salians’ imperial place of burial. But people were far
from unanimous on this verdict on the old king: they flocked to his coffin on
its way up the Rhine valley, touching and venerating it as if it was that of a
martyr and saint. It was only when Henry V himself ran into trouble with the
papacy in 1111 that he had his father demonstratively translated into the royal
tomb in Speyer cathedral. His remains have been lying there to the present day.

HENRY V (1105/6-1125)

It seemed as though the death of the old king had indeed paved the way for
peace. In August 1106 the Saxon duke Magnus died leaving no male heir who
would have stood for an undisputed succession. But surprisingly Henry V
found no resistance when he appointed Lothar of Supplinburg as duke, al-
though both of Magnus’s daughters were married to ambitious men who later
claimed the duchy. The new king was equally successful in other contentious
parts of his realm such as the duchy of Lorraine. Men who had fought Henry
IV on ecclesiastical grounds somewhat surprisingly accepted investiture in the
traditional way from Henry V. They had apparently failed to grasp the com-
plicated judicial and religious issues inherent in investitures and had reduced
the problem to the moral question of good king versus bad king, king versus
tyrant. They therefore had no apprehension about being invested by the king
who had been approved by the pope. In 1110 Henry was able to win the hand
of Matilda, daughter to the English king Henry I, who after her husband’s
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death in 1025 and her subsequent return to her native land was to become the
notorious ‘Empress Maud’ of English history. This prestigious connection not
only strengthened his position, but also brought him a rich dowry and made
him even consider a claim to the English throne after the death of the English
king’s only legitimate son in the ‘tragedy of the white ship.’?'

As far as the contest over investitures was concerned, Henry V opened
negotiations almost immediately after his father’s death. As king of Italy and
emperor-to-be and as the son and successor of the pope’s personal enemy,
Henry V had to come to terms with Pope Paschal II himself. Moreover, only
an agreement with the pope would bring the war-torn German churches back
to unity. Delegations metat Guastalla in Lombardy (October 1106), at Chalons-
sur-Marne in the French kingdom (1107) and in Rome (1109). In all of these
meetings it became apparent that a formal treaty between pope and emperor-
to-be would have to be based on a treatment of the whole question. Although
both sides showed the good-will needed to end the controversy they failed to
reach agreement.

It was the regalia, the rights of the kingdom, which Henry saw in danger and
which he felt his duty to defend. But whereas both sides agreed that these did
not encompass the spiritualia, they were not able to reach an agreement of how
the regalia were related to the temporalia® Henry seems to have understood
his position as that of a lord of proprietary churches: everything Ais churches
possessed was in the end his, which he, as custom demanded, put at the
disposal of Ais bishops. For the king the remporalia of the imperial churches were
equivalent to regalia. The pope, on the other hand, seems to have distinguished
provenance and function; in his view the material goods of the churches had
been acquired through pious gifts by innumerable donors including the kings;
they had been given to the churches inalienably and could therefore not be
made the objects of a royal transference. From these the pope distinguished
rights and revenues which the king possessed as royal prerogatives in his capacity
as governmental head of the kingdom, together with judicial rights, taxes, and
the rights to mint coins, to hold markets and to raise fortified castles. These
he considered to be just as unalienably part of the reigning powers of kings.
Where ecclesiastical and lay princes held them, they did so through concession
by the king. The pope was more or less willing to concede that these could be
the objects of a secular investiture in connection with a bishop’s assumption
of office, whereas others in the papal curia felt that this was going too far.

Descriptions of the negotiations at Chéalons have been handed down to us in
vivid scenes by a famous contemporary, the abbot Suger of St Denis, the French
king’s most influential adviser. He depicts the German delegation as a band

3 Leyser (1991). 3% Fried (1973).
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of ruffians, ready to resort to brutal force and not leaders in the intellectual
debate. However, his report was written after the turn events took when Henry
went to Italy in 1111 to receive his imperial crown. Although it probably does
not convey a true picture of what happened at Chalons, it nevertheless shows
to what an extent the German king had altogether alienated himself through
his subsequent acts from what was thought acceprable.

It is hard to believe that Henry himself could have thought that any of his
moves would restore peace. At first he concluded a secret treaty with the pope
in the Roman church Santa Maria in Turri which he must have known would
be utterly unacceptable to German ecclesiastical princes. He promised the pope
to abstain from investitures on the condition that the bishops would abandon
the regalia, which, he now conceded, not did encompass pious donations.
When the treaty was made known at the imperial coronation ceremony in
the Lateran church, the German princes, ecclesiastical and lay, rose in tumult,
as they saw the order of the kingdom upset. Theoretically it was a clean freak
and not devoid of logic. It is hard to see, however, how it could possibly have
worked. When the king saw his plan frustrated through the violent opposition
of his magnates, he resorted to another rash expedient. He claimed investiture
with ring and staff as his royal prerogative. When the pope refused to concede
this, Henry took him prisoner, extorting from him the privilege of Ponte
Mammolo, which granted him just that as an ancient custom of the empire.

In view of the compromises people had come to accept as sensible means of
doing justice to both sides in France and in England the German king’s claims
were untimely, even though he was eager to clarify that he meant his investi-
ture only to transfer the femporalia. This explanation did not make his move
any more acceptable, of course. The Lateran synod of 1112 revoked the papal
privilege denouncing it as a ‘pravilege’ and had the emperor excommunicated.

With the return of the open feud between pope and emperor, the old al-
liances from the time of his father seemed to repeat themselves. Saxon dis-
content over how Henry V handled the inheritance of Count Ulrich II of
Weimar-Orlamiinde, who had died without issue in 1112, initiated an alliance
of malcontents within and without Saxony, with Duke Lothar as its head. After
the king had lost two battles in 1114 and 1115, the rebels received reinforcements
from Archbishop Adalbert of Mainz, who, as a member of the mighty house of
the counts of Saarbriicken, had seen his family’s territorial interests thwarted
by the king. His animosity had secular grounds. But as head of the largest and
most renowned archbishopric in the German kingdom he almost inevitably
assumed the position of spokesman for the ecclesiastical opposition.

Despite the papal ban, the fiercest moral accusations and the election of yet
another anti pope, negotiations over the question of investitures never broke
down entirely. When violence escalated into civil war again it was the magnates
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who in 1121 peremptorily demanded a reconciliation between pope and empe-
rior. Papal legates came to Germany to negotiate a treaty which materialized
as the ‘Concordate of Worms'. Each side drew up a list of promises, which
were given the form of a papal and a royal privilege and then were exchanged
on 23 September 1122 on the Lobwiese just outside the Worms town gate.
Henry’s central promise was his renunciation of all investitures with ring and
staff. In view of the many futile discussions on temporalia and regalia over
the past fifteen years the central sentence of the papal promissio reads like an
ingenious escape. The pope allowed the elect to receive the regalia at the hands
of the emperor through the symbol of a sceptre and conceded the fulfilment
of the obligations resulting from it. A year later the Lateran Council approved
the treaty and declared the Investiture Contest to have come to an end with it.

It is not only this declaration which seems to assign this concordat a decisive
role in the course of political events. It is therefore surprising to realize that
many German episcopal churches remained virtually ignorant of it. Only few
of them had a text of the treaty. It was never referred to in particular cases
and when later writers mentioned it they betrayed only a limited knowledge
of it. Apparently customs which had come to be observed anyway had finally
been cast into writing. Essentially it was a proclamation of peace between the
pope and the emperor. Given the implications that the contest had had for
the factions and for the civil wars that for decades had disrupted many parts
of the German kingdom it is hard to see what kind of a difference the writing
down of accepted customs could possibly have made. There can be no doubt,
however, that the practice as such, namely the investiture of the archbishops,
bishops and the abbots of royal monasteries with the regalia through a sceptre,
a symbol of rulership, guaranteed that they all were considered to be princes
of the realm (Reichsfiirsten). It put them on the same level as the dukes and
ensured that they were to wield vice-regal power in their territories.?

The year 1123 saw another confrontation between the emperor and the
Saxon Duke Lothar over the appointment of a margrave in which the duke
prevailed. It is impossible to predict whether the peace treaty with the papacy
would eventually have helped Henry to reassert his royal authority in his
German kingdom because he died childless in May 1125. The magnates whom
Archbishop Adalbert called to Mainz for the royal election chose Lothar, the
duke of Saxony, Henry’s most formidable foe, to succeed him.

3 Schieffer (1986), esp. pp. 62ff. 34 Heinemeyer (1986).
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CHAPTER 4(a)

NORTHERN AND CENTRAL ITALY
IN THE ELEVENTH CENTURY

Giovanni Tabacco

THE RULING POWER IN ITALY: THE HOUSE OF FRANCONIA
FROM CONRAD II TO HENRY III

The kingdom of Italy, extending from the Alps to its unsettled borders with
the papal states, suffered its most serious crisis during the transition from
the imperial house of the Saxons to that of the Salians in 1024, when the
capital itself, Pavia, rose, destroyed the royal palace and scattered the officials
in charge of the central administration. At that point the throne was vacant
and the great lords of Italy divided over the problem of the succession. The
subordination of the Italian to the German crown was not yet a peacefully
accepted fact and some of the major powers sought their own candidate in
France. But the bishops of northern Italy, remembering the disagreements over
inheritance which had arisen between the church and the laity and the resulting
violence, chose a different way. Under the guidance of the archbishop of Milan,
Aribert of Antimiano and the bishop of Vercelli, Leo, they offered the crown
to the king who had just been elected in Germany, Conrad II of the house of
Franconia.

In 1026, Conrad came down into Italy through the Brenner pass with a
considerable army and was welcomed at Milan by Aribert. He besieged Pavia
and set about reducing the nobles reluctant to recognize him. In 1027, he
created Boniface of Canossa, already powerful through his estates, castles and
titles of count in various regions of the Po valley, marquess in Tuscany. He
had himself crowned emperor in Rome by Pope John XIX, of the family
of the counts of Tusculum. From him he also obtained recognition of the
ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the Lagoon of Venice claimed by the patriarch
of Aquileia, Poppo of Carinthia, to the detriment of the patriarchate of Grado
and Venetian autonomy. Throughout his time in Italy, he confirmed landed
estates and distributed them on a large scale, as well as privileges, temporal
jurisdictions and patronage to monasteries, bishoprics and canonical chapters
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from the Alps, in particular from the eastern side, as far as the monastery of
Farfa in Sabina and that of Casauria in Abruzzo. In this way, there came to be
developed the type of organization which the kings of Germany had granted
the kingdom of Italy since the time of Otto. It was a form of organization based
not on the workings of a rationally distributed hierarchy of public officials, but
rather on the binding of royal power, through an exchange of protection and
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loyalty, to institutions and nobles, in particular princes of the church, rooted
in the area through their lands and with authority derived either from their
religious responsibilities or their dynastic power.

After spending a number of years in Germany, Conrad II was elected king
of Burgundy in 1033 by various of the great men of that kingdom, among them
the powerful count Humbert, head of the house of Savoy and possessor of
estates and rights in several counties, from the Val d’Aosta to the frontier with
the kingdom of Italy. In 1034 an Italian army led by the archbishop of Milan,
Aribert, and Boniface, marquess of Tuscany, took part in the military operations
necessary to ensure Conrad’s effective domination over his new kingdom.
When at the end of 1036, however, Conrad came down into Italy for the second
time, the increase in the influence of the church and the temporal power of
the archbishop of Milan were such that the emperor was forced to listen to
the complaints of the lords and cities of Lombardy about his encroachments
and, faced with his contemptuous behaviour, he had him imprisoned. Aribert
fled and took refuge in Milan, where he was protected by the people. Conrad
besieged the city, but in vain. Vain too was his wish to remove Aribert from
office and appoint as his successor a court chaplain, Ambrose, a member of
the higher clergy of Milan.

During the fruitless siege of Milan, on 28 May 1037, the emperor promul-
gated his famous edict on the rights of vassals. In a situation which had become
dangerous for the prestige of the ruling power in Italy, this was a fundamen-
tal legislative move and one which attempted to restore the king-emperor to
his place at the heart of the natural development of institutions within the
region. The Milanese problem was not in fact only a problem of the compe-
tition between the city and its metropolitan church and the other Lombard
centres of major economic, ecclesiastical and political importance, but also
one of the great military power of the archbishop, who was at the summit
of a complex and elaborately stratified network of client vassals. There were
strong tensions within this network: with the archbishop at the top, among the
various strata and with the non-military population of the city. The tensions
suffered by Milan served in their turn as models for the internal dissension of
all the major military centres of the ecclesiastical and lay nobility in Lombardy.
The edict of Conrad was indeed officially presented as the solution of these
problems, by establishing, at least theoretically, an ordered hierarchy of vassals
possessing fiefs, following a unified concept of the military organization of the
kingdom.

The disagreements between individual vassals and their immediate superiors
in the fluid hierarchy of personal dependencies in fact hinged on the precarious
estate-based nature of the fiefs granted in exchange for service as a vassal.
Conrad II, faced with the contradictions among the practices which had arisen
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on this account, referred back to a comprehensive hierarchy of vassals who
had been remunerated by fiscal lands or lands of fiscal origin or ecclesiastical
lands. He confirmed each vassal in the possession of the fiefs he was enjoying,
declaring that such grants to beneficiaries were irrevocable and thus hereditary,
as long as the vassal or his heir in the male line faithfully continued to perform
his required service, with horses and arms, for his feudal superior, the originator
of the grant. In this way, the solidity of the reciprocal bond between lord and
vassal was clarified by the fief appearing at one and the same time in the estate
of each party, the bond itself being based on military service, which the edict
interpreted as an integral part of the vassalic hierarchy of the royal army. In
order to give a greater appearance of reality to an all-embracing and hierarchic
military structure, culminating in the person of the king, the edict officially
ignored the existence of fiefs which had neither a fiscal origin — and hence
were not directly or indirectly related to the ruling power — nor were part of
the ecclesiastical estates, held under a special royal protection. The kingdom,
which we have already seen was not functioning according to a rational system
of public ordinances but as a heterogeneous collection of patron and client
relationships, now began to reassume its unity, by observing the patronage
system with the help of a legal fiction.

This does not mean that the royal and imperial authority in Italy was com-
pletely inefficacious. It frequently influenced both the choice of bishops, a
choice which formally belonged to the local clergy, and that of the abbots
in the case of monasteries belonging to the crown. It can in fact be said
that the sovereign, in so far as he succeeded in governing, above all made
use of the symbolism of vassalage in his relationships with those powerful
lords — for the most part ecclesiastics or those whom family tradition in-
vested with the dignities of marquess or count — who, by swearing loyalty
to the ruler in person, legitimized punitive action which might come to
be taken as a result of the most obvious infractions of the oath. The pro-
motion of Boniface of Canossa to the marquessate of Tuscany should like-
wise be borne in mind. This shows the possibility of royal intervention in
the line of succession of certain non-ecclesiastical regional powers; in other
words when the power of the marquess or count was not firmly established
in dynastic form, as in the case with the Tuscan march. The crown’s inter-
vention could also take the form of an agreement with the power of a great
family, using marriages favoured by or acceptable to the sovereign. This was
the case with Adelaide of Turin, in 1034 daughter and heir of the Marquess
Olderico Manfredi and the wife of three spouses in succession, each of whom
was recognized in his turn — under Conrad II and then Henry III — as holder
of the title to the Turin march, a large area of the kingdom. Similarly, Con-
rad II favoured the marriage of his faithful Marquess Boniface of Tuscany with
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Beatrice of Lorraine, who grew up in the imperial court and was the rela-
tive of a descendant of the marquess of Obertenghi, Alberto Azzo II d’Este,
and of the powerful German family of the Welfs. To these more or less occa-
sional incursions of the ruling house into the workings of powerful churches
and great noble dynasties should be added the appointment — although
these too were only occasional — of royal messengers who represented their
sovereign in presiding over legal assemblies in one area or another of the
kingdom.

As regards the edict on fiefs, it had a certain general effect: not of course
in the sense of giving rise to a homogeneous and strictly ordered hierarchy
of vassals, but in that it came to form an element in the uncertain play of
feudal-vassal customs and helped the evolution, which had already begun,
towards greater guarantees for the vassals endowed with fiefs. It did not, on
the other hand, have any perceptible repercussions on the relationship of Con-
rad II with the Milanese neighbourhood, which continued to resist the siege.
A plot hatched by certain of the bishops of the Po valley against the em-
peror was also discovered and there was an attempt on the part of Aribert
to ally himself with the count of Champagne, who had invaded the western
provinces of Germany. Conrad II, in his turn, visited central Italy in 1038 and
obtained from Pope Benedict IX, the nephew and successor of John XIX, the
excommunication of Aribert and the recognition of Ambrose, the imperial
candidate to the see of Milan, but with no real success. Agreements having,
therefore, been reached with the pope, Conrad proceeded south to the de-
fence of Monte Cassino, to which he appointed as abbot a German monk,
faithful to his cause, assigning him the prince of Salerno as protector. After
other kingly acts in Campania, the emperor turned north along the Adriatic
coast and continued to distribute privileges to both nobles and institutions.
Putting off the subjection of Milan to another occasion, he went back up
the valley of the Adige and recrossed the Alps. The Italian lords who had re-
mained faithful to the emperor then took up the siege of Milan again, but
in 1039 they were surprised by news of his death, which reached them from
Germany.

When one considers the extent of Conrad IIs activities in Europe, from
Lorraine and Burgundy to the Slavic world and from the North Sea to south-
ern Italy, it cannot be said that the kingdom of Italy was left on the fringes of
his interests. But the attraction which the most various and far-flung parts of
the unstable imperial complex gradually came to exercise over him prevented
a lasting pacification of the kingdom of Italy. It also considerably increased
the difficulties of a political strategy essentially based on the interplay of al-
liances among groups rooted in the various regions of Italy. The kingdom had
no tetritorially based administration. The collecting of the right to fodder,
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the contribution in kind owed to the emperor during his stays in Italy for
the maintenance of the court and the army, was to some extent problemat-
ical, because it always depended on the degree of loyalty which the nobles
vouchsafed to the person of the emperor. This loyalty was constant in the
relationships between Conrad II and Boniface of Canossa, who was the ruler’s
greatest support in Italy. It was changeable, however, in other cases, beginning
with that of Aribert whose rebellion was at the same time a clear demonstra-
tion of the powerlessness of Conrad when faced with the most determined
forces in Italy and those richest in material resources and prestige. His gov-
ernment of the kingdom was not, generally considered, lacking in success,
as is indicated by the peaceful succession in Italy of his son Henry III as
ruler.

The succession had in fact already been prepared during the reign of Con-
rad IT and by an election and coronation in Germany. This fact serves to show
that the close links between the German and Italian crowns had by this time
been accepted. There would certainly have been political reasons to oppose
the young king in Italy, when one considers the unresolved problem of Milan;
but in this regard he behaved prudently, giving up the struggle against Aribert
and accepting the oaths of loyalty which the prelate brought him in Germany.
At the same time, he lavished on churches and monasteries confirmations and
privileges which had been requested from Italy. He took a particular interest,
in these first years of his reign, in the imperial monastery of Farfa in Sabina,
to which, acting on his own judgement, he gave as abbot a monk who had
been a learned teacher of his own, and he took care to appoint two German
canons as patriarch of Aquileia and archbishop of Ravenna. In 1043, he sent
the chancellor Adalgar to Lombardy, where he presided over judicial assem-
blies and took action in various cities with the general aim of pacification.
After the death of Aribert in 1045, the king refused the candidates for the
succession put forward by the higher clergy of Milan and appointed as arch-
bishop a prelate coming from the area around Milan — Guido da Velate —
clearly with the intention of exercising closer control over the great men of
the city, who were divided among themselves and insecure in their loyalty. In
the spring of 1046, at an assembly of great men called at Aachen, he deposed
the archbishop of Ravenna, Widgero, whom he had himself appointed two
years carlier. Serious accusations of incompetence and corruption had been
raised against him in Italy, under the influence of the incipient movement for
ecclesiastical reform and particularly by the great rhetorician and monk, Peter
Damian of Ravenna. Meanwhile, the king prepared for his first journey to
Italy.

Atthe end of the summer, he crossed the Alps at the Brenner with a large suite
of vassals and in October he was at Pavia presiding over a great ecclesiastical
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synod of a reforming character. In December, at the synods of Sutri and Rome,
he put an end to the papal crisis which had begun two years earlier with the
rising of Rome against Benedict IX, the last Tusculan pope. Three popes who
claimed rights to the papal throne were deposed and the king appointed the
bishop of Bamberg supreme pontiff, under the name Clement II. The king
was crowned emperor by him and was invested by the Romans with the title of
patrician, thus accentuating his function as protector of Rome, with the right
to participate in every papal election, casting the first vote. By means of a strict
control of the papacy and the three powerful metropolitan sees of northern
Italy — Milan, Aquileia and Ravenna — Henry III ensured the submission of the
whole episcopate throughout the kingdom of Italy in the territories formally
lying within the political control of the Roman church. During the first months
of 1047, he also concerned himself with the affairs of the great abbeys of Farfa,
Monte Cassino and San Vincenzo al Volturno and with the political order
of the Campania, into which the Normans were beginning to penetrate. The
concept of an imperial kingdom in Italy, extending from the Alps throughout
the whole peninsula, was thus reinforced.

The death of Clement II in the autumn of 1047, when the emperor had
already been back in Germany for several months, caused the Tusculan party
at Rome, which had at first found favour even with Boniface of Tuscany,
to revive. But Henry III designated as pope the bishop of Bressanone, who
took the name of Damasus II, and ordered Boniface to escort him to Rome.
The new pope also died some weeks later and again the emperor opposed the
Tusculan party with his own candidate, his cousin, the bishop of Toul, who
became Leo IX. He proceeded with great firmness against the Tusculan party
without, however, succeeding in dislodging them from their castles in Lazio.
The pontificate of Leo IX represented, from a politico-ecclesiastical point of
view, the definitive meeting point between Henry III’s imperial plans and the
reform movement on a European scale, which now found its centre in Rome in
the person of Leo IX and some of his eminent collaborators of various national
origins. This convergence served to stress the system which had by now become
traditional in the Romano-German empire: the political supremacy of the
crown, based on the episcopate and the religious communities; it also served,
however, to aggravate the problem of the relationship of the ruling house with
the great secular aristocracy. The seriousness of the situation became obvious
especially on the far side of the Alps, but signs of trouble also began to appear in
Italy.

Already, the fidelity of the powerful Marquess Boniface had faltered in 1048
when faced with the problem of the papal succession. Boniface died in 1052,
but his widow, Beatrice of Lorraine, took over his rich estates and pre-eminent
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political position both north and south of the Apennines and some time later
chose as her new husband the most dangerous adversary whom Henry III had
in Germany: Godfrey the Bearded, made powerful by his estates and clients
and already the duke of Upper Lorraine, although formally stripped of his
dukedom by the emperor for rebelliousness. The union of two regional forces,
which both in Germany and Italy were in conflict with the imperial supremacy,
came at the same time as the military misfortunes of Leo IX in southern Italy
against the Normans and made the whole problem of the kingdom of Italy a
matter of urgency for Henry III. He was in fact already observing conditions in
Italy with some attention, as two pieces of legislation, one criminal, one civil,
promulgated in 1052 at Zurich in an assembly of the great men of the kingdom
of Italy, indicate. This was an important sign of legislative renovation, even
if still only sporadic, after the edict on fiefs of Conrad II. In 1054 he again
summoned the great men of Italy to an assembly at Zurich at which the
members of the Lombard episcopate appeared in force and he made provision
for a successor to the late Leo IX, appointing a German bishop, his expert
and faithful court counsellor, who was consecrated at Rome in the spring of
1055 with the name of Victor II. Meanwhile, the emperor had come down
into Italy, as usual by way of the Brenner, with a following of bishops and
vassals.

During Henry IIT’s stay of several months in Italy his acts favouring churches
and lively small towns such as Mantua and Ferrara take on a particular impor-
tance. They lay in the geographical region bounded by the Po and the Arno,
where the influence of the Canossa family was at its strongest. It was one way of
answering the legacy left by Boniface and vindicated by Beatrice and Godfrey
through direct relations with the local powers. At the same time, the emperor
delegated control of the duchy of Spoleto and all of the coastal areas from the
Adriatic to central Italy to Victor II. The papal authority over these regions
had not previously been recognized, although Victor had personally been made
the representative of the empire within them. This served to extend imperial
authority over the territories which marked the transition from the kingdom of
Italy with its Carolingian tradition, to southern Italy, as far as Monte Cassino,
as it faced the dynamic power of the Normans.

Henry the III was once again in Germany in 1056, where a reconciliation
was effected with Godfrey the Bearded and Beatrice. In October he died pre-
maturely. He left a difficult legacy in Italy. How would the Canossas act? And
what would be the fate of the imperial union with the Roman church once the
faithful German pope died — as he did the following year? How were the local
powers now at full expansion to be incorporated? And how were the fortunes
of the Normans to be checked or overthrown?
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THE REGIONAL FORCES IN THE KINGDOM OF ITALY (FIRST HALF
OF THE ELEVENTH CENTURY)

The progressive incorporation of temporal jurisdiction and military power into
the ecclesiastical estates from the end of the Carolingian period and throughout
that of the imperial dynasty of Saxony, and at the same time the dynastic
orientation of such power pertaining to marquesses and counts as had remained
in lay hands, had so radically altered the public order as to make it impossible
to compare regional power structures — in the Italy of Conrad II and Henry
III — with the district divisions of Carolingian origin. The activity of the royal
messengers occurred as circumstances dictated, outside permanent territorial
plans and was limited to supplementing the normal exercise of power by the
great ones of the kingdom: churches and dynasties, rooted economically in
their landed estates and militarily in their fortresses which were increasing in
number.

Among the ecclesiastical bodies, there now emerged those holders of
metropolitan authority in whom very diverse elements of power converged:
disciplinary authority over the bishops of the suffragan dioceses, control of
the monastaries within the province of the archbishopric, authority over the
communities inhabiting the scattered estates of the metropolitan church, civil
and military government — whether by royal grant or customary law — of the
metropolis and its surrounding countryside, and the increasing presence of
armed supporters and castles. The archbishop of Milan, whose ecclesiastical
province extended from the western Alps to the Ligurian coast until it met
with the ecclesiastical province of Aquileia on Lake Garda, radiated political
and territorial influence from Milan throughout much of Lombardy, following
in the tracks of the economic expansion of the city. In spite of the absence of
a tetritory unified from the legal point of view and in temporal terms, the
political weight of Archbishop Aribert was such that at the crucial moment of
his struggle with Conrad II he was publicly able to mobilize the inhabitants
of his diocese of Milan, calling them all, without distinction, from peasants to
knights, to arms against the emperor.

The patriarch of Aquileia, whose ecclesiastical province included the Veneto,
Friuli, Istria and the eastern Alps, had the greater part of his remarkable es-
tates, his exemptions and his castles concentrated in Friuli, but he was closely
bound to the authority of the emperor who appointed faithful members of
the German clergy to the patriarchate. The ecclesiastical province of Ravenna
and the archbishop held numerous countships in Romagna, within the old
exarchate, with imperial recognition, but in competition with the church of
Rome. Above all, he was supported by enormous landed estates, frequently in
alliance with the numerous aristocracy of Ravenna, composed of landowners
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and perpetual leaseholders. At Ravenna, too, the metropolitan was appointed
by the German ruler and chosen from among the German prelates.

Within the ecclesiastical province of Aquileia, which was fully independent
of the patriarchate in temporal terms, but coordinated with it in its exemptions
and subjected to the German influences operating on this ecclesiastical body,
the marquess of Verona exercised the prime public authority over counties
corresponding to the present-day Veneto and the county of Friuli — in other
words over a territorial complex essential as a passage between the kingdoms
of Germany and Italy and for the control of the hinterland of the Lagoon of
Venice. The marquesses of Verona were at the same time, through personal
links which went back to the time of Otto, dukes of Carinthia, and belonged
to the high German aristocracy. The union of the Italian marquisate with the
German duchy was the most visible expression — thanks to the special imperial
attentions paid to these regions — of the connection between the two kingdoms
in which they were respectively located. The military interest felt by the empire
in their operations preserved in these two regions, albeit in a coloutless way,
the legal form of the great public districts based on land which had completely
disappeared in Lombardy.

The march of Turin also preserved the original form of a great public district,
which extended in a wide band along the south-western Alps from the valleys
of Susa and the Canavese as far as the Ligurian Sea. Entrusted since the middle
of the tenth century to the Arduinici family, the march of Turin had become
an hereditary landed principality, where the power of the marquess in almost
all the counties which made up the march was supported by the rich allodial
estates of the family and a series of monastic foundations and endowments.
The firmness of the Arduinici’s roots in the region is shown by the fact that
even when the male line died out in 1034, the Countess Adelaide, daughter of
Marquess Olderico Manfredi, was able to maintain control of the whole area
by obtaining for her successive husbands — as we have seen above — investiture
with the title of marquess by the empire. The last of these was the count of
Maurienne, Odo, the son and successor of that same Humbert, the founder
of the house of Savoy, who had helped Conrad II to conquer the Burgundian
kingdom. Maurienne, in the valley of the Arc, a tributary of the Rhone, was one
of the counties belonging to Odo in Burgundy and adjacent to the lands of the
Arduinici in the Susa valley, with which it communicated via the Montcenis
pass.

The marriage of Odo and Adelaide, therefore, implied the union, on the
two sides of the Alps, of the two dynastic powers which controlled the passage
between the kingdom of Burgundy and that of Ttaly. This ran along the so-called
‘Via Francigera, travelled by merchants, pilgrims and military detachments
coming from western Europe and heading for Rome. Itis easily understandable,
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therefore, that imperial interest in this region remained very much alive, as has
been shown analagously in the case of the convergence of the duchy of Carinthia
and the march of Verona. This was all the more the case since in the kingdom
of Burgundy Count Odo also held the valley of Aosta. Through this ran the
road which, crossing the Great St Bernard, kept the three kingdoms of Italy,
Burgundy and Germany, which constituted the Romano-German empire, in
touch. Proof of this persistent interest is the betrothal agreed by Henry III at
the end of 1055 between his own son Henry IV, still a small child, but already
elected king of Germany, and Bertha, the daughter of Odo of Maurienne and
Adelaide of Turin.

Among the regional complexes of lands which had a certain unity in the
kingdom ofItaly, the richest and most influential was undoubtedly that brought
together at the time of Conrad II by Boniface of Canossa. It became hostile
in the reign of Henry III, thanks to the activities of the widow of Marquess
Boniface and her new consort, Godfrey the Bearded. Here too, as was the case
with the Arduinici in the march of Turin, the house of Canossa was so deeply
rooted that even the disappearance of the direct male line was not enough
for the vast estates to break up. The military and territorial roots, seen in
terms of farms, castles, client-vassals and noble churches, were most vigorous
north of the Apennines, starting in geographical terms with the counties of
Brescia and Mantua and then following the line of the Po and so to Emilia and
Romagna, where the Canossas had the titles to other counties and had made
the city of Mantua a fulcrum of their power. The other fulcrum of the Canossas’
government was in the Tuscan march at Lucca, where, after their acquisition of
the march, they tried to create a juridical centre with a wide sphere of action.
The character of the Canossas’ domain in so far as it concerned regions which
little by little came to border on each other, from the Brescia region to the
papal states, still maintained that of a large heterogeneous area. It did not have
any restraining tradition to unify its various members, as was the case with
the march of the Arduinici, admittedly in a substantially smaller geographical
area. This was the result of very different political origins; the effort of constant
expansion had always been characteristic of the Canossas. The Canossas were
also, undoubtedly, much inclined to create a vigorous land-based principality
but they found in their very policy, dynamic and wide-ranging as it was, a good
number of obstacles to be overcome in achieving their goal.

Meanwhile, other great families with a military tradition, which had ob-
tained the title of marquess as a result of a royal decision, from the mid-tenth
century on — in other words at the same time as the Arduinici — had had
fortunes very different from theirs. There were the Aleramici of southern Pied-
mont and the Obertenghi of eastern Liguria and of Tortona and Milan. The
marches or groups of counties to which they bore titles had broken up at the
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turn of the tenth and eleventh centuries. Faced with the Salian dynasty, the
two great families now appeared to have divided into numerous smaller units,
each of which had preserved the title of marquess and were scattered widely
through the kingdom, with considerable differences in terms of estates and
military capacity. They constituted a large number of autonomous powers,
often with estates which not only did not abut upon each other, but were scat-
tered in themselves; they were also, for the most part, rural or mountainous,
around the northern Apennines and its valleys. One branch of the Obertenghi
even ended up in eastern Italy, between the Veneto and Romagna, and to it
belonged that same Alberto Azzo d’Este who married into the German family
of the Welfs at the request of Conrad II. In these cases, the title of marquess
meant no more than fidelity to a family tradition and the desire to preserve a
rank which made it easier to exercise power locally, wherever their castles and
armed clients might happen to be.

These seigneuries known as marquessates thus came to intertwine and be-
come confused with innumerable counties or even offices without any public
title. Henceforth, these, together with the ecclesiastical seigneuries, were to
constitute the true political fabric of the kingdom. This was the case both with
those which were within the areas of the regional powers and those which found
themselves without, directly faced by imperial authority. In the kingdom of
Italy, as elsewhere in the west, this untidy coexistence of permanently evolving
local nobility, largely installed on allodial estates, gave rise to a juxtaposition
and superimposition, whereby the relationships of power often found juridical
support in the institution of feudal ties, or in particular forms of protection
inherent in the functioning of the religious bodies.

ROYAL POWER AND REGIONAL POWERS IN ITALY FROM
HENRY IV TO HENRY V

In 1056 Henry III, on his deathbed, entrusted his son Henry, a child of six,
to Pope Victor 11, who was present with him in Germany. Victor assured the
succession of the child Henry IV to the kingdom of Germany and that of
the widowed empress, Agnes of Poitou and Aquitaine, to the regency. On
returning to Italy, he continued to be on good terms with Godfrey the Bearded
and his brother Frederick, who became abbot of Monte Cassino. On the death
of Victor in the summer of 1057, Frederick succeeded to the papal throne
under the name of Stephen IX. Here was another German pope, therefore, but
not one appointed by the imperial court. On the contrary, he came from the
reform movement of the Roman clergy and was chosen from that very house
of Lorraine which, in the person of Godfrey, had in previous years been a grave
threat to Henry III, both in Germany and in Italy. The new pope recognized
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his brother’s position as representative of the empire in the duchy of Spoleto
and in those Adriatic territories where Henry 111 had appointed Victor II his
vicar.

Stephen IX died in 1058 and the Roman aristocracy, which was hostile to
the reform movement, caused the election of Benedict X. Even his choice of
name seemed to connect him to the tradition of the Tusculan popes, but the
reformers managed to oppose him and caused the bishop of Florence to prevail.
He became Nicholas IT and arrived at Rome escorted by Godfrey the Bearded.
Reversing the previous political stance of the papacy, Nicholas placed his trust
in the Normans of southern Italy. In this way, the political alignment which
took shape around the reforming papacy put the German imperial court out
of play as protector of the church of Rome. After the death of Nicholas II in
1061 this led to the papal schism, which witnessed a broad new confrontation
between the anti-reform Roman aristocracy and the imperial court. The latter
supported Cadalus, bishop of Parma, who was elected pope under the name of
Honorius II in an Italo-German synod convened at Basle. Against him was the
pope chosen by the reformers at Rome: Anselm, bishop of Lucca, of Lombard
origin, who became Alexander II.

During the schism, Godfrey the Bearded remained neutral, but his wife
Beatrice tried to prevent the forces which were bringing Cadalus to Rome from
crossing the Apennines. Meanwhile, in Germany, the imperial court, where
the influence of the archbishop of Cologne, Anno, was paramount, inclined
towards recognition of Alexander II. Godfrey then came to an agreement with
Anno and himself adopted the cause of Alexander, with the result that in 1063
he escorted him to Rome. In 1065, the arrival in Italy of Henry IV was awaited,
that he might receive the imperial crown from Pope Alexander at Rome. But
nothing came of this, either then or in the years that followed. During the
minority of Henry IV and his persistent absence from Italy, the metropolitan
churches of Aquileia and Ravenna remained linked to the imperial court, butat
Milan, at least until 1067, the desperate struggle between the upper clergy and
the Paterines continued without any German intervention: indeed, the only
outside interference was papal. The abbey of Monte Cassino had been the pivot
of understanding between the empire and the papacy as regards the problem
of the south. Now, from 1057, and for many decades more, it became, under
Abbot Desiderius, a very different type of fulcrum in the alliance between the
reforming papacy and the Normans. When in the years 1066—7 there was a
moment of crisis in the relationship between Alexander II and the Norman
prince Richard of Capua, it was not the slow-moving imperial power, but the
swift personal initiative of Godfrey the Bearded that drove back the Normans
from Roman territory. Godfrey’s wife Beatrice was also present at these events,
as was Matilda, the daughter of Boniface of Canossa and Beatrice. This is

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Northern and central Italy in the eleventh century 85

all the more worthy of note in that Godftey’s intervention was interpreted in
Germany as a slight to the authority of the very young king.

Godfrey’s power had been both recognized and augmented by Henry IV
in 1065 through the grant of the duchy of Lower Lorraine, which should not
be confused with the duchy of Upper Lorraine of which he had been stripped
in the days of Henry III. It served to strengthen Godfrey in Germany, but it
also resulted in a consolidation of the prevailing position of the Canossas in
Italy, as can indeed be seen in the part played by the Italian and German forces
which accompanied the duke against Richard of Capua. This was all the more
dangerous for imperial authority in that the function of protecting Rome had
become a defence of ecclesiastical reform, which had taken on a European
dimension and was leading to an incipient centralization of papal power in
the ecclesiastical government of western Christendom. The importance of
Godfrey’s help can be seen in 1068, when in consonance with the fluctuations
in attitude of King Henry and Anno of Cologne, he too began to pay new
attention to the excommunicated bishop of Parma, Cadalus, thus provoking
the indignant surprise of Peter Damian, who wrote exhorting him to maintain
himself worthy of the high responsibility which he bore as first, after the king, of
all of the princes of the Romano-German empire. In Italy the predominance
of the house of Canossa—Lorraine was further consolidated by the carefully
planned marriage arranged between Godfrey the Hunchback and Matilda of
Canossa, the daughter and heir of the late Marquess Boniface and Beatrice.
The union of the duchy of Lower Lorraine and the Tuscan march, with all the
other jurisdictions and immense estates belonging to the two houses, thus lasted
beyond the death of Godfrey the Bearded, which occurred at the end of 1069.

The union did not, however, last much longer, on account of the disagree-
ments which arose between the second Godfrey and his wife Matilda. Polit-
ically, a separation was determined between the German might of Godfrey,
allied to the king, and the Italian power of Matilda and Beatrice, allied to the
reforming papacy. This was seen particularly clearly after the death of Alexan-
der II in 1073 and the accession to the papal throne of the brave and spirited
Archdeacon Hildebrand, who took the name of Gregory VII and whose elec-
tion involved no German intervention. The heterogeneous complex under the
sway of the house of Canossa remained intact from eastern Lombardy to the
Tuscan march, but was entrusted to two women who, formally, were empow-
ered to inherit lands and castles, but not the functions of marquess, except
through marriage with the young duke and marquess Godfrey. The differ-
ence between the legal situation at a high official level and the real position
of this far-flung regional domination, which was essentially the convergence
of numerous local powers, the inheritance of Boniface of Canossa, made im-
perial intervention possible, with destabilizing consequences. This aggravated
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processes which had been operating for decades within the whole structure,
as a result of the energy of the urban centres and the client-vassals. After the
death of Beatrice in Tuscany in 1076 and, tragically, Godfrey in the north of
Germany, Matilda, in Italy, found herself alone at the apex of a power structure
menaced by internal movements and the hostility of the king.

Meanwhile, during the last years of the pontificate of Alexander II, the king
had become involved in the struggle which had flared up in Milan over the
replacement of Archbishop Guido, who had been solemnly chosen by him and
then condemned by Pope Alexander and had not been able to maintain his
position in the city. The most powerful metropolitan in northern Italy thus
seemed about to escape permanently from the control of the German court,
just as had occurred with the Roman papacy. But the increasing rigour of the
reform movement and its concentration at Rome, as a result of the action of
Gregory VII — in contrast to much of the episcopate — offered the king new
opportunities for intervention, both in the see of Milan and, after the clamorous
rupture with Rome, in the papacy itself.

When at the beginning of 1077, the king visited Italy for the first time,
Matilda of Canossa played a leading part in the fragile reconciliation between
the pope and the king. Nevertheless, the profound humiliation, both at the
personal and at the political-institutional level, which Henry IV endured in
1076 on account of the upsetting of the traditional balance between the supreme
imperial power and the authority of the church of Rome — and which had been
obvious to all at Canossa — remained. This resulted in such general confusion
and such violent clashes between the supporters of Pope Gregory and those of
the antipope Clement III, archbishop of Ravenna, and between those of the
king and of the anti-king who had arisen in Germany, that Matilda, faced by
the double schism which had developed in the church and in the kingdom,
involving most of the bishoprics, soon found herself dangerously involved. The
internal rifts which troubled all her many lands were aggravated by privileges
granted by the king to cities aspiring to independence and upset all plans to
consolidate her various political holdings into a working unit. It was this which
induced her in 1080 to ensure her own political survival by formally making
over all her own allodial estates to the church of Rome, reserving, however, the
personal right to dispose of them freely, albeit under the aegis of the papacy.
This did not, however, prevent Henry IV in the following year, on the occasion
of his second incursion into Italy, from putting Matilda beyond the pale of the
empire and declaring all her rights and possessions, both allodial and feudal,
abolished. The sentence was in almost no case effectively carried out, but it
served to legitimize all the attacks made against her power.

The varying fortunes of war, which had spread throughout the whole of the
kingdom of Italy and the lands formally belonging to the papacy, brought the
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king to Rome on more than one occasion. It was there at last, in 1084, that
the antipope Clement crowned him emperor. But Rome was threatened by the
Normans, supporters of Gregory VII, and the emperor abandoned the city and
returned shortly afterwards to Germany. He remained at a distance for three
unbroken years. After the brutal Norman occupation of Rome, the pope took
refuge at Monte Cassino and died at Salerno in 108s, still under the protection
of the Normans. The Roman cardinals chose as his successor Desiderius, abbot
of Monte Cassino, who became Victor III. He was the candidate suggested by
one of the Norman princes and accepted by Matilda of Canossa.
Notwithstanding the serious disturbances within her dominions and al-
though she felt the need for a general policy of reconciliation, Matilda
remained — over and above her personal intentions and those of her vassals —
the centre of the opposition to Henry IV. This became clear when Victor
III’s successor, Urban II (1088—99), persuaded her to take a new husband: the
eighteen-year-old Welf' V, the son of Welf IV, duke of Bavaria. Thus two pow-
erful sources of hostility to the emperor in Germany and Italy were realigned.
It was a connection associated with and attuned to that between the Welfs and
the Este, which Conrad II had in his time sought to promote as part of his
imperial plans and which now persisted to the prejudice of the empire. Duke
Welf IV was the son of the Obertenghi marquess Alberto Azzo II d’Este, who
was still alive in 1090 when Henry IV once again entered Italy. This political
constellation had been functioning for years as a military power and in 1093
it could also reckon on the rebellion of King Conrad against his father, the
emperor. Conrad had already, some years earlier in Germany, been raised by his
father to the royal title and was now crowned king by the archbishop of Milan,
against the background of an alliance of Milan and other cities with Matilda
and Welf V. In fact, in 1095 Matilda found herself once again alone at the
height of her power in Italy, owing to the breakdown of her unnatural marriage
with the young Welf, who returned to Germany and, with his father Welf IV,
began to veer towards the supporters of Henry IV. In this same year, at the
urgent request of Matilda and Urban II, a very different political marriage was
contracted by King Conrad with the daughter of Roger, the powerful Norman
count of Sicily. It served to confirm the increasing isolation of the emperor
within the whole Italian framework, especially when viewed in the context of
the vast success of Pope Urban’s ecclesiastical actions throughout Europe.
Henry IV was forced to take action in the Veneto and then in 1097 crossed
back to the further side of the Alps. He had spent seven years of hard and taxing
personal effort in Italy and in the end they had been barren of results. Conrad
in his turn became an unwilling instrument of Matilda, while his facher in
Germany declared his deposition as king and raised another son in his place:
Henry V. This Henry, after the premature death of Conrad in Italy, also ended
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by rebelling against his father, who died two years later in 1106. For years, the
greater part of the kingdom of Italy was aligned with Urban II’s successor,
Paschal II (1099-1118), supported by the Countess Matilda. She confirmed the
new pontiff in the gift of all her allodial estates made to Gregory VII some
twenty years earlier.

The fortress of Canossa in the Emilian Apennines held sway over lands
which radiated out in all directions and virtually everywhere, given its inter-
regional scope, acquired the characteristics of countship and marquisate. The
tendency to adopt symbols appropriate to the mentality of a principality imi-
tating a kingdom was made clear both in the activities of the chancellery and in
the poem by the monk Donizo celebrating Matilda and the house of Canossa.
This symbolism was in keeping with the influential presence of famous ju-
rists in the countess’s suite. As a princedom, however, it was weak, for it was
increasingly split internally by local forces, in spite of the gradual settling of
the ecclesiastical disputes. It can quite accurately be pointed out that although
the great ecclesiastical struggle caused problems within the domains, it also
gave Matilda a position of the greatest prominence in the Italian theatre of
action and caused her to seck out powerful allies. This serves to explain her
two marriages, although both ended badly, and explains the rather different
expedient which she adopted in 1099, when she chose an enterprising and
militarily vigorous gentleman as her adopted son. This was Guido Guerra I,
rich in estates in the Tuscan and Romagnan Apennines. But in the end it was
the need for a reconciliation between Matilda and the king which prevailed.

In 1111, after Henry Vs journey to Italy and the imperial coronation that
Paschal II was constrained to perform, the emperor and Matilda finally met.
The countess, presumably with the intention of avoiding the breaking up of
the Canossa lands, declared Henry personally to be the heir to all her allodial
possessions and enormous mass of lands and castles, particularly in the regions
of Ttaly adjacent to the Po. Henry occupied these for the most part on his second
journey to Italy, after the death of the countess in 1115. This legacy could only
be reconciled with Matilda’s previous bequests to the church of Rome in so
far as the countess had, in these donations, reserved the right to dispose of the
estates which she placed under papal protection as she chose. This created a
delicate legal situation from which arose the interminable controversy that was
destined to poison relations between the empire and the papacy in Italy at both
a territorial and a political level. As regards the jurisdiction over the marquisate
that the countess exercised, this was a matter for Henry as emperor and he
entrusted the Tuscan march to people from Germany, who proved completely
incapable of pacifying the region.

Thus, against Matilda’s hopes, there crumbled away the concentration of
lands and power representing a large part of the kingdom of Italy, which for

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Northern and central Italy in the eleventh century 89

almost a century the family of Canossa had controlled, in harmony or dishar-
mony with the empire. Meanwhile, in 1091, the march of Turin had also broken
up on the death of the Countess Adelaide, who had always maintained an equi-
librium in the very thick of the fight between the empire and the papacy. The
march of Turin did not dissolve, as did the dominions of the Canossas, through
the dying out of the dynastic line, but because of the numerous claimants to the
succession and the prevalence of the dynasty’s transalpine interests over those
of the branches present in Italy. The most profound reason, however, for
the dissolution of these two dynastic powers — Canossa and Turin — lay in the
development of local forces. This was also true of the march of Verona which,
although still formally united to the duchy of Carinthia, provides evidence of its
last signs of jurisdictional activity in 1123, towards the end of the reign of Henry
V. The patriarchs of Aquileia, on the other hand, consolidated their own lands
in a relatively coherent manner. These were originally landed estates, which
took on the quality of a princely domain in 1077, through Henry IV’s gift of
the countship of Friuli to the patriarch in perpetuity. The estate of the bishop
of Trento also assumed the form of territorial principality through the county
of Trento, which was assigned to the bishop as early as 1027 in a charter issued
by Conrad II. These two ecclesiastical principalities of Trento and Aquileia,
of fundamental importance for communications between Germany and Italy,
remained under imperial control. The metropolitan see of Ravenna, however,
was involved in the schism of the antipope Clement IIT and thus escaped the
domination of the empire during the last years of Henry V. By submitting to
the reforming papacy, it lost that strength of political independence which had
made it a pivot of power on a regional basis. The same had already happened
to the metropolitan see of Milan.

The more or less general disintegration of regional coordination among the
metropolitan churches and the dynasties of marquesses in the kingdom of Traly
gave room for the military undertakings of Henry V, which were made easier
by the occupation of the lands of the Countess Matilda and had been caused by
new disagreements with the reforming popes. When, finally, in 1122 agreement
was reached with Pope Calixtus II in the Concordat of Worms, the radical
change which had occurred in Italy to the prejudice of the empire became
clear. The presence of the king or of his representative at episcopal and abbatial
elections had been laid down for Germany, but not for Italy, and this meant
that south of the Alps it was impossible for the empire to control with any
degree of efficiency the functioning of the centres of power, the bishoprics and
great abbeys, which had for a long time been the main stable points of reference
for the royal authority. Futhermore, when Henry V died in 1125, a controversy
arose over the bequest of the estates of the Countess Matilda, the acquisition of
which had been the greatest political triumph achieved by the emperor in Italy.
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THE WIDESPREAD DISINTEGRATION OF THE KINGDOM OF ITALY
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITIES AND THE PAPAL DOMAIN

The progressive decline of royal power in Italy under the Salian dynasty and the
accompanying crisis of the regional authorities, whether operating in alliance
with or in opposition to the kingdom, brought into evidence numerous local
forces. These had for some time been building, on a small scale, but often
very efficiently, potential political frameworks for the social development of
the kingdom. The process occurred at the same time though in different forms
in both rural and urban contexts, but it was clearly linked to the increase in
population and production and to the greater mobility of men and the wider
dispersal of new institutional models.

Throughout the countryside of northern and central Italy, small territories
were being formed, as was occurring more or less everywhere in the post-
Carolingian west. These territories were often fairly coherent from a topograph-
ical point of view and were protected by the military force of a landed owner,
which might be an episcopal church, a community of canons, a monastery
or a family with a military tradition. The territory rarely coincided with the
farm lands of the lord, even when its fulcrum was the administrative centre
of the estate. This was because it included a complex of lands which might
well belong to different proprietors and were unified only by the protection
offered by the lord to all the residents of the area by means of armed force.
As a rule, the heart of each of these local dominions was a fortress or castle
and the strength of an ecclesiastical body or a noble family was commensurate
with the number of castles they held and their strategic positions. This was
true for all those who held power, from those who had only a single local estate
to the metropolitan churches and ecclesiastical princedoms and the families
bearing the titles of count or marquess. The most notable case was that of the
Canossas, whose power was rooted not so much in their public offices given by
the king, but in the number of fortresses they possessed and the innumerable
local armed clients at their disposal. The title of count or marquess was, how-
ever, an important inscrument coordinating the numerous noble estates of a
great dynasty.

This widespread process of the accumulation of local power had its roots
in the crisis of public order of the tenth century, but becomes much clearer in
Italy during the eleventh in the reports of the local ruling and legal powers,
as the activity of the notaries gradually increased, creating documents for the
transmission of lands and titles. The terminology used for the estate of a noble
to distinguish the rights inherent in any landed property from those judicial
and coercive rights of a potentially public nature shows that the legal world
realized that responsibilities which really belonged to the royal appanage were
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now being incorporated into the powers of the local nobility and were helping
these lords to become aware of it. The consequent fragmentation of political
power created the possibility of communication between the lords and the
rural people who were their dependants in terms of land, as the agreements
drawn up locally from the mid-eleventh century show. These were the roots of
the rural communes which subsequently came to be organized in the twelfth
century.

The political fragmentation had, however, both complications and correc-
tives in the web of relationships which proliferated among all the centres of
power. There were, first of all, the connections at all levels between the churches
and the lay nobility, who might be their founders or patrons, or else their vas-
sals. Especially vast were the donations and protection granted to the monastic
churches by Adelaide of Turin and Matilda of Canossa. To these should be
added the associations, not only religious, but also involving protection and
temporal dependence, among the churches themselves, both greater and lesser.
The control exercised by the metropolitan churches over those to which they
held title should be particularly considered. Again, feudal relationships among
lay nobles persisted and increased. This might either be because the holders of
fortresses, the representatives of the nobles who were the true owners of the
fiefs, were in the process of becoming lords themselves, bound to the owner by
the claims of vassalage, or, alternatively, because certain allodial lords took on
the bonds of vassalage from other lords through acquiring lands as fiefs. There
were also relationships among equals within a group of vassals, all depending
on the same feudal lord. The most famous case is that of the many vassals of
Matilda, who maintained a certain unity even after the death of the count-
ess, electing a leader although not thereby disavowing their fealty as vassals to
Henry V as heir to the estates of the house of Canossa.

The demographic and economic growth in both the countryside and the
cities was remarkable in the kingdom of Italy, as opposed to the lands on the
other side of the Alps, and this too had its political implications. In most cases,
from the tenth century on, the urban centres showed their inclination to self-
government, in collaboration or the reverse with the temporal government of
the bishop; and their awareness of their own strength was much clearer than
in the countryside. Under the Salian dynasty, thanks to the development of
commerce and the means of production, the growing attention paid to the
landed proprietors of the surrounding area and the client vassals of the bishop
and other powerful men served to stress, especially in the Po valley, the impor-
tance of this military class, an aristocracy which was also urban. This led to
alternating alliances and disagreements with the other groups within the urban
population, which served at the same time to feed ecclesiastical, commercial
and military competition among the various cities. The disagreements were
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complicated by the spread of a number of religious movements, Patarine in
flavour, and also by the conflicts between the reforming papacy and the em-
pire, with resulting ecclesiastical schisms in the episcopal cities. This became
obvious from the late eleventh to the early twelfth centuries through the ap-
pearance in the main cities of a suitable organ for political administration: the
‘consulate’. This was an office of variable duration, although it subsequently
tended to become annual: it was formed by a limited group of eminent citizens,
chosen from among the notables outstanding for their economic position or
their military standing.

The most powerful communes, through their economic and military
strength and the breadth of their fields of action, were Milan, heir to the
political authority of the archbishop in Lombardy, and the maritime republics
of Genoa and Pisa. In Milan, the dominant military class was formed from the
military clients of the archbishop and was in its turn distinct within the so-
cially supreme group of the ‘capitanei’ and within that immediately below, the
vavasours. At Genoa and Pisa, the dominant class was a mixture of shipowners
and great landowners. They were generally speaking active in the hinterland,
in the tradition of the minor aristocracy, and also to a large extent at sea. They
undertook military operations against the Muslims settled in the large islands
of the Tyrrhenian Sea, in North Africa and in the Iberian peninsula. The events
in the Lagoon of Venice held a position all their own, for the region had always
remained apart from the kingdom of Italy and from the developments, both
aristocratic and urban, typical of western Europe. This was because of the
Venetians™ highly individual political traditions of Byzantine origin and also
because of their close relationship, both commercial and diplomatic, with the
Byzantine world as well as with the Germano-Latin one. During the eleventh
century, the city of Venice, as a result of the coordination of the island commu-
nities which gravitated around the Rialto, continued to rule itself politically
under a duke, who held the position for life, helped by an aristocracy which
was daring at sea and so strengthened its predominance in the Adriatic.

The political disintegration which has been observed in the kingdom of
Italy can also be seen in the regions where the rights of the empire intersected
with the more or less theoretical ones of the church of Rome, of Romagna
and Marche, across the territories of Perugia and as far as Lazio. But the
ecclesiastical expansion of the reforming papacy was reflected also at a level
of regional politics, above all in Lazio. Here, steps were taken to eliminate or
reduce the power of the aristocratic centres most dangerous to the independent
action of the papacy; among the numerous noble and allodial fortresses, those
belonging to the church of Rome increased and multiplied. Meanwhile, a
central financial administration and a chancery were organized and use was
made of the college of cardinals, with the help of the new bureaucracy in order
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to ensure likewise the temporal dominion of Lazio. While local ascendancy,
whether on an ecclesiastical or dynastic basis, was in decline in the heart of the
kingdom of Italy, along its southern edges a form of regional rule was being
organized, hinging on the church of Rome, which was destined to play an
active role in the political history of Italy, together with the city communes of
the north and the Norman might in the south.
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cHAPTER 4(b)

SOUTHERN ITALY IN THE
ELEVENTH CENTURY

G. A. Loud

IN the year 1000 southern Italy was divided into three distinct zones. Apuliaand
Calabria were ruled by the Byzantine empire, the island of Sicily by the Arabs (as
it had been since the conquest of the ninth century) and the central mountains
and the Campania were divided between three Lombard principalities, those
of Capua (from a few miles north of Naples to the Monti Ausoni and the upper
valley of the River Liri, the border with the papal states), Salerno in the south
(from the Amalfitan peninsula down to the Gulf of Policastro) and Benevento
(in the inland mountain district, from Avellino northwards to the Adriatic). In
addition, to the north of the principality of Benevento, in the Abruzzi (roughly
from the River Trigno northwards), lay a series of independent counties, partly
Lombard, partly Frankish in origin, but this region was in almost every aspect,
geographic, economic and social, separate from the south proper. On the west
coast there were three small duchies, Gaeta, Naples and Amalfi, which had
throughout the earlier middle ages retained a determined, if at times precarious,
independence from their larger neighbours, the principalities of Capua and
Salerno. Both Naples and Amalfi still acknowledged some dependence on
the Byzantine empire, largely as a means of protection against the aggressive
instincts of the Lombard princes.

Fragmented as the political divisions of southern Italy were, the cultural and
religious divide was more complex still, for it did not coincide with the political
boundaries. In the Byzantine dominions the population of northern and central
Apulia was almost entirely Lombard, by this stage speaking a Latin-Romance
dialect, and observing Latin religious rites. Southern Apulia and Lucania were
more mixed, although the Greek part of the population was probably in the
majority, and had been strengthened in Lucania by emigration from further
south during the course of the tenth century. Calabria was mainly, and in the
south entirely, Greek, but with still some Lombards in the area north of the
Sila Grande which had in the ninth century been part of the principality of
Salerno. On the island of Sicily, although conversion and emigration had taken
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their toll, a substantial Greek Christian population remained, concentrated in
the north-east of the island between Mount Etna and Messina.” Hence in both
the Byzantine and the Muslim zones there were potentially disaffected sections
of the population whose loyalties, particularly their religious affiliations, were
suspect.

The Byzantine government in Italy was under considerable threat ¢. 1000,
both from internal disaffection and from sporadic, but from the 99os increas-
ingly serious, raids from Arab Sicily, which affected both Calabria and southern
Apulia. In the summer of 1003 Bari, the capital of Byzantine Italy, was besieged
for four months, and only relieved by the arrival of a fleet from Venice. In 1009,
quite possibly sparked off by the impact of a very harsh winter immediately
before, revolt broke out in the coastal cities of Apulia, and for some months,
and possibly longer, Bari and Trani were in the hands of the rebels. Reinforce-
ments had to be despatched from Constantinople to quell the uprising, whose
leader, a Lombard from Bari called Melus, fled to the Lombard principalities
of the west. The threat had been made more serious by a simultaneous Muslim
attack on northern Calabria, in which Cosenza had been sacked.

Byzantine rule was becoming unpopular in Apulia, not least because of the
fiscal burden exacted by a centralized and efficient administration, and the
1009 revolt, and a second and almost equally serious one in 1017-18, were put
down only with difficulty. Nevertheless it would be wrong to see Byzantium
as necessarily weak. If anything its power grew stronger in the early eleventh
century, certainly by comparison with the other zones where authority was
tending to disintegrate. In Sicily the emirs of the Kalbid dynasty were still
more or less in control, but the deposition of the amir Ja‘far in 1019 after a
revolt in Palermo was a sign that all was not well, and indeed from the 1030s
onwards the internal cohesion of the island was to collapse almost completely,
which had the beneficial effect of freeing the Christian mainland from the
threat of piratical raids. In the Lombard principalities central authority was
already growing progressively weaker, particularly in Benevento, and although
for a brief period between 1008 and 1014 the two principalities of Benevento
and Capua were re-united, as they had been for most of the tenth century,
this had no practical effect.? Already, in the 960s and 970s, the Byzantines had
been able to consolidate their hold over Lucania, and in the closing years of the

The extent of this emigration and of the shift of the Greek population northwards in Calabria has
been much debated. See Ménager (1958/9); Guillou (1963) and (1965); Loud (1988), pp. 215-18, and
(2000), pp. 54-8, for a summary.

Hoffmann (1969), pp. 112—14, would prefer to date Melus’s rebellion to 1011 on the basis of the Annales
Barenses (MGH S, v, p. 53), but most authorities prefer 1009.

Capua and Benevento were ruled by two branches of the same family. Pandulf IV of Capua (1014—49)

Y

w

and Landulf V of Benevento were in fact brothers. Given this relationship, the practice of associating
sons with their fathers’ rule during the latter’s lifetime, and the use of a very limited stock of personal
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tenth century they had extended their rule into the area between the southern
Apennines and the Gargano peninsula, northwards as far as the River Fortore,
at the expense of the prince of Benevento to whose authority this region had
earlier at least nominally been subject. The Byzantine catepan (governor) from
1018, Basil Boiannes, was to devote considerable attention to strengthening the
empire’s hold in this area.

Southern Italy was thus politically and culturally fragmented, and something
of a power vacuum. If Byzantium was, despite all local difficulties, the strongest
force in the south of the peninsula, the ability of the Byzantine government
to intervene there was dependent on having resources to spare from its heavy
commitments in other parts of its far-flung empire. In the first years of the
eleventh century the emperor Basil II was grappling to enforce his authority in
the Balkans and to incorporate the Bulgarian kingdom into the empire. Only
when this was successfully accomplished could troops and money be spared
on any scale for southern Italy. Similarly, while the German empire claimed
overlordship over the whole of Italy — including the south, and in particular
over the Lombard principalities — in practice imperial intervention was sporadic
and ineffective. Only when Otto I had worked in alliance with Pandulf I of
Capua in the 960s and 970s had the German emperor had much influence, and
Otto II's disastrous defeat by the Arabs in Calabria in 982 was not a precedent
designed to encourage German involvement in the south. Nor indeed was Otto
IIT’s foray to Capua and Benevento in 999; while less catastrophic, it had been
equally barren in result.# Distance, and the pressure of other and more vital
interests, inevitably prevented the western empire from taking more than an
occasional interest in southern Iraly.

Despite the political fragmentation of the region, contemporary chroniclers
believed it to be prosperous: ‘the land which brings forth milk and honey, and
so many good things’.’ Clearly this ecstatic opinion cannot have applied to
every part of it. Much of inland southern Italy is very mountainous, with com-
munication largely confined to narrow river valleys. The Abruzzi and Lucania
in particular were heavily forested. Several coastal districts were marshy and
malarial, most unsuitable therefore for settlement, while other areas such as the
limestone Murge in inland Apulia and the eastern coast of Calabria are arid and
infertile. Calabria, with the Sila mountains in the north and the Aspromonte

names, the numbering of the princes (itself anachronistic) poses pitfalls for the unwary, and in
consequence not all historians agree on such numbers. The numbers used here for the Lombard
princes are those most commonly found.

Benevento had recently resisted an imperial siege, and his nominee as prince of Capua was expelled

IS

a year later, Loud (2000), p. 27.
5 ‘la terre qui mene lat et miel et tant belles coses’, Amatus of Monte Cassino, Storia de’ Normanni
[henceforth Amatus], lib. 1 c. 19, p. 24.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Southern Italy in the eleventh century 97

in the south, can never have supported a very large population. But there were
other areas, the Terra di Lavoro around Capua and Naples, the Tavoliere of
northern Apulia, the slopes of Mount Etna in eastern Sicily, which were (and
are) notable for their rich soil and fertility. Grain from Apulia, Campania and
Sicily, wine from almost everywhere under 8oo metres in heighe, fruit (much of
it exotic to northern eyes like figs, almonds and water melons) from the Cam-
pania and northern and eastern Sicily, olive production which was growing in
the eleventh century, especially in central Apulia, and the surprisingly exten-
sive cultivation of mulberries and silkworms in Calabria, again expanding very
rapidly in the eleventh century, all contributed to this picture of prosperity.
Letters from Jewish merchants in Cairo suggest that Calabria was second only
to Muslim Spain as a source for silk in the eleventh-century Mediterranean.
And not only parts of Calabria and Lucania but other seemingly unpromising
areas like the Cilento in the south of the principality of Salerno, another steeply
mountainous region, were being opened up for settlement at this time. The
cities of the west coast, above all Amalfi, played a significant role in Mediter-
ranean trade, which had developed despite the Christian/Muslim division.
From there corn, timber, even wine, were exported to North Africa and Egyp,
while luxury items were imported from the Byzantine empire. Salerno, accord-
ing to a contemporary, ‘furnished all that one could desire by land and sea
and Amalfi was ‘a wealthy and populous city, none richer in silver, gold and
garments from innumerable places’.®

When therefore ¢. 1000 men from northern Europe whom the contemporary
sources call ‘Normans” began to arrive in the south of Italy, at first as pilgrims
and then in the hope of employment and profit, the region was both temptingly
prosperous and also unstable enough, particularly in the area of Lombard rule in
the west and centre, to provide ample opportunities for soldiers of fortune. By
the 1030s the mercenaries were sufficiently numerous to be themselves a factor
undermining the stability of the south, and from the early 1040s onwards the
erstwhile mercenaries began to become masters, until by the end of the century
they controlled the whole of mainland southern Italy and had conquered the
island of Sicily from the Arabs. But, because the Normans secured mastery of
southern Italy, it would be misleading to see that process as inevitable. It was
only gradually that they transformed their role from employees to conquerors.
Their takeover was slow and piecemeal, a process of infiltration as much as
invasion. Furthermore, while the newcomers took over the existing provinces
and principalities, provided new rulers and introduced new institutions like

¢ ‘Et quodcunque velis terrave marive ministrat. . . Urbs haec dives opum, populoque referta videtur’,
William of Apulia, La Geste de Robert Guiscard [henceforth W. Apulia], lib. 111 lines 475-9, p. 190.
See generally Citarella (1968); Guillou (1974); and von Falkenhausen (1975).
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the fief, they were not that numerous and never constituted a complete and
homogeneous ruling class, either in lay society or the church. Native traditions
remained strong, especially in the towns, and there was never such a polarity
between the Norman governing class and indigenous subjects as there was in
Anglo-Norman England.

The view that the Norman takeover was inexorable is largely derived from the
contemporary chronicles celebrating the conquest. The three most important
chronicle sources of the time, all written towards the end of the century,
presented the viewpoint of the conquerors, and all concluded that the victory
of the Normans was divinely ordained. To quote William of Apulias verse
biography of Robert Guiscard (duke of Apulia 1059-85), which was written
¢. 10959, ‘it was pleasing to the All-Powerful King who controls seasons and
kingdoms that the Apulian littoral which had for a long time been held by
the Greeks should no longer be inhabited by them, and that the Norman
race, distinguished by its fierce knighthood, should enter it, expel the Greeks
and rule over Italy’.7 Similar sentiments were expressed in the ‘History of the
Normans’ by Amatus of Monte Cassino, written ¢. 1080. Some twenty years
later a Norman monk of Catania, Geoffrey Malaterra, writing the ‘Deeds of
Count Roger of Sicily’, took as his theme a slightly different buc still closely
related concept, the moral qualities of the Normans as against the deficiencies of
the natives, whether Lombard or Greek, which had therefore made the conquest
inevitable and divinely sanctioned.® Yet all these viewpoints were partis pris,
and were written in the consciousness that the conquest had happened, was by
then irreversible and, because it had taken place, must therefore have been in
accordance with God’s will. But that does not mean that we should necessarily
allow medieval teleology to distort rational historical explanation, and the
use of documentary sources must inevitably modify the cut-and-dried picture
of contemporary historians. Nor should we assume that every action of the
invaders was from the first directed towards conquest. William of Apulia might,
for example, suggest that the Normans deliberately fostered discord among
the Lombards to prevent any one party gaining a decisive advantage, which
indeed they may have done.” But we cannot assume that the idea of conquest
was therefore present from the first; such a tactic may have been intended to

~

‘Postquam complacuit regi mutare potenti, Tempora cum regnis, ut Graecis Apulia tellus iam possessa
diu non amplius incoleretur, Gens Normannorum feritate insignis equestri intrat, et expulsis Latio
dominatur Achivis’, W. Apulia, 1 lines 1—s, p. 98.

Amatus, dedication, p. 3. Geoffrey Malaterra, De rebus gestis Roger Rogerii Calabriae et Siciliae comitis
[henceforth Malaterra]. On the Lombards, ‘gens invidissima’, ‘genus semper perfidissimum’, ibid.,

o

lib. 1 cc. 6, 13, pp. 10-14; on the Greeks, ‘gens deliciis et voluptatibus, potius quam belli studiis ex
more dedita’, lib. 111 c. 13, p. 64. On Malaterra, Capitani (1977), especially pp. 6-11, 30-3; Wolf (1995),
pp. 143-71.

2 W. Apulia, 1 lines 156—64, pp. 106-8.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Southern Italy in the eleventh century 99

continue the need for their own employment rather than a Machiavellian ploy
to undermine their hosts.

The conquest of southern Italy thus fell into three distinct stages. First, up
to the early 1040s the Normans acted as mercenaries, selling their swords to
almost every power in the south, except for the Arabs, fighting for the purpose
of gain’ in Malaterra’s succinct phrase.” From 1042 onwards they acted in their
own right, extending their operations from the Lombard zone into Apulia,
and in the 1040s and 1050s employment turned into conquest. The capture of
Capua in 1058 and the investiture of the Norman leaders Robert Guiscard and
Richard of Aversa by the pope in 1059 as, respectively, duke of Apulia and prince
of Capua effectively closed this phase, even though not all of southern Italy
was yet in Norman hands. The papal investiture was a sign that the Normans
were there to stay, and it recognized that by then their takeover was inevitable.
The third phase was one of consolidation on the mainland, mopping up the
last bastions of Byzantine rule in Apulia and Calabria, combined with a new
enterprise, the conquest of the island of Sicily. This last operation, begun in
1061, lasted a full generation, not being completed until the capture of the
last Muslim fortresses in the south-east of the island in 1091. While this was
still going on the Norman ruler of Apulia, Robert Guiscard, began to play a
significant role on the European stage. From 1080 he was the main supporter
and ally of the Gregorian reform papacy in its dispute with the German emperor
Henry IV, and in addition he launched a full-scale assault on the mainland
provinces of the Byzantine empire.

THE CONQUEST: THE MERCENARY PHASE

The first significant involvement in southern Italy of those whom the con-
temporary sources call the Normans came in the second Apulian revolt led
by Melus in 1017. According to the ‘Deeds of Robert Guiscard’ of William
of Apulia (written, it must be remembered, seventy years later) it was pre-
ceded by a seemingly chance meeting between the rebel leader and a group of
Norman pilgrims at the shrine of St Michael on Monte Gargano." Whether
William’s poem was recounting fact or legend, and whether such involvement
was purely chance or if it occurred with the connivance of one or more of the
Lombard princes or of Pope Benedict VIII, has been endlessly debated. Two
points are however clear. This was 7oz the very first contact of the Normans
with southern Italy, and their role in the rebellion was essentially auxiliary,
as mercenaries strengthening, probably in no great numbers, an indigenous
rising.

1 ‘Causa militari aliquid lucrandi’, Malaterra, 1.6, p. 10. " W. Apulia, 1 lines 11—27, pp. 98—100.
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The tradition preserved by the History of Amatus of Monte Cassino was that
a group of Normans first arrived in southern Italy, as pilgrims returning from
Jerusalem, at Salerno ‘before 1000’, and helped to repel an Arab attack on the
city. Once again attempts have been made to dismiss this episode as legend, or
to re-date it to shortly before the Apulian rebellion of 1017. But there is good
reason to suggest that there was a Muslim attack on Salerno around the turn
of the century, and it would be quite explicable if Norman mercenaries were
employed in small numbers in the south from that time onwards." Several
different sources suggest that political exiles from Normandy were among
them. The question of numbers is also a difficult one. Amatus said that there
were forty pilgrims in the group aiding Salerno. His account of the ror7-18
revolt contradicts itself, saying first that some 250 Normans were involved and
then that 3,000 were, of whom only 500 survived.” One might tend towards
the smaller figure, but whatever the case it seems clear that there were not very
many Normans present, and that casualties were heavy. After initial successes
in northern Apulia, the rebels were crushingly defeated in October 1018 by a
substantially reinforced Byzantine army led by the new catepan Basil Boiannes.
Melus fled, ultimately to seek the aid of the German emperor Henry II, and
the surviving Normans either went to the Lombard principalities or, soon
afterwards, enlisted in the pay of the victor.

During the decade when Basil Boiannes was catepan (1018—28), Byzantine
prestige and power in Italy was at its height. The successful conclusion of the
war with Bulgaria released resources for Italy in a way that had not been possible
for many years, and Boiannes consolidated his hold on northern Apulia by the
construction of a series of fortified settlements on hill sites along the fringe of the
Apulian plain at Troia, Dragonara, Fiorentina and Civitate, each of which was
established as a garrison and a bishopric."* Furthermore the Lombard princes
were now much more amenable to Byzantine influence than hitherto (though it
may be that Guaimar III of Salerno had always been well disposed to the eastern
empire).” Pandulf IV of Capua had not been, however, and had supported and
aided Melus’s rebellion. But after its failure he not only formally acknowledged
Byzantine overlordship, but accepted a substantial bribe to permit Byzantine
troops to enter his principality and arrest Melus’s brother-in-law, Dattus, who
was taken back to Bari and there executed.

> Amatus, 1.17-18, pp. 21-3, and cf. Chronica monasterii Casinensis [henceforth Chron. Cas.], lib. 11 c.
37, p- 236. The discussion by Hoffmann (1969) is fundamental and supersedes earlier ones such as
Joranson (1948). Damage done by an earlier Muslim attack is referred to in a charter of November
1005, Codex diplomaticus Cavensis, pp. 40—2 no. 898 (there misdated to 1035). See now Loud (2000),
pp. 60—6.

3 Amatus, 1.22-3, pp. 30-1. 4 See Borsari (1966—7); von Falkenhausen (1967), pp. 55—7.

5 Hoffmann (1969), pp. 123—4. The Catepan Basil Mesardonites had been at Salerno in October 1011,
von Falkenhausen (1967), pp. 175-6.
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It was this strengthening of the Byzantine position, combined with the pleas
of the exiled Melus and Pope Benedict VIII, which led Henry II of Germany
to intervene in southern Italy in 1022. His motive was to vindicate the imperial
ovetlordship which had been recognized, at least in the Lombard principalities,
in the later tenth century. The pope wished to have his authority recognized
over the Latin churches of Apulia, as opposed to that of the patriarch of
Constantinople, an issue which had already inflamed relations between the
two from the 960s onwards, and which the general breakdown in relations
between Rome and Constantinople after 1009 (over the western use of the
filiogue clause in the creed) can only have made worse. However, just as in
999 with Otto III's intervention, that of Henry II had a purely short-term
effect. Pandulf IV of Capua was deposed and replaced as prince by his cousin
the count of Teano, but Salerno successfully resisted a half-hearted siege by
imperial forces and an attempted invasion of Apulia was defeated by the equally
successful defiance of the new border fortress of Troia, manned by Norman
mercenaries now in the catepan’s employment. With his army wilting in the
heat of the south Italian summer the emperor withdrew. His nominee as prince
of Capua lasted longer than Otto IIT’s, but within four years had been driven
out by Pandulf IV, whom Henry’s successor, Conrad II, had released from his
German prison.

After 1022 Byzantine authority in Apulia and Calabria remained unchal-
lenged for almost twenty years. During this period the internal unity of Islamic
Sicily collapsed, and indeed an expedition to reconquer the island, already
planned but never executed in the 1020s, was set in motion in 1038, to be frus-
trated by quarrels among its leaders and the recall of the commander-in-chief
George Maniakes. Meanwhile Pandulf IV sought to restore his authority in
the principality of Capua and the Lombard princes fought each other. The de-
tails of these internecine wars may be passed over very briefly, but two aspects
should be considered significant. One was the attempts, first by Pandulf IV
and then by Guaimar IV of Salerno (1027—52), to achieve overall predominance
in Lombard south Italy. To quote William of Apulia, ‘a great desire for rule
stirred up the conflicts of these princes. Each wished to be the more powerful,
and strove to seize the rightful property of the other.”® Pandulf succeeded first
in recovering Capua in 1026, and then in seizing Naples in the late 1020s,
although he only retained control of that city for some three years. In 1036 he
unsuccessfully besieged Benevento, held by his nephew Pandulf III, and soon
afterwards he secured Gaeta. However, in 1038 a further imperial intervention,
by Conrad II, led Pandulf to flee to Constantinople, and Conrad installed

16 llis principibus dominandi magna libido bella ministrabat. Vult quisque potentior esse, Alter et
alterius molitur iura subire’, W. Apulia, 1 lines 148—50, p. 106.
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Guaimar IV as prince of Capua. A few months later, in March or April 1039,
the prince of Salerno took over Amalfi. He also installed his brother as ruler
of Sorrento, formerly subject to Naples.'” It seems probable that both Pandulf
and Guaimar were aiming quite deliberately to become masters of, or at least
the dominant power in, the whole of the once-unified duchy of Benevento,
as well as to realize long-standing ambitions to take over the small, but rich,
coastal duchies. The model for such pre-eminence was the career of Pandulf
Ironhead of Capua, who, with the support of Otto II, had for a time unified
all the Lombard principalities in the late 970s. What in practice such control
meant is another matter. Princely authority in Capua had long been confined
to little more than the immediate vicinity of Capua itself, and, significantly, in
the end the duchy of Gaeta escaped from princely rule and, after being held
briefly by Rainulf, the Norman count of Aversa, was eventually taken over in
1045 by Count Atenulf of Aquino, whose lordship was not only much closer to
Gaeta than was Capua, but was also effectively independent of princely rule.
Prince Pandulf’s oppression of the monastery of Monte Cassino in the 1030s,
denounced at length both by Amatus and by the later abbey chronicle of Leo
of Ostia, might be better interpreted not merely as the product of the prince’s
innate malice (as the chroniclers suggest), but as part of his attempts to restore
his authority in the north of his principality, an area physically separated from
the Capuan plain by the Roccamonfina barrier. In the event this policy re-
bounded disastrously, for (at least according to the Cassinese tradition) it was
the monks” complaints which brought about, or contributed to, the imperial
intervention of 1038.®

The second aspect was the military support of Norman mercenaries, who
played an increasingly important role in the conflicts in the Lombard zone
in the 1020s and 1030s. A crucial step was taken when, on recovering Naples
¢. 1029/30, Duke Sergius IV installed a group of Normans at Aversa to defend
the border of his duchy. This was the first landed base the Normans possessed in
Italy, and their leader at Aversa, Rainulf, was in 1038, at Guaimar of Salerno’s
request, invested as count of the city by Conrad II, thus securing imperial
legitimization of this territorial acquisition. But Aversa was by no means the
only focus of activity for Norman mercenaries. Pandulf IV used Norman troops
to seize Monte Cassino’s lands in the 1030s, and Guaimar sent 300 Normans
to assist the Byzantines in their expedition to Sicily in 1038." One cannot help
suspecting that now, at least for the present unchallenged as the dominant
figure in the Lombard principalities, he used this opportunity to remove those
who were surplus to his requirements or potential troublemakers.

7" For Pandulf’s attack on Benevento, ‘Annales Beneventani’, p. 154; Amatus, 1.40, p. 53. For Guaimar

as prince of Capua, Amatus, 11.6, pp. 63—4, and as duke of Amalfi, Schwarz (1978), pp. 49, 247.
8 Chron. Cas., 11.63, p. 288. 9 Amatus, 11.8, pp. 66—7.
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By 1040 therefore the Norman immigrants had developed a considerable
reputation as ‘swords for hire’ and were growing more numerous. Amatus
wrote, somewhat over-enthusiastically, that after the acquisition of Aversa ‘the
lordship of the Normans grew daily, and the most valiant knights increased in
number every day’.*® But, Aversa apart, they still had no landed base in southern
Italy. It was in the early 1040s that the situation was to change dramatically and
that the foundations for the conquest and settlement of the south were to be es-
tablished. The catalyst for this was a new revolt in Byzantine Apulia in 1041-2.
Yet even here, to begin with, the Normans were once again only auxiliaries.
A dissident Byzantine officer called Arduin, himself clearly little more than a
mercenary, who originally came from Milan in northern Italy, seized the border
town of Melfi with the help of a group of Normans and the collaboration of the
local inhabitants. From there, within a very short space of time, his troops seized
the neighbouring towns of Venosa and Lavello, and in the next few months
inflicted a series of heavy defeats on the Byzantine forces of the province. But,
even before Arduin’s coup de main, Apulia had already been in turmoil, with lo-
cal revolts in 1040 at Bari and at the key inland fortress of Ascoli, insurrections
almost certainly sparked off by the demands of Byzantine tax collectors and
recruiting officers for the Sicilian expedition of 1038. And when in May 1041,
after a second successive defeat, the then catepan abandoned inland Apulia and
retired with what was left of his forces to Bari, the insurgents chose as their
leader not a Norman but Atenulf, the brother of the then prince of Benevento.

After a further victory near Montepeloso in September 1041 most of the
coastal towns joined the rebels. Describing this William of Apulia’s language
is significant. Bari, Monopoli, Giovenazzo and other towns ‘abandoned their
alliance with the Greeks and made a pact with the Franks’.* This was clearly
not a matter of conquest but of these Lombard-inhabited towns joining the
insurrection. Furthermore, the Normans were by no means united, particularly
when Atenulf of Benevento proved unsatisfactory as leader. Those Normans
who had come from Aversa still recognized the authority of Guaimar of Salerno;
others who had been mercenaries in Apulia before the uprising looked, along
with the Lombard rebels, to Argyros, the son of the leader of the 1009 and
1017 revolts, Melus. It was not until the autumn of 1042 that the Normans
united around a leader of their own, and acted independently of the rebellious
townsmen of Apulia. By this stage a counter-attack by the new catepan, George
Maniakes, re-appointed by the new emperor, Constantine IX, had recovered

2% “Li honor de li Normant cressoit chascun jor, et li chevalier fortissime multiplioient chascun jor’,

Amatus, 1.43, pp. 54-5.

* ‘Foedere spreto Graecorum, pactum cum Francigenis iniere’, W. Apulia, 1 lines 4001, p. 120. Cf.

Amatus, 11.25, p. 88, on the Normans’ efforts to gain local recruits for their army. The discussion of
Chalandon (1907), 1, pp. 95105, remains very useful for this period.
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most of southern Apulia, and Argyros (who may have been suspicious of Not-
man motives) had defected to the Greeks.

THE CONQUEST OF THE MAINLAND

The election of William of Hauteville as count of Apulia in September 1042
marks a watershed in the history of the Norman takeover in southern Italy.
Up to this point the newcomers had been working for others; from now on
they were working for themselves. In addition, despite the Byzantine counter-
attack, which came to an abrupt halt when Maniakes abandoned Italy to make
a challenge for the imperial throne, they were left in control of most of inland
Apulia. However, despite William’s election as overall leader the Normans of
Apulia were still not united, but were rather a loose confederation of different
interest groups and leaders, the twelve nobiliores to whom William of Apulia
referred and of whom Amatus gave a list.** And they still acknowledged the
overall lordship of Guaimar of Salerno. But the picture was beginning to
change. Up to this point Aversa, as the only possession of the Normans, had
been the focus of their activity and Count Rainulf the dominant figure. But
the real gains were now to be made in Apulia, and it is symptomatic that in
the early 1040s Rainulf was unable to consolidate his hold on Gaeta, although
the city was for a time in his hands.” The Apulian dominions increased at a
spectacular rate, and although Rainulf and the Aversan Normans were given
the option of involvement there — the planned share-out of 1043 assigned the
Gargano peninsula to him — he and his successors confined their attention to
the west of the peninsula.

Throughout the 1040s both Apulian and Aversan Normans continued to
work in partnership with Guaimar, who from January 1043 onwards claimed
the title of ‘duke of Apulia and Calabria’, and in that same year joined Count
William in an unsuccessful attack on Bari. The History of Amatus, which
furnishes most detail about this relationship, continues to use the language of
vassalage and dependence — thus Count Rainulf of Aversa ‘persevered in loyalty
to the prince’, after his death his Norman vassals ‘came to the prince of Salerno
and asked for a successor to their dead lord’, Drogo of Hauteville’s succession to
his brother William received the prince’s consent, and Drogo later ‘hurried to
avenge the injury done to hislord’.** None the less, Amatus makes clear that the

#2 W. Apulia, 1 lines 232—4, p. 110; Amatus, 11.31, pp. 95—6.

» Rainulf’s rule was acknowledged in two charters of January 1042, Codex diplomaticus Caietanus, 1,
Pp- 335—7 nos. 169—70; cf. Amatus, 11.32, p. 97. Atenulf of Aquino dated his rule as duke of Gaeta
from 1044.

>4 ‘Et cestui conte Raynolfe persevera en loialte a lo Prince’, Amatus, 1.7, p. 65. ‘Li fidel No-
mant. .. vindrent a lo Prince de Salerne et requistrent subcessor de lor seignor qui estoit mort’, 7bid.,
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relationship was increasingly one of partnership rather than deference. After the
death of Rainulf’s nephew Asclettin Guaimar was unsuccessful in his attempt
to impose a new count from a different family on the Normans of Aversa, and
it was Drogo who forced him to accept the choice of the Aversan Normans,
‘not a request but a command’.* That the relationship continued was because
it was one of mutual advantage, sealed by gifts and family alliance (Drogo was
married to Guaimar’s daughter). ‘Guaimar exalted himself in the company
of the Normans, and the Normans grew great in the gifts of their prince.”*
When Guaimar and Drogo were both murdered within a year of each other, in
10512, William of Apulia could still describe them jointly as ‘the leaders of the
Normans’.*” But by then the circumstances were beginning to change. In 1047
the Emperor Henry III had intervened in southern Italy, depriving Guaimar
of the principality of Capua, which he had returned to the former prince,
Pandulf, and investing not only the count of Aversa (as his father had done in
1038), but also Drogo as count of Apulia. From the emperor’s point of view
at least they were no longer dependent on Guaimar, and the latter abandoned
his self-proclaimed ducal title. Furthermore, while Amatus’s History still wrote
of Drogo as Guaimar’s ‘loyal count’, and Richard (yet another of Rainulf’s
nephews) who became count of Aversa in 1050 did fealty to Guaimar, the
author made clear that without the Normans the Lombard princes could do
nothing. After Guaimar’s death the chroniclers ceased to use language with
vassalic implications, and the ‘presents’ given by Guaimar to the Normans
became ‘tribute’.

Meanwhile, the activities of the Normans extended into new areas and the
lands under their control increased. In 1044 a foray was made into Calabria,
by 1047 a Norman count was ruling at Lesina on the Adriatic,?® to the north
of the Gargano peninsula, and in 1048 Drogo invaded Lucania and northern
Calabria, threatening Cosenza and establishing garrisons in the Val di Crati.
He posted his half-brother Robert in command of one of these, and from this
base the latter’s raids penetrated deep into the surrounding region. At the same
time smaller towns on or near the Apulian coast, like Andria and Barletta, fell
into Norman hands. Within the principality of Capua the Normans posed a

1132, p. 97. ‘Et a lui succedi son frere, liquel se clamoit Drogo; . . . et estoit approve de Guaymere’,
ibid., 1135, p. 101. ‘Et Drogo se festina de deffendre la injure de son seignor’, bid., 11.37, p. 104. The
arguments of Clementi (1982-3) that there was no vassalic relationship here seem misconceived. For
a more balanced treatment, Tramontana (1970), pp. 125-88. The work of Amatus needs to be treated
with care since it only survives in a much later French translation of the original Latin.

‘Mes non fut proire, ains fu comandent’, Amatus, 11.39, p. 106.

‘Guaymere se glorifia en la compaignie de li Normant, et li Normant se magnificoient en li don de

2

N
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lor Prince’, Amatus, 111.2, p. 117.
27 W. Apulia, 11 lines 756, p. 136. D’ Alessandro (1978), pp. 107-16, has a useful discussion here.

8 Le colonie Cassinesi in capitanata, 1: Lesina, pp. 712, no. 23.
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most serious threat to the lands of Monte Cassino, leading the German abbot
Richer (appointed by Conrad II in 1038) to gather the local population together
in fortified castella, and in 1052 Count Richard of Aversa besieged Capua itself,
albeit unsuccessfully.

By the early 1050s, therefore, the threat of a Norman conquest of all, or most,
of southern Italy was growing increasingly clear, and the area was becoming
more and more destabilized. Furthermore, the methods the Normans employed
were often brutal in the extreme, and the burning of crops and cutting down
of vines and olive trees did little to endear them to the native inhabitants.
The freebooting of Robert Guiscard in northern Calabria in the late 1040s,
however heroic the terms used by the admiring chroniclers to dignify it, was
precisely the sort of behaviour calculated to inflame the local population. The
murder of Drogo and several other Norman leaders in the summer of 1051
was their reaction to this mayhem. Two other factors led to the formation
of a general anti-Norman coalition. Pope Leo IX, the first great pope of the
reform movement, from the early days of his pontificate devoted considerable
attention to southern Italy. His primary concern was the eradication of simony
and the administrative reorganization of the church in the south, but the scale
of Norman depredations was brought very forcibly to his attention, especially
when in the spring of 1051 the citizens of Benevento, who had some months
carlier expelled their prince, asked the pope to become ruler of their city.
Secondly, the Lombard Argyros was appointed in 1051 as governor of what
was left of Byzantine Apulia. His viewpoint was, and had always been, that of
the urban patriciate of Bari and the other Apulian cities. His defection to the
Byzantine side in 1042 marked the recognition that the Normans were more of
a threat to the interests of his class than was Byzantine rule. As catepan he was
prepared to cooperate with the pope against the Normans. The assassination
of Guaimar IV of Salerno in June 1052, though not directly connected with
this anti-Norman coalition but rather caused by rivalries within the princely
family, removed the Normans only local ally.

The army that Leo IX raised and led into Apulia in 1053 thus represented
the first and as it turned out the only serious and concerted effort to reduce the
newcomers to a state of subordination or even to drive them out of southern
Italy altogether. What was intended is far from clear, because on 18 June 1053
the papal army was annihilated at Civitate in northern Apulia by the combined
forces of the Apulian and Aversan Normans under the command of Drogo of
Hauteville’s brother and successor, Humphrey. The chroniclers naturally as-
cribe the victory to the superior courage and military expertise of the Normans,
but one might also point to the failure of the Byzantine forces to link up with
the papal army, and to the very small contingent of German troops which was
all the help that Henry III sent to aid his papal ally. The victory at Civitate
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effectively ensured the Norman conquest of the south. Thereafter the progress
of the invaders on the mainland was not seriously challenged, and the pace of
conquest quickened appreciably.

In 1054—5 the Normans penetrated deep into southern Apulia, capturing
Conversano (south of Bari) in 1054 and then pressing on into the heel of Italy,
where next year the important port of Otranto was captured. Soon afterwards
deep inroads began into the principality of Salerno, whose new prince, Gisulf
11, had very rapidly fallen out with both Richard of Aversa and Humphrey of
Apulia. From 1057 too Robert Guiscard, who in that year succeeded his brother
Humphrey as leader of the Apulian Normans, embarked in earnest on the
conquest of Calabria, penetrating right down to Reggio. Despite some setbacks,
problems in Apulia which needed his attention and disputes with his younger
brother Roger about the division of the conquests, the operation was completed
in no more than three years, and by 1060, when Reggio surrendered, the whole
province was in Norman hands. Meanwhile Richard of Aversa attacked Capua
in the spring of 1058 and secured the city’s surrender on terms after a short siege.
He was recognized as the new prince, and in the next four years enforced his
rule over the whole of the old Lombard principality. The culmination of this
process was the recognition of the two chief Norman leaders, Robert Guiscard
and Richard of Capua, by Pope Nicholas II at the synod of Melfi in August
1059. Both swore fealty to the pope and his successors in return for the pope
(borrowing a symbol hitherto the prerogative of the emperor) investing them
with their lands by banner. Guiscard was granted the title of duke of Apulia,
Calabria and Sicily.”

Why the Norman leaders should have been willing to become papal vassals
is clear; this recognized their status as territorial rulers and legitimized their
conquests. The motives for such a drastic reversal of previous papal policy
were more complex. In part it was, perhaps, a recognition of the inevitable,
that the Normans were there to stay and therefore that the interests of the
church required an accommodation with them. But the 1059 investiture also
reflected the situation of the reform papacy in Rome. A year earlier, on the
death of Stephen IX there had been a double election, in which the Roman
nobility had chosen their own candidate for the papal throne against Nicholas
11, the choice of the circle of ecclesiastical reformers who had gathered in Rome

* Some historians have doubted whether Richard of Capua was at Melfi since his presence there was
not mentioned in the account of the synod by W. Apulia, 11 lines 387-404, pp. 152—4, and only
Robert’s oath was preserved by the Liber censuum, 1, p. 422 (English translation, Loud (2000), pp.
188—9). However, not only does Chron. Cas., 11115, p. 377, imply that Richard was present, but this is
expressly recorded by a contemporary charter, Loud (1981b), pp. 119—20 no. 3. It is, however, possible
that Richard had already sworn fealty to the papacy in 1058. The view that Drogo had earlier been
made duke of Apulia, e.g. Chalandon (1907), 1, p. 114, is based on a forgery, Deér (1972), p. 48.
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since the days of Leo IX. Nicholas had only prevailed in the ensuing struggle
by securing the military support of the new Norman prince of Capua, and
papal recognition was the price paid for that help and to ensure such assistance
in the future, which the Norman princes swore to give. Furthermore, the
desire to reform and restructure the church in southern Italy, already apparent
under Leo IX, and to recover the disciplinary rights of the papacy over churches
which the Byzantines had kept subject to the patriarch of Constantinople, both
required the assistance of the de facto ruling authorities. The combination of
these motives was made clear at the synod of Melfi. Not only did the pope
invest the Norman leaders with their lands and titles; he condemned clerical
marriage, and deposed several bishops guilty of simony. These activities were
to be continued by his successor Alexander II, who also deposed Archbishop
John of Trani, the chief ecclesiastical supporter in Apulia of the Byzantine
patriarch.?® In short, the pope’s interests now coincided with those of the new
Norman rulers.

THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE MAINLAND AND
THE CONQUEST OF SICILY

After 1059 these Norman rulers cemented their authority on the mainland. At
the time of the synod of Melfi Bari and several of the most important towns
of southern Apulia were still in Byzantine hands, and Guiscard’s immediate
problem was to complete the conquest of Calabria, and to mop up these pockets
of resistance. Although the conquest of Calabria was accomplished within a
few months, in the event it took some twelve years to complete the conquest
of the last bastions of Byzantine rule in Apulia. However, this was due more to
internal divisions among the Normans, by no means all of whom were disposed
to accept Robert’s status as their overlord, than to any great determination on
the part of Byzantium, which at this time was facing a growing threat from
the Turks to its eastern frontier in Asia Minor. Thus when Guiscard returned
to Apulia after the surrender of Reggio in 1060, there was already disaffection
in the ranks of his vassals, and in his absence some of his personal lands had
been plundered.’” In the early 1060s Robert was preoccupied with renewed
problems in Calabria and with the early stages of the invasion of Sicily. So while
in 1063/4 both Taranto and Matera were captured from the Byzantines, this was
the work of other Normans, seemingly acting independently. Finally, in the
autumn of 1067 Guiscard faced a serious rebellion, financed and encouraged
by the Byzantines, in which most of the more important lords of Apulia were

3 Peter Damian, Die Briefe, no. 97, pp. 77-8. For John, Gay (1904), pp. 495, 506.
' Amatus, 1v.32, p. 206; Malaterra, 11.2, p. 30.
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involved, including his own nephews Geoffrey of Conversano and Abelard.?* It
was only after the last embers of this revolt had been suppressed in the summer
of 1068 that Robert could begin the siege of Bari, the one remaining bastion
of Byzantine rule. With Bari being supplied and reinforced from the sea that
siege took almost three years to bring to a successful conclusion, and then it
was division among its Lombard inhabitants which led to the city’s surrender.

Richard of Capua similarly took some years to complete the takeover of his
principality. The original surrender of Capua in 1058 had left its citizens in
control of the town’s defences, and a second siege was required in 1062 before
he was fully master of his new capital. A major rebellion in the north of the
principality in 1063 involved most of the Lombard nobles of the area, as well
as Richard’s own son-in-law William of Montreuil, and took some two years
to quell. Richard’s chief ally was the great monastery of Monte Cassino, whose
abbot, Desiderius, had thrown in his lot with the Normans even before the
capture of Capua in 1058, seeing in the prospect of an effective central authority
the best safeguard for the extensive territorial interests of his house. Monte
Cassino was the chief profiteer from the 1063—5 rebellion, for Richard granted
the abbey a series of castella and lands confiscated from the Lombard rebels,
greatly extending the bounds of its franchise in the north of the principality,
the ‘Lands of St Benedict’.?3

By this time the conquest of Sicily was already underway. In 1059 Nicholas
IT had invested Guiscard with future title to Sicily, and from 1061 onwards
his forces secured a foothold in the north-east of the island. Messina was
quickly captured, but thereafter, despite the help of the local Greek population
and divisions among the Muslims, progress was slow. Only in the very early
stages, and for a brief period in 1064 when an unsuccessful attack was made
on Palermo, was Guiscard himself and his main field army involved — his
difficulties on the mainland saw to that — and he was forced to leave operations
on the island to his brother Roger, with only a small number of troops. At
the beginning of 1062 the latter had only 300 men, and in 1063 at Cerami he
defeated a major Muslim force sent over from North Africa with, according
to Malaterra, only 136 knights.3* That the Norman invasion was not driven
out altogether was due partly to the difficult terrain of north-east Sicily, which
enabled the Normans to fortify and hold on to what they had already gained,
partly to superior Norman armour and tactics, which gained a second major
victory at Misilmeri in 1068, but probably mainly to the divisions within the
Muslim ranks. Count Roger little by little extended his rule along the north

3% For the dating, revising older accounts, Jahn (1989), pp. 101-s.
3 Loud (1981a), pp. 1202, nos. 5, 12-14. Notice also a grant to a loyal Lombard count, iid., no. 8.
34 Malaterra, 11.29, 33, pp. 39, 42-3.
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coast until by 1068 his outposts were close to Palermo. But it was not until the
surrender of Bari in April 1071 that enough forces were available to launch a
fresh attack on this city, this time with effective naval aid which seems to have
been lacking in the unsuccessful 1064 attempt. Palermo surrendered in January
1072.

The conquest of the rest of the island still took almost twenty years. Through-
out the 1070s Robert Guiscard was fully involved in suppressing renewed revolt
on the mainland and continuing his attempts to absorb all that remained of the
principalities of Benevento and Salerno, and by the early 1080s his attention
and military forces were concentrated on the invasion of the Byzantine empire.
After 1072 he never returned to Sicily. Twice, in 1074/5 and 1081, Count Roger
was hurriedly summoned to the mainland to help suppress revolt there, and
on both occasions there were serious reverses in Sicily during his absence. But
despite this, and the small number of troops involved, the western end of the
island was secured with the capture of Trapani in 1077 and the Mount Etna
region (with the exception of Castrogiovanni) by the fall of Taormina two
years later. Problems on the mainland and internal dissension in their own
ranks prevented much further progress for some years, but a renewed offensive
largely extinguished further resistance in the mid-1080s. Syracuse was captured
in October 1086, Agrigento in July 1087, Castrogiovanni (modern Enna) finally
surrendered a short time later, Butera in the summer of 1089 and Noto, the
last town in Muslim hands, in February 1091

On the mainland the capture of Bari had completed the conquest of the
former Byzantine provinces. But Robert Guiscard’s rule was never entirely
secure. He returned from Sicily in the autumn of 1072 to suppress a further
revolt, involving the Norman lords of the most of the Apulian coastal towns,
including several of his own relatives, and supported by Gisulf of Salerno and
Richard of Capua. The most persistent of the rebels were his nephews Abelard
and Herman, the sons of his elder brother Humphrey, who had never forgotten
that Robert had usurped what they felt to be their rightful position at the head
of the Normans of Apulia. Though the Apulian rebellion was fairly rapidly
suppressed, Abelard held out in his Calabrian stronghold of S. Severino until
probably 1075, and a little over a year later was in revolt again, defying the duke
for nearly two years from his base at S. Agata di Puglia. Only a few months
after he had finally surrendered there was another, and much more widespread,
insurrection in Apulia, sparked off by Robert’s demand for a financial ‘aid’ from
his vassals on the occasion of one of his daughters’ marriage.?® This involved
not only Herman, the count of Canne, but two of Guiscard’s other nephews,
the counts of Conversano and Montescaglioso, and in addition the counts

35 W. Apulia, 111 lines s17-18, p. 192. 36 Ibid., lines 498501, p. 190.
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of Monte S. Angelo, Andria and Giovenazzo. For a brief period Robert lost
control even of Bari, although when he appeared in person in northern Apulia
the revolt very quickly collapsed. In 1081, while Guiscard was fighting the
Byzantines on the other side of the Adriatic, there was a final rebellion, once
again led by Abelard and Herman, which forced the duke to return to Iraly
carly in 1082 and took nearly a year to suppress. By this stage he seems to have
been losing patience, and while generally merciful even to the ringleaders of
previous rebellions he now resorted to more drastic measures, including the
total destruction of Canne.?”

These continued difficulties all primarily involved Normans, and only to a
very limited extent the Lombard inhabitants of Apulia. Despite these problems,
and also despite their own mutual rivalry, the 1070s saw both Richard of Capua
and Robert Guiscard attempting to complete their dominions by absorbing
what was left of the other petty states of the west and centre of the region. Here
they were only partly successful. Amalfi acknowledged Robert’s rule in October
1073, not least to secure protection from the hostility of Gisulf of Salerno.
Salerno itself was conquered after a six-month siege in 1076, and in defiance of
unavailing papal censures. But Richard of Capua was unable to capture Naples,
despite naval help from Robert, nor was the latter able to capture Benevento
after the death of its last prince, who had been prudent enough to submit
his city to papal overlordship some years earlier, in 1077. The distractions in
Apulia hindered these efforts at the complete consolidation of Norman rule,
and Naples and Benevento remained bastions of independence, albeit isolated
ones, in Norman south Italy. In this very limited sense the Norman conquest
of southern Italy was incomplete, and the continued revolts against Guiscard
show how far the conquerors themselves were and remained disunited.

THE NORMANS AND THE PAPACY

The investitures of 1059 provided the formal, theoretical basis for the rule of
the dukes of Apulia and the princes of Capua. However, both Robert Guiscard
and Richard of Capua were already ruling, or were in the course of taking over,
their respective principalities before 1059, and their rule in practice depended
on their control over and recognition by their vassals and subjects. Malaterra,
for example, recorded that when Robert returned to Apulia from Calabria in the
autumn of 1060 he had to restore his authority there and ‘the Apulian leaders
accepted his ducal rule once again’.?® Papal recognition added moral weight to
his rule and that of the prince of Capua, but that rule was not dependent on it;

37 Ibid., v lines 528-9, p. 232.
38 ‘Apuliensesque principes, de novo ducatu accepto, sibi congaudentes’, Malaterra, 11.2, p. 30.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



112 G. A. LOUD

nor did papal investiture prevent rebellion, as that faced by Richard of Capua
in 10635 and by Guiscard for much of his career: in 1067-8, 10723, again in
the late 1070s, when he lay under excommunication, and in 1081—3 when he
was the papacy’s most important ally. It became established that the Norman
rulers should swear fealty to, and be formally reinvested with their lands and
titles by, each new pope — and that each new duke or prince should do this.
But their status as papal vassals was not the basis for their rule. The princes of
Capua also took over the princely style and the inauguration rituals of their
Lombard predecessors, the collaudatio, formal crown-wearings and, perhaps
(the evidence here is scanty and difficult), anointing by the archbishop of
Capua to validate their rule. Soon after his capture of Capua in 1058 Prince
Richard visited Monte Cassino and ‘he was received in procession as a king’.%
This occurred before he had received formal investiture from the pope.

The relationship between the Norman rulers and the papacy could at times
be very tense. Robert Guiscard was excommunicated by Gregory VII in 1073
and only absolved in 1080. Richard I of Capua was excommunicated in 1076,
to be absolved only when he lay dying in 1078, and his son Jordan was laid
under excommunication in 1079-80 and 1082-3. It has been argued that such
difficulties stemmed from two opposing concepts of the vassalic relationship
between the south Italian Normans and the papacy: the Normans considering
that their rule was held on a hereditary and essentially unconditional basis, and
the popes by contrast believing that these grants of investiture were conditional
and could be withdrawn, and need not necessarily be granted to the successor
of a dead ruler.*° However, such a view is fundamentally mistaken. Certainly
the Norman rulers regarded their rule as hereditary and in no way the product
of papal investiture. The popes may well have attached greater importance
to the recognition of their overlordship, but there is no evidence that they
considered such grants other than hereditary. The Norman rulers might delay
their fealty to new popes (or new rulers to the existing pope) and the receipt
of investiture for some years. That Guiscard did not formally become Gregory
VIDIs vassal until 1080, seven years after he had become pope, is explicable
because of their quarrel and Robert’s excommunication in 1073. But he may
not have received investiture from Gregory’s predecessor, Alexander II, until
1067, when the latter had been pope for some six years,* and his grandson
Duke William of Apulia did not receive investiture from Paschal II until three
years after his own accession in 1111. This strongly suggests that the function of
the formal ceremony renewing the investiture was declarative, not constitutive,

39 ‘Il fu rechut o procession come roy’, Amatus, 1v.13, p. 191. See more generally the important discussion
by Hoffmann (1978), especially pp. 142—s52, and on the princely scriptorium and style Loud (1981b),

pp. 106—7.
4 Deér (1972), passim. 4 Houben (1989), p. 127; Loud (2000), pp. 196, 208.
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and was viewed as such by both sides. Furthermore, although Robert Guiscard
lay under excommunication for seven years there was never any hint that
Gregory wished to depose him or to declare him suspended from office, as he
did to the German Emperor Henry IV. In 1073—4 Gregory proposed to lead
a military expedition to southern Italy but its aim, he stated, was to restore
peace and order to southern Italy. That achieved, the expedition would go on
to fight the Turks who were threatening the Byzantine empire.* In the event
the expedition collapsed, but Gregory continued to look for a reconciliation
with Robert, not to depose him. Nor did he ever support the Apulian nobles
rebelling against Guiscard.

The ‘feudal’ relationship between the Norman rulers and the pope was
in fact an alliance, given visible expression by the vassalic link and the for-
mal ceremonies of investiture, but not, it must be noted, homage which the
Norman rulers did not perform before 1120. The problems which that alliance
went through were caused, not by differing concepts of that vassalic link, but by
more practical and political reasons. No contemporary source states exactly why
Gregory VII excommunicated Duke Robert in 1073 after a proposed meeting at
Benevento had ended in confusion with the two never actually coming face-to-
face. But it seems very probable that this was caused by the continued territorial
incursions of the Normans. Men subject to Robert, and particularly his nephew,
Count Robert of Loritello, were penetrating into lands claimed by the papacy
in the Abruzzi; while the duke himself was threatening both Benevento, which
in August 1073 was formally handed over by its prince to papal rule, and the
remains of the principality of Salerno, whose prince, Gisulf II, had become
closely allied with the papacy. In subsequent years Gregory condemned these
incursions several times.# The excommunication of Richard of Capua in 1076
came when the prince abandoned his loyalty to Gregory, attacked the duchy of
Naples and aided Guiscard in his seizure of Salerno from Prince Gisulf. Jordan
was excommunicated for attacks on ecclesiastical property in 1079, and for be-
coming the vassal of the excommunicate (and in papal eyes deposed) emperor,
Henry IV, in 1082. But in all these cases what the pope wanted was for the
Norman rulers to abandon their evil ways and observe the oaths they had sworn
to him and his predecessors. He never intended to attempt to deprive them
of their lands, even though these were technically papal fiefs. And after 1090,
when the authority of both the duke of Apulia and the prince of Capua suffered
serious setbacks, Urban II did his best to assist and strengthen their power.

If therefore we should treat the alleged importance of the vassalic relation-
ship with caution, we should also be careful not to attribute overtly political

4 Gregory VII, Register, 1, 25, 46.
B Ibid., 11, 5223, v, 7, V, 14a, v11, 14a. For Benevento, Vehse (1930-1), especially pp. 99-107.
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motives to the popes. They did not, for example, seek deliberately to ‘divide
and rule’, to play off the principality of Capua against the duchy of Apulia,*
or what was left of the Lombard principalities against the Normans. They
wanted peace and harmony in southern Italy, and this for three reasons. First,
there was their natural repugnance to bloodshed among Christians. Secondly,
with the reform party’s hold on Rome still far from secure, and relations with
the empire deteriorating until they broke down irretrievably in 1080, they
needed the political and military support of the Normans. Capuan troops in-
stalled Nicholas IT in Rome in 1059 and Alexander II there in 1061, and Duke
Robert was to rescue Gregory VII from the imperialists in 1084. Thirdly, only
through good relations with the Norman rulers, and particularly the duke
of Apulia, could the popes push forward the reform and reorganization of
the south Italian church which was so clearly needed, and on which Leo IX
and Nicholas II had made only a start. The rivalry between Rome and Con-
stantinople over the previous century had left in Apulia and Calabria a mael-
strom of contending ecclesiastical claims, rival metropolitans and sometimes
chapters, autocephalous archbishoprics and ill-organized church provinces.
The effort to bring order to this confusion was to continue until the early years
of the twelfth century.¥ Furthermore, Duke Robert and his brother Roger
were restoring Christian rule to Sicily, an enterprise which the papacy had
sanctioned and approved. Robert’s reconciliation with the church in June 1080
at the synod of Ceprano can only have been a matter of profound relief to the
pope.

Yet even after this the essentially pragmatic nature of the relationship re-
mained clear. Despite the pope’s desire for him to remain in Italy and protect
Rome against the imperialists, Duke Robert preferred to launch an invasion
of the Byzantine empire in 1081, to attempt to profit from what seemed to be
the terminal decline of that once-great power. When he returned to Italy he
lingered for more than a year suppressing rebellion in Apulia before marching
to aid Pope Gregory in 1084. The military aid of the south Italian Normans was
the aspect of the vassalic relationship which was most important to the pope,
not any theoretical rights over their territories; but how weak his position as
overlord had become was very apparent by the 1080s. After Gregory’s death
his successor was Abbot Desiderius of Monte Cassino (Victor III), the ally and
collaborator of the Normans, who was elected at Capua under the aegis of their
leaders, and whose return to Rome for his consecration was made possible by
Norman troops. By the 1080s the papacy needed the Normans more than they
needed it.

44 Cowdrey (1983), pp. 121-36, emphasizes this aspect too much, in what is otherwise a most valuable
book.
4 See Kamp (1977); Fonseca (1977); Houben (1989), pp. 121-35.
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THE SOCIETY OF NORMAN ITALY

By the death of Robert Guiscard in 1085 the conquest was effectively completed,
apart from ‘mopping-up operations’ in south-east Sicily. By that stage too
emigration from northern France to southern Italy had largely ceased. How
had that influx changed south Italian society?

First of all one needs to examine the validity of the label ‘Norman’, which has,
up to this point, been used for the sake of convenience. Were the newcomers to
southern Italy actually Normans? After all to an Italian ‘Norman’ or ‘northman’
might mean anyone from north of the Alps. As William of Apulia wrote, ‘they
are called Normans, that is men of the north (wind)’.#¢ Is it significant that
William’s verse used the words Normanni, Galli and Francigeni interchangeably
to describe the newcomers?

In factitis not. The literary nature of William’s work meant that the demands
of scansion were more important than terminological accuracy, and anyway the
Normans were French-speaking. By contrast both Amatus and Malaterra began
their histories by discussing very specifically the duchy of Normandy as the
source of the invaders. From documentary sources it has been calculated that
between two-thirds and three-quarters of the clearly non-indigenous persons
from southern Italy whose names are known from the eleventh and early twelfth
centuries were actually from the duchy of Normandy. Either these persons
had family names which can be traced back to somewhere in the duchy, or
they described themselves specifically as ‘Norman’ (as opposed to Bretons,
Flemings etc. who also appear in charters), or their names had a Scandinavian
element which can only be linked with the Scandinavian area of France, that is
Normandy.*” Of course, this means that there was also a substantial minority
who came to Italy from other parts of France, a few from northern Italy and even
Germany. For example, the lords of S. Agata di Puglia from the 1080s, whom
Guiscard installed there instead of his errant nephew Abelard, and who became
hereditary ducal constables, were Bretons.*® Count Roger of Sicily’s marriage to
Adelaide of Savona in the late 1080s (his third wife) led to the establishment of a
veritable colony of north Italians in eastern Sicily under the aegis of her brother
Count Henry of Paterno, who was, after the ruler, probably the most significant
lay landowner in Sicily in the early twelfth century. But the majority of the
incomers were genuinely Normans. Furthermore, most of the really important
mainland landowners were Normans, many of whom in Apulia were relatives
of the duke and in Capua of the prince. In the east of the principality the
counts of Caiazzo (who had displaced several former Lombard counts) were

46 ‘Normanni dicuntur, id est homines boreales’, W. Apulia, 1 line 10, p. 98.

47 Meénager (1975a). For wider aspects of this same problem, Loud (1981b).
4 Ménager (1975b), pp. 375-6, for references.
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descended from a brother of Richard I, while the counts of Carinola in the
centre of the principality stemmed from his youngest son. In Sicily the lands
of Henry of Paterno were bordered by those of the lordship of Syracuse, held
first by Roger I's bastard son Jordan and then by his nephew Tancred, and the
lordship (or perhaps county) of Ragusa, held by another of his sons, Godfrey.#
Where important landowners were not Normans they might well not be other
Frenchmen, but indigenous survivors from the pre-Norman regime. In the
north of the principality of Capua the lands of Monte Cassino were bordered
by those of the Lombard counts of Aquino, who continued to hold their
property, if not their comital title, through to the thirteenth century.’® In the
borderlands between the principality of Capua and the Abruzzi the dominant
family continued to be, as it had been in the tenth century, a dynasty of counts
of mixed Lombard—Frankish descent called the Burrells. In the Stilo region
of Calabria Greek landowners retained their property and importance. While
parts of the principality of Salerno fell into the hands of Norman families
such as the counts of the Principate, descended from Duke Robert’s younger
brother William, and the lords of S. Severino (whose forebear Turgisius proudly
described himself as Normannus ex normannis), several cadet branches of the
old princely family survived the fall of Gisulf II and retained their lands into
the twelfth century. Intermarriage was here a potent factor, above all that of
Sichelgaita, daughter of Guaimar IV, with Guiscard himself in 1058, but this
was only the most notable among several other examples.'

The most salient feature of the Norman takeover of southern Italy was the
relatively small numbers of the invaders, never more than a few thousand at
the most. Furthermore, although many of the Apulian lordships were based
on towns, these were generally not among the most important. The major
urban centres of the south Italian mainland, notably Bari, Benevento, Salerno,
Amalfi, Naples and Capua, remained the more or less exclusive preserves of
the existing population. Apart from perhaps in coastal Apulia, Norman and
French landowners tended to reside on their properties outside the towns, not
just because of any possible aversion to or unfamiliarity with urban life, but also
because most of the important towns of southern Italy fell into Norman hands
relatively late, and in the case of Benevento and Naples not at all. Aversa, a
predominantly Norman town, was very much the exception, and that of course
had been in the hands of the newcomers since 1030 and was effectively a new
foundation (there may have been a village on the site already, but certainly

4 Tramontana (1977), pp. 216—21, and passim for landownership in Sicily under Roger I. See also Loud
(2000), pp. 173-9.

59 The most illustrious of its later members was St Thomas Aquinas.

5! See here Loud (1987), especially pp. 159—63, and (1996), pp. 329—32, and for the issue of continuity
in general, and for most of what follows here, von Falkenhausen (1977).
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no fortified town). Thus the impact of the Normans on the countryside was
stronger than on the towns. In some areas at least the rural population may
have suffered, and not just through the short-term impact of warfare, though
we should not underestimate the effect of the (largely man-made) Calabrian
famine of 1058, graphically described by Malaterra.’ But, before the Normans,
Calabria had been a society of primarily free peasant cultivators. After the con-
quest the long lists of serfs donated to local monasteries by the new rulers are
very striking, as are the jarida (surveys of the servile population) detailing the
mainly Muslim peasants on Sicilian lordships. The condition of the rural pop-
ulation may well have worsened over much of southern Italy, but here too one
must make qualifications. Southern Italy was a rentier, not a demesne-based,
economy and serfdom was far more a matter of customary dues than labour
services. In those arecas most advanced economically, such as the principality
of Capua and eastern Sicily, servile obligations as such were relatively rare (at
any rate in Sicily on Christian settlers, since the count wished to attract them).
Obligations would more frequently be tenurial (that is attached to the holding
as a species of rent) than personal.”

Furthermore, the rudimentary infrastructure of the new governments
needed indigenous participation, not least because of the survival of a tra-
dition of lay literacy among Lombards, Greeks and Arabs which the Normans
did not possess. In Apulia many of the officials of the Norman counts remained
Lombards, Lombard officials were prominent in the entourage of the princes of
Capua, and one, and probably the most important, of Duke Robert’s ecclesias-
tical advisers, Archbishop Ursus of Bari, was a Lombard. The church was only
partially taken over. In the principality of Capua French bishops were installed
in the southern sees, near Capua itself, but those in the north of the principality
were largely filled from the ranks of the monks of Monte Cassino, a monastery
whose recruitment remained almost exclusively Lombard. If any part of the
church was dominated by ‘Normans’ it was the newly founded abbeys and
bishoprics of Sicily, although in fact the first bishop of Syracuse came from
Provence and that of Agrigento from Burgundy. But whereas Roger I set up
six Latin bishoprics in the island, and a seventh on Malta, as well as four Latin
abbeys, he also founded or endowed some seventeen Greek ones; a ratio which
reflected the demographic structure of the island, the Christian population of
which remained primarily Greek until well into the twelfth century.>

Malaterra, 1.27, pp. 21-2.

3 Cf. ibid., 1v.16, pp. 95-6, describing Roger Is attempts to encourage captives from Malta to stay
in Sicily by promising them freedom from servile exactions. See generally D’Alessandro (1987),
especially pp. 310-12.

54 White (1938), especially pp. 38—46; Scaduto (1947), chapter 3, especially pp. 69—70. For the first

bishops, Malaterra, 1v.7, p. 89.
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The ecclesiastical patronage of the new rulers, and the very considerable
redistribution of property to churches which they carried out, also reflected
the limitations of the ‘Norman’ conquest. Those abbeys founded by the con-
querors profited, as Venosa and St Euphemia did from the patronage of Robert
Guiscard, and Mileto from Roger I. This was particularly apparent on the is-
land of Sicily where the monasteries of Lipari and Catania (the latter the seat of
a bishopric) were very generously endowed. But other churches which profited
just as much if not more from the conquerors were not Norman foundations.
Above all Monte Cassino benefited from Desiderius’s collaboration with the
conquerors, not only through his partnership with the princes of Capua, but
also by greatly extending its properties in Apulia. The patronage of Robert
Guiscard in his last years and of his son Roger Borsa played a significant part in
this, as did the pressure on laymen under the influence of the reform papacy to
surrender their proprietary churches. In the period 1038-1105 Monte Cassino
was given at least 150 such churches, profiting both from the Norman con-
querors and often from Lombards who hoped that under the abbey’s protection
they might safeguard at least some of their property from the invader.”® But
Monte Cassino always remained a Lombard monastery. Very few of its monks
and none of its abbots were Normans. The same was true of the Holy Trinity,
Cava, which became the most important monastic house of the principality of
Salerno, and the chief recipient of the pious generosity of Dukes Roger Borsa
and William, as well as a considerable landowner in Apulia. In the latter area its
benefactors were almost entirely Norman, but the abbey itself remained one in
which the Lombard element predominated.’® So too did St Sophia, Benevento,
which attracted considerable benefactions from the Norman nobility of
Molise, but which was itself in a city which was never subject to Norman
rule.

It has been argued that in Calabria there was a deliberate attempt if not to
‘Normanize’ at least to Latinize the area, by discrimination against the Greek
church and the conversion of Greek sees to Latin ones, and indeed that policy
resulted in the emigration of Calabrian Greeks back to Sicily.”” However, such
conclusions have been disputed, and if there was a Latinization of Calabria it
was a very slow process, although several sees in northern and central Calabria
were converted to the Latin rite in the last years of the eleventh century. But the
churches (and the population) of southern Calabria remained Greek for a long
time to come, and there is little evidence for religious tension. There were still
Greek clergy in northern Calabrian dioceses with Latin bishops in the early
twelfth century, Norman barons patronized Greek monasteries, and Greek
and Latin prelates cooperated on important liturgical and legal occasions. If

% Dormeier (1979), p. 56. 56 See Loud (1987). 57 Ménager (1958/9), passim.
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Greek religious observance went into decline it was far more a product of the
acculturation of the Greek population by the Latins over a couple of centuries
than of direct oppression.’®

If relations were at times still tense between the newcomers and the local
population, and above all with some of the Lombards, at the end of the century,
the reason was not the conquest as such, but rather the problems of government
and the breakdown of order in the years after the death of Robert Guiscard in
1085 and Jordan I of Capua in 1090. Roger Borsa faced a determined challenge
from his elder half-brother Bohemond, whose mother Robert had repudiated
before his marriage to Sichelgaita of Salerno; and he was unable to prevent him
from carving out his own independent principality in southern Apulia, based on
the city of Taranto. But in addition several other powerful Apulian nobles, who
had always been restive under Duke Robert, threw off the shackles of ducal rule,
ceased to mention the duke’s regnal years in the dating clauses of their charters
and set about aggrandizing their power bases. Pope Urban II’s proclamation of
the Truce of God at the councils of Melfi in 1089 and Troia in 1093 was the direct
consequence of this breakdown of central authority in Apulia. The townsmen
of Capua twice expelled the prince during the 1090s, and were only eventually
reduced to heel in 1098 by a full-scale siege conducted by the prince, the duke of
Apulia and Count Roger of Sicily. Whereas up to the 1090s Lombard officials
were prominent at the princely court, his charters issued from Aversa in that
decade reveal an exclusively French, and indeed almost exclusively Norman,
entourage. After 1090 too the Normans were expelled for a time from Gaeta
and the prince largely lost control of the northern part of his principality. But
by contrast in the principality of Salerno Roger Borsa’s rule remained stable,
not least because his descent via his mother from the old princely family gave
him legitimacy in the eyes of the Lombard population. While Duke Roger did
not entirely abandon Apulia, nor those parts of Calabria which his father had
retained in his own hands (rather than handing over to his brother Roger), his
activities concentrated more and more on Salerno and the west coast. Southern
Calabria and Sicily remained firmly in the hands of Count Roger, and not even
the fact that his death in 1101 Was followed by a long minority disturbed the
equilibrium of his dominions.

If therefore the Norman conquest had brought stability to those areas which
were inhabited almost exclusively by Greeks and Muslims it was very far from
having done so in much of southern Italy, which in 1100 was as much if not
more fragmented than it had been a century earlier. It was to be a long and
bloody process before the entire region was united under the rule of Roger of
Sicily’s son.

58 Guillou (1963); Loud (1988).
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CHAPTER §

THE KINGDOM OF THE FRANKS
TO 1108

Constance Brittain Bouchard

THE cleventh century in France was a period in which both political and
social structures were transformed. Much of the heritage of the tenth century
continued, from the assumption that Benedictine monasticism was the purest
form of the religious life to the very political units over which the territorial
princes of the eleventh century ruled. Yet old institutions were modified within
a new cultural matrix and entirely new institutions were formed. While the
changes were not sudden enough — or even synchronous enough — to speak of
the eleventh century as a ‘rupture’ in French history, the Carolingian heritage
was modified during the eleventh century until it was virtually unrecognizable.

In politics, although the form of governmental institutions remained ini-
tially unchanged, the Carolingian assumption that the king was at the top,
surrounded by his great fideles and bishops, was no longer automatic, regard-
less of how much reality it might or might not once have had. The narrowness
of the eleventh-century kings’ political domain, which had already shrunk un-
der the last French Carolingian kings and continued to shrink under the first
Capetians, points to a profound transformation of authority.

But the political weakness of the eleventh-century kings should not be seen
purely as a negative feature. Rather than saying that the collapse of royal power
made necessary new political and social structures, it would be better to say that
all aspects of society underwent significant transformations, and that the role
of the king was one of these aspects. The eleventh-century kings did not simply
lose power that the twelfth-century kings regained. The eleventh-century kings,
who actually had an advantage over the tenth-century Carolingians in that they
were never seriously challenged for the throne, lived in a period in which there
were far-reaching attempts to organize, create hierarchies and understand the
moral and social structures of the universe. These new forms of organization
involved many more people than had taken part in Carolingian politics. The
French kings had to find a place for themselves in a new political and social

120

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The kingdom of the Franks to 1108 121

order, and in doing so laid the foundations for the power of their successors a
century later.

Between the death of Robert II in 1031 and the accession of Louis VI in 1108,
the kings of France had little obvious impact beyond their somewhat migratory
courtitself. Henry I (1031-60) and Philip I (1060-1108) were recognized as kings
and overlords to the French dukes and counts who in many cases wielded
appreciably greater temporaral power. They were asked to confirm monastic
possessions and intermittently attempted, with greater or lesser success, to
make one of their favourites a bishop, though only in a relatively narrow
area. They did keep the loyalty of the French episcopate, even when it was
greatly strained by Philip’s marital problems. But these kings have been most
frequently examined by modern scholarship not for their policies but for their
often tumultuous marriages, and the conclusion of all studies on the extent of
their leadership and authority has been how highly limited these were.

One must, however, avoid being too dismissive of Kings Henry and Philip.
They certainly kept alive and viable both the monarchy and the Capetian
dynasty which Hugh Capet and Robert II had established in the late tenth
and early eleventh centuries. They thus made possible the great advances in
royal power and royal governmental institutions in the twelfth century. Kings
need not, after all, always be at the head of all political, social or institutional
developments. And the modern historian must be careful not to let the absence
of a contemporary biographer — such as both Robert II and Louis VI had —
make one discount the kings in between who did not have one. The nickname
of “The Battler’ which the Miracula Sancti Benedicti gave Henry does not make
up for the lack of a biography, and of course Suger lauded Louis VI in part
by drawing sharp comparisons with Philip. But one is still left with the overall
impression that eleventh-century France was a very exciting place, everywhere
except for the royal court.

For while these two men held the French throne, French society and culture
changed rapidly. The various transformations of the eleventh century had
different causes and took place at different rates, yet most of them can be
seen as related to various attempts to become more organized in everything
from theology to politics, with a pronounced move toward greater hierarchy.
The eleventh century could only be a period of such broad changes because
it was a period of economic growth. Although France’s commercial economy
grew less precociously than Italy’s, during the eleventh century the market
economy began to spread, and forests were cut and swamps drained as both
rural population and the extent of agricultural land began to increase.

The system of fief-holding (the only reasonable meaning of the term ‘feu-
dalism’ in medieval France) was essentially created entirely anew during the
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124 CONSTANCE BRITTAIN BOUCHARD

reigns of Henry and Philip. Yet it is a sign of their social and political separation
from many of the events of their kingdom that the French kings, unlike their
contemporaries in England, did not become properly involved in fief-holding
until the twelfth century. Castles, which had first made their appearance at the
very end of the tenth century, spread rapidly across eleventh-century France,
and with castles the newly generated and newly important social groups of
castellans and knights.

Rapid expansion and development of the religious life took place under
these kings — though essentially without their involvement — as many of the
old French monasteries, ruined or abandoned for centuries, were refounded
and rebuilt. Cluny acquired an affiliated group of priories, canons regular first
made their appearance, hermits appeared in some numbers in the French forests
and the new monastery of Citeaux was founded. The Gregorian reform and
the Investiture Controversy profoundly changed both elections to bishoprics
and the morals of the men who held high ecclesiastical office, and indeed
restructured the Christian church so that the lines of authority within it all led
eventually to the pope. But the kings of France played no leadership role in the
Controversy either, only providing haven to the popes when they were driven
out of Rome and acceding to compromises after they had been worked out by
others.

Intellectually, the later eleventh century was a period of the development
of the first of the French cathedral schools of national (or even international)
reputation, which would later influence the rise of the universities. Theological
debates of great intensity were carried on in these schools, as certain beliefs
were declared to be heretical, and convicted heretics were put to death for the
first time in centuries. The rather desultory attempts of the Carolingian era to
create systematic compilations of canon law took on a new vitality.

In short, the foundations of most of the aspects of high medieval culture in
France, which came to fruition in the twelfth century, were laid firmly during

the more fluid era of the eleventh century, during the long reigns of Henry and
Philip.

HENRY I

Henry I (1031-60) was not supposed to be king. His older brother Hugh had
in 1017 been consecrated king, along with their father, Robert II. Only after
Hugh’s untimely death in 1025, caused by a fall from a horse according to
the Miracula Sancti Benedicti, was Henry put forward as Robert’s designated
successor. Even this choice was problematic. According to Radulf Glaber, the
formidable Queen Constance preferred her third son, Robert, as royal heir. But
Henry was finally designated king in 1027, and his younger brother Robert was
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given the duchy of Burgundy, originally intended for Henry. Constance and
Robert’s final son, Odo, received no territory from his parents, and in later
years he frequently fomented rebellions against the king.

After King Robert II died in 1031, on 20 July, the queen began a brief war
against her sons, for reasons that are not clear, but after this Henry settled
down to some thirty years of relative obscurity as king. He married at least one
German princess named Matilda, and may indeed have married two, for the
Vita of Emperor Conrad dates the death of his daughter Matilda, desponsata to
Henry, to 1034, while the Miracula Sancti Benedicti states that Queen Matilda
died in 1044, when a child was taken from her by Caesarean section." But
neither Matilda bore Henry living sons. Finally, in 1051, after twenty years
as king, Henry married Anna, daughter of Jaroslav I, archduke of Kiev. The
French kings had been having difficulties for three generations in finding brides
of suitably elevated status to whom they were not already related, and a Russian
princess (contemporary chronicles called Jaroslav a king), of the first generation
to be raised as Christians, was a welcome if novel solution.?

By Anna, Henry had three sons, named Philip, Robert and Hugh. Philip
was born in 1052, within a year of his parents’ marriage. The name Philip,
given to the royal heir and very common among later Capetians, probably
entered the lineage via Anna’s Russian connections; Anna’s grandmother had
been of a Macedonian dynasty that claimed descent from Philip of Macedon.
Of the younger two sons of Henry I, Robert died young, and Hugh (d. 1102)
became count of Vermandois by marriage with Adela, daughter of Heribert IV
of Vermandois. King Henry died on 4 August 1060.

PHILIP I

Philip I (1060-1108), who was described in almost uniformly negative terms
by his contemporaries, is best known to modern scholarship for his marital
problems. He had been associated with his father on the French throne at
Pentecost of 1059, consecrated by the archbishop of Rheims, before an assembly
of French bishops and secular lords. Since he was no more than eight when
his father died in the following year, the kingdom was governed for several
years by his uncle Baldwin V of Flanders, who had married a sister of Henry I.
Baldwin had been Henry’s choice, an interesting one considering that Henry’s
brother Robert, duke of Burgundy, might have been a more obvious selection.
Baldwin exercised effective control over his nephew and the kingdom until his
own death in 1067; the queen-mother, Anna, who also assisted in the regency

' Wipo, Vita Chuonradl’, p. 32; Miracula sancti Benedicti vi1.3; Vajay (1971), pp. 241-56.
* Bouchard (1981b), p. 277.
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at first, played little part in royal affairs after 1062, when she married Ralph of
Crépy and Vermandois.

Probably in 1072, Philip married Bertha, daughter of the late count of
Holland, Florent I, and stepdaughter of Robert of Frisia, count of Flanders.
Philip and Robert of Frisia had agreed to a peace treaty very shortly before. For
some years Philip and Bertha were troubled by their failure to have a son. The
birth of the future Louis VI in 1081 was striking enough for a miracle story
to grow up around the event, in which the saintly abbot of Soissons told the
queen that she was pregnant and that it would be appropriate to give her son
the (Carolingian) name of Louis.?

As well as Louis, Philip and Bertha had a daughter named Constance and
apparently a second son, Henry, who died young. After the birth of his chil-
dren, Philip grew tired of his wife. She was ‘too fat’ for him according to one
contemporary account, although he himself became too heavy to ride a horse
late in life. In 1092, announcing he was divorcing Bertha, Philip took up with
Bertrada of Montfort, wife of Count Fulk Réchin (Fulk IV) of Anjou, which
naturally earned him that count’s hatred. In spite of strong opposition, Philip
and Bertrada seem to have remained together for the rest of their lives, and were
even reconciled to Count Fulk in 1106. Philip and Bertrada had three children,
named Philip, Cecilia, and Florus. These children remained illegitimate and
outside the line of inheritance. Louis appears with the title rex designatus in the
year 1100.

Philip’s second marriage provoked very strong reactions and one of the most
prolonged and public attempts to force the developing idea of the Christian
marriage bond on unwilling parties. The difficulty was that the organized
church did not present a united front against the pair. The French episcopate
would not desert their king, and even the pope, locked in a struggle with
the emperor, seems to have sought to compromise. Philip initially hoped in
1092 that Ivo of Chartres would bless his marriage. Although Ivo refused to
do so, since Philip was still married to Bertha, Philip was able to have his
second marriage celebrated by several French bishops, probably including the
archbishop of Rheims, to whom the pope wrote a strong letter of reproach.
The king imprisoned Ivo in 1093 in retribution for his opposition.

In 1094, after Queen Bertha’s death, which should have left Philip (although
not Bertrada) free to marry again, two councils were held to consider the
royal marriage. Philip may have hoped for a favourable decision from the
council convoked by the archbishop of Rheims, but more important was the
council held by the papal legate, which ended up excommunicating the king.
Negotiations followed for a year, after which the pope himself excommunicated

3 Hariulf, “Vita S. Arnulfi episcopi Suessionensis’.
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Philip in 1095 at Clermont, at the complaint of Count Fulk. Philip thus played
no part in the First Crusade, which was preached at Clermont — though he was
so prematurely old and fat at this point that an active role would have been
unlikely anyway.

In 1096, Philip agreed to separate from Bertrada and was reconciled to the
pope. When, in fact, he refused to keep his promise, France was put under
interdict in 1097. Further negotiations and councils followed for seven years,
until a final compromise was reached in 1104. Again, Philip agreed to separate
from Bertrada, and again he failed to carry out his promise, but after this the
pope seems to have turned a blind eye to their relationship.

After these events, Philip retired from active life, leaving Louis VI effective
French king well before he succeeded in fact. When he died, on 29/30 July
1108, Philip asked to be buried at Fleury (St-Benoit-sur-Loire), rather than
at St-Denis with most preceding French kings. According to Suger and Or-
deric Vitalis, he felt he was unworthy to be buried among his more illustrious
predecessors.

ROYAL GOVERNMENT

Henry’s and Philip’s reigns, like those of Hugh Capet and Robert II before
them, were in many ways an institutional continuation of the royal rule of the
Carolingians, but were marked by institutional evolution as well as continuity.
Like the Carolingians, the Capetians were consecrated at Rheims with holy
oil. Indeed, the first Capetians were described by their chancelleries in even
more grandiloquent terms than their predecessors, and the kings exercised a
thaumaturgical healing power which seems to have been unknown among the
Carolingians. Able to heal the ‘kings evil’ (scrofula), Robert II and his son and
grandson enjoyed a spiritual authority beyond that of the Carolingians — and
indeed beyond that of their descendants in the twelfth century.

The royal household

Like the Carolingians, the eleventh-century Capetians ruled through royal
officers who were in many respects indistinguishable from their houseshold
officers. The royal entourage travelled fairly constantly, both because the court
could use revenues and food more easily if they came to where it was raised
and because the king needed to be personally present to exercise many of his
functions, from justice to the confirmation of privileges. One of the most
important members of the royal court, almost always with the king in the
eleventh century, was the queen; as already noted, the queen was often a source
of controversy, and she frequently signed royal charters.
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The royal household officers became increasingly vital members of court
during the eleventh century, and their counsel and signatures were sought
by the king rather than those of his great fideles. The most important of the
royal household officers was the seneschal (dapifer), the institutional heir of the
mayor of the palace of Merovingian and Carolingian times. He was the master
of the king’s household, in some ways an actual viceroy. The constable (comes
stabuli), in charge of the royal army, and the butler (buzicularius), who super-
vised the income and wine from royal estates, were subject to the seneschal.
During the eleventh century the chamberlain (camerarius), in charge of the
royal treasury, often signed royal charters, though this officer never gained
the power of the royal chamberlain in England. These four officers were all
in origin domestic officials, and the offices were held by laymen. The other
important royal office, that of the chancellor (cancellarius), who was in charge
both of the royal archives (including the king’s seal) and the royal chapel, was
held under the early Capetians by high ecclesiastics.

Capetian royal charters initially took the same form as the public charters of
their predecessors, but during the course of the eleventh century they increas-
ingly took the appearance of ‘private’ charters, especially in their long list of
witnesses. Carolingian royal charters had been signed only by the king and his
chancellor, but by the time Henry I took office the royal entourage frequently
signed as well. The list of witnesses, which had long been common in private
charters, also became the rule in royal charters, as castellans and lesser lords, as
well as the counts and bishops who constituted the king’s fideles, affixed their
names. Indeed, bishops declined in frequency among the witnesses to royal
charters in the late eleventh century, leaving secular lords the most common
signatories. In addition, these secular lords were increasingly from the Ile-de-
France region, suggesting that local men rather than the great princes of the
kingdom were most influential on a daily basis at the royal court.#

Royal power

The kings exercised their most direct power in an area between the terri-
tories of the great French princes, a gap between the counties and duchies of
Normandy, Aquitaine, Flanders, Vermandois, Troyes, Burgundy and Chartres—
Blois—Tours. In addition, the Capetians had acquired, in becoming kings of
France, a handful of villae once part of the Carolingian domain, most situated
in the valleys of the Oise and the Aisne. Yet even within this area there were
counties and castellanies headed by independently minded castellans. Indeed,
during the eleventh century the count of Anjou and duke of Normandy had

4 Lemarignier (1965), pp. 42—59, 107—28.
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much more thorough control over their regions than did the king of France
over his, although the rise of independent castellans also marked other parts
of the kingdom, including the counties of Macon and Poitou.

The domain over which the eleventh-century Capetians ruled directly was
smaller than the territory which their Carolingian predecessors had ruled.
The kings’ authority in the royal domain was a rather inconsistent mixture
of judicial, administrative and fiscal rights. The king received some income
from such regalian rights as market taxes and tolls and minting in this region;
similar rights were exercised by the great French dukes and counts in their own
principalities. In the eleventh century, the heart of the royal political domain
was the Ile-de-France, the area surrounding Paris and Orleans, the former
duchy of Hugh Capet. Paris had been the centre of Robertian/Capetian power
since at least the end of the ninth century, when Odo was elected king of
France in 888 after fighting back the Vikings from Paris in the celebrated siege
of 885/6.

Even smaller than the kings’ political domain was the domain from which
they derived the majority of their income. This economic domain, in the
eleventh century as later in the middle ages, was not a coherent geographic unit,
but rather was constituted of those lands within the kingdom which were ad-
ministered directly by the king and his agents. The king received rents and dues
from a much smaller agglomeration of territories than those over which he ex-
ercised rights.’ Those territories — or those people — which owed their revenues
directly to him constituted the principal base for the upkeep of the royal court.

In practice, the kings exercised their rights over both their political and
their economic domains through some of the same people. They administered
justice and collected revenues through their provosts (pragpositi), an office
which had been created by the end of the tenth century, although there are few
details on it until the second half of the eleventh century. These were primarily
domainal agents, concerned with economic revenues, although they did have
under them such officers as the vicarius of a town and the maior of a rural
village. A prévété may have a name suggesting a fixed geographic unit, but the
provosts did not hold any more complete or coherent authority in a particular
area than the king himself.

Henry seems to have been quite satisfied with a small royal domain, smaller
in fact than that of some of his territorial princes. He did not even travel or
write to a number of nearby territories where Robert II had frequently been,
most notably Burgundy, where his younger brother was duke. Royal authority
was primarily exercised north of the Loire. There is, however, some indication
that Philip tightened and systematized administrative control over the royal

5 Newman (1937), pp. x—xil, 1.
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domain. In the last twenty years or so of his reign his provosts regularly received
royal instructions. These provosts also acted as witnesses to some royal charters.
They and the household officials were by the late eleventh century drawn from
powerful castellan families of the region, rather than being the petty aristocrats
who had served earlier. This may suggest that the king, even if not yet the
undisputed leader of the region as Louis VI later set out to be, was able to
command respect and service among an upper social stracum.

There were few significant additions to the royal domain in the eleventh
century, and these were for the most part balanced by losses of other territory.
Robert II acquired Burgundy after the death of his uncle Henry in 1002, but it
took him close to fifteen years to do so, and in 1031 it was separated from the
crown and became an independent duchy until the middle of the fourteenth
century. Henry I took over the county of Sens in 1055, when Count Raynard
IT died, although the city continued to be ruled by its viscounts, but the king
also gave the county of Corbie to the count of Flanders when his sister Adela
married the lacter.

Philip I was a little more successful in increasing the size of the royal domain.
He acquired the Gatinais in 1069 from the count of Anjou, as a bribe or reward
for staying out of the count’s conflicts with his brother; took Corbie back from
the count of Flanders around 1071, perhaps as a reward for attempting to help
the young count hold off his usurping uncle; and took over the Vexin when
Count Simon of Vermandois and the Vexin, step-son of King Philip’s mother
Anna, retired to the cloister in 1077. Finally, Philip bought Bourges from the
viscount sometime around 1100, when the latter was leaving for Jerusalem and
needed to raise money.

Bishops and monasteries

Atleast in the kings’ own minds, an important part of their rights was the right
to help choose new bishops. Indeed, modern scholars attempting to define the
extent of the royal domain (or at least royal political authority) in the eleventh
century — something the kings never explicitly did themselves — have based
their conclusions in part on the cities in which the kings received revenues as an
exercise of regalian rights during vacancies, played a role in episcopal elections
and invested new bishops. It is clear that the kings treated as ‘royal’ an array
of bishoprics spread out over a far larger area than that of their economic
domain. Some of the sees to which the eleventh-century kings attempted
to name bishops were located within the great territorial principalities. The
Carolingians had routinely nominated bishops and received diocesan revenues
during vacancies, and the German emperors continued to do so, but Henry
and Philip exercised such rights in only some twenty or twenty-five sees: the
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exact number is disputed, and indeed it seems rather pointless to try to come
up with an exact count, as circumstances varied both from see to see and over
the course of the century.

Henry I never became involved in the reform of the church which Leo IX
began at the council of Rheims in 1049. He continued to nominate bishops,
and indeed was accused by Cardinal Humbert in 1058 of simony, of buying
and selling ecclesiastical offices. While Philip was king, this initial wave of
‘Gregorian’ reform (as it is commonly called by modern scholars) took on a
new twist, as Gregory VII became embroiled with the German heir to the
empire over the specific issue of the election and investiture of new bishops
and the broader issue of whether the king or the pope wielded the ultimate
authority in a Christian empire. Philip, however, continued to push for his
favorites for episcopal office and indeed removed bishops he found unsuitable.
For example, he deposed Archbishop Ralph of Tours in 1082.

The kings relied on the bishops of certain sees, especially those of Rheims,
Laon, Chalons and Beauvais, as supporters of royal power. Indeed, the arch-
bishop of Rheims, as well as traditionally crowning French kings, had been the
normal candidate for the royal chancellor under the Carolingians. Although the
eleventh-century Capetians never had quite so close or exclusive a relationship
to the bishops of any one see — the Capetians/Robertians before Hugh Capet
who had become king had been crowned by the archbishops of Sens — they
continued to treat certain bishops as key to their realm.

The kings were not consistent, as they might ignore a city in which they had
previously approved of the new bishop, or attempt to put their candidate into a
see which had previously been influenced more by alocal duke or count than the
king. And, by late in Philip Is reign, the issue had become complicated by the
debates of the Investiture Controversy, in which the reformers simultaneously
sought to keep laymen out of episcopal elections and arranged for a specific
role for the king to play in holding and releasing the temporal possessions
attached to a bishopric. Yet the Investiture Controversy never became the
burning political issue in France that it was in the empire. Part of the reason is
doubtless the limited number of sees in which the French kings had invested
bishops during the eleventh century. Popes forced to flee from Rome in the
eleventh century inevitably came to France, and the greatest of the reforming
councils, starting with the council of Rheims in 1049, were held within the
French kingdom.

Philip’s clashes with the papacy over his relations with the French bishops are
overshadowed by those caused by his marital problems. In 1107, the pope, Philip
and his heir Louis VI all declared at a council at Troyes a mutually acceptable
agreement over royal investiture, fifteen years before the pope and the emperor
were able to compromise. Although the exact details of this agreement are not
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known, they seem based on a distinction, initially arrived at by Ivo of Chartres,
between the spiritualities, symbolized by ring and staff, which were forbidden
to the king, and the temporalities, the lands and revenues of a bishopric, which
the king might confer.

If the definition of a ‘royal’ bishopric is problematic, the definition of a ‘royal’
monastery is even more s0.° The kings granted confirmations of possessions
and rights of immunity to a number of monasteries, but these can certainly not
all be said to be ‘royal’ houses. The purpose of a grant of immunity, declaring
that a monastery was subject to no layman but the king, was not to subject
the monks to the crown so much as to establish its independence. The king’s
reform of a monastic house similarly increased its independence of any layman,
including himself. But there were some houses in which the eleventh-century
kings acted as the monks’ protector, their advocatus, and also exercised rights
of justice (rather than having the local bishop judge their cases), generally also
playing a major role in the election of new abbots. These houses included
St-Benoit-sur-Loire, St-Denis and St-Aignan of Orleans, as well as St-Martin-
des-Champs, the latter founded by Henry I as a house of canons and reformed
by Philip I as a Cluniac priory in 1079.

During the course of the eleventh century, the French kings gradually
changed from men who were virtually treated as priests themselves, or at least
as an important mediator between their subjects and God, to laymen who
could not be sanctified persons in the same way that priests were. The royal
anointing ceremony of the late tenth century was very close to the ceremony of
anointing a bishop. That the kings could heal scrofula emphasized their sacral
nature. Yet by the first half of the twelfth century the sacral nature of kingship
had been devalued in favour of the pope’s spiritual authority, a change which
was influendal in France even though the arguments were almost all fought
out in relation to the empire.

THE PRINCIPALITIES IN ELEVENTH-CENTURY FRANCE
The king and the princes

The eleventh-century French kings were scarcely more politically powerful
than many of their counts and dukes. The great duchies and counties had been
Carolingian administrative units before they became quasi-independent prin-
cipalities in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Some of these princes were virtual
kings within their own territories. However, they recognized the suzerainty of
the kings and treated them at least intermittently with respect. Not until late

¢ Ibid., pp. 69-8s.
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in the eleventh century did counts start drawing up family genealogies show-
ing their glorious descent, often from the Carolingians, to assert their own
independence; and by the twelfth century the kings were actively engaged in
reducing any such independence. In most of the principalities, the eleventh-
century counts and dukes played an active role in the choice of new bishops,
who might either be from their own families or from the group of their clients.

The eleventh-century Capetians could count on the fidelity of only a handful
of the territorial princes, and not even on all of them consistently. The princes
of the far south-west of the kingdom were especially far from royal authority.
This restricted authority over the princes, and the retreat of French royal power
towards the north, was already becoming evident in the tenth century, under
the last of the French Carolingians.

Such political success as Henry and Philip enjoyed was achieved by playing
different sides off against each other. As the powerful princes who held territory
adjacent to royal territory, especially the counts of Anjou and the counts of
Blois, jostled for position and authority, the kings were able to gain advantages
by supporting one side or the other; and often by switching allegiance at key
points. Henry had had to ask for help at the beginning of his reign from the
duke of Normandy against his mother; the dukes of Normandy had already
assisted King Robert in his Burgundian wars two decades carlier. After settling
his war with his mother, Henry spent the next decade or so preoccupied with
the counts of Blois and Troyes, first Odo II and then Odo’s sons. Initially, he
supported the count of Anjou, also an enemy of the house of Blois, though by
late in his reign Henry turned against first the count of Anjou and then the
duke of Normandy.

Philip, who grew up under the tutelage of the count of Flanders, intervened
in 1070/1 in the war over the succession to the county and strove to reduce the
power of the dukes of Normandy, allied both politically and by marriage to
Flanders. Since the duke of Normandy was also king of England after 1066, and
thus during Philip’s entire adulthood, the French king considered these dukes
his chief rivals. Beginning a policy which was continued by his successors in the
twelfth century, Philip exploited every division within the English royal family
by supporting rebellions against the king, in his case especially the revolts of
Robert Curthose against first his father, William the Conqueror, and then his
brother, William Rufus.

In surveying the secular princes of the eleventh-century French kingdom,
several themes emerge. The French dukes and counts faced the same challenge
as did the kings in keeping their viscounts and castellans from acting indepen-
dently. In some principalities, the counts’ authority was eroded, but in others
dukes and counts were more successful than were Kings Henry and Philip
in continuing to control their territories. The dukes and counts also worried

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



134 CONSTANCE BRITTAIN BOUCHARD

about their inheritance and whether to leave everything to one son or to divide
it among several sons; both methods were tried. Most commonly — although
it was far from the rule — the oldest son would inherit the patrimony that
his own father had inherited, while the second (or all younger) son(s) might
receive what their father had acquired during his lifetime.

All the different families of dukes and counts were related to each other —
and to the kings — by blood or marriage by the end of the eleventh century.
Shifting political alliances mark the eleventh century, so that one can never
say that two principalities were natural allies; but it is evident that the kings
were always a potential enemy, for almost all the families of princes fought
against the king at one time or another. But one can still see a remarkable
stability among the French duchies and counties during the eleventh century.
All of them were important principalities at the end as at the beginning of the
century, and, with few exceptions, they were ruled by members of the same
families. Indeed, their political histories are inextricably bound to the tangled
histories of these families and their marital allegiances.

Burgundy

By far the most complex example is the duchy of Burgundy. Burgundy had a
special connection to the French kings in the tenth century, and in the eleventh
century its dukes were Capetians. King Robert II took Burgundy from Count
Otto-William and his supporters at the beginning of the century and designated
his second son as the new duke. The dukes of Burgundy after 1031 were first
the brother and then the cousins of the kings, but they did not necessarily
act in concert with the royal court. Duke Robert I (1031—75), the brother of
King Henry I, and the two grandsons who succeeded him, Hugh I (1075-8)
and Odo I (1078-1102), who succeeded after his older brother retired to Cluny,
were primarily involved in trying — notalways successfully — to establish control
over the duchy. The experience of the French kings, in having fideles within
their kingdom nearly as strong as they were, was duplicated on a smaller scale by
that of the dukes of Burgundy. There were also monasteries like Cluny, which
claimed complete immunity from any secular overlord, and even one county,
that of Langres, held by the bishop of Langres independently of the duke.

But by the final decades of the eleventh century, the dukes of Burgundy
had become involved in a major external concern, the Reconguista in Spain.
Duke Robert’s daughter Constance married King Alfonso VI of Castile; and his
grandson Henry (brother of Dukes Hugh and Odo) became prince of Portugal
by marriage. Once the ‘crusading’ emphasis shifted from Spain to the Holy
Land, the dukes shifted their attention there too; Odo I died on a crusade to
Jerusalem.
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The chief competitors for the dukes within Burgundy came from the counts
of Burgundy and M4con, the descendants of Count Otto-William (981-1026).
Besides the dukes and the counts, the other two principal lineages were those
of the counts of Nevers and of the counts of Chalon. Count Otto-William was
son of Adalbert, last king of Italy (d. ¢. 965), and of Gerberge of Chalon; he
was adopted by Duke Henry of Burgundy, Hugh Capet’s brother, after Henry
married Gerberge.

When Duke Henry died in 1002, Otto-William seems originally to have
hoped to succeed to the duchy. He was assisted especially by his uncle, Count
Hugh I of Chalon, who was also bishop of Auxerre (999-1039). Close to fifteen
years of war between Otto-William and King Robert II ended with Otto-
William settling for the county of Macon, which he had acquired around 981,
and for the title of count of Burgundy. This latter title came during the course
of the eleventh century to represent the counts’ authority over much of the old
kingdom of trans-Sa6ne Burgundy. This kingdom was essentially ignored by
its titular kings, the German emperors, after the death of Rudolf III, the last
Burgundian king, in 1032.

Otto-William married his children to other powerful lords of Burgundy and
France. His son Raynald, who took the title of count of Burgundy, married
Adelaide of Normandy; their marriage probably took place at the end of the
Burgundian wars, for the dukes of Normandy had been major allies of the king
against Otto-William and his allies. Otto-William’s three daughters married
respectively Count Landric of Nevers, Count William II of Provence and Duke
William V of Aquitaine.

Itshould be noted thatalthough the Nivernais was separated from Burgundy
during the time of the Valois dukes in the late middle ages, in the eleventh
century it was very much part of the duchy of Burgundy. Count Landric,
who seems to have become count of Nevers through his marriage with Count
Otto-William’s daughter, was one of that count’s most important allies against
the king after 1002, even though he had eatlier played an active part in Robert
IT’s attempts to stay married to Bertha, from whom the French bishops had
insisted he must separate. Landric’s reconciliation with the king when the
Burgundian wars finally ended was marked by the engagement of his son and
heir to Robert II’s daughter. Landric’s descendants, the counts of Nevers and
Auxerre, also acquired the county of Tonnerre in the second half of the century
when Landric’s grandson married the heiress of Tonnerre.

After Otto-William died, the county of Micon was held by the descendants
of his eldest son, Guy, who had predeceased his father. Guy was succeeded by
his son Otto and then his grandson Geoffrey. The separate line of counts of
Maicon ended in 1078, when Guy’s great-grandson, Guy II, retired to Cluny
along with the duke of Burgundy. In the meanwhile the county of Burgundy
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went to Otto-William’s son Raynald (d. ¢. 1057) and Raynald’s son, William
“Téte-Hardi’. The latter inherited Macon from his cousin and left it to his
eldest son, Raynald IT (d. ¢. 1095), while his second son, Stephen I (d. 1102),
inherited the county of Burgundy.

Normandy

The dukes of Normandy were among the most vigorous and powerful princes
to challenge the authority of the French kings during the eleventh century,
and their principality, in contrast to Burgundy, was one of the most cohesive.
Originally a Viking settlement, recognized by Charles the Simple in 911, the
duchy of Normandy had become thoroughly French in language and culture
by the beginning of the eleventh century. But the Normans did not become
Franks; their institutions and community organization developed out of their
Norse heritage. Their method of tying their dependants to them was highly
effective; the dukes of Normandy wielded far more direct power in their duchy
than did the eleventh-century kings in the Ile-de-France.

Duke Richard II, who ruled Normandy in the early part of the eleventh
century (996-1026), was a supporter of the Capetians; he helped King Robert
IT take the duchy of Burgundy from Otto-William and his allies. At the end of
the Burgundian wars, he married his daughter Adelaide to Otto-William’s son,
Count Raynald of Burgundy. Richard’s son and successor, Duke Richard III,
ruled for a very brief period (1026—7). He married Adela, the daughter of King
Robert II who later married Baldwin V of Flanders. Richard III was succeeded
when he died in 1027 not by his son but by his brother Robert, often known as
Robert the Devil. Robert had already challenged Richard’s authority over him
earlier. This competition between close kin was to be repeated in the family of
the dukes of Normandy, and later the kings of England. The duchy was treated
as indivisible, with only one son inheriting. Although other sons were often
given land or income of their own, the new dukes generally set out to deprive
their kin of their holdings; Robert was one of the very few brothers who had
not been ousted violently.” When Robert the Devil died on pilgrimage to the
Holy Land in 1037, his entire inheritance went to his bastard son William.

William was still a minor when he inherited, and a rash of private castles
and wars threatened the authority of the dukes. Not until 1047, when William
crushed the chief of the insurgents with the aid of King Henry I, was he able to
enjoy the same power as his father. Also probably in 1047, William introduced
the Peace of God into Normandy, making a movement which had had its
origins in episcopal councils fifty years earlier (see below) part of ducal rule.

7 Searle (1988), pp. 143-8.
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In the following years, he fought against Geoffrey Martel of Anjou, first while
allied with King Henry I and then against both Henry and Geoffrey. These wars
did not end until both Henry and Geoffrey died in 1060. William allied himself
to the count of Flanders in 1050/1 by marrying Count Baldwin V’s daughter
Matilda, even though they were related within the forbidden degrees.

During the 1060s, William rapidly expanded Norman ducal power, but
his greatest expansion of authority was his 1066 conquest of England. After
William became king, he continued to be duke of Normandy, and as most
of the Norman lords who took over Anglo-Saxon estates also held on to their
Norman possessions, rule and authority were exercised in cross-channel lord-
ship. When William died in 1087, he divided his inheritance, leaving the duchy
of Normandy to his eldest son, Robert Curthose, and England to his second
son, William Rufus.

Blois

Another powerful family which challenged the authority of the kings of France
was that of the counts of Blois, Troyes and Chartres, the family which called
themselves counts of Champagne by the twelfth century. They were the de-
scendants of Count Odo I, count of Tours, Blois and Chartres (d. 996), who
had married Bertha, sister of King Rudolf III of Burgundy. After Odo I's death
Bertha married King Robert II of France, even though they were eventually
forced to separate on grounds of consanguinity. The king was highly supportive
of the son of Odo I and Bertha, Odo 11, and indeed royal support for the count
of Blois was highly useful to him in his conflicts with the count of Anjou. But
the break-up of the marriage of Robert and Bertha and the king’s remarriage
to a granddaughter of the count of Anjou (Constance) can be seen in part as a
restructuring of the alliances between the kings and the counts of Blois and of
Anjou. Odo II tried unsuccessfully to claim Burgundy for himself after Rudolf
II’s death in 1032. He acquired the regions near Rheims and Provins around
1004 on his brother’s death, even though the archbishop of Rheims continued
to insist on his own independence, and inherited the county of Troyes from
his second cousin Stephen, after the latter died in 1021 (his hereditary claim
was backed up by war).

Once Odo IT added the Champagne territories located east of Paris (Rheims,
Provins and Troyes), which had been in the tenth century the heart of
Vermandois power, to his counties to the south-west of Paris (Tours, Blois
and Chartres), his possessions essentially surrounded the French royal domain.
Although he willingly referred to the king as his lord, and both he and his
successors appeared more frequently at the royal court than did the other
great French princes, he also was careful to assert that his counties were his
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by hereditary right, not by the king’s grant. He plotted against both King
Robert II and King Henry I, although his ambitions, which led to wars over
the Touraine, Lorraine and the kingdom of Burgundy, may have been too wide
to succeed. His wars against Henry in the early 1030s finally came to an end
when Henry made an alliance with the emperor Conrad II, Odo’s chief rival
for the Burgundian throne.

Upon Odo’s death in 1037, his sons divided his inheritance. His western
counties, centred on Blois, went to Theobold I (d. 1089), and the eastern
(Champagne) counties, centred on Troyes, went to Stephen (d. 1045/8) and
then to Stephen’s son Odo III. Theobold lost Tours to the count of Anjou
in 1044. The brothers Theobold and Stephen plotted unsuccessfully against
the king, in a conspiracy led by Henry’s younger brother Odo. When Odo
II of Champagne moved to England after the Norman Conquest, Theobold
took his counties as well. He was in an excellent position to challenge the
king and called himself ‘count palatine’, a title that had fallen out of use
since Carolingian times. But on his death in 1089, Philip I was able to insist
successfully that Blois and Champagne be divided between Theobold’s sons,
Stephen (or Stephen-Henry) and Odo IV.

Flanders

Flanders had been a strong and independent county on the fringes of the French
kingdom since Carolingian times, and in the eleventh century the region was
an important commercial centre, noted both for its wool trade and for cloth
weaving. Counts Baldwin IV (988-1037) and Baldwin V (1037-67) began to
expand their territory from the kingdom of France into the empire. Baldwin V
was a close ally of the French throne. He married Adela, sister of King Henry
I; and he acted as regent for his young nephew Philip I from Henry’s death in
1060 to his own in 1067.

Baldwin V had two sons, Baldwin VI (1067—70), his heir for Flanders, and
Robert, usually called Robert of Frisia, who married the widowed countess
of Holland. But Baldwin VI ruled for a very short time and after his death
Robert (1070-92) seized Flanders from Baldwin’s son Arnulf. Although Philip
intervened on behalf of Arnulf, the latter was killed in 1071, and Philip soon
made peace with Robert. Shortly thereafter, Philip married Robert’s stepdaugh-
ter, Bertha of Holland, and for the rest of the eleventh century the counts of
Flanders were staunch allies of the kings. Robert was one of the most successful
of the French territorial princes in quelling dissent within his county. He and
Gertrude, Queen Bertha’s mother, bore Robert II of Flanders (1092—1116), the
succeeding count. Robert II, one of the richest of the French princes of his
time, was also among the most powerful lords to go on the First Crusade.
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Anjou

The county of Anjou was one of the strongest principalities in eleventh-century
France and its redoubtable ruling family was one of the kings’ perpetual chal-
lenges. Count Fulk Nerra (987-1040) spent much of his long rule consolidating
his power. His niece Constance was King Robert IIs final wife, and this mar-
riage has been seen as representing a triumph of the Angevins. Fulk was the
first of the French princes to build and use castles effectively. He managed
to claim a fair amount of independence from the kings and expanded his
territory substantially. He was almost constantly at war, went on pilgrimage
several times and made the counts of Anjou a formidable ally or enemy to
have.

His son, Geoffrey Martel (1040—60), who had fought against his own father,
as count made war variously on the kings of France, the dukes of Normandy,
the dukes of Aquitaine and the counts of Blois, from whom he took Tours
in 1044. He exercised what might be considered royal, rather than merely
princely, rights within his territory, claiming that his court was the court for
all free men under him, that all free men had to fight in his armies and that he
himself had the right to reform bad legal customs. He married Agnes, widow
of William V of Aquitaine and daughter of Otto-William of Burgundy. But
he had no children, and his heirs were the children of his sister Ermengard.
She had married the count of Chateau-Landon (the Gatinais) and later struck
up a relationship with Duke Robert of Burgundy. Robert and Ermengard had
one daughter, Hildegard, who married William VIII of Aquitaine.

When Geoffrey Martel died in 1060, the county of Anjou was disputed
between his nephews, Geoffrey Barbu and Fulk Réchin. The latter eventually
won, by 1068, due to an alliance with both the king and the pope, and ruled
Anjou undil his death in 1109. He brought back under firm comital control those
Angevin castellans who had tried to take advantage of the wars between the
brothers to establish independent lordships. It was Fulk Réchin’s wife Bertrada
whom King Philip I left his own wife to marry in 1092, earning him that count’s

hatred.

Aquitaine

The duchy of Aquitaine, in the central and western part of the French kingdom,
was for long the most independent of the great principalities. From the middle
of the tenth century on, the title of duke of Aquitaine had been taken by the
counts of Poitou. Duke William V ‘the Great’ (993-1030) inherited a broad ter-
ritory, and he exercised at least some influence over the more southerly counties
of Languedoc. His rule, however, was only unquestioned within Poitou itself,
and his reign was marked by struggles with the neighbouring counts, especially
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the count of Anjou. He was a strong supporter of the churches of his region,
and was one of the first princes to support the Peace of God movement; he
also went on pilgrimage repeatedly.

He married several times; his last wife was Agnes, daughter of Otto-William
of Burgundy. When the first two of William’s sons succeeded him (as William
VI and William VII) without producing heirs of their own, the castellans
of Aquitaine were able to assert their independence, and Geoffrey Martel of
Anjou built up Angevin authority on the borders of Aquitaine. The last of
William V’s sons, Gui-Geoffrey-William, or William VIII (1058-86) (he was
originally named Gui, became Geoffrey when his mother married Geoffrey
Martel and William when he became duke of Aquitaine), managed to regain
ground, including control in 1063 of Gascony, to the south of Aquitaine. He
was at the head of the fideles at the coronation of King Philip, but his contact
with the king was at best infrequent.

William VIII married Hildegard, daughter of Duke Robert of Burgundy,
making consanguineous the marriage between Eleanor of Aquitaine and
Louis VII three generations later.® His son William IX (1086-1126), a noted
troubadour poet, was kept busy both on the borders of Aquitaine, with quarrels
with Anjou, Angouléme and Gascony, and in the broader world: he went on
crusade and campaigned in Spain.

Brittany

In spite of being located in northern France, bordered by Normandy and
Anjou, Brittany stood apart from French politics and society both culturally and
linguistically. The dukes acted essentially as kings within their own territory;
Radulf Glaber even reports that Conan I celebrated his consolidation of power
over the duchy by putting a diadem on his head, ‘in the manner of kings.”
In spite of this symbolic authority, the Breton dukes of this period scrambled,
without always great success, to hold their own against neighbouring princes
and against the increasingly independent castellans.

During the tenth century the duchy of Brittany had been disputed between
the counts of Rennes and the counts of Nantes; by the late tenth century,
Conan I (d. 992) had secured the victory (at least temporarily) for the counts
of Rennes. He married Ermengard, sister of Fulk Nerra of Anjou. His son
Geoffrey (992-1008) allied himself, both politically and through marriage, to
the dukes of neighbouring Normandy: he married Hadwidis, sister of Duke
Richard II of Normandy, while having that duke marry his own sister. Geoffrey
initiated a number of monastic reforms in Brittany during his short reign. His

8 Chronique de Saint Maixent, c. 1067. 9 Radulf Glaber, Historia 1.iii.4, ‘more regio’.
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young son, Alain IIT, who succeeded him (1008—40), was able to suppress two
revolts by the Breton lords and kept very firm control of the episcopate. By
his wife Bertha, daughter of Odo II of Blois, Alain had Conan II (1040-66),
whose reign again began with a minority. Even after taking ducal power himself,
Conan was faced by uprisings against him, several led by his uncle, who had
acted as regent while he was still a boy. The counts of Nantes and Anjou and
the duke of Normandy also joined the ongoing conflict. It is an indication
of the independence of many of the great Breton lords that a number fought
with William of Normandy at Hastings. Even though Conan was relatively
successful in maintaining his position in Brittany, his death in late 1066, without
a son to succeed, meant a change in the Breton dynasty.

Conan’s sister Hadwidis had married Hoél, count of Nantes. In 1066, he
became duke of Brittany. Under Hoél and his son, Alain IV (1084-1115), the
dukes of Brittany were frequently at war with the dukes of Normandy and
their own vassals. It was during this period that the Breton bishops, who had
earlier been closely allied with the dukes, became much more subject to outside
influence as the Gregorian reform penetrated the duchy.

Toulouse

The county of Toulouse, like the duchy of Aquitaine, was one of the most
independent of the French principalities. Oriented towards the Mediterranean,
the counts essentially ignored northern politics. The city of Toulouse grew
rapidly into an important urban centre in the eleventh century and the counts
kept firm control over both the bishops and the viscounts of the city. The
old system of Roman law, written agreements between laymen and the public
court system, stayed alive here when they were long gone in the north, even
while castles multiplied and new lands were cleared.

At the beginning of the eleventh century, William, nicknamed “Taillefer (d.
1037), was count of Toulouse and Gothia. He married Emma, niece of Count
William I of Provence. The two sons of William Taillefer, Pons and Raymond,
split their family lands and titles, by separating the counties of Toulouse and
Gothia. Pons’s sons, William IV (d. 1093) and Raymond IV (d. 1105), did
the same on that count’s death in 1061. But Pons’s younger son, Raymond
IV, called ‘of St-Gilles’ from the time when he became marquis of Provence
(and subjected the monastery of St-Gilles to Cluny), reunited Toulouse and
Gothia as well as adding Provence to his inheritance. Raymond IV’s remarkable
political success was short-lived, however; when he went on crusade in 1096,
the duke of Aquitaine, who had married Raymond’s niece Philippa, took the
opportunity to attack Toulouse. Raymond ended up establishing a principality
in Tripoli which continued to distract his heirs from southern France.
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Provence

Provence had been the heart of an independent kingdom in the late ninth and
early tenth centuries, but by the late tenth century it had become no more
than a county, centred on the city of Arles. Until the death of the last king
of Burgundy in 1032, it was under his authority but not part of his kingdom.
Although it lay in the empire rather than, strictly speaking, in the French
kingdom, culturally and politically it was French in the eleventh century.
William I was count of Arles and marquis of Provence at the end of the
tenth century (d. 993). He married Adelaide-Blanche, the aunt of Fulk Nerra
of Anjou. Adelaide-Blanche had earlier been married to the Carolingian Louis
V. The son and heir of William and Adelaide, William II (993—-1019), married
Gerberge, daughter of Count Otto-William of Burgundy. As well as William II,
William I had Constance, who became queen of France by marrying RobertI1.
William II was succeded in turn by his three sons, William, Bertran (also
known as Fulk-Bertran) and Jouffre. For much of the eleventh century, comital
rights were exercised by all three of these sons and their sons. But after these
three had died, as had Bertran’s son William Bertran (d. 1065) and Jouffre’s son
Bertran II (d. 1090), only women were left as heirs. The county of Provence
went to their cousin, Raymond IV of Toulouse (1065-1105), descended from
a niece of William I of Provence, who became marquis of Provence and took

the title ‘St-Gilles’.

OTHER ELEVENTH-CENTURY DEVELOPMENTS

The eleventh century in France was in many ways a turning-point, when
fundamental changes took place in social and economic structures, power
structures and in the religious and intellectual life. The changes did not take
place all at the same time or at the same speed, and even within the area one
might loosely call France — or at least northern France — there were enormous
regional differences. But there can be no question that France (however defined)
was vastly different in the year 1100 than it had been in the year 1000.

This change has sometimes been characterized as the development of ‘feudal’
society, or, if one is talking specifically about the kings, the development of
‘feudal monarchy’. Any such use of the term ‘feudal’ is highly problematic in
itself, and, if it is defined at all sensibly, refers neither to society in a broad sense
nor to the eleventh-century French kings.

If one feels compelled to give a sweeping name to the new social and govern-
mental forms, one possibility is to refer to ‘Capetian’ society; after all, the terms
‘Merovingian’ and ‘Carolingian’ are already widely used to refer to everything
from artistic styles to judicial systems in, respectively, the fifth to the ninth
and the ninth and tenth centuries. Another possibility would be to borrow the
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architectural term ‘Romanesque’ and refer to the birth of ‘Romanesque’ soci-
ety, which would have the advantage over ‘Capetian’ in referring specifically to
the eleventh and twelfth centuries.

Economic developments

However one defines the new society and structures that emerged in eleventh-
century France it is clear that significant changes were taking place. It was the
period in which the economic foundations were laid which made the rapid
urban and commercial growth of the twelfth century possible. At base was an
overall improvement in the climate, the end of the ‘mini ice-age’ which had
marked the early middle ages. The climate was already improving by the tenth
century, but only in the eleventh century did the slightly longer growing season
and the slightly drier climate, which made possible the cultivation of the rich,
heavy soils of northern France’s river valleys, begin to be widely noted. Several
parts of France suffered through disastrous harvests in the first decades of the
century, when many people starved and rumours of cannibalism were rampant,
but after the 1030s major, widespread famine disappeared from France until
the beginning of the fourteenth century.

New lands began to be cultivated as forests were cleared, slowly at first,
although the tempo accelerated in the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries.
The gradual and sporadic spread of heavy ploughs and of horses instead of
oxen made possible cultivation of damper lands and more rapid ploughing.
Although the eleventh century’s agricultural expansion is outshone by that of
the twelfth century, it is quite clear that more people were growing more food
successfully in France by the end of the eleventh century than 100 years earlier.

While French peasants of the eleventh century increased the size of the arable
and made some improvements in agricultural technique, they also in many
cases broke free from the servitude which had characterized their ancestors.
The terms servus and ancilla, male and female serf, common since late antiquity,
essentially disappeared in northern France by the first decades of the twelfth
century. Free peasants were by no means the social equal of their lords; indeed,
the development of the distinction between ‘those who fight’ and ‘those who
work’ put a sharp barrier between lords and peasants. But the normal twelfth-
century term for a dependent peasant, homo, was the same term used for a
vassal, even a vassal of noble birth.

Accompanying the agricultural expansion were the foundations of urban
and commercial growth. In urbanization, France, or at least northern France,
seems to have been close to a century behind Italy, where growth of the cities
is evident from the very beginning of the eleventh century. But commercial
exchange multiplied during the eleventh century, as the markets and tolls which
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had never died out during Carolingian times became more active. The number
of coins in circulation (especially small coins) increased markedly, an indication
that broad commercial exchange had reached to the lowest economic levels.
New bridges were built to accommodate the increased traffic in goods.

The economic growth of eleventh-century France is reflected in the expan-
sionism of the second half of the century. Already in the first half of the eleventh
century, Normans had begun going to fight in southern Italy, where they laid
the foundations of what eventually became the kingdom of Sicily. In the 1070s,
political and marriage alliances were formed between the kings of Spain and
French nobles, especially those of Burgundy, who played a major role in the
Reconquista. The First Crusade, launched in 1095, was dominated by French
soldiers.

Castles and castellans

Many of the changes in the upper levels of society can be related to the devel-
opment and spread of castles. Fortifications of course had a long history, going
back to the Bronze Age, and a number of French cities had had substantial walls
since the early middle ages. The term castrum had been in at least intermittent
use for a fortified place for some time. But castles were a new phenomenon at
the end of the tenth century. They were built not to defend a large population
behind their walls, for longer or shorter periods of time, and not as a defence
against Viking or Muslim invasions, long over by the time when castles began
to appear in any numbers, but rather to serve as the permanent home for a
powerful lord and his household. Castles thus combined the functions of a
fortress with those of a palace, which had earlier been a larger, more open hall.
Castles are also an example of both the eleventh century’s rapid changes and the
continuities from an earlier period. The stone keeps which proliferated during
the century were built initially by men whose principalities — and usually whose
ancestors — had been in place since Carolingian times.

Castles spread rapidly across France, on major routes, along rivers, at political
frontiers. Some were built at the command of princes, others by powerful
allodists, at their own initiative, on their own lands. The political weakness
of the French kings meant that there was no question here, as there was in
post-Conquest England, of having castles royally licensed. Individual counts
or dukes, however, might strictly control the building and manning of castles
within their territories. The counts of Anjou, who at the beginning of the
century were some of the most assiduous castle builders, sought to maintain
the loyalty of the men they put into their castles.

The castellans were undoubted members of the aristocracy from the time
when they first appeared. And yet in many cases they seem to have been ‘new
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men’, whose ancestors had not had political authority. Their appearance swelled
the ranks of the nobility, and, once they became established, they quickly
created ties of marriage between themselves and the counts and viscounts —
with much more venerable ancestries — who had in many cases put them into
their castles in the first place.

The castellans soon began to organize their families and personal identities
as well as their political and military power around their castles. By the final
decades of the eleventh century, it was fairly common for a noble to be referred
to in the charters as being ‘of” somewhere — for example to be called ‘Milo of
Noyers' — whereas for over 500 years nobles had usually been known only by
a single name. As the cognomen (second name), most commonly taken from
the name of the castle, became more common, there was a sharp reduction
in the number of Christian names in circulation, and cousins might end up
sharing only a few names, taking preferentially the names of their most glo-
rious ancestors. Inheritance as well as naming patterns was organized around
the castellany. Castles very quickly became hereditary, and castellans usually
decided to leave their castles only to the eldest son.

The power that a castle gave a lord allowed the castellans to begin to exercise
‘banal’ rights (from the Latin bannum, meaning the area subject to a person
or institution’s authority). These rights constituted the economic, military and
judicial authority that the castellan exercised over everyone who lived within
the region of his castellany. Castles thus became instruments of territorial rule.
Banal rights seem in origin to have been a combination of public and private
rights. Judicial and military functions, which were once levied in the name
of the king but now devolved from kings and their counts and viscounts to
the new castellans, were combined with many of the economic obligations to
which tenants and serfs had always been subject.

What was different here was that these banal rights were enforced on all local
inhabitants, whether they were personally dependent on that particular lord or
not. They quickly were transformed from being a form of delegated authority
to become part of the banal lord’s patrimonial possessions. It is an indication
of how much these rights had lost their public character that banal rights were
frequently called consuetudines, customary rights, based on collective memory
rather than royal authority; and, interestingly, by the middle of the eleventh
century French kings were starting to use the term consuetudines for their own
exercise of power.

The most important of these banal rights was that to the taille, essentially a
fee payable on demand to the lord; it might now be termed protection money.
Banal rights also included monopolies on mills and ovens, tolls on roads and
bridges, the right to demand hospitality and especially the administration of
justice. Thus, at the time many serfs were escaping from servitude, many
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peasants whose ancestors had been free allodists began to owe dues to the local
lords for the first time. The lords with banal rights were able to consolidate
their economic position during the eleventh and twelfth centuries, at a time
when rising monetary expenses (for everything from new castles to crusades to
gifts to the church) cut into the wealth of many aristocrats.

Simultaneous with the spread of castles was the spread of a new social group,
the knights (milites). The term miles had originally meant a Roman footsoldier,
but from the end of the tenth century onward its significance was changed, and
it meant specifically someone who served and fought for a lord or castellan,
generally on horseback. The idea of service was integral to the concept of
knighthood when it first appeared, but the kind of service that knights owed
their lords was very different from the service of peasant tenants. The knight
of the eleventh century, sometimes referred to as caballarius instead of miles,
served in the castles and followed his lord in warfare, to regional councils and
on excursions to cities and monasteries. The knights, professionals in warfare
as those of noble blood had not necessarily been before, were not originally
identical with the nobles, although the two groups did eventually fuse in the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries.”

At the same time as knights began to be common in France, there began to
be a new perception of how society was structured. Earlier, the most prevalent
distinction between laymen had been between free and servile, with free peas-
ants and free nobles thus lumped into a single category. But in the eleventh
century it became increasingly common to divide society not by status but by
function. The classic statement of this division was made by Adalbero of Laon
in the early eleventh century, when he distinguished between those who fight,
those who pray and those who work." Adalbero’s formulation did not im-
mediately replace earlier descriptions of society. Even ecclesiastics who agreed
with a separation within secular society between workers and warriors did not
generally treat members of the secular clergy and the regular clergy as part of
the same order. But increasingly nobles and their knights, the fighters (includ-
ing many dependent knights who would have been considered servile in the
tenth century), were distinguished by their warlike activities from the rest of
society.

The Peace of God

Contemporary with the spread of castles and knights was the development
of the Peace of God movement. This movement marks a shift in underlying
ideas (at least among the bishops who led it), from the acceptance of war as

1 Flori (1988), pp. 260—4. " Adalbero, Poéme, lines 295—6.
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the normal occupation of men to the equation of God’s will with peace.”
The disintegration of Carolingian public justice — however effective it might
or might not once have been — in the face of groups of powerful men provoked
an alternative method of preserving order within society. As a new social group
of professional warriors grew, and as the multiplication of castles provided loci
for warfare, the bishops of first southern and then northern France reacted by
holding Peace of God councils. The southern bishops were often assisted by
the local counts. The sworn oaths that had been used in southern France for
some time to reinforce the protection of persons and goods dependent on the
church, and to maintain the right of sanctuary in the churches, became an
instrument for establishing — or attempting to establish — general order and
justice within society.”

In these councils the bishops brought out relics to use spiritual persuasion to
make nobles and knights swear oaths to limit violence to, and exactions from,
the unarmed and clerics. The councils first appeared in the 980s and multiplied
during the eleventh century. By the 1030s and 1040s, the French bishops felt
that they had made enough headway in persuading the powerful not to attack
the helpless to allow them to expand their efforts by preaching the Truce of
God, an attempt to make knights and nobles agree not even to kill each other
on certain days of the week. The Truce started with establishing Sunday as a
day of peace and spread out to cover several other days and certain seasons of
the year (especially Advent and Lent). The peace movement was revived at the
end of the eleventh century with the result that virtually every ecclesiastical
council in France, even those led by the pope (such as the 1095 council of
Clermont, which launched the First Crusade), proclaimed the Peace of God.

These peace councils were probably not notably successful in reducing the
overall level of violence in society —after all, mercenary soldiers first appeared in
France in the second half of the century, at the same time the peace movement
was at its height'* — although they doubtless made some nobles think about
what they were doing and occasionally moderate their behaviour. But there are
several conclusions that can be drawn from the fact that the bishops held these
councils.

First, it is striking that the Capetian kings of France were not considered
even worth consulting in these efforts to reduce violence toward the helpless.
The bishops called their councils in a royal power vacuum. The Carolingian
kings —and even kings from other families during the ninth and tenth centuries
— had been war leaders, and those who had not been effective war leaders had
been considered incompetent kings. Now, even though the eleventh-century
Capetians did not immediately take up this role, it was assumed that effective

> Duby (1973), pp. 450-1. 3 Magnou-Nortier (1974), p. 304. 4 Duby (1973), p. 462.
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leaders would be peace-makers. Some dukes realized this well before the kings;
the dukes of Normandy and Aquitaine took the lead in calling peace councils
in their duchies.

Secondly, although the councils uniformly decried the violence of their age,
and although the endemic fighting of the period is well documented, one still
comes away with the impression that the eleventh century was less violent
than the tenth. It would not have been even worth trying to make nobles and
knights agree to give up random attacks on the helpless if there had been no
chance that they would comply. Even the building of castles suggests at least
respites in fighting; one cannot, after all, fortify an important hilltop or river
crossing while it is being actively besieged.

Fief-holding

This is one of the chief examples of the ways in which the eleventh century
reformulated the structures and even the legal terms inherited from an earlier
period. Because fief-holding used Latin words which had been in use in the Car-
olingian period, with different meanings, such as fidelis, vassus and beneficium,
scholars used to assume that the feudal relationships which become evident
in eleventh-century records had also existed a century or two earlier. But a
number of close regional studies have revealed the novelty of this institution.
In the fief-holding system, which was carried out exclusively between nobles
or between nobles and knights, that is between members of the upper echelons
of society, one man swore an oath of fidelity to another in return for a lifetime
right to a piece of property, the fief (feudum). The man who received the fief,
the vassal, did not owe specific dues or rents, only faithful support and military
service as needed. He did not assume ownership of the fief, which continued
to belong to the lord, but he had possession and use of it. The vassal’s right to
the fief was conditional, in that it was predicated on continued support of his
lord, even though the lord was expected to allow his vassal to keep his fief for
life barring loss of that support; in this respect a fief was quite different from
the beneficia which the Carolingians had granted for longer or shorter terms.
Fulbert of Chartres described the correct relationship of a vassal to his lord
around 1020 in a letter which is the earliest to give a full description of feudal
relationships (forma fidelitatis), emphasizing especially the negative obligations
of the vassal.” He should not cause his lord any harm, Fulbert said, or betray
either his secrets or his castles. He should not detract from the lord’s judicial
rights, cause him any loss of possessions or do anything which would make it
harder, or even impossible, for the lord to do what would be of value to him.

5 Fulbert of Chartres, Letters s1, pp. 90—2.
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Fulbert added that these negative obligations were not enough, however, for
the vassal to be entitled to a fief. He was also supposed to aid his lord, both
physically and with good counsel, and his lord should in return be faithful and
helpful to him.

When fief-holding first appeared in France, it was extremely ad hoc and
extremely limited. It certainly had antecedents in earlier centuries, in the oaths
of fidelity which counts and dukes had sworn to the Carolingian kings, or for
that matter in the groups of lords and clients which characterized both Roman
and early Germanic society. But eleventh-century fief-holding was as often a
relationship between equals as between superiors and clients, and it necessarily
involved the grant of a fief, whereas fideles in the Carolingian period were fideles
whether or not the king had granted them anything — or whether or not he took
it back. Another important distinction, one which can be seen most clearly in
southern France but which is also applicable in the north, is that Carolingian
fidleles received grants of public land and income in their position as officials,
whereas eleventh-century feudal lords granted their own personal allodial land
to their vassals.

The mutual obligations which Fulbert mentioned created a sense of equality
between lord and vassal. Fief-holding was used to cement alliances as well as
to bind knights and petty aristocrats to the more powerful. By the late twelfth
century, the system was one of the most powerful tools that the territorial
princes had to forge links between themselves and the castellans below them.
But in the eleventh century — and, indeed, for much of the twelfth — fiefs were
in the minority among aristocratic holdings, as they held most of their land
outright, as allods.

Monastic reform

At the same time as castles, knights and fiefs began to spread, French monasti-
cism experienced rapid expansion. Radulf Glaber, describing Burgundy, dates
the beginning of a major period of ecclesiastical rebuilding to around 1030,
when he said France became covered with a ‘white mantle of churches’.” In
fact, even in Burgundy, eleventh-century monastic expansion had long tenth-
century roots, but there is no doubt that the eleventh century was a great period
for rebuilding, refounding and reforming French monasteries, so that by the
beginning of the twelfth century there were very few ruined churches left which
had at any time in their histories sheltered monks. Not all were monasteries in
the twelfth century; many, especially in the cities, were refounded instead as
houses of secular or regular canons. But by the time of Molesme’s foundation

6 Radulf Glaber, Historia 11.iv.13, ‘passim candidam ecclesiarum vestem indueret’.
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in 1075 and Citeaux’s in 1098, two houses which were to be enormously in-
fuential in twelfth-century monasticism, most new monasteries were indeed
new foundations, rather than reformations of Merovingian or Carolingian
houses.

The monastic revival of the eleventh century contained several different
and not necessarily related aspects. Houses which needed to be reformed were
reformed; houses of an already exemplary life were rebuilt or expanded; and a
number of monasteries sought to free themselves from episcopal control. Priv-
ileges from the ninth or early tenth centuries, putting houses directly under the
papacy, were revived and used as defences against the local bishops. Although
some monasteries, like Cluny, were able to exempt themselves fairly thoroughly
from their diocesan bishops during the eleventh century, the abrupt emergence
of the papacy into the active life of the French church in the later part of the
century led, somewhat ironically, to the reestablishment of episcopal authority,
as the popes sought a hierarchical structure in which the bishops certainly had
an important role to play, even if it was as mediators between the papacy and
local churches and monasteries.

Although reform of existing monasteries, whether because they had been
physically ruined or because the monks no longer seemed to be following a life
of appropriate rigour, was as old as monasticism itself, and had been carried out
repeatedly in France since Merovingian times, the wave of reform which began
in the final quarter or so of the tenth century was unprecedented in intensity.
It is doubtless related to the same (even if slight) reduction in the overall level
of violence which made the Peace of God movement even thinkable.

The usual late tenth- and eleventh-century pattern was for a monastery of
undoubted regularity and sanctity oflife to be given responsibility for reforming
a ruined or dissolute house, sometimes by taking over its direction, sometimes
by sending one of its own monks to be abbot there, generally with a group
of companions. In different parts of France, different monasteries were sought
out as sources of monastic reform. In Burgundy, Cluny was so treated in the
late tenth and eleventh centuries, even though in the first part of the tenth
century its influence had been felt more in the Auvergne and even in Italy than
in Burgundy. In Lorraine, Gorze played a similar role, as did Marmoutier in
western France, Montmajour in Provence, Moissac in the county of Toulouse
(subjected to Cluny in the second half of the eleventh century) and Chaise-
Dieu in the Auvergne.

These reforms tended to be quite ad hoc in the eleventh century, with
nothing like the orderly establishment of daughter-houses, permanently bound
into an institutionalized relationship, which characterized the Cistercian order
in the twelfth century. Reforms were in almost all cases initiated not by the
monastery which ended up carrying out these reforms but by a local bishop or
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powerful layman; indeed, in many cases the abbot might be highly reluctant
to use his resources and monks to reestablish another monastery. It is striking
that eleventh-century reforms and foundations were rarely carried out at the
initiative of the kings, who were not even asked to confirm those outside the
royal domain, as the Carolingians had routinely been. Interestingly, both Henry
and Philip paid more attention to houses of canons than to monasteries; the
latter, it has been suggested, presented more of a threat to a monarchy whose
authority was already weakened."”

In some cases, the reformed monastery might become a priory of the re-
forming monastery, having the abbot of the reforming house serve as its abbot,
an arrangement which might last indefinitely or only as long as the original
abbot lived. Fécamp in Normandy was reformed by the abbot of St-Bénigne
of Dijon, but, after thirty years of being under the abbot of St-Bénigne, it
received its own abbot at the request of the duke of Normandy. In other cases
the newly reformed house would have its own abbot from the beginning, one
of the monks sent out to reestablish a house’s religious life.

By whatever method monastic reform was carried out, it was highly effective.
By the final decades of the eleventh century, there were few religious houses
capable of supporting a large group of religious men or women which did not
indeed do so. Even small churches frequently had a small chapter of canons
attached. Many of these were secular canons, but beginning in the 1060s regular
or Augustinian’ canons began to appear in France. These became established
especially in urban churches, although also in some rural churches and even
castle chapels, where they combined care for the souls of their secular neighbors
with a communal way of life. About the same time as these canons appeared
in urban churches, hermits began to appear scattered through the French
countryside. By the end of the eleventh century, some of these hermitages
became the nodes of new monastic foundations; Citeaux, for example, was
founded on the site of a hermemum.

During the course of the eleventh century, monasteries, which had once
relied on kings or at least territorial princes to give them grants of immunity,
increasingly turned to the pope. This process was well under way even before
the Gregorian reform, when it was accelerated. Cluny, for example, received
no charters from the French kings during the reigns of Henry and Philip. The
perceived independence of the monks from royal authority was distressing to
royal supporters. Adalbero of Laon’s description of the ‘three orders’ of society
was not a simple observation but part of a polemic, an argument that ‘those
who pray” were beginning to interfere in the activities more rightly belonging

to ‘those who fight'.

7" Lemarignier (1965), pp. 93—107.
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The eleventh century was a major period for gifts from powerful laymen to
monks. Fairly frequent were gifts of parish churches, given to the monks by the
secular nobles who had previously held them; one of the ways that monasteries
became more important in the eleventh century was in controlling more parish
churches. It was fairly common for monks to receive large tracts of land, even
entire villae, from the most powerful of their benefactors: interestingly, often
the same men who at other periods in their lives might attempt to appropriate
monastic property for themselves. Although it would be extremely difficult to
compare eleventh-century donations overall to those of the twelfth century,
since there were many new foundations in the twelfth century, and since the
knights who had rarely made gifts of their own in the eleventh century began
to do so in the twelfth, it is clear that the very large gift, often from the layman
who had either initiated the reform of a particular house himself or whose
ancestors had done so, was more characteristic of the period before rather than
after 1100. At some houses, indeed, the great bulge in gifts came even earlier;
Cluny received enough sizable gifts from its neighbours in the 980s to reduce
their resources for eleventh-century gifts.

Scholarship

While both monks and the laymen who made them gifts sought to forward
the regular monastic life with new intensity in the eleventh century, a number
of episcopal schools attracted teachers and attracted to their doors people
interested in intellectual studies even if not in joining the particular church.
Even some houses of secular canons opened schools; Bernard of Clairvaux had
studied with the canons of Chatillon-sur-Seine while still a layman. At many
of these schools, theological questions which had not been broadly debated in
the west since the patristic period were examined anew.

Canonists like Ivo of Chartres went through the great mass of papal pro-
nouncements, conciliar decisions and real or forged canonical collections from
the first millennium of Christianity and attempted to establish what the
church’s position actually was on a number of issues involving both theol-
ogy and canon law. Schools like the school of Chartres attracted both masters
and students interested in the study of theology, and interest in such issues
was high enough that, by the final years of the eleventh century, itinerant the-
ologians attracted large audiences. Heresy reappeared in the west during this
period, not that it had been gone in a strict sense, but that no one had had time,
energy or knowledge to dispute orthodoxy versus heresy for some centuries.
With the reappearance of heresy came the reappearance of burning heretics,
although the practice, unknown in France since the end of the Roman empire,
was still very sporadic in the eleventh century.
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Accompanying the developments in scholarship within the church were, as
the example of Bernard of Clairvaux suggests, the beginnings of a revival of lay
literacy. At least in northern France, lay literacy seems to have died out in the
tenth century, and it did not become at all common again until the thirteenth,
but there is no question that the number of charters issued on behalf of laymen
increased markedly in the eleventh. The majority of the surviving documents
are monastic, and therefore one cannot separate this documentary increase
from the increase in gifts to monks, but it is clear that the written word was
taking on a new significance.

Related to — although one could not say directly caused by — the resurgence
in monasticism and interest in church law and doctrine was the so-called
Gregorian reform of the episcopate. In France this led fairly rapidly to a series
of bishops who, unlike many (though certainly not all) of their predecessors
were dedicated to the church above their own families, were chaste, and had
acceded to office by election rather than by purchase. One of the most striking
results of the dramatic lessening of the role of the kings and great princes in
choosing bishops was the change in the social origins of the men who became
bishop in almost all the French sees. Once they had been men who had served
the powerful, perhaps as their chaplains, or had even been the brothers and
cousins of princes. When the cathedral chapters took over the choice of new
bishops, they tended to choose one of their own rather than the dependants
or relatives of the most powerful secular lords of the area. Starting in the last
quarter of the eleventh century, new bishops, while certainly aristocratic, no
longer tended to be from the highest ranks of the nobility, and they were also
much more frequently local in origin.”®

The eleventh century, then, was a period of major and rapid evolution in
all aspects of French society. It has been relatively neglected in the past, due in
part to the blandness of the kings who reigned during this period, and in part
to the greater scholarly attention to the twelfth century. But the eleventh was a
key transitional century, when the economic, cultural and political institutions
inherited from the Carolingian period were transformed.

¥ Bouchard (1987), pp. 67-76.
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CHAPTER 6

SPAIN IN THE ELEVENTH
CENTURY

Simon Barton

THE death of Muhammad ibn Abi Amir — better known to history by his hon-
orific al-Mansur or Almanzor (‘the Victorious’) — at Medinaceli on 11 August
1002 was doubtless greeted with grim satisfaction, not to say considerable relief,
by the inhabitants of the realms of Christian Spain. For a quarter of a century
al-Mansur had firmly held the reins of power in al-Andalus (Muslim Spain),
eliminating his political rivals within the state bureaucracy in Cérdoba and rel-
egating the ruling Umayyad caliph, Hisham II (976-1009), to little more than
a ceremonial role. Commanding fear and respect in roughly equal measure, al-
Mansur’s authority as 44jib, or chief minister to the caliph, and as e facto ruler
of al-Andalus appears to have gone largely unchallenged. The sheer size and
strength of the armies that he had under his command ensured that Cordoban
control over the provinces of al-Andalus was never seriously called into ques-
tion; just as they also enabled him to win considerable personal prestige, as
well as impressive quantities of booty, by virtue of the devastating twice-yearly
razzias that he led far and wide into Christian territory, from Barcelona in the
north-east to Santiago de Compostela in the far north-west. By the beginning
of the eleventh century al-Andalus was not simply the dominant political force
in the Iberian peninsula, but it was probably the most powerful state in the en-
tire western Mediterranean region, its boundaries stretching from North Africa
to the Duero. Under al-Mansur’s rule, a writer later observed, Islam enjoyed
a glory which al-Andalus had never witnessed before, while the Christians
suffered their greatest humiliation.”™ For all that, the impression of strength
was to prove illusory. Within only a decade of al-Mansur’s death, unitary
political authority in al-Andalus collapsed and in 1031 the western Umayyad
caliphate passed into history, never to be resurrected. Although, towards the
end of the century, Muslim Spain was to achieve short-lived unity under the
Berber Almoravids, the balance of power in the peninsula had already shifted

' ‘Abd Allah, The Tibyan, p. 43.
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decisively away from al-Andalus. Spanish Islam had begun what was to prove
along and humiliating retreat in the face of the increasingly self-confident and
expansionist states of the Christian north.

Al-Mansur’s son and successor, ‘Abd al-Malik al-Muzaffar, was regarded by
some as a libertine and a wine-bibber, but the policies he pursued were very
much a continuation of those that had been implemented by his illustrious
father.* The new Aajib in Cérdoba took steps to tighten his grip on power
at home, eliminating those whom he perceived to be potential rivals to his
position, and ensuring that the caliph remained far removed from the affairs
of state. He also strove to maintain the pressure against his enemies abroad,
leading raiding expeditions deep into Catalonia, Castile, Le6n and Navarre,
with varying degrees of success. In 1004 he was even asked to arbitrate in a
dispute over the regency of the throne of Ledn. But respite was at hand for
the beleaguered inhabitants of the Christian north. The untimely death of
al-Muzaffar from a heart attack in October 1008 was to plunge al-Andalus into
political crisis and reveal the fundamental structural weaknesses of the political
and military edifice which al-Mansur had so painstakingly constructed. For one
thing, although al-Mansur and his son had claimed to be acting in the name of
Hisham I, the effective isolation of the young caliph from government and the
emergence of the Aajib as the true power behind the throne had served only to
diminish the already fast-fading prestige of the caliphal office and to undermine
the established basis of authority in al-Andalus. Though the caliph’s name still
appeared on the coins that were minted and he continued to be mentioned at
Friday prayers, by 1008 the Umayyad ruler had long since become a political
irrelevance.? Secondly, the rapid expansion of the state army had not simply
proved an intolerable strain on the public purse, but the recruitment of large
numbers of Berbers into its ranks had introduced into al-Andalus a foreign
and volatile element which owed its loyalty to its paymasters in Cordoba rather
than to the institution of the Umayyad caliphate per se. When, subsequently,
that institution came under threat, few among the military would think it
worthwhile taking up arms to ensure its survival.

In the short term, for so long as the ruling ‘Amirids were willing to pay
lip-service to the pretence of caliphal authority and were able to command
the support of the armed forces, their political supremacy seemed assured. But
the decision by al-Muzaffar’s vainglorious brother ‘Abd al-Rahman (known as
Shanjul) to have himself appointed heir to the caliphal throne late in 1008
was to have fateful consequences both for the ‘Amirid dynasty his father had
founded and for centralized government in al-Andalus as a whole. Faced with

* Ibn ‘Idhari, La caida del Califato de Cérdopa, p. 11.
3 Ibn al-Kardabus, Historia de al-Andalus, p. 84; Wasserstein (1985), pp. 40-1, n. 47.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



156 SIMON BARTON

the prospect of imminent political extinction, members of the Umayyad family
launched a daring coup d’étar in February 1009 in the course of which they
managed to oust the hapless Hisham I, install another member of their dynasty,
Muhammad al-Mahdi, as caliph in his stead, and then assassinate the hated
hajib Shanjul. To cap it all, the sumptuous palace which al-Mansur had built
for his family to the east of Cérdoba at Madinat al-Zahira (‘the glittering city’)
was razed to the ground by the insurgents. Yet, if the Umayyad conspirators
fondly imagined that by their rebellion they might turn back the clock and
restore to the caliphate the power and prestige which it had enjoyed in the
days of ‘Abd al-Rahman IIT (912—61) they were to be sorely disappointed. For
far from shoring up Umayyad unitary authority, the events of 1008/9 simply
encouraged other would-be rulers to throw their hats into the ring and to make
their own bids for power. The state army, which hitherto had enabled central
government in Cérdoba to retain control over the provinces, fragmented into
any number of competing warbands, and with it the unity of Muslim Spain
was broken.

In the course of the intense struggle for power that unfolded between the
death of al-Muzaffar in 1008 and the final extinction of the caliphate in 1031,
the authority of the centre evaporated and al-Andalus dissolved into a number
of independent principalities known to historians as taifa kingdoms (in Arabic
the word #2%fa means ‘party’ or ‘faction’). Contemporary Arabic writers referred
to this period of strife as the fizna, meaning discord, rebellion or punishment.*
According to the version of events provided in his memoirs by ‘Abd Allah al-
Ziri, taifa king of Granada between 1073 and 1090, after the fall of the ‘Amirid
dynasty ‘every military commander rose up in his own town and entrenched
himself behind the walls of his own fortress, having first secured his own
position, created his own army, and amassed his own resources. These persons
vied with one another for worldly power, and each sought to subdue the
other.” Most of the successor-states that emerged immediately after 1008 were
based on administrative units (kxwar) — a city and its dependent territory —
that had already existed during the period of ‘Amirid rule. Likewise, many
of the men who successfully established themselves as taifa rulers had already
exercised positions of power under the previous regime. Zawi ibn Ziri, for
example, who took over the province of Elvira at the foot of the Sierra Nevada
in about 1013 and later transferred his seat of government to what was to
become the city of Granada, was but one among several Berber generals who
successfully set themselves up as independent rulers after the demise of unitary
authority. In other areas, notably in Almeria, Denia and Valencia, those who
took control were not military men but prominent civil administrators, some

4 Scales (1994), pp. 2-5. 5 ‘Abd Allah, The Tibyan, p. 4s.
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of whom were sagaliba, or slaves of European origin, who had previously
exercised their functions under the ‘Amirids. A handful of other taifa rulers
belonged to Andalusi families of long-standing wealth and influence: like the
Tujibids who seized control of Saragossa in 1010 and the Hudids who later
displaced them in 1039, the Dhu al-Nunids who occupied Toledo in 1018; or
the ‘Abbadids who successfully assumed power in Seville in 1023.¢ What all of
these ambitious men had in common was a keen awareness of the opportunities
for self-advancement that the demise of the centre presented. Although the vast
majority owed their former positions of power to the ‘Amirid dictatorship, they
seemed no keener to fight for the survival of that regime than they were to
ensure the survival of the caliphate. And the stark truth was that the former
centre, Cordoba itself, racked by bloody infighting after the coup of 1009,
was simply in no position to reassert control. Although there were those who
still considered that the Umayyad caliphal institution was worth resuscitating,
however feeble and discredited it had become, a feverish atmosphere of plot
and counterplot ensured that no one was able to hold on to power for long.
By the time the last of the caliphs, Hisham III (1027-31), was deposed in 1031,
Coérdoba had been reduced to the status of a taifa statelet like any other, its
former pretensions to authority over the whole of al-Andalus but a rapidly
fading memory.

During the period of greatest political turmoil, between about 1010 and 1040,
there were as many as three dozen of these taifa states. They varied considerably
insize, population and resources, from tiny though prosperous coastal enclaves,
such as Almeria, Cartagena and Mélaga, whose wealth depended in large part
upon long-distance maritime trade, to vast border regions like Badajoz, Toledo
and Saragossa. By the middle of the eleventh century, however, the political
map of Muslim Spain had simplified somewhat. Given the great disparities in
wealth and military strength between the various taifas, it was only a matter of
time before some of the lesser statelets fell victim to the predatory ambitions
of their more powerful neighbours. Most predatory of all was the ‘Abbadid
kingdom of Seville, which in the course of the 1040s and 1050s succeeded in
bringing as many as a dozen lesser taifas — Algeciras, Huelva and Ronda, to
name but three — under its rule. In 1070 Cérdoba itself was annexed by the
‘Abbadids. Seville may have been the most powerful and renowned of the taifa
kingdoms, so much so that it could plausibly lay claim to be the true heir to
the caliphal tradition, but its pretensions to hegemony over the whole of al-
Andalus were to be fiercely resisted. The taifas of Toledo and Saragossa, and to

¢ On the collapse of the caliphate, see Wasserstein (1985), pp. 55-81; Scales (1994). There are good
studies of the taifa successor-states in Wasserstein (1985), Viguera Molins (1992) and (1994). For a
regional focus, see for example Dunlop (1942), Huici Miranda (1969—70), Terr6n Albarran (1971),
Turk (1978) and Tapia Garrido (1978).
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aslightly lesser extent those of Badajoz, Granada and Valencia, were important
political entities in their own right. Heirs to the wealth of the caliphate and
economically buoyant, the major taifa kingdoms each had the wherewithal to
sustain both a capital city and a royal court of considerable splendour. Their
rulers sought to demonstrate their magnificence to the world by undertaking
prestigious building projects, such as the luxurious Aljaferia palace which was
erected in Saragossa by its ruler al-Muqtadir (1046-82), and by exercising
artistic patronage on a lavish scale. It was in this extravagant though refined
milieu that poets, philosophers and scientists of renown were able to thrive.
Some of the taifa kings, notably al-Muzaffar of Badajoz (1045-68), and al-
Mu'tadid (1042-69) and al-Mu‘tamid of Seville (1069—91), were accomplished
poets and scholars in their own right.”

Buc for all their prodigious wealth, their splendid palaces and mosques, and
their centres of cultural excellence, the taifa kingdoms were vulnerable. Their
very number and size meant that the majority lacked the political and military
clout to make territorial expansion a practical proposition. For most of the
taifa kings, rather, personal survival was the order of the day. The political
activity of these rulers was set against a constantly shifting background of
petty dynastic rivalries, local diplomatic manoeuvring and small-scale military
conflict. As the political horizons of its rulers became increasingly limited,
so ‘Muslim Spain shrank in upon itself.”® Diplomatic relations with overseas
powers gradually began to dry up; and offensive military campaigns against the
Christian north, which had been such a feature of external politics under the
‘Amirids, became few and far between. Instead, the feuding taifa kings looked
increasingly towards the Christian states of the north to provide them with the
military muscle they desperately needed in their regular territorial squabbles
with their neighbours. It was to be only a matter of time before the Christians
would seek to turn this state of affairs to their own advantage.

In the immediate aftermath of the death of al-Muzaffar in the autumn of
1008, however, the rulers of the Christian realms of the peninsula could scarcely
have foreseen the political upheaval that within a very short time would lead
to the disintegration of unitary rule in Muslim Spain, let alone the opportu-
nities for spectacular self-enrichment and wholesale territorial expansion that
would subsequently present themselves. Moreover, with the notable exception
of the contingents of Castilian and Catalan troops who became embroiled in
the post-Amirid power struggle in Cérdoba in 1009-10, there appears to have
been little atctempt by the Christian sovereigns to gain any immediate advan-
tage from the collapse of the caliphate.” Besides, most of them had problems

7 Viguera Molins (1994), pp. 497—647. 8 Wasserstein (1985), p. 135.
9 Scales (1994), pp. 182—204.
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enough of their own to contend with. The plain fact of the matter was that
the Christians had long since become accustomed to playing second-fiddle to
the potentates of al-Andalus. For most of the tenth century the caliph ‘Abd
al-Rahman IIT and his successor al-Hakam II (961—76) had held the military
and political ascendancy over the Christian states, to the extent that several
rulers had become their clients. In the latter quarter of the century the devas-
tating raids that the A4jib al-Mansur had regularly visited upon the Christian
north had not simply reinforced the dominance of Cordoba, but had left deep
physical and psychological wounds on the demoralized Christians that would
not immediately heal.

Nowhere was this more the case than in the kingdom of Ledn, the largest
and most powerful of the Christian realms.'® Descended from the Asturian
principality which had emerged in the wake of the Muslim conquest of 711-18,
by the early eleventh century the kingdom had come to embrace not only
the mountainous regions of the Asturias and Galicia, but also the vast open
plains of the northern half of the Spanish meseza that stretched as far south
as the River Duero. The colonization of the meseta and the fortification of
the southern frontier along the Duero had long since been one of the prin-
cipal preoccupations of the Leonese monarchs and would continue to be so
for some time to come. Another was to keep the armies of the caliphate at
bay and to take the fight to them whenever the opportunity arose. But the
latter was easier said than done. During the second half of the tenth century
there had been precious few moments of military success to crow about. The
period had been more notable for internal political conflict, exemplified by
the struggle for the throne between Sancho I the Fat (956-66) and Ordofio
IV the Bad (958—9) in 958—9, and between Ramiro III (966-85) and Vermudo
IT (982~99) in 982—s5, than for any noteworthy feats of Leonese arms.”™ With
their political survival seemingly in the balance, an increasingly powerful and
independent-minded aristocracy to contain, and Muslim attacks mounting in
their frequency, range and ferocity by the day, ambitious raids into Umayyad-
controlled territory had simply no longer been an option for an increasingly
beleaguered Leonese monarchy. The decision by Vermudo II to offer an annual
tribute to al-Mansur in return for a garrison of Muslim troops with which to
bolster his position at home spoke volumes for the prostration of the Leonese
crown. Moreover, when in 987 Vermudo had later tried to free himself from
Cordoban dominance, al-Mansur had swiftly responded by sacking Coimbra,
Leén and Zamora. To rub salt into the wound, in 997 the Aajib’s forces had

' For the history of the various Christian realms, see in particular the works of Valdeavellano (1968),
Lacarra (1975), Ubieto Arteta (1981) and Salrach (1987). In English, there are useful single-volume
surveys by O’Callaghan (1975), Lomax (1978), Bisson (1986) and Reilly (1992).

" Historia Silense, pp. 169—77.
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plundered the holy city of Santiago de Compostela and carried off the doors
and bells of its church to adorn the great mosque in Cérdoba.”

Although the perennial Muslim threat to Leén quickly evaporated after the
demise of al-Muzaffar in 1008, Vermudo’s son and successor, Alfonso V (999—
1028), had more than enough on his plate to cope with as it was: he had to face
up to repeated challenges to his authority by rebellious elements within the
local aristocracy; repel the Viking marauders whose raids regularly devastated
the Galician coastline; and attend to the reconstruction and repopulation of
his battered kingdom. It was not until 1028 that Alfonso considered himself to
be in a strong enough position to be able to profit from the political turmoil in
al-Andalus, but he then met an untimely end while engaged in the siege of the
Portuguese town of Viseu.” The accession to the throne of his nine-year-old
son, Vermudo III (1028-37), ushered in a period of renewed political instability.

The sovereigns of Ledn had traditionally considered themselves to be the
legitimate successors to the unitary Visigothic kingdom which had perished at
the hands of the Muslim invaders in 711. Back in the ninth century, propagan-
dists at the Asturian royal court in Oviedo had already begun to nurture the
neo-Gothic ideal and had enthusiastically proclaimed the rights of the Asturian
monarchs to rule over all Spain. What is more, it had confidently been predicted
that the expulsion of the infidel from the peninsula was just around the corner.™
Buct political infighting within Leén meant that these lofty claims had become
increasingly hard to sustain as the tenth century wore on, although there were
still those, like Bishop Sampiro of Astorga (f1. 992 X 1042), who struggled man-
fully to keep the flickering flame of reconquest alive.” Beyond the rhetoric,
however, political realities on the ground were considerably more complex. By
the early eleventh century Christian Spain was made up of a patchwork of com-
peting principalities. East of Le6n, for example, lay the county of Castile, once
part of the domains of the Leonese kings, which had successfully established
itself as an independent principality under the able leadership of Count Fernan
Gonzilez (930—70) and that of his successors Garcia Ferndndez (970—95) and
Sancho Garcés (995—1017). While the Leonese monarchy struggled to keep a
grip on power, the Castilian counts displayed an increasingly self-confident and
expansionary mood; none more so than Count Sancho Garcés who, although
thwarted in his attempt to hold the reins of power during the minority of
Alfonso V, profited from the political unrest in Le6n by extending his lordship
westwards over the territories that lay between the Cea and Pisuerga Rivers.
Even more daring was his brief involvement on the side of the Berber insurgents

> On the campaigns of al-Mansur, see Lévi-Provengal (1944), 1, pp. 432—47; Ruiz Asencio (1968); Seco
de Lucena Paredes (1970); Molina (1981).

B Fernéndez del Pozo (1984), pp. 31-162. Y Crénicas asturianas, p. 188.

5 Ferndndez-Armesto (1992), pp. 133—7.
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who seized power in Cordoba in 1009, as a consequence of which the count was
able to recover a number of fortresses along the Duero valley, including Gormaz,
San Esteban, Clunia and Osma, which had previously been lost to al-Mansur.®

Beyond Castile lay the Basque country and the diminutive kingdom of
Pamplona, or Navarre. Although its early history is obscure in the extreme, a
recognizably independent realm based upon the old Roman town of Pamplona
had emerged from first Muslim and then Frankish lordship by the second
quarter of the ninth century.”” Under the rule of Sancho Garcés I (9os—25) of the
newly installed Jiménez dynasty, the kingdom had undertaken a comparatively
modest expansion of its frontiers into the fertile region of the Rioja. It was in the
opening decades of the eleventh century, however, that the Navarrese kingdom
was to experience the most spectacular, if ultimately short-lived, extension
of its boundaries. Sancho Garcés 11l (1004-35), known to posterity as ‘the
Great’, combined ruthless opportunism and not inconsiderable diplomatic
skill, backed up by military force, to bring an impressive array of Christian-held
territories under his rule.” To the east, he annexed the central Pyrenean counties
of Sobrarbe and Ribagorza, whilst to the north he extended his lordship over
the Basque coastal regions of Guiptizcoa and Vizcaya and for a very brief
period towards the end of his reign even claimed authority over Gascony.”
To the west, meanwhile, Sancho skilfully used marriage alliances to extend
his interests yet further: thus, he himself wed Mayor Sanchez, the daughter of
Count Sancho Garcés of Castile; he married off his sister Urraca to Alfonso V
of Ledn in 1023; and when his youthful brother-in-law Count Garcia Sanchez
of Castile (1017—29) was murdered in 1029, thereby frustrating a proposed
Leonese—Castilian alliance, Sancho installed his own son Fernando as count
and then betrothed the latter to Sancha, the sister of Vermudo III of Leén, in
1032. He followed up this diplomatic coup by establishing a protectorate over
the kingdom of Leén. Towards the end of his reign, by which time he claimed
to exercise hegemony over a vast area stretching from Zamora to Gascony by
way of Barcelona, Sancho was proudly styling himself emperor (imperaror) and
king of the Spains (rex Hispaniarum).*® However, his much-vaunted empire
was dismembered almost as soon as it came into being. Navarrese claims to
authority over Leén and Gascony evaporated within months of Sancho’s death

Scales (1994), pp. 188—200. 17" Lacarra (1975), pp. 21-33; Collins (1990), pp. 1041F.

8 Pérez de Urbel (1950).

Y Cartulario de San Juan de la Peiia, 1, nos. s8—9; Documentacién medieval de Leire, no. 23; cf. Bull
(1993), pp. 90—2.

% ‘Regnante rex Sancio Gartianis in Aragone et in Castella et in Legione, de Zamora usque in Barcinona,

et cunta Guasconia imperante’: Cartulario de San Juan de la Peiia, 1, no. 59. As imperator and rex

Hispaniarum, see Menéndez Pidal (1956), 1, p. 109, 11, pp. 671—2; Cartulario de San Millin de la

Cogolla, no. 193.
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in 1035 and the remaining territories were partitioned among his sons, in
accordance with the late king’s wishes: Garcia, the eldest, receiving Navarre,
Fernando Castile, Ramiro Aragén and Gonzalo Sobrarbe and Ribagorza.

The origins of the tiny Pyrenean county of Aragén, like those of its neighbour
the kingdom of Navarre, are shrouded in obscurity. The territory emerges as
a historically recognizable entity in the early ninth century, by which time
it had successfully resisted attempts by both Muslims and Franks to impose
their respective authority. Under Count Galindo Aznar (c. 844—67), however,
Aragén came under the orbit of the monarchs of Navarre and that influence
would persist until the county was elevated to the status of a kingdom in its
own right on the death of Sancho Garcés III in 1035. Under its first monarch,
Ramiro I (1035-63), the fledgling kingdom soon began to flex its muscles and to
expand its boundaries further. In 1045 Ramiro took advantage of the murder of
his half-brother Gonzalo to extend his lordship over the territories of Sobrarbe
and Ribagorza. However, subsequent efforts to push westwards into Navarre
and southwards into the territory of the taifa kingdom of Saragossa met with
only very limited success. Under Ramiro I, it has been said, Aragén ‘did lictle
more than survive behind its mountain ramparts’.* To make matters worse,
when Ramiro finally broke out of his mountain fastness and captured Graus
in the foothills of the Pyrenees in 1063, he was promptly defeated and killed in
battle by al-Mugqtadir of Saragossa and his Castilian allies. It was left to Sancho
Ramirez I (1063—94) to continue the aggressive policy of expansion that his
father had initiated; but the decisive military breakthrough which was to allow
the Aragonese to move down on to the plain of Huesca was not to materialize
until two further decades of military frustration had elapsed.

At the far eastern end of the Pyrenees, in the region known today as Catalo-
nia, lay a cluster of small, independent Christian principalities. Their origins
are to be found in the Frankish protectorate — the so-called Spanish March —
that had been established in the region in the early ninth century.”* With the
disintegration of the Carolingian empire in the latter half of that century, how-
ever, the newly established Catalan counties had been left increasingly to their
own devices until Frankish control had ceased altogether. The power vacuum
had been filled by a number of local magnates who set themselves up as inde-
pendent rulers, the most powerful of whom was Count Wifred ‘the Hairy’ of
Barcelona (870-97). Even so, the political link with the Frankish empire was
not finally broken until the Carolingian dynasty expired in the late tenth cen-
tury, and the frontiers of the marcher territory that had been established by the
Franks remained relatively stable, notwithstanding the devastating attacks on

' Reilly (1992), p. 106. On the early history of Aragén, see Ubieto Arteta (1981), pp. 9—76.
2 Salrach (1987), pp. 117-81; Collins (1995), pp. 250ff.
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the region by al-Mansur and al-Muzaffar. Following the death of the latter in
1008, Count Ramén Borrell I of Barcelona (992—1017) and his brother Count
Armengol I of Urgel (992-1010) became caught up in the wild disorder that
afflicted al-Andalus when in 1010 they led an army south to help the would-be
caliph Muhammad al-Mahdi recover Cérdoba from Berber control. However,
what came to be known as ‘the year of the Catalans’ was not to be the prelude
to a prolonged period of campaigning against the Muslim south.” Although
there were further Catalan raids into al-Andalus in 1018 and 1024, there appears
to have been little systematic attempt at territorial conquest and the frontier
with Muslim Spain scarcely altered. Instead, Catalan—Muslim relations in the
first half of the eleventh century were characterized by increasingly close po-
litical and economic ties. Partly as a direct consequence of the stagnation of
the frontier, the history of Barcelona in the first half of the eleventh century
was marked by internal strife on a grand scale, as Count Berenguer Ramén
I (1017-35) showed himself unable to maintain his authority over his increas-
ingly rebellious Catalan magnates. During the second quarter of the century
there was a progressive breakdown in public order, as comital power was at-
tacked head-on by the great nobles, private armies abounded and ‘adulterine’
fortresses proliferated in the hands of a ‘new aristocracy’ of petty castellans. The
task of restoring order fell to Count Ramén Berenguer I (1035—76), who was
gradually able to regain control by skilfully exploiting the divisions between
his opponents, by using the large sums of money he received in tribute from
his taifa clients to buy off those who resisted him and to regain control of their
castles, and by binding his subordinates to him with ties of personal fidelity.#

A decade before Ramén Berenguer I of Barcelona began to impose his ‘new
political order’ in the Catalan territories under his authority, renewed political
turmoil had begun to brew on the other side of the peninsula.”> The death of
Sancho Garcés I1I of Navarre in 1035 seems to have been greeted by Vermudo
III of Le6n as an opportunity settle old scores. In 1037, he led an army across
the River Cea with a view to recovering the territory that had been acquired
by Fernando of Castile on the occasion of his marriage to Vermudo’s sister in
1032. But the daring strategy backfired. Vermudo was defeated and killed by
Fernando at the battle of Tamaré6n in September 1037, whereupon the latter
moved rapidly to establish his own right to the Leonese throne by virtue of his
wife Sancha.

The consecration of Fernando and Sancha on the throne of Le6n in June
1038, in the presence of most of the secular and ecclesiastical magnates of the
realm, marked the formal birth of a new kingdom of Leén-Castile which in

3 Scales (1994), pp. 191-5.
>4 Bonnassie (1975-6), 11, pp. 539—680; Salrach (1987), pp. 312ff. * Bisson (1986), p. 25.
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the succeeding decades would come to dominate the Christian north. In the
short term, however, the new monarch’s priority was not to indulge in further
ambitious empire-building, but to consolidate his authority over his newly
established realms. However, such is the poverty of the sources for Fernando I's
reign — a few dozen charters and some lacklustre chronicle narrative is almost
all we have to go on — that we know very little indeed about the early years of
his rule. Nevertheless, if the witness-lists that were attached to his diplomas
are anything to go by, the new king seems to have been able to win over most
of the nobility of Leén and Castile to his side.*® In Galicia, however, the death
of Vermudo III and the arrival of the new Navarro-Castilian dynasty seems
to have been greeted with considerably less enthusiasm. It is a striking feature
of Fernando’s reign that he visited Galicia so rarely and that he made so very
few donations to the churches and monasteries of the region. The rebellion
that was orchestrated by the Countess Odrocia, her daughter Elvira and her
grandson Count Nufio Rodriguez in the region of Monterroso may merely
have been part of a wider show of disaffection against Fernando’s authority. It
is probably no mere coincidence that several of the oldest aristocratic families
of the region disappear from the record at this time.”” The likelihood is that
the old Galician aristocracy decided to stand up to Fernando I and that it paid
the price as a result.

Fernando I's other pressing concern during the first half of his reign was
the stability of his frontier with Navarre. Although Garcia Sinchez V (1035—
54) had sent troops to assist Fernando in his struggle with Vermudo III of
Le6n in 1037 and had received the northern part of the former county of
Castile as the price for his support, the two brothers had later quarrelled.
Mutual hostility eventually gave rise to outright warfare. On 1 September 1054
Fernando defeated and killed Garcia in battle at Atapuerca near Burgos, as a
result of which he was able to annex the territory of the Bureba on the west
bank of the upper Ebro and reduce the new Navarrese king, Sancho Garcés IV
(1054—76), to vassalage.

With any potential Navarrese threat neutralized, Fernando was at long last
in a position to capitalize upon the political and military weakness of the taifa
kingdoms of al-Andalus. His best-publicized territorial conquests came at the
expense of the taifa of Badajoz. In November 1057 Fernando’s forces captured
the town of Lamego and with it the upper reaches of the Duero valley. Viseu
fell in 1058 and in 1064 Coimbra followed suit, with the result that the basin
of the River Mondego also came under Leonese control. These conquests
were matched by important gains at the other end of the Duero, where in
1060 Fernando stormed a number of fortresses belonging to al-Mugtadir of

26 Coleccion diplomdtica de Fernando I, nos. 8-13. %7 Ibid., no. 59; Fletcher (1984), p. 31.
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Saragossa. On top of these successes, Fernando kept up the pressure on the
taifa kings by dispatching regular raiding expeditions far and wide into Muslim
tetritory, from Seville in the south-west to Valencia in the south-east.

Territorial conquests were all very well and good, but the rewards in land,
plunder and slaves, not to mention the prestige that accrued to the victor, might
easily be offset by the elevated costs of campaigning. Thus, the occupation of
Coimbra by Fernando I in 1064 was achieved only after a punishing and no
doubt costly six-month-long siege.28 It was hardly surprising, therefore, that
for a monarch with his eye on the profit margin the exaction of tribute was
often the preferred course of action. The Christian rulers of eastern Spain, and
in particular Count Ramén Berenguer I of Barcelona, who set the trend in
or around 1045, were the first to demand tribute or parias, as such payments
were known, from the enfeebled taifa kings of al-Andalus in return for military
‘protection’.*® Fernando I of Ledn-Castile does not seem to have levied pariasin
any systematic way until the final years of his reign; but he soon made up for lost
time. By the time of his death in 1065 Fernando was receiving regular payments
of parias from the taifas of Badajoz, Toledo and Saragossa, and occasional ones
from the rulers of Seville and Valencia too. Substantial sums of money were
involved. If the payment of 5,000 gold dinars that Fernando I was reportedly
promised by al-Muzaffar of Badajoz was in any way typical, then it is likely that
by the time of his death the Leonese-Castilian king was in receipt of an annual
income well in excess of 25,000 gold pieces.’® In addition to hard currency,
tribute might also take the form of jewellery, textiles and other luxury goods,
while in 1063 Fernando I even recovered the mortal remains of St Isidore from
his client al-Mu‘tadid of Seville.?"

Although no details have survived of the arrangements which regulated the
agreements between Fernando I and his client states, we can get a good idea of
the mechanics of the paria system from the treaties that were drawn up between
al-Muqtadir of Saragossa and Sancho Garcés IV of Navarre in 1069 and 1073.3*
The latter agreement stipulated, among other things, that al-Muqtadir was to
pay the Navarrese king the sum of 12,000 gold pieces a year, or their equivalent
in silver. In return, Sancho undertook to persuade the king of Aragén, by
force if necessary, to withraw from the territory around Huesca, from where
he had been harrying the kingdom of Saragossa. The two rulers further agreed

S

2!

Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, Historia de rebus Hispanie, pp. 189—-90.

* Lacarra (1981a), pp. s2ff. Cf. Grassotti (1964), pp. 45-64.

3° Ibn ‘Idhari, La caida del Califato de Cérdoba, p. 198. Fernando’s son and successor, Alfonso VI, may
have realized an annual income of as much as 70,000 gold dinars from his Muslim tributaries: Reilly
(1992), p. 58.

Historia Silense, pp. 198—204; Coleccidn diplomdtica de Fernando I, no. 66; Vinayo Gonzalez (1961).
32 Lacarra (1981b).
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to provide military assistance to one another whether against Christians or
against Muslims.

The gigantic sums that were paid over in parias by the taifa kings brought
unheard of wealth to the previously impoverished Christian rulers. The lion’s
share of the money was probably designated towards the military budget. The
influx of Moorish gold and silver enabled the kings and counts of the north
to put ever bigger and better equipped armies into the field, to engage in
castle-building on an unprecedented scale, to build or acquire ships and even,
in one notable case, to engage the services of an expert in siege techniques
from abroad. Thus, between 1062 and 1072 Ramén Berenguer I of Barcelona
is reckoned to have lavished at least 10,000 ounces of gold on the purchase of
castles alone.” Large amounts of cash also found their way into the hands of the
warrior nobles upon whose considerable military expertise their rulers relied
so heavily. Few could match the achievements of the Catalan nobleman Arnal
Mir de Tost, who amassed a vast fortune for himself in money, land, castles
and luxury goods during the course of his long and highly successful military
career.’* Religious institutions, such as the cathedral churches of Jaca, Pamplona
and Urgel, and the monastic houses of Néjera and San Juan de la Pena, were
the other great beneficiaries of parias. In 1048, Count Armengol III of Urgel
(1038—65) undertook to deliver to his local see one tenth of his future income
from Muslim tributes.> The new wealth was also diverted to churches beyond
the Pyrenees, notably to the Burgundian abbey of Cluny, which was promised
an annual donative of 1,000 gold pieces by Fernando I of Leén-Castile in or
around 1063, and twice that amount by his son Alfonso VI in 1077.3

Although tribute-gathering and territorial aggrandizement were far from
being the exclusive preserve of the Leonese-Castilian monarchy, by the time of
his death on 29 December 1065 Fernando I’s victories on the battlefield, his by
no means inconsiderable conquests and his success in reducing several of the
wealthiest of the taifa kingdoms to tributary status had confirmed him as by
far the most powerful monarch on the peninsular political stage.

We seck only our lands which you conquered from us in times past at the beginning of
your history. Now you have dwelled in them for the time allotted to you and we have
become victorious over you as a result of your own wickedness. So go to your own side
of the Straits and leave our lands to us, for no good will come to you from dwelling here
with us after today. For we shall not hold back from you until God decides between us,

Fernando I is alleged to have declared to an embassy from Toledo. Or so
Ibn ‘Idhari, writing in the early fourteenth century, would have us believe.’”

3 Lacarra (1981a), pp. 61—4; Bonnassie (1975-6), 11, pp. 670—4; Sobrequés i Vidal (1985), pp. 62-3.
34 Bonnassie (1975-6), 11, pp. 789-97. 3 Lacarra (1981a), p. 65 n. 76.
36 Bishko (1980), pp. 23fF. 37 Wasserstein (1985), p. 250.
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Whether by this time Fernando I had truly committed himself to a deliber-
ate policy of reconquest is very much a moot point. Certainly, the dynastic
arrangements which the ailing king made in December 1063, just two years be-
fore his death, do not suggest that, like the ninth-century kings of the Asturias,
he considered the restoration of a unitary Christian state embracing the length
and breadth of the peninsula to be either a viable or a pressing objective. For,
like his father Sancho Garcés III before him, Fernando chose to partition his
realms amongst his sons. To the eldest, Sancho II (1065—72), he granted the
kingdom of Castile as far west as the River Pisuerga, together with the parias
owed by the taifa of Saragossa. To Alfonso VI went the territories of Le6én
and the Asturias and the parias of Toledo. And to his youngest son, Garcia
I (1065-73), he granted Galicia and the Portuguese territories as far south as
Coimbra, as well as the tributes payable by the taifa of Badajoz.?®

The death of Fernando I's widow Sancha, on 7 November 1067, appears to
have been greeted by the king’s sons as an opportunity to undo their late father’s
dynastic arrangements and to redraw the political map of north-west Spain.
In 1068 forces loyal to Sancho II of Castile and Alfonso VI of Leén clashed
inconclusively at Llantadilla on the River Pisuerga. In the spring of 1071 Alfonso
also took up arms against his sibling Garcia, who was forced to seek refuge in
Coimbra. Alfonso may have proposed to Sancho some form of power-sharing
arrangement in Galicia, but mutual suspicion between the brothers soon gave
rise to further territorial squabbles. In January 1072 Alfonso was defeated and
captured by Sancho in battle at Golpejera near Carrién. Shortly afterwards,
Sancho in turn overthrew Garcia and brought the Galician and Portuguese
territories under his sole rule.

On the face of things, Sancho IIs aggressive strategy had proved a brilliant
tour de force. Not only had he reunited the kingdom which his father had
dismembered, but his brothers had been forced into exile, Alfonso to the taifa
court of al-Mam’un of Toledo (1043—75) and Garcia to that of al-Mu‘tamid of
Seville. The pacification of the newly conquered realms proved rather more
difficult to achieve, however. Despite his crushing feats of arms, the newly
crowned monarch of Leén and Castile faced opposition to his rule both among
the ecclesiastical hierarchy and among the landed aristocracy of Le6n. He also
had to contend with the hostility of his sister Urraca who, according to one
account, sought to rally supporters of Alfonso to her side from her headquarters
at Zamoraon the north bank of the Duero.?? Sancho moved swiftly to neutralize
this threat to his authority by besieging Zamora, but on 7 October 1072 he

3 Historia Silense, pp. 204—s; Pelayo of Oviedo, Crénica, pp. 75-6; ‘Chronicon Compostellanun,

p- 609.
39 ‘Chronicon Compostellanum’, pp. 609-10.
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was murdered outside the walls of the city. His rule as king of Castile, Leén
and Galicia had lasted barely nine months.

Whether the Zamora uprising and the subsequent murder of Sancho II were
directly instigated by Alfonso VI with a view to recovering his lost inheritance
we cannot say for sure. Although Alfonso himself was quick to claim that
his recovery of the throne of Ledn had been achieved without bloodshed,
later accounts of Sancho’s murder were in no doubt that foul play had been
involved.#® In any case, Alfonso evidently had much to gain from his brother’s
demise. While Sancho’s corpse was being conveyed back to Castile for burial
at the monastery of Ofa, Alfonso headed swiftly north to Ledn to reclaim his
throne. In December he may have been in Burgos, where he made a generous
grant to the monks of the nearby abbey of Cardefia, secking to win over the
Castilian episcopate and aristocracy to his side.*' Later literary accounts were to
make great play of the grave misgivings which some Castilan nobles supposedly
harboured about the role Alfonso VI had played in the death of Sancho II. The
Leonese monarch was allegedly forced to swear an oath in Burgos denying any
complicity in his brother’s death before the Castilian nobility would accept him
as their king.#* But whether or not this episode has any historical basis in fact,
Alfonso was presumably successful in his attempt to seek Castilian support, for
there is no record of any challenge being mounted against his authority after
1072. With Castile pacified, Alfonso was able to turn his attention to Galicia.
In February 1073 he captured his brother Garcia, recently returned from exile,
and had him imprisoned in the castle of Luna to the north of Leén, where he
was to remain until his death on 22 March 1090.

The death of Sancho II of Castile and the incarceration of Garcia I of Galicia
enabled Alfonso VI to gather into his own hands all of the territories which
Fernando I had divided up among his sons. With no other obvious claimants
to the throne on the horizon, the lay and ecclesiastical magnates of Castile
and Galicia may simply have accepted the ruthless unravelling of Fernando I’s
dynastic arrangements as a fait accompli. In any case, the expansionist policies
which Alfonso VI pursued soon after his restoration to the throne in the
winter of 1072 do not suggest a man uncertain of his position at home, but
rather a monarch bent on restoring Ledén-Castile to the dominant position

49 In his charter issued on 17 November 1072 the king declared: ‘Ego quidem Adefonsus rex. . . sensi
uindictam Dei omnipotentis presenti tempore factus extorris a potestate regni mei et postea restituit
me Deus in id ipsum quod amiseram, sine sanguine hostium, sine depredatione regionis, et subito,
quum non extimabatur, accepi terram sine inquietudine, sine alicuius contradictione et sedi in sede
genitoris mei Dei donante clementia’: Coleccidn documental. .. de Ledn, no. 1182. Cf. Menéndez
Pidal (1956), 11, pp. 178ff.

4 Becerro Gotico de Cardeia, no. Ixxxvi.

4 Lucas of Tuy, ‘Chronicon Mundf’, p. 100; cf. Menéndez Pidal (1956), 1, pp. 193-9, 11, pp. 709—1I.
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it had enjoyed under his father Fernando I only a few years before. One of
Alfonso’s immediate priorities after his restoration was to secure recognition of
his suzerainty by his cousin Sancho Garcés IV of Navarre. However, on 4 June
1076 Sancho was murdered, pushed over a cliff ac Pefialén by his brother Ramiro
and sister Ermesinda, or so it was alleged. Before any of Sancho’s kinsmen could
establish themselves on the throne, Navarre’s neighbours resolved to make their
own bids for power. To the east Sancho Ramirez I of Aragon promptly seized
Pamplona, while to the west Alfonso VI led an army into the Rioja. Under the
terms of the treaty that was subsequently agreed between the two monarchs,
Alfonso was to receive both the Rioja and the Basque provinces of Alava,
Vizcaya and part of Guiptzcoa. Sancho Ramirez was to hold the territory
of Pamplona as far west as Estella, in return for which he undertook to pay
homage to the Leonese-Castilian monarch. Barely forty years after the death of
the self-styled ‘king of the Spains’, Sancho Garcés I1I, the partition of Navarre
in 1076 signified the disappearance of that kingdom as an independent political
power for the next fifty-eight years. By the time it was resuscitated in 1134 not
only was Navarre to find its power much reduced, but the loss of the Rioja
meant that any further expansion into Muslim territory was effectively barred.

The occupation of the Rioja confirmed Alfonso VI's hegemonic position
over the other Christian powers of the peninsula. It may have been no accident
that within a year of his Navarrese conquests the Leonese-Castilian monarch
bombastically began to style himself emperor of all Spain (imperator totius
Hispaniae).# Alfonso VIs other chief preoccupation during the early years
of his reign was with the taifa kingdoms of al-Andalus. The fratricidal strife
which had unfolded in Leén-Castile between 1067 and 1072 had encouraged
the taifa kings to cease paying the great sums in parias which they had been
obliged to render in the days of Fernando I. Alfonso VI now moved swiftly to
remedy this state of affairs. As early as 1074 al-Muqtadir of Saragossa, whose
treaty with Sancho Garcés IV of Navarre we referred to earlier, was proba-
bly prevailed upon to resume payment of parias which had lapsed after the
death of Sancho II. Al-M2Zmun of Toledo, who had offered political asylum
to Alfonso after the latter was banished by Sancho II in 1072, probably fol-
lowed suit shortly afterwards. Furthermore, in the summer of 1074 Alfonso
led an army against the taifa kingdom of ‘Abd Allah of Granada, backed by
forces loyal to his ally al-Mamun. Skilfully exploiting the divisions between
‘Abd Allah and his Muslim opponents, Alfonso soon brought the Granadan
king to the negotiating table. ‘Abd Allal’s own candid account of the bar-
gaining which ensued, preserved in the pages of the memoirs which the taifa
king composed whilst in exile in Morocco in the 1090s, claims that Alfonso’s

4 Reilly (1988), p. 104; cf. Menéndez Pidal (1956), 11, pp. 725-31.
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strategy was clear-cut:

He...came with the intention of taking money from both sides and crushing their
heads against one another. It was not his hope to seize the country for himself, for
he had pondered the matter and said to himself: ‘T am not of their faith, and all the
inhabitants hate me. On what basis should I aspire to take it? By submission? No, that’s
impossible. By combat? No, my men will perish, my money will disappear and my
losses will be greater than any benefit I could hope to derive should the city fall into
my hands. Even if it does fall to me, it cannot be held without the cooperation of its
inhabitants — but then, they are not to be trusted. Nor is it possible to massacre the
inhabitants and settle some of my co-religionists in it. The best plan, indeed the only
plan, is to threaten one with the other and to take their money all the time until their
cities are impoverished and weakened. When they are weakened, they will surrender
and become mine of their own accord.” #

This should not be dismissed as mere fanciful speculation on ‘Abd Allah’s part,
for he claimed to have been told of Alfonso’s thinking by the Leonese monarch’s
right-hand man Count Sisnando Davidez of Portugal. Besides, other Arab
sources present a substantially similar analysis.# In any case, after prolonged
negotiations between the two rulers, backed by veiled threats on Alfonso’s part,
an agreement was reached. The treaty stipulated that neither monarch should
attack the other and that ‘Abd Allah should pay Alfonso the enormous sum
of 30,000 gold mithqals immediately and an additional 10,000 mithqals per
annum thereafter.

As ‘Abd Allalys illuminating exposition of Alfonso VI’s policy towards the
taifas suggests, the conquest of al-Andalus was not an immediate priority for
the Leonese king. Indeed, given the vast sums of money that were paid to
him annually in parias, not to mention all the other precious objects which
customarily accompanied the tribute-payments, the incentives to do so could
not have been great. As one historian has put it, ‘the condition upon which the
system of parias depended was the continued existence and economic vitality
of the tribute-payers. It would have been foolish to kill the goose that laid the
golden eggs.”*® And yet, within only a few years of the Granadan expedition,
that was exactly what Alfonso VI resolved to do.

The root cause of this sudden shift in Alfonso’s policy towards the taifa
rulers of al-Andalus was the changing political situation in the kingdom of
Toledo. Under the leadership of al-Mamun, Alfonso VI’s friend and ally of long
standing, Toledo had enjoyed a notable period of prosperity and expansion.
Valencia had been annexed in 1065 and Cérdoba ten years after that. The
death of al-Ma'mun in 1075, however, gave rise to a period of intense political

44 ‘Abd Allah, The Tibyan, pp. 89—90.
4 See, for example, Ibn al-Kardabus, Historia de al-Andalus, p. 102. 46 Fletcher (1987), p. 35.
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instability in the kingdom. His grandson and successor, al-Qadir, proved ill-
suited to the demands of government. Valencia and Cérdoba soon slipped from
his grasp and, worse still, in 1079 fierce political infighting within Toledo itself
forced al-Qadir to withdraw from the city to his family power-base at Cuenca.
His enemies in Toledo invited the ruler of neighbouring Badajoz, ‘Umar al-
Mutawakkil (1067-94), to assume the throne. But accomplished poet and
celebrated gourmand though he was, al-Mutawakkil was no warrior. With the
forces of Alfonso VI, who had conquered Coria, bearing down on him, the king
of Badajoz quickly recognized that his own position in Toledo was untenable
and withdrew, allowing al-Qadir to resume control. As the price for Alfonso’s
support, al-Qadir not only had to deliver yet larger sums of money in parias,
but he was persuaded to cede a number of fortresses in the northern reaches
of his kingdom to Leonese control. But al-Qadir’s position remained highly
precarious. The humiliating installation of Christian garrisons on Toledan soil,
the imposition of further heavy taxes on his already long-suffering subjects,
not to mention his savage persecution of his political opponents in Toledo all
added to his unpopularity. In the end, however, the final, decisive blow that
toppled al-Qadir from power was delivered not by his enemies within, or even
by one of his taifa rivals, but by his ally and supposed ‘protector’ Alfonso VI.
It may have been the renewed outbreak of civil war in Toledo in 1082,
together with the realization that al-Qadir’s days as a reliable ally were seriously
numbered, that ultimately persuaded Alfonso VI to make his own bid for
power. According to one account, it was al-Qadir himself who offered to
surrender Toledo and its territories to Alfonso if the latter would help him to
capture Valencia.# In the autumn of 1084 Alfonso’s army laid siege to Toledo.
Requests for military assistance were hastily dispatched by the citizens to the
other taifa rulers, but their appeals fell on deaf ears. Terms of surrender were
finally agreed on 6 May 108s. Alfonso could afford to be generous: the citizens
of Toledo were guaranteed the security of their persons and property and were
to be free to practise their own religion. Those who chose to leave the city
could do so without let or hindrance. On 25 May Alfonso VI entered Toledo
in triumph. For the Leonese king it was to prove the crowning-point of his
long military career. Toledo was a relatively wealthy city. The territory of the
former taifa kingdom encompassed a vast area that stretched from the Sierra de
Guadarrama in the north to the Sierra Morena in the south, and from the Tagus
valley around Talavera in the west to Guadalajara in the east. Overnight the
kingdom of Le6n-Castile had expanded by as much as a third to occupy an area
more than twice the size of England. Yet, if the spoils of war were prodigious,

47 Ibn al-Kardabus, Historia de al-Andalus, pp. 104—s. On the background to the fall of Toledo, see
Lévi-Provengal (1931); Miranda Calvo (1980); Reilly (1988), pp. 161ff.
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the psychological consequences of conquest were possibly even greater still. It
was not simply that Toledo was the first major Muslim city to have fallen into
Christian hands since the peninsula had been overrun in the eighth century and
that, at a time when the frontiers of Christendom were under attack from Islam
elsewhere, Alfonso could plausibly claim to be the defender of the faith. More
important still, Toledo was the ancient capital of the Visigoths. For a monarch
like Alfonso VI, who claimed to rule as ‘emperor of all the Spains’, the conquest
of the city was an act that was imbued with immense symbolic significance.

Viewed from a wider European perspective, the ‘great leap forward’ of Le6n-
Castile from the Duero to the Tagus after the fall of Toledo was symptomatic of
the spectacular expansion of Latin Christendom into the European periphery
during the high middle ages. Everywhere, from Spain to the Baltic to the east-
ern Mediterranean, the pattern of expansion was broadly the same: military
conquest, followed by a less dramatic, but by no means less remarkable, move-
ment of migration and colonization. But in north-western Spain the process of
settlement had got under way long before the delivery of Toledo into the hands
of Alfonso V1. Indeed, ever since the Asturian kingdom had spilled over on to
the Leonese plain in the early ninth century, the territorial expansion of the
realm had been accompanied by a slow, piecemeal movement of colonization,
as small groups of settlers had advanced down the numerous river valleys that
cross the northern meseta until they had reached the banks of the Duero be-
tween the years 850 and 900.4® In the early tenth century, driven in part by the
search for new pasture lands, settlers from the Leonese and Castilian heartlands
had gradually begun to occupy territories south of the Duero. But the timid
process of colonization had been rudely interrupted by the devastating series
of raids that had been visited upon the region by al-Mansur’s armies between
977 and 986.% The Duero had then remained the frontier between Christian
and Muslim for decades, until the military push led first by Fernando I and
then by Alfonso VI, which culminated in the conquest of Toledo, brought with
it a vast swathe of largely unpopulated territory, known as the Extremaduras,
which had to be systematically colonized, governed and defended.

Sepulveda, strategically situated between the River Duero to the north-
west and the Somosierra pass across the Guadarrama mountains to the south-
east, was one of the earliest settlements to be established in the Trans-Duero.
Although the destruction of the town by al-Mansur in 984 had brought an
abrupt halt to the colonizing movement that had been in progress since the
early tenth century, the dramatic shift in Christian—Muslim relations in the
wake of the collapse of the caliphate of Cérdoba encouraged the process of

48 Sanchez-Albornoz (1966); cf. Garcfa de Cortazar (1985). 4 Villar Garcia (1986), pp. 59—71.
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repoblacién to begin anew. On 17 November 1076, Alfonso VI granted a fiero,
or charter of liberties, to Septilveda in which he confirmed the rights and
obligations of those who had already taken up residence in the territory and
sought to encourage new colonists from the north to settle at the frontier
outpost.”® A number of generous and eye-catching incentives, ranging from
tax breaks for all to immunity from prosecution for murderers on the run, were
offered to those who were willing to take up residence. For Sepulveda was no
ordinary town; just as those who colonized it were no ordinary settlers. From the
very outset, rather, Sepulveda was conceived of as a military settlement whose
citizens, categorized simply as caballeros (horsemen) or peones (footsoldiers),
were expected to defend the frontier against attack and take the fight to the
enemy whenever the need should arise. The militarization of municipal life
in Sepulveda was soon mirrored at other settlements in the Trans-Duero. By
the early twelfth century an entire defensive frontier system stretching from
Salamanca to Soria had been established, a string of strategically situated fortress
towns designed both to bear the brunt of Muslim attacks and to act as a
springboard for future campaigns of conquest. Although, in the event, the
defensive capabilities of walled cities such as Avila, Salamanca and Segovia
were never to be seriously put to the test, the militia forces they put into the
field were to play an increasingly vital role in the Leonese-Castilian fighting
machine. It was to be thanks in large part to their military expertise that the
frontier with Islam did not buckle.”

Elsewhere in the Christian north the migratory movement towards the
southern frontier was being pursued with equal vigour. Indeed, decades be-
fore Alfonso VI issued his invitation to the criminals and ne’er-do-wells of
Castile to make a new life for themselves in Sepulveda, significant numbers
of emigrants had already begun to leave their home villages in the Aragonese
and Catalan uplands in order to seek out new opportunities on the fron-
tier with al-Andalus.”> However, the expansionism of Christian Spain in the
eleventh century was exemplified not only by the step-by-step conquest and
colonization of Muslim-held territories, but by the equally dynamic process
of ‘internal expansion’ that occurred well behind the front line. In northern
Spain, as in most areas of the west after 950, a combination of factors, including
rapid population growth, climatic change, technological innovation and ex-
tensive land clearance, contributed to a steady increase in agricultural output.
As the rural economy flourished, so the demand for land grew. The net result
was a dramatic upturn in the property market, as wealthy aristocratic families

5¢ Séez (1953), pp. 45-5I.

5 Barrios Garcia (1983—4), 1, pp. 128—71; Villar Garcia (1986), pp. 91-103; Gonzélez Jiménez (1989),
pp- 52-9. On the municipal militias, see Powers (1988).

5> Nelson (1984); Bonnassie (1975-6), 1, pp. 436—40; Salrach (1987), pp. 256-62.
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and ecclesiastical institutions eagerly sought to extend their landholdings at
the expense of independent peasant proprictors. Witness, for example, the 67
property transactions that are known to have been conducted by the Leonese
magnate Count Froila Mufioz between 1007 and 10455 or the 119 estates that
were acquired by the monks of San Pedro de Cardefia near Burgos between
999 and 1090.” And it was the same story at the other end of the peninsula, in
Catalonia, where in the hinterland around Barcelona a surge in land clearance
was accompanied by a marked increase in agricultural production from the
980s onwards.>*

The steady rise in human population and agricultural output after the mil-
lennium encouraged urban centres to grow. Although none of the modest
settlements that passed for towns in the Christian north in the eleventh cen-
tury could possibly have competed in terms of population and wealth with the
fourishing commercial centres of al-Andalus, most of them experienced some
significant growth in this period. In Catalonia, for example, increased profits
from agricultural surpluses, coupled with an influx of precious metals through
parias, acted as a stimulus to commercial activity and transformed the city of
Barcelona into an important centre of regional exchange.” In other areas of
the north, however, where the boom in the agrarian economy does not seem
to have been quite so pronounced as in the Catalan territories, by far the most
important spur to urban development was the pilgrimage to Santiago de Com-
postela.’ Pilgrims from beyond the Pyrenees had been making the arduous
journey to the shrine of St James in Galicia from at least the middle of the tenth
century. However, the flow of pilgrim traffic to the tomb of the apostle grew
in intensity as the eleventh century progressed, to reach a climax in the first
half of the twelfth. Four principal pilgrim-routes ran from starting-points in
France and converged in the western Pyrenees at Puente la Reina, from where
the so-called camino francés, or French road, wound its way westwards across
northern Spain via Logrofio, Burgos, Carrién, Sahagin, Ledn and Astorga
before entering Galicia itself.5”

53 On the emergence of the great landholders, see Carlé (1973), pp. 23—92; Sdnchez-Albornoz (1978),
pp- 19—57; Pastor (1980), pp. 56—73; Carzolio de Rossi (1981); Martinez Sopena (198s), pp. 215ff.
For the property conveyances of Froila Mufioz, see Catdlogo de documentos. .. de Santa Maria de
Otero de las Duefias, nos. 1547, 1612, 165, 167; Coleccién diplomdtica de Santa Maria de Otero de
las Duenas, nos. 58, 61, 82—3, 89—91, 93—4, 101—6, 109—13, 116, 118, 1223, 126—30, 135—6, 138—40, 142,
145—6, 148, 150, 154, 15761, 163, 166, 91a, 96a, 107a—b, 1223, 124a-b, 1252, 1373, 1453, 156, 1583, 1653,
166a. Cf. Prieto Prieto (1975). On the acquisitions of the monks of Cardefia, see Moreta Velayos
(1971), pp. 125-6.

54 Bonnassie (1964) and (1975-6), 1, pp. 435t Ruiz Doménec (1977).

Bonnassie (1975-6), 1, pp. 488-96; Ruiz Doménec (1977).

Valdeavellano (1969), pp. 103—76; Gautier Dalché (1989), pp. 67-8s.

57 Vézquez de Parga, Lacarra and Uria Riu (1948—9); Fletcher (1984), pp. 78-101.
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The pilgrim-road left a lasting impression on the communities through
which it passed. Kings, clerics and laymen competed to enhance the facilities
available to the passing pilgrims, mending roads, building bridges and churches,
and erecting hostels and hospitals for those in need, such as the one that Bishop
Pelayo of Leén founded opposite his cathedral on 13 December 1084.5% The
arrival of so many foreign, though mostly French, pilgrims left a profound
cultural imprint too. It was reflected in the French forms of writing, which by
the end of the century had begun to displace the traditional Visigothic hand
employed in many parts of the peninsula hitherto; in the innovative sculptural
forms which came into vogue in places as far apart as Jaca in the Pyrenees and
Sahagun in the Tierra de Campos; and in the buildings designed in the popular
Romanesque style which sprang up in such numbers along the pilgrim-route
at this time, such as the exquisite church of San Martin de Frémista near
Carrién.”

The pilgrimage to Santiago de Compostela helped to put Spain on the map
and opened the peninsula up to foreign influences as never before. But piety
was not the only force that drew outsiders to set foot on Spanish soil. It was
probably rumours of the immense wealth flowing north in parias from the taifa
kingdoms of al-Andalus that prompted some warrior-aristocrats from beyond
the Pyrenees to view the Spanish front line as the ideal place in which to
feather their nests. At any rate, it now seems plain that it was the prospect of
plunder, not the promise of spiritual rewards, that was uppermost in the minds
of the force of French knights who helped an army of Catalan and Aragonese
troops to besiege and conquer the Saragossan fortress town of Barbastro in
1064.%° Marriage alliances with peninsular dynasties were also influential in
encouraging French nobles to travel to Spain. Thus, among the leaders of
the French military force that campaigned inconclusively around Tudela in
1087, Duke Odo of Burgundy was the nephew of Alfonso Vs second wife
Constance, and Raymond of St-Gilles, whose mother Almodis had married
Count Ramén Berenguer I of Barcelona, was the uncle of Philippa, the wife
of Sancho Ramirez of Aragon.®!

News of the profits that were to be made in the peninsula also encouraged
colonies of foreign merchants and artisans to set up shop along the camino
Jfrancés in order to cater for the needs of the faithful who passed through in
droves. The Aragonese city of Jaca, situated at the foot of the Somport pass
across the central Pyrenees, provides an illuminating case in point. During the
course of the eleventh century the ever-increasing flow of pilgrims into Spain

58 Vézquez de Parga, Lacarra and Urfa Riu (1948-9), 1, pp. 281ff; the collected articles in Santiago-Otero
(1992); Coleccion documental. . . de Leén, no. 1236.

59 Fletcher (1978), pp. 115-16; Moralejo (1985); Whitehill (1941).

60 Ferreiro (1983); Bull (1993), pp. 72-81. ¢ Bull (1993), pp- 86-9.
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transformed Jaca from a comparatively insignificant fortified settlement into
an important staging-post on the route to Compostela and a major conduit
for commercial traffic between France and the peninsular realms.®> Significant
numbers of settlers, or burgenses as they were labelled, had already begun to
be drawn to the burgeoning mercantile centre by the time Sancho Ramirez
awarded a charter of privileges to Jaca in 1077.% What is more, the volume of
merchandise that passed through the town annually — a good deal of it appar-
ently carried by self-declared pilgrims — came to be such that the Aragonese
king was prompted to slap tariffs on the incoming goods.®* A similar process
of urban development can be glimpsed at other points on the camino francés.
At Estella, south-west of Pamplona, for example, where French settlers arrived
in such numbers that they were also granted a special fuero of privileges by
Sancho Ramirez in 1090; and at the bustling mercantile burgo that was estab-
lished by Alfonso VI alongside the monastery of Sahagtin, south-east of Ledn,
some time prior to 1085 and which reportedly attracted traders and craftsmen
from all parts of Europe and of all manner of professions, including smiths,
carpenters, tailors, furriers and shoemakers.® At Santiago de Compostela itself,
meanwhile, commercial life had flourished to such an extent by 1095 that the
local lord, Raymond of Burgundy, found it necessary to issue a decree protect-
ing the rights of the merchants who made their way to the Holy City to sell
their wares.®

Pilgrims, warriors and merchants were not the only foreigners to make their
presence felt on Spanish soil. Churchmen, too, began to cross the Pyrenees in
ever-increasing numbers as the century wore on. There were French monks
like Adelelm of the abbey of La Chaise-Dieu in the Auvergne, who travelled to
Spain in about 1081 at the invitation of Alfonso VI’s second wife, Constance
of Burgundy, and who was later to rule over the religious community and
hospital of San Juan in Burgos, which was affiliated to La Chaise-Dieu in 10913
Peter of Andouque of the house of Ste-Foy-de-Conques, who was appointed
to the see of Pamplona in 1082; and Frotard, abbot of St-Pons-de-Thomicres,
and Richard, abbot of St-Victor de Marseille, whose monasteries built up an
important network of subordinate foundations among the religious houses of
Catalonia in the closing quarter of the century.®” Particularly prominent on
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the Iberian scene, however, was the Burgundian abbey of Cluny.G8 It was in or
around 1025 that Sancho Garcés IIT of Navarre asked Abbot Odilo of Cluny
for help in introducing reformed Benedictine customs into the monasteries
of his kingdom. The abbot responded by dispatching a party of monks to
Spain, under the leadership of a certain Paternus, who took up residence at
the Aragonese monastery of San Juan de la Pefia, from where they may have
extended Cluniac customs to other religious houses in Sancho’s domains. In
return, the Navarrese king made a number of munificent gifts to Cluny which
secured him a place as a lay member of the community and the promise of the
intercessionary prayer of the monks thereafter.

Notwithstanding the close confraternal ties which Sancho Garcés 111 had
established with the Burgundian monastery, Cluniac influence in Spain spread
only very slowly. The abbey did not build up a dense network of daughter-
houses in the peninsula, as it was doing in other areas of the west, nor is
there any evidence of an influx of Cluniac monks to Spanish monasteries.
What is more, after the death of Sancho Garcés 111, his sons Garcfa, Ramiro
and Gonzalo appear to have demonstrated a studied indifference to the abbey
their father had held in such high esteem.® In the kingdom of Leén-Castile,
by contrast, Cluniac influence eventually came to be especially strongly felt. It
was some time in the 1050s that Fernando I was prompted to revive the bond of
friendship that his father had earlier forged with Cluny. Moreover, towards the
end of his reign, probably in 1063, by which time the royal coffers were full to
overflowing with Moorish tribute, Fernando secured for himself a permanent
place in the liturgical commemorations of the monks when he undertook to
make an annual payment of 1,000 gold pieces to Cluny.”® His son Alfonso VI
was even more generous. Between 1073 and 1077 the newly restored monarch
of Le6n-Castile granted four monasteries to the Cluniacs, including the royal
abbey of Sahagtin, and in 1077 he doubled the annual Cluniac census to 2,000
gold pieces. Alfonso had good reason to hold Cluny in particular esteem. After
all, it had been thanks to the good offices of Abbot Hugh of Cluny that Sancho
IT of Castile had been persuaded to release him from prison in Burgos in 1072.
And the abbot may also have been instrumental in arranging the marriage of
his niece Constance to Alfonso in 1079. The marriage served to strengthen
the Leonese—Cluniac connection yet further. Increasing numbers of Cluniac
churchmen entered the kingdom during the last quarter of the century and
many came to achieve high office in the Leonese-Castilian church hierarchy.
None did better for themselves than Bernard of Sédirac, who was appointed

% On the Cluniacs in Spain, see in particular Bishko (1961), (1965) and (1980); Cowdrey (1970),

pp- 214—47; Linage Conde (1973), 11, pp. 861-997; Segl (1974).
% Bishko (1980), pp. 5-8. 79 Ibid., pp. 23ft.
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abbot of Sahagtin in 1080, archbishop of Toledo in 1086 and primate of the
whole Spanish church in 1088, a position which he held until his death in 1124.7*

Until the middle of the eleventh century, contacts between the Spanish
Christian realms and the popes had been sporadic to say the least. Although
the Catalan counties had successfully kept open a channel of communication
with the papacy, the rest of Christian Spain appears to have remained relatively
isolated from the mainstream of European religious practice and thought.”>
However, with the development of the ecclesiastical reform movement in the
second half of the century, this state of affairs was to change. The reform
movement encouraged the papacy to broaden its horizons as never before and
it was thus that the Holy See came to take a far closer interest in Iberian
affairs. Under Alexander II and Gregory VII increasingly determined efforts
were made to override local ecclesiastical customs and to bind the Spanish
church more closely to the Holy See. Evidence of this new-found interest in
Spanish affairs is provided by the three legatine missions that were carried out
at the behest of Alexander II by Cardinal Hugh Candidus between 1065 and
1072.73

Taking up where his predecessor Alexander II had left off, and displaying a
cavalier disregard for either peninsular political realities or local sensibilities,
Pope Gregory VII launched a blistering diplomatic offensive designed to ad-
vance his authority over what he inaccurately termed the ‘kingdom of Spain’.
In a letter of 30 April 1073, in which he underlined his support for a projected
military expedition to Spain under Count Ebles of Roucy, Gregory boldly as-
serted papal lordship over the peninsula and reminded those who were to take
part in the forthcoming campaign that any lands they conquered from the
Muslims were to be held as papal fiefs.”# In this respect Gregory was doubtless
encouraged by the example of Sancho Ramirez of Aragon, who in 1068 had
been persuaded by Alexander II to become a fidelis beati Petri, or papal vassal,
and had duly placed his kingdom under the suzerainty of Rome.” As things
turned out, Count Ebles’s expedition appears to have been something of a
damp squib, but this did not stop Pope Gregory stepping up the diplomatic
pressure on the Spanish kingdoms. In a further letter, dated 28 June 1077, he
audaciously informed the Spanish monarchs and their nobles that the kingdom
of Spain had been given by ‘ancient constitutions’ — by which he presumably
was referring to the Donation of Constantine — to Blessed Peter and the holy
Roman church in right and ownership and that as a consequence the rulers of

7' Rivera Recio (1966), ch. 3; cf. Défourneaux (1949), pp. 32ff.

7* Linage Conde (1973), 11, pp. 866-87; Bonnassie (1975-6), 1, pp. 326-32; cf. Kehr (1946), pp. 77-89;
Fletcher (1994), pp. 461—4.

73 Sibekow (1931), pp. 13-17. 74 La documentacién pontificia hasta Inocencio 111, no. 6.

5 Kehr (1945).
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the Spanish realms were bound to owe obedience to Rome.”® However, with
the exception of the Cartalan Bernat of Besald, who placed his county under
papal lordship in 1077, Gregory VII's wildly ambitious diplomatic campaign in
the peninsula received notably short shrift.”” Itis probably no mere coincidence
that it was in 1077, the very same year that Gregory had issued his forthright
letter to the Spanish kings, that Alfonso VI chose to underline his own claim
to peninsular hegemony by adopting the style imperator totius Hispaniae in the
products of his chancery.78 Gregory appears to have got the message, for the
matter of papal suzerainty was never raised again.

The question of liturgical reform was not to be side-stepped so easily. The
so-called Mozarabic liturgy had been developed in Spain during the Visigothic
period. Its customs varied from standard Roman practice in innumerable ways,
from the prayers that were recited to the colour of the vestments worn by its
priests. In the second half of the eleventh century, however, papal concern
to enforce liturgical standardization throughout the Latin west brought the
Spanish kingdoms (with the exception of Catalonia which had long since
accepted the Roman rite) under increasing pressure to step into line. What
had once struck foreign observers as merely an oddity was now portrayed as
an affront. Alexander II expressed his concerns on the matter in the letter he
sent to Abbot Aquilino of San Juan de la Pefa in 1071 and reform of what
the pope labelled ‘confused rites’ was one of the chief objectives of Hugh
Candidus’s legatine mission of that same year.”” The pressure began to bear
fruit. With the pope’s encouragement, Sancho Ramirez of Aragon gradually
replaced the Visigothic rite in the bishoprics and monasteries of his kingdom
between 1071 and 1092.%° In neighbouring Leén-Castile, Alfonso VI was also
willing enough to obey the papal directive on the matter, but his attempts to
impose the Roman liturgy provoked a long and bruising dispute.*” Some of
the Spanish bishops who had attended the Lenten synod in Rome in 1074
and who had agreed to implement the reform may subsequently have had
second thoughts on the macter. In a letter Alfonso VI sent to Abbot Hugh
of Cluny in 1077 he confessed that his kingdom was completely desolated
by the change.®> According to later accounts, Alfonso resorted to increasingly

76 ‘Preterea notum vobis fieri volumus, quod nobis quidem facere non est liberum, vobis autem non
solum ad futuram sed etiam ad presentem gloriam valde necessarium, videlicet, regnum Hyspanie ex
antiquis constitutionibus beato Petro et sancte Romane ecclesie in ius et proprietatem esse traditum’:
La documentacion pontificia hasta Inocencio 111, no. 13.

77 Menéndez Pidal (1956), 1, p. 234. 78 See above, n. 43.

79 La documentacién pontificia hasta Inocencio II, no. 4. 89 Ubieto Arteta (1948), pp. 308—24.

For what follows, see Cowdrey (1970), pp. 228—39; Hitchcock (1973); O’Callaghan (1985), pp. 105-13;

Reilly (1988), pp. 97ff. Cf. Menéndez Pidal (1956), 1, pp. 237—s1, for whom the controversy over the
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liturgy represented nothing less than a full-blooded ‘crisis de nacionalismo’.
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desperate means, including a judicial duel and a bizarre trial by fire, in the
course of which the king had copies of each liturgy burned on a bonfire only to
see the Mozarabic rite leap undamaged from the flames, as he endeavoured to
resolve the dispute once and for all.¥ Alfonso enlisted the help of Abbot Hugh
of Cluny and Queen Constance turned to the monk Adelelm, in an attempt
to pour oil on troubled waters; but another Cluniac, the monk Robert, who
had been installed as abbot of Sahagtin, seems to have come out in support
of the Mozarabic liturgy. The dispute dragged on. Papal legates came and
went and a lively correspondence between the chief players ensued. Finally, in
May 1080, the papal trouble-shooter Cardinal Richard of St-Victor de Marseille
celebrated a council at Burgos during the course of which the Mozarabic liturgy
was formally abandoned and the Roman rite introduced. Gregory VII had won
a signal victory. The integration of the northern Spanish kingdoms into the
wider community of western Christendom was to continue apace.

The fall of Toledo in 1085 marked a watershed in Christian—Muslim political
relations in the peninsula. The conquest of that city and the annexation of
the vast territory it controlled not only gave rise to a spectacular expansion
of the Leonese-Castilian kingdom, but it also represented a decisive and, as
events would prove, permanent shift in the balance of power in favour of the
Christian north. ‘Abd Allah of Granada was later to recall that the conquest of
Toledo ‘sent a great tremor through al-Andalus and filled the inhabitants with
fear and despair of continuing to live there’.% The poet Ibn al-Assal painted
an even more graphic picture:

O people of al-Andalus, spur on your mounts; it is nothing but a blunder to
stay on here.

A robe (normally) unravels from its edges, but I see the robe of the
peninsula unravelled from the centre.

We are caught up with an enemy who will not leave us alone: How can one
live in a basket together with snakes?®s

Similarly apocalyptic fears had been expressed at the time of the fall of Barbastro
to a force composed of French, Catalan and Aragonese troops in 1064. “We
are standing on the edge of a cliff; looking down on disaster’, Ibn Hayyan
had despairingly observed at the time.%¢ But Barbastro had been recaptured
by al-Mugqtadir of Saragossa the following year and the mood of despair had
quickly subsided. Now, twenty-one years later, a renewed bout of hysteria swept
through the Muslim community.

83 Crénica Najerense, p. 116. 84 ‘Abd Allah, 7he Tibyan, p. 113.
85 Christians and Moors in Spain, 11: Arabic Sources, pp. 90-1.
86 Scales (1994), p. 210; cf. Marin (1992).
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This widespread sense of mounting alarm would have been reinforced by
subsequent events in Toledo itself, where Alfonso VI’s conciliatory policy to-
wards the Muslim inhabitants quickly seems to have been abandoned. At some
point in 1086 the city governor Count Sisnando Davidez, who had previously
served in the household of al-Mu‘tadid of Seville and who was presumably
well attuned to the sensibilities of the Muslim community, was removed from
office.®” At roughly the same time, allegedly at the behest of Queen Constance
and her fellow-Frenchman Archbishop Bernard of Toledo, and apparently in
clear breach of the surrender terms of the previous year, the principal mosque
of the city was taken over and converted into a Christian cathedral.®® In the
meantime, an increasingly belligerent Alfonso VI had begun to tighten the
screw yet further on the remaining taifa tributaries. In the spring of 1086 he
fulfilled his side of the bargain that he had made with al-Qadir shortly be-
fore the surrender of Toledo by sending an army under Alvar Féfez to install
his former client as ruler of Valencia. He is reported to have called upon al-
Mu‘tamid of Seville to surrender his kingdom; and he dispatched a raiding
expedition into the territory of Abd ‘Allah of Granada. It may also have been
at this time that one of his lieutenants, Garcia Jiménez, captured the fortress
of Aledo south-west of Murcia. The siege of Saragossa, which was begun by
Alfonso VI in the early summer of 1086, may have been undertaken in order
to persuade its new ruler, al-Musta‘in (1085-1110), to resume the payment of
parias which had lapsed the previous year, rather than with a view to outright
conquest. But coming so soon after the fall of Toledo, Alfonso’s actions were
hardly designed to allay the growing apprehension among the other taifa kings
that their own positions as independent rulers were in jeopardy. With their
backs to the wall, the taifa kings sent a desperate appeal across the Straits of
Gibraltar to the court of the Almoravid amir, Yusuf ibn Tashufin, at Marrakesh,
requesting military assistance to enable them to push back what appeared to
them to be an inexorable Christian advance.

The Almoravid movement is said to have had its origins in the 7ibat, or
fortified post, that was established in the basin of the River Senegal by a
Malikite scholar and missionary named Ibn Yasin some time after 1039.% Ibn
Yasin’s followers, who came to be known as the al-Murabitun, from which
the Spanish form Almoravid derives, aspired to live a life of religious purity
and were committed to extending the frontiers of Islam by jibad, or holy war.

87 Garcia Gémez and Menéndez Pidal (1947).

88 Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, Historia de rebvs Hispanie, pp. 205—7; cf. Garcia Gémez and Menéndez
Pidal (1947), pp. 32-3, 38—41L.

89 On the origins and development of the Almoravid movement, see in particular Bosch Vila (1956);
Lagardeére (1989a). For a useful review of recent scholarship, see Hrbek and Devisse (1988); Molina
Lépez (1990), pp. lili—Ixxix.
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With its compelling brand of austerity and revivalist vigour, the Almoravid
movement enjoyed a rapid growth in popularity. By the time of Ibn Yasin’s
death in 1059, the Almoravids had extended their authority over the Sanhaja
Berber tribes of the western Sahara and over several of the other Berber peoples
of southern Morocco. Leadership of the movement then fell to one of Ibn
Yasin’s disciples, the Sanhaja chief Abu Bakr ibn‘Umar. While Abu Bakr set
about reinforcing his position in the south, his cousin Yusuf ibn Tashufin
advanced north across the Atlas mountains, established his headquarters at
Marrakesh in 1070 and rapidly overran the plain of Morocco, conquering Fez,
Tlemcen and Tangier in quick succession. On Abu Bakr’s death in 1087, Yusuf
assumed supreme leadership of the entire Almoravid movement.

No sooner had Yusuf gained a foothold on the southern Mediterranean
shore, than he had begun to receive requests for military aid from the taifa
rulers of al-Andalus. In 1079, shortly after the fall of Coria, al-Mutawakkil of
Badajoz dispatched a letter imploring the Almoravid amir to intervene on his
behalf. And in 1083 a plea in similar vein was sent by al-Mu‘tamid of Seville,
still smarting from the devastation of his kingdom by a raiding party led by
Alfonso VI. But it was the fall of Toledo in 1085 that finally decided Yusuf to act.
From the outset, however, there appears to have been little love lost between
the austere Almoravid amir and the taifa rulers. To the latter, Yusuf was simply
an uncouth barbarian, and a religious zealot to boot. In Yusuf’s opinion, the
effete taifa kings had betrayed the Islamic faith by leading a licentious lifestyle,
by kowtowing to the Christians and by imposing non-Qur’anic taxes on their
subjects with which to pay their Christian ‘protectors’. The taifa sovereigns
evidently had deep misgivings about seeking Berber intervention, but desperate
times called for desperate measures. Given the dire straits in which they found
themselves in the winter of 1085—6, the taifa kings could scarcely afford to be
choosy about their allies. Al-Mu‘tamid of Seville’s celebrated remark that he
‘would rather be a camel-driver in Morocco than a swineherd in Castile’ pithily
summed up the prevailing mood.”®

In June 1086 Yusuf crossed the Straits at the head of a large Berber army.
He established his base at Algeciras and then moved inland, first to Seville and
then north to Badajoz. Alfonso VI was forced to raise the siege of Saragossa
and hurried southwards to meet the threat. On 23 October 1086 the two armies
clashed at Sagrajas, a little to the north of Badajoz. The Christian army was
routed and Alfonso barely escaped with his life." But the Almoravid amir
chose not to reap any immediate territorial advantage from his military success
and withdrew to Morocco shortly afterwards. However, renewed appeals for
help from the taifa kings prompted Yusuf to return to Spain in 1089, when he

90 Péres (1953), p. 11. o' Huici Miranda (1956), pp. 19-82; Lagardeére (1989b).
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vainly tried to reduce Aledo, and again the following year, when he mounted
an unsuccessful attack upon Toledo. By this time, however, the already strained
relations between the amir and the taifa monarchs had broken down altogether.
Dismayed by the lukewarm support he had received from the taifas hitherto
and by the continual bickering that prevented them from presenting any sort of
united front against the Christian north, and suspecting — correctly as it turned
out— thatatleast some of them had secretly reopened negotiations with Alfonso
VI, Yusuf resolved to make himself the master of al-Andalus. He was helped
in this regard by the fact that the Muslim populace appears to have regarded
the Almoravids as liberators. The spectacular victory at Sagrajas, which offered
hope that decades of humiliation and suffering at Christian hands might at
last be at an end, as well as the prospect of sizeable tax cuts, helped to endear
Yusuf to the population at large. As one chronicler later put it, the Almoravid
amir was widely regarded both ‘as a good omen and a blessing’.> With the
encouragement of the figaha’ and the gudat, the theologians and judges who
were responsible for upholding the tenets of Islamic law and who had long
since become disenchanted by the conduct of the taifa kings, it was not long
before citizens were virtually queuing up to denounce their rulers before the
amir.

As for the taifa rulers themselves, they appeared virtually powerless to oppose
Yusuf. ‘Abd Allah of Granada was the first to fall, stripped of his wealth and
office and exiled to Morocco in September 1090. In 1091 it was the turn of
al-Mu‘tamid of Seville and some of the lesser taifas. And in early 1094 al-
Mutawakkil was deposed and murdered, as a result of which the Almoravids
overran the cities of central Portugal — Lisbon, Santarém and Sintra — which
the desperate king of Badajoz had ceded to Alfonso VI the previous year as
the price of a new military alliance. By 1094 all of the taifa rulers of western
al-Andalus had been toppled and their territories absorbed into the Almoravid
empire. In the meantime, Yusuf’s lieutenants had been busily mopping up
resistance in south-eastern Spain, as Murcia, Aledo, Denia, J4tiva and Alcira
all fell in quick succession. At Valencia, however, the Almoravid juggernaut
was stopped rudely in its tracks. There, resistance came not in the shape of
some plucky taifa monarch determined to defend his dynasty and kingdom
to the last, but in the unlikely form of a Castilian warrior-adventurer named
Rodrigo Diaz de Vivar.

Rodrigo Diaz (c. 1043-99), better known to posterity as El Cid, has tra-
ditionally been portrayed as one of the great heroes of Spanish history. The
inspiration of the greatest work of medieval Spanish epic poetry, the Poema de
mio Cid, as well as a host of other literary works, El Cid was portrayed after

9 Christians and Moors in Spain, 111: Arabic Sources, p. 99.
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his lifetime as a pious crusading warrior whose overriding concern had been to
liberate the peninsula from Muslim domination.?? If we disentangle the man
from the legend and the patriotic rhetoric, however, a rather different picture
emerges. Rodrigo Diaz was a Castilian nobleman who rose to prominence in
the household of Sancho II. In 1081, after he had led an unauthorized raid
into the taifa of Toledo, he was exiled by Alfonso VI. Having unsuccessfully
sought asylum in Catalonia, he eventually took up employment as a merce-
nary captain in the service of al-Mugqtadir of Saragossa and then in that of his
son al-Mu'tamin (1082—s). By all accounts a soldier of some genius, Rodrigo’s
exploits on the field of battle, against Muslim and Christian foes alike, rapidly
won him great wealth and fame, as well as the epithet Campidocror (whence
the Spanish Campeador). In 1082 he defeated and captured Count Berenguer
Ramoén II of Barcelona (1076—97) in battle at Almenar near Lérida, prompt-
ing a monk of Ripoll, who was a supporter of Berenguer Ramén’s erstwhile
sibling rival, Ramén Berenguer II (1076-82), to pen the celebratory Carmen
Campi Doctoris in Rodrigo’s honour.”* Two years after that, Rodrigo routed
an army led by Sancho Ramirez of Aragon. In 1086, shortly after the Sagrajas
debacle, he was reconciled to Alfonso VI and returned to Castile, but three
years later, apparently because of his failure to help raise the Almoravid siege
of Aledo, he was cast into exile once more. Between 1089 and 1094 El Cid
operated as a freelance soldier of fortune in eastern Spain. By dint of his mil-
itary expertise and his success in attracting sufficient troops to his service,
he was able to exact prodigious sums in parias from a number of the lesser
taifas in the region. In June 1094 he conquered Valencia and beat off the
Almoravid army that was dispatched by Yusuf to deal with him. His posi-
tion secure, Rodrigo Diaz ruled the principality of Valencia until his death on
10 July 1099.

Thelong and chequered career of Rodrigo Diaz was undeniably a remarkable
one. Later literary works, notably the Poema de mio Cid, keen to present a
suitable role model to which the warrior nobility of thirteenth-century Castile
might aspire, took pains to emphasize the fact that El Cid’s conquests had
been carried out on behalf of his lord, Alfonso VI, and that he held them as
his loyal vassal.?s Earlier, and more reliable, evidence strongly suggests that
between 1094 and 1099 Rodrigo remained very much his own man.”® The

93 Poema de mio Cid; Menéndez Pidal (1956), 11, pp. 593-622. For a timely reappraisal of the Cid’s
career, see Fletcher (1989).

94 Wright (1979).

95 Poema de Mio Cid, lines 815-18, 875-80, 895, 1271—4, 13349, 1809-14; cf. West (1977), pp. 204—6;
Fletcher (1989), pp. 193—6; Pattison (1996), pp. 108-10.

96 Fletcher (1989), pp. 179-8s.
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likelihood is that the rulers of Christian Spain looked down on Rodrigo Diaz
as little more than a troublesome parvenu with ideas and ambitions well above
his station. Nevertheless, El Cid’s deeds on the battlefield demonstrated that
the Almoravids were far from invincible and gave fresh hope to the Christian
north at a time when its own defensive lines were beginning to show dangerous
signs of fracturing altogether. His stubborn resistance not only prevented the
Almoravids from advancing up through the Levante towards Barcelona, but
also provided a useful distraction at a time when Muslim military efforts were
being geared towards the reconquest of Toledo. In the long run, however,
Rodrigo Diazs rule as prince of Valencia amounted to little more than a curious
parenthesis in the overall dynamic of events. Once Rodrigo was dead, the
principality he had carved out for himself dissolved almost as quickly as it had
come into being. His widow Jimena did what she could to hold Valencia, but
renewed Almoravid attacks in 1102 forced her to evacuate the city and return to
Castile. By that stage, only Saragossa of the former taifa kingdoms maintained
a fragile independence and that was to be ruthlessly extinguished by Yusuf’s
son, ‘Ali ibn Yusuf, in 1110.

The appearance of Rodrigo Diaz on the already crowded political stage of
eastern Spain in 1081 was to be viewed with increasing alarm by the leading
Christian powers of the region in the years that followed. Under Ramiro I
and his successor Sancho Ramirez I, the principal strategic objective of the
Aragonese had long since been the southwards expansion of their kingdom
into the upper reaches of the taifa of Saragossa. Thanks to the support of
his Christian allies in Castile and Navarre, al-Mugqtadir of Saragossa had been
able to keep the Aragonese at bay, but the balance of power at the eastern
end of the peninsula had been dramatically altered by the murder of Sancho
Garcés IV of Navarre in 1076. The subsequent annexation of the territory of
Pamplona firmly established Aragon as the foremost Christian power in the
region and emboldened Sancho Ramirez to take the military initiative against
Saragossa once more. He was further encouraged in this respect by Alfonso
VT’s increasing preoccupation with events on his own southern frontier after
1080, by the division of the taifa of Saragossa between al-Mu'tamin and his
brother Mundhir in 1081, and not least by the departure of Rodrigo Diaz
from the Saragossan court in 1086. As a result of Sancho’s efforts a string of
important Saragossan border fortresses fell into Aragonese hands during the
1080s, including Graus in 1083, Montearagén in 1088 and Monzén in 1089.
Although the Aragonese king was to meet an untimely end whilst engaged
in the siege of the city of Huesca in July 1094, his son and successor Pedro
I (1094-1104) soon took up where his father had left off. Huesca finally fell
to the Aragonese and their French allies in November 1096, Barbastro was
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reconquered in 1100 and the following year the city of Saragossa itself was the
object of an unsuccessful attack.?”

For most of the eleventh century, indeed ever since Ramén Borrell had
travelled to Cordoba in 1010 to become embroiled in the power-struggle for
the caliphate, the principal aim of the counts of Barcelona had been to turn the
political fragmentation of al-Andalus to their own financial advantage. Count
Ramén Berenguer I, in particular, who was the very first among the rulers of
Christian Iberia to levy parias on a regular basis, received vast quantities of
precious metals in tribute from the neighbouring taifas of Lérida, Tortosa and
Saragossa. It was thanks in large part to this steady flow of Muslim gold and
silver northwards that the count was able to consolidate his authority over the
unruly barons of his realms in the 1040s and 1050s, while the cash surplus also
helped him to extend his rule over a number of territories in southern France,
including the counties of Carcassonne and Razes which he acquired by a series
of purchase agreements carried out between 1067 and 1070.%® Later, some time
between 1076 and 1078, Ramén Berenguer I's twin sons and joint heirs, Ramén
Berenguer II and Berenguer Ramén 11, in league with their ally and kinsman
Count Armengol IV of Urgel (1065-92), drew up ambitious plans to establish
a vast protectorate which would have embraced not only their tributaries of
long-standing, but the taifas of Valencia, Denia, Murcia and Granada t00.%?
However, their efforts to put those plans into practice were to be resoundingly
unsuccessful. In 1082 Ramén Berenguer II was murdered and all-out civil war
in Barcelona was only averted by the agreement of 1086 which allowed the
suspected fratricide, Berenguer Ramoén, to continue to rule undil his nephew,
who was later to be known as Ramén Berenguer III (1097-1131), came of age.
To make matters worse, the presence of Rodrigo Diaz in the region not only
frustrated Berenguer Ramén’s designs on the kingdom of Valencia, culminating
in his humiliating defeat at Tévar in 1090, but it encouraged Lérida, Tortosa
and Denia to place themselves under the protection of the powerful Castilian
war-lord. Even after El Cid had disappeared from the scene in 1099, the steady
advance of Almoravid armies into eastern Spain between 1102 and 1110 ensured
that for Catalonia, just as for the other Christian powers of the peninsula, the
golden age of parias was truly at an end.’

In the years that followed their victory at Sagrajas in 1086 Almoravid
strategic thinking was dominated by the desire to recover Toledo. By the end
of the eleventh century, all the territories that had belonged to the former taifa
kingdom as far north as the Tagus had been overrun by Yusuf’s armies. But

97 Ubieto Arteta (1981), pp. 77-138. On the reigns of Sancho Ramirez and Pedro I respectively, see
Buesa Conde (1996) and Ubieto Arteta (1951), pp. 53-126.
98 Bonnassie (1975-6), 11, pp. 860—3. 9 Ibid., 11, pp. 865-7. 1% Bensch (1995), pp. 98ft.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Spain in the eleventh century 187

the embattled city of Toledo itself managed to hold out — despite the fact that
it was to be subjected to siege on numerous occasions after 1090 — and was
to remain the principal base for Leonese-Castilian military operations on the
southern frontier for over a century to come. For his part, Alfonso VI did what
he could to the stem the Almoravid tide, though with notable lack of success.
In 1091 the army he sent to help raise the Almoravid siege of Seville was routed
at Almodévar del Rio; and in 1092, in alliance with Aragon, Barcelona and
the Iralian maritime city-states of Genoa and Pisa, he unsuccessfully invested
Valencia.

Diplomatic initiatives were only marginally more successful. In the imme-
diate aftermath of his humiliating reverse at Sagrajas, Alfonso VI had issued
an urgent appeal for military aid to his neighbours beyond the Pyrenees. The
call had been answered by a large French expeditionary force led by, among
others, Duke Odo of Burgundy, Hugh VI of Lusignan and, probably, Count
Raymond IV of Toulouse, all of whom had family ties in the peninsula. The
army crossed into Spain in the winter of 1087 and besieged Tudela in the Ebro
valley before returning home having accomplished littdle.”" Yet the French ex-
pedition was not to prove entirely fruitless. Perhaps encouraged by the French
show of force, Alfonso VI, who had married Duke Odo’s aunt Constance in
1079, was keen to strengthen diplomatic ties with the Burgundian ducal house
yet further. It was therefore agreed that Constance’s cousin, Count Raymond
of comital Burgundy, should marry Alfonso’s eldest daughter Urraca. Some
time afterwards Raymond’s cousin Henry of ducal Burgundy was betrothed to
one of Alfonso’s illegitimate daughters, Teresa; another daughter, Elvira, was
married off to Count Raymond of Toulouse in or before 1094. These marriage
alliances were doubtless a source of great pride and prestige for the Leonese-
Castilian royal house, but in power-political terms they did not really amount
to very much. So far as we can tell, Raymond and Henry were not accompa-
nied to Spain by a military entourage of any size; nor is there any evidence
that the Burgundian connection subsequently led to further contingents of
French troops crossing the Pyrenees to lend Alfonso VI a hand in his struggle
for ascendancy with the Almoravids.

Nevertheless, Raymond and Henry did well for themselves at the Leonese-
Castilian court. In 1087, at about the same time he was betrothed to the Infanta
Urraca, Raymond was granted authority over the province of Galicia, where
a rebellion led by Count Rodrigo Ovéquiz had been put down only shortly
before, and over the Portuguese marcher territories, although these were later to
be transferred to Henry in 1096. According to a Compostelan source, Raymond
may even have been designated heir apparent to the throne of Leén-Castile.'**

102

0 Bull (1993), pp. 83-6. ‘Chronicon Compostellanum’, p. 611.
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Whether or not this was truly the case, the fact that Alfonso VI’s only close male
relative, his brother Garcia, had died in prison in 1090 and that the king had
hitherto failed to produce a legitimate male heir meant that Raymond may well
have harboured expectations that the throne would eventually be his. However,
these hopes were turned on their head in 1093 when the king’s mistress Zaida,
the former daughter-in-law of al-Mu‘tamid of Seville, gave birth to a son,
Sancho. Fearing, with good reason, that his aspirations to rule Leén-Castile
were now in jeopardy, Raymond decided to act. Some time between 1095 and
1107 — the precise date has been the subject of considerable though inconclusive
scholarly debate — Raymond and Henry, with the connivance of Abbot Hugh
of Cluny and his envoy Dalmatius Geret, drew up a secret treaty."”> Under the
terms of the so-called ‘Succession Pact’, the cousins resolved that on the death
of Alfonso VI Henry would assist Raymond to succeed to the throne of Leén-
Castile and that they would partition the kingdom between them. Henry was
to hold Toledo as Raymond’s vassal, or else, if that were impossible — a strong
intimation that nobody was very confident that the city could hold out against
Almoravid attack for that long — the province of Galicia; Raymond would
get the rest. Furthermore, the cousins agreed that one third of the treasury of
Toledo was to pass to Henry. The name of the Infante Sancho is conspicuous by
its absence. However, the death of Raymond in September 1107 rendered the
treaty redundant. Besides, in 1106 Alfonso VI had already further strengthened
Sancho’s claims to the throne by marrying the boy’s mother Zaida, thereby
legitimizing the heir apparent.

The final years of Alfonso VI’s reign were to be dominated by the succession
question and the military struggle with the Almoravids. Although the king had
good reason to be encouraged by the capture of Santarém on the Tagus in 1095,
and by the fall of Huesca to Pedro I of Aragon the following year, the vulner-
ability of his position was forcefully underlined in 1097 when Yusuf inflicted
another humiliating defeat on him, this time at Consuegra near Toledo, and
followed it up by routing an army led by Alfonso’s right-hand man Alvar Féfiez
near Cuenca. In 1100 Toledo was besieged once more and in 1102 Alfonso had
to supervise the evacuation of Valencia. To add to the king’s problems, he was
desperately short of manpower, to the point at which in 1100 and in 1101 Pope
Paschal IT had to send letters warning would-be Spanish crusaders to the Holy
Land not to abandon the peninsula.’** What is more, with parias now a thing
of the past, the king was seriously strapped for cash.’® Nevertheless, Alfonso

193 Documentos medievais Portugueses, 1, pt 1, pp. 1-2, and pt 2, pp. 547—-53. On the background to
the ‘Pact of Succession’, see David (1948); Bishko (1971); Fletcher (1984), pp. 121-5; Reilly (1988),
Pp. 247-54.

‘4 Historia Compostellana, pp. 24—6, 77-8. 195 Sénchez-Albornoz (1965), pp. 483—s19.
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was still prepared to take the fight to the enemy. Taking advantage of the
fact that the Almoravid amir was now severely incapacitated by ill health, he
captured the fortress town of Medinaceli in 1104 and led further raiding parties
into Muslim territory in 1104 and 1106. When Yusuf finally died in September
1106, to be succeeded by his son ‘Ali ibn Yusuf, the Almoravid military machine
cranked up a gear again, and in May 1108 an army led by ‘Ali’s brother Tamim
headed north to Toledo once more. Before it reached its objective, however, it
was intercepted by Leonese forces at Uclés some 100 kilometres to the east. In
the ensuing battle the Christian army was annihilated. Seven counts reportedly
perished in the battle, as well as Alfonso’s son and heir Sancho.™®

Despite the spectacular Almoravid victory on the field of Uclés the Tagus
frontier was not overrun. Toledo did not fall. However, the political conse-
quences of the defeat were devastating. The untimely death of the Infante
Sancho meant that the thorny question of the royal succession had to be set-
tled all over again. To make matters worse, a decision was required speedily,
for Alfonso VI himself was stricken with illness and bedridden. But the op-
tions open to the ailing monarch were severely limited to say the least. Altough
Raymond was no longer on the scene, he had left a widow, Urraca, and their
three-year-old son, the future Alfonso VII (1126—s7). For their part, Count
Henry and Countess Teresa of Portugal were to be blessed with a child, also
called Alfonso (Atonso), in 1109. In the end, Alfonso VI formally proclaimed
his daugter Urraca as his successor and announced her betrothal to the king
of Aragon, Alfonso I ‘the Battler’ (1104—34). Though the precise terms of the
Aragonese marriage are not altogether clear, on paper at least the project had
much to be said for it. For one thing, it held out the prospect of a joint military
alliance between the two most powerful Spanish Christian kingdoms which just
might have been able to turn back the increasingly perilous Almoravid advance.
For another, it avoided leaving Leén-Castile under the sole rule of a woman,
something which many contemporaries — not least Alfonso VI himself —
may well have found difficult to countenance. True, Alfonso I and Urraca
were related by common descent from Sancho Garcés 111 of Navarre, but given
the desperate position in which the kingdom found itself, Alfonso VI doubtless
anticipated — incorrectly as it turned out — that the church authorities would
be willing to turn a blind eye to this minor matter. Indeed, when Alfonso VI fi-
nally passed away in Toledo, the scene of his greatest triumph, on 1 July 1109, by
which time the frontiers of his imperium stretced from the Adantic seaboard in

196 Crénica Najerense, p. 18. Cf. Lucas of Tty, ‘Chronicon Mundi’, pp. 101—2; Rodrigo Jiménez de
Rada, Historia de rebvs Hispanie, pp. 216-17. On the background to the Uclés campaign, see Huici
(1956), pp. 103-34; Slaughter (1974-9); Reilly (1988), pp. 348-ss.
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the west to the Ebro in the east and from the Cantabrian littoral as far south as
the Tagus, he may well have thought that he had done enough to safeguard his
achievements. The reality was to prove very different. Far from reinforcing the
kingdom, the immediate result of the Aragonese marriage was to be a renewed
succession crisis and an eight-year civil war that was to tear the Leonese empire
apart.
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CHAPTER 7

ENGLAND AND NORMANDY,

1042-1137

Marjorie Chibnall

THE century after Edward the Confessor returned from exile in Normandy
to be crowned king of England in 1042 might be called the century of the
Norman Conquest, which led to the formation of a short-lived Anglo-Norman
realm. Already foreshadowed by personal dynastic ties, it became a visible
reality when William the Conqueror, having restored the ducal authority and
the military power of the duchy, united Normandy with the kingdom of
England in 1066. Under his sons William Rufus and Henry some further
conquest and consolidation continued, accompanied by a measure of social
and administrative cross-fertilization; though closer union continued to seem
a possibility it had not been achieved by the time King Stephen lost his grip on
the duchy. Union of a different kind was restored only for a time in the wider
complex known as the Angevin empire.

Edward the Confessor, the son of King Athelred Il and Emma of Normandy,
returned to a kingdom that had recently undergone a major territorial upheaval
as a result of the Scandinavian conquest. Most of the older nobility had been
replaced either by Scandinavian followers of the Danish rulers or by newly
enriched members of obscure Saxon families; pre-eminent among the new
earls were Earl Godwine and his sons. The earls at this time were in the
position of provincial governors, with particular responsibilities for defence.
Inidially their power and wealth posed no immediate threat to the king; the
monarchy was strong, the underlying structure of local communities stable
and the kingdom wealthy. Variations in local law and custom, particularly
noticeable in the eastern counties of the Danelaw where Danish settlement
had left its mark, did not destroy the unity achieved by the West-Saxon kings
and reinforced under Cnut.

The needs of defence during the period of Danish wars and Danish rule had
stimulated the development of both royal taxation and military organization.
Even in the tenth century King Edgar had been able to collect general taxes
or gelds assessed territorially. The demand for both cash and service increased
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spectacularly with the Danish invasions. The amount levied in danegeld, said
by the Anglo-Saxon chroniclers to have amounted to £36,000 in 1012 and
£80,000 in 1017, may have been exaggerated; but the value of coin issued in
one of the periodical recoinages could have raised such sums in an emergency.
There is no reason to doubt that King Athelred had been able to raise £4,000
annually as heregeld or army tax, and this was levied regularly until 1o51. Some
military obligations were discharged in person, others in cash or kind; the
paid element was important. Royal and comital retainers were maintained in
the household and paid some wages; and in times of emergency temporary
mercenaries were hired; up to 1051 a regular fleet was maintained at a cost
estimated at £3,000 to £4,000 a year. All this would have been impossible
without an administration sufficiently sophisticated to exploit the wealth of
the country.

During the eleventh century shire reeves or sheriffs increased in importance
as the king’s principal officers in the shire. Appointed by the king, they were
directly responsible to him, not to the earl, for the administration of finance as
well as for presiding in the shire court. They collected the dues from the royal
estates as well as the general gelds, and played their part in assessing the liability
of the district. In this they were assisted both by the reeves in the smaller ad-
ministrative divisions of hundred and wapentake and by the lords of the large
estates, who had their own reeves and servants. Village reeves shared in the re-
sponsibility for collecting geld, and some tenants owed riding services that may
have included carrying the king’s writs, by which he conveyed his instructions
to the sheriffs and other local officers. Townsmen too played their part in col-
lecting some local revenues.” All this business led to an increase in the number
of written documents and probably too in the central rolls recording geld lia-
bility. The number of clerks in the writing office must have increased, though
the formal organization of a true chancery still lay some way in the future.

The peace and stability of the kingdom depended on the king’s good relations
with his thegns and greater magnates. At first there were no serious tensions,
and the handful of Normans or Bretons who accompanied or followed King
Edward and settled on the Welsh border and in East Anglia contributed to the
defence of the frontiers. The one serious threat came from the growing power
of the family of Godwine, earl of Wessex. Godwine’s daughter Edith became
King Edward’s wife, and his sons Harold, Swein, Tostig, Gyrth and Leofwine
acquired earldoms in the course of the reign. King Edward’s one attempt to
expel them in 1050-1 ended in failure; thereafter he accepted the need to work
with them. Swein and Tostig lost their earldoms through their own errors and
misgovernment; but the power of Harold, particularly after he inherited his

' Campbell (1987).
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father’s earldom, increased. He and his brothers had their own military house-
holds and formed alliances with important churchmen like Wulfstan, bishop
of Worcester. By 1066 the family’s estates had been considerably augmented by
grants from the king, made partly to enable them to carry out their military
duties and to defend the shires where their responsibilities lay. They included,
however, lands which had previously been used for endowing royal officials,
which now became family lands; and the total wealth of the Godwine family
far exceeded that of the king. The evidence supports the charge recently made
against King Edward, that if he approved of the aggrandizement of the family
he was foolish, and if he acquiesced he cannot have been in full control of
the kingdom.? In spite of the wealth and military organization of England, it
was becoming dangerously unstable when Edward died childless, leaving the
succession an open question. Earl Harold, though not of the royal blood, was
a strong contender because of his power, presence at the king’s deathbed and
possible designation by Edward. There were also two serious contenders on
grounds of distant kinship: Harald Hardrada, king of Norway, and William
duke of Normandy, who also professed to have been promised the crown in 1051.

Normandy under Duke William was in the process of becoming the most
powerful principality in the French kingdom. By 1047 the troubles of the
duke’s minority were over, and a victory over rebels at Val-&s-Dunes left him
in a commanding position, strong enough to meet any new rebellion. The
1050s were a time of consolidation, when the frontiers of the duchy were
strengthened, the authority of the king of France though acknowledged in
principle was virtually excluded and a slow military expansion was begun. This
prepared the way for the external conquests and triumphs of the 1060s. The
dukes profited from inheriting both some of the public powers of the former
Carolingian counts of Rouen and the military authority exercised by the leaders
of the Scandinavian warbands who had settled in the tenth century. At first the
duke may have been a Frankish count to some of his subjects, a Viking jarl to
others; by the mid-eleventh century the fusion was complete. Lucien Musset
calculated that the ducal coutumes showed a proportion of four Frankish
royal customs to two Nordic elements.? Among the duke’s public powers were
the right to levy general taxes, to control the coinage and to demand that
castles could be taken over by ducal castellans. The Scandinavia contribution
to the machinery of government included some of the roots of the Norman
public peace and probably also the procedure for mobilizing the fleet.

Besides this, Duke William began in the early 1050s to work closely with
reforming churchmen and to cultivate good relations with the pope. He led the
way in founding Benedictine monasteries and used all his traditional rights and

* Fleming (1991), p. 102. 3 Musset (1970), pp. 112-14.
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his powers of enforcing the public peace to assume a general guardianship over
monasteries founded by his vassals. While keeping the control of episcopal and
abbatial elections in his own hands, he was careful to avoid selling benefices.
His removal of his uncle Mauger from the archbishopric of Rouen may have
been due as much to doubts of Mauger’s loyalty as to the worldly life that had
been tolerated for some fifteen years, but William was careful to depose him
in a church council and to replace him with a man of exemplary character. At
St-Evroult similarly he drove out Robert of Grandmesnil, whose family had
been involved in rebellion, and replaced him with an abbot as acceptable to
reformers as to himself. He presided over church councils that promulgated
decrees against simony and clerical marriage, and laid the foundations for the
good relations with reforming popes that were to last for the greater part of his
reign after the conquest of England.

After an unsuccessful rebellion by William, count of Arques, and his forfei-
ture in 1153, the great Norman families worked closely with the duke and throve
as he prospered, in this age of ‘predatory kinship’.* The new Norman counts
who emerged from the 1020s onwards were kinsmen and vassals of the duke;
many were connected with the families of Duke Richard I's widow, the Duchess
Gunnor, or his half-brother, Count Rodulf. Their comtés were usually situated
near the frontiers, for defence and attack; the earliest counts appeared at Ivry,
Eu and Mortain. Their titles, at first personal, had all become territorialized by
1066, with the possible exception of Brionne, where Count Gilbert was never
called ‘count of Brionne’. They were an aristocracy of power, who held castles
and founded monasteries, but did not exercise any public functions by virtue
of their office. Predatory and outward looking, they sometimes acquired lands
beyond the Norman frontiers, which involved them in fealty to the kings of
France. Non-comital lords too, like Roger of Beaumont who married a daugh-
ter of Waleran, count of Meulan, or Roger of Montgomery, who married Mabel
of Belléme, combined estates in Normandy and other French provinces. Some
were acquiring estates across the Channel. In 1002 Duke Richard IT’'s daughter
Emma had married King ZAthelred, so giving Duke William his claim to the
English throne through kinship; Edward the Confessor’s accession in 1042 at-
tracted a scattering of Normans to settle in England. Pre-conquest penetration
was building up there as well as in the provinces of Brittany, Maine and Perche.
Inidially this extended Norman influence, but dual allegiance was in time to
strain the loyalty of the cross-frontier magnates.

Public duties fell mostly on the vicomtes, who were the true representatives
of the duke in his traditional capacity as count of Rouen. These men were
responsible for the administration of justice and collection of revenues, for

4 Searle (1988).
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military levies and the defence of castles; they performed many of the duties
that in England would have fallen to the sheriff. In some important respects,
however, they were different. Normandy, in spite of Viking influence, had
no popular assemblies like the Scandinavian #hings or the English county and
hundred courts. The vicomtes were directly responsible to the duke; there were
no local assemblies over which they might preside, and they were not in any
way deputies of the counts. Such structural differences were bound to influence
later changes. Some vicomtal families held office for two or more generations
and became wealthy and influential. Roger I of Montgomery, vicomte of the
Hiémois, was succeeded by his son Roger II. Hugh I of Montfort-sur-Risle too
was succeeded by his son. The Crispin family were establishing themselves in
the Norman Vexin and the Goz family at Avranches. Ralph, vicomte of Bayeux,
and Nigel of the Cotentin were likewise securing vicomiés for their heirs. For
some of these men, who were rising to be important magnates, their wealth
and power was to serve as a springboard to greater dignities in England.

When Duke William began to look towards England, Normandy, partly
through the temporary weakness of the counts of Anjou and the French king,
had become the most powerful province in northern France. He had taken
advantage of a disputed succession in Maine to invade the county, arrange
for the betrothal of his son Robert to the young heiress of Maine and secure
the recognition of Robert as count even though his bride died before the
marriage could take place. In the east Guy, count of Ponthieu, was compelled to
swear fealty and promise military support; and relations with Count Baldwin
of Flanders had been good after William’s marriage to Baldwin’s daughter
Matilda. In 1064 he campaigned in Brittany during the minority of Count
Conan II in support of Rivallon of Combour, and asserted his authority there.
These wars brought out his remarkable skill as a military commander and
attracted knights from neighbouring provinces to serve in his household troops,
both to gain experience and to win booty. The obligations of his own vassals
included military service, which as yet was normally of unspecified quantity
and duration; quite probably the only men who contracted to supply an exact
quota of knights were the holders of money fiefs. Abbeys which later provided
knights may have owed them from former church lands which had become
secularized and then restored to the church with knights settled on them. Good
service brought ample rewards for the laity: lands, castellanships and vicomzés,
or the hand of an heiress in marriage. In the mid-eleventh century war has
been described as ‘the national industry of the Normans’.

Edward the Confessor’s childlessness and his gratitude to the Norman kins-
men who had given him a refuge and recognized his rights during his exile
may have encouraged William to hope from an early date to be designated
as Edward’s heir. His serious bid for the crown began, however, only after
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Edward’s death in January 1066, when Harold Godwineson was crowned king.
William consulted his vassals and gained their support for his enterprise. The
months of preparation show that he did not underestimate the task ahead; all
his resources and experience were directed towards it. His own vassals provided
men and ships; an early, incomplete ship-list contains some figures which look
convincing.’ The contributions from leading vassals and allies ranged from
120 and 100 ships provided by his half-brothers, Robert of Mortain and Odo
bishop of Bayeux respectively, and 8o from William count of Evreux, through
60 each from Hugh of Avranches, Roger of Beaumont, Robert of Eu, Roger of
Montgomery and William fitz Osbern, down to a single ship from Remigius of
Fécamp Abbey. The core army of Normans was strongly supported by allies and
knights from nearby provinces and even further afield. Eustace of Boulogne
brought a substantial force from his county, and there were Bretons, Flem-
ings, Poitevins and some men from Maine, Aquitaine and Anjou and possibly
southern Italy. The 1066 conquest of England has been described, not without
reason, as ‘Duke William’s Breton, Lotharingian, Flemish, Picard, Artesian,
Cenomanian, Angevin, general-French and Norman Conquest.”® During the
two or three months in the summer of 1066, when the army was first assem-
bling at Dives-sur-Mer and then, after a move to St-Valéry, waiting to launch
the invasion, there was ample time for a rigorous training to weld the individ-
ual units into a single effective striking force. Their success in the long and
hard-fought battle at Hastings shows that William made good use of his time.

Whether or not he had prior information about an attempted invasion of
King Harold Hardrada, supported by Tostig, in the north of England, he waited
until Harold Godwineson had been forced to leave the south coast unprotected
and hurry to Yorkshire to repel the invader. If, as Norman writers anxious to de-
tect the will of God liked to claim, William was delayed by unfavourable winds
which only changed in response to prayer, the fact thata change came at the first
moment when a good commander would have chosen to embark is a remark-
able coincidence. Harold, hurrying south after a successful battle at Stamford
Bridge, had with him only the hard core of his army and local levies. Formidable
aseven this force was, it could not stand up to the combined assaults of William’s
well-rehearsed cavalry charges supported by archers. Harold was killed in the
battle of Hastings. The destruction of the English army and the Norman vic-
tory was, however, only the beginning of the first stage of conquest. Even after
William’s acceptance by the English magnates who had survived the battle,
and his coronation at Westminster by Archbishop Zldred of York, he had to
face serious rebellions in the west and north of England for some four years.
In spite of his claim to legitimate succession, and his attempt to retain existing

5 Van Houts (1988). 6 Ritchie (1954), p. 157.
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English institutions as far as possible, his army was in many ways an army of
occupation. This was to determine the military structure of his new realm.

In the twenty years after the Conquest a major redistribution of lands took
place. Abbots and bishops were allowed to retain the bulk of their former
church lands after making submission; but by the end of the reign Normans
and their allies had been granted all but about 5 per cent of the land previously
held by English secular magnates. The change, however, took place by stages.
William had at his immediate disposal the royal demesne and the confiscated
lands of the Godwine family, as well as the lands of the thegns who had fallen
at Hastings. He was prepared to retain three of the former earls — Edwin,
Morcar and Waltheof the son of Siward — and to preserve as much as possible
of the administrative structure of the kingdom. When he left on a visit to
Normandy he had to entrust others with military and political leadership in
the earldoms formerly held by Harold and his brothers Gyrth and Leofwine.
William ficz Osbern was given authority in Hampshire and Herefordshire and
the title of earl. William’s half-brother, Odo of Bayeux, appointed earl of Kent,
was active in several shires; and Ralf the Staller, a Breton lord of Gael who had
settled in East Anglia in King Edward’s reign, apparently replaced Gyrth as
ear] of East Anglia. These were still earldoms of the traditional type; not until
after the rebellion of Edwin and Morcar in 1068 had led to their forfeiture did
the king establish earls analogous to the Norman counts in frontier areas with
limited territorial authority. Roger of Montgomery became earl of Shrewsbury,
probably from 1068, and Hugh of Avranches, earl of Chester from about 1070.7

By this time William’s attitude to the kingdom had changed. Harold
Godwineson was no longer called ‘king’; and William, who dated his acts
from the day of his coronation at Westminster, regarded himself as the im-
mediate successor of King Edward after a nine months’ usurpation. Further
confiscations of the lands of rebels followed; and Normans or their allies re-
placed the last of the greatest English magnates. The king continued to exercise
jurisdiction through the existing local courts, to collect traditional gelds and
to employ established English moneyers to mint the coins of the realm. The
invaders built on English foundations and appropriated English traditions, but
the men themselves were ‘Normans’, speaking their own French language and
observing different customs. The society that resulted was neither English nor
Norman, and new forms of government and military organization were de-
vised to meet new needs. Twelfth-century chroniclers, like Gaimar and Wace,
who took over the English past as their own history and celebrated it in their
vernacular French poems, were expressing in a different medium what had
happened in society.

7 Lewis (1991).
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During the great distributions of property land was allocated to the new
lords principally in two ways; by antecessor or by block grant in a particular
county or group of counties. Antecessores were those who had been legally in
possession on the day that King Edward died; the method of allocating the
lands of a named antecessor was particularly common in the early years of the
reign. The new lords sometimes held the lands of a Saxon anrecessor only in one
or two counties; Geoffrey of Mandeville, for example, was granted the lands
of Ansgar the Staller in Essex but not in Hertfordshire or Buckinghamshire.
Moreover, this was not the most common method of distribution; only about
10 per cent of the land can be positively accounted for in this way.® The king
needed to have compact territorial blocks focused on castles for defence of the
sea-coast and the frontiers. The Sussex lordships of Hastings, Pevensey, Lewes,
Arundel and Bramber were established at an early date, and other compact
lordships were created in Hampshire and the Welsh marches as well as along
the moving northern frontier. These were built up by the second method:
allocation in the shire court of the lands not already legally held by churches
or carly enfeoffed lay lords. A high proportion of later grants to lesser lords
may have been made in roughly the same way. Some of the transfers were
authenticated by royal writ; many depended on the witness of the court where
they were made. Details of distribution might be settled in the local courts of
hundred or wapentake.

Since some of the antecessores had held lands, particularly church lands, by
lease for a limited number of lives, or had unlawfully occupied them, litigation
was inevitable. A series of land pleas began within a decade of the Conquest;
one of the greatest, held on Penenden Heath, concerned the lands of the church
of Canterbury, and there was prolonged litigation over the lands of Ely. Twenty
years of flux and change produced many changes both in landholding and in
lordship. In estates with scattered sokes the shape of the pre-Conquest estate
had a better chance of being preserved than in those where lordship extended
only over men, not land. Some Saxon and other undertenants, anxious for
protection, commended themselves to new Norman lords and formed a per-
sonal and legal connection that was not necessarily tenurial also. Such changes
added further complexities to forms of landholding that were already confused
by regional variations and the diversity of settlement customs. In the process
of transfer many old estates were broken up and the consequent disruption
of agrarian life was probably more important than the devastation caused by
invading armies in reducing the value of lands as recorded in Domesday Book.
Whereas estates transferred intact to new lords fell by only about 13 per cent

8 The statistics in this section are taken from Fleming (1991), who provides the most full and detailed
analysis of the relevant Domesday statistics at present available, and from Hollister (1987).
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of their pre-Conquest values, those that were reconstituted from the lands of
more than one landholder fell by an average 22 per cent.

With the regranting of land went some clarification of the terms of service.?
In all probability quotas of military service were allocated to some leading
ecclesiastical tenants-in-chief when their lands were confirmed or when a new
prelate was appointed. The size of the monastic quotas seems to have been
determined in part at least by military needs. Peterborough and Glastonbury,
with quotas of sixty knights, and Ely and Bury St Edmunds, with quotas of
forty, were all in regions vulnerable to invasion and attack and some distance
from the centres of lay power. Abingdon, with a quota of thirty, controlled a
vital ford on the north/south route to the midlands. The general obligations of
lay lords to provide military support were more gradually expressed in precise
quotas. Most had been defined by the end of the reign, though major changes in
lordship through forfeiture or escheat were to take place up to and sometimes
beyond the turn of the century. Sub-infeudation, with the establishment of
knights fees, was left to the individual lords, lay and ecclesiastical. Within a
few decades it was to be of greater fiscal than military significance. Both the
wealth of the estates granted and the size of the quotas imposed may have been
related to the size of the military followings that the great magnates had brought
with them and were obliged to support. In Normandy too the Conquest acted
as a catalyst. With so many knights absent in England, the duke needed to
be sure of adequate support from the great vassals who remained behind to
keep the peace and defend the frontiers. If; as seems likely, most formal quotas
were allocated in Normandy at about the same time as in England, this would
account for the rough correlation that has been noted between the size of
quotas in the Norman returns of 1172 and the wealth of the greatest magnates
as suggested by the 1066 ship-list.

Many of the changes in landholding and resources resulting from two
decades of conquest and settlement in England were summed up in the
Inquisitio geldi (surviving for five shires only) and in Domesday Book. In 1085
King William needed to summon all available resources to meet the threat of
invasion by King Cnut of Denmark, who was supported by Count Robert the
Frisian of Flanders. Permanent household troops were always an important
element in the armed forces, and the danger forced him to recruit an unusually
large body of additional hired mercenaries. The duchy of Normandy too de-
manded his attention, and he was ready to settle a long-running border dispute
in the Vexin by going on the offensive against the king of France. Financial
needs were met by the exaction of heavy gelds. King Edward had dropped the
heregeld in 1051; but by the eatly 1070s, if not before, William the Conqueror

9 Holt (1984).
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was collecting gelds and they became an important element in his revenue.
The laments of the chroniclers show that exceptionally heavy gelds were levied
in the last years of the reign. The Inquisitio geldi was most probably carried out
in 1086, at almost the same time as the much more extensive Domesday sur-
vey. There were, however, needs other than financial that prompted the great
survey. A series of land pleas, resulting from both lawful changes in tenure and
unlawful appropriations dating even from before the Conquest, constantly
demanded the attention of the king and his deputies. Disputes involved far
more than the great ecclesiastical estates of Canterbury and Ely; the hundreds
of clamores revealed by the Domesday inquest show that many small tenants
were demanding redress. Norman sheriffs were among the predators; some
lands had been occupied for non-payment of geld, and it seems likely that
even before 1066 payment of geld had been taken to give some kind of title
to land in dispute.’® Norman landholders had an interest in securing official
recognition of their rights by sworn testimony or royal writ. The machinery
for the survey already existed in the courts of shire and hundred in which estate
reeves participated alongside representatives of the vills. But without the co-
operation of the magnates it could never have been carried through, as it was,
within six months of being set in motion at King William’s Christmas court
in 1085. Only the exceptional circumstances of the Conquest made a survey
on such a scale possible; no comparable inquest could have been attempted in
Normandy, even if it had seemed desirable there.

The survey was made in seven, or more probably eight, circuits. Evidence was
collected in the courts of shire and hundred with the assistance of local estate
reeves and stewards, many of whom were already accustomed to accounting
to their lords, and was checked by the sworn testimony of local juries before
being submitted to the commissioners in each circuit. It covered the whole
of England except Durham and the north and the great cities of London and
Winchester. In the East Anglian circuit the tenures were so complicated that
the returns had not been digested into their final form when returns from other
circuits were complete, and they contained many details of stock omitted in
the final version for the other circuits. It is beginning to be generally recognized
that, though the writing up of Domesday Book continued into the next reign,
the returns were completed by June 1086. They were available at the Salisbury
court where ‘all the land-holding men who were of any account’ swore oaths
of fealty and did homage to King William." If the Salisbury oaths were indeed
connected with the Domesday survey, it would be a sign that homage, initally
a binding but general obligation between lord and man, was already being
more specifically done in return for some definite grant of lands or rights. So it

© Hyams (1987). ™ Holt (1987a).
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is not unreasonable to describe the survey as ‘the title-deed of all the Norman
conquerors of England’.” Besides this, it provided the king, county by county,
with the information which his officers, in particular the sheriffs, could use in
administering the royal demesne and the lands of vassals and churches which
came into the king’s hands through vacancy, escheat or forfeiture. It shows
too the mixture of fiscal and judicial elements that was to characterize royal
government throughout the twelfth century.

The evidence collected, which included statements of landholders in the
time of King Edward, when lands were first granted, and in 1066, brings
out forcibly the changes in landed power brought about by the Conquest.
Most striking is the different ratio between the extent of the royal demesne
and that of the greatest tenants-in-chief. Of the lands held by the king and the
wealthiest magnates before the Conquest, Edward the Confessor had held only
34 per cent, compared with 43 per cent in the hands of the Godwine fam-
ily (even after Tostig’s fall) and 23 per cent held by the families of Leofric
and Siward. After the Conquest the proportions were reversed: King William
had 64 per cent and the leading magnates together barely half that amount.
Moreover, the wealth of William’s greatest vassals was more modest than that of
the powerful Saxon earls, and their lands were geographically slightly less scat-
tered. The Godwines had land in thirty counties, whereas the estates of Hugh
of Avranches were spread over twenty, and those of the king’s half-brothers,
Odo of Bayeux and Robert of Mortain together, over twenty-one.

A rough calculation of the wealth of William’s vassals holding lands valued
at over £750 a year shows Odo of Bayeux (£3,000), Robert of Mortain (£2,100),
Roger of Montgomery (£2,100), William of Warenne (£1,165), Alan of Brittany,
lord of Richmond (£1,100) at the top of the list, followed by Hugh of Avranches,
earl of Chester (£820), Richard of Clare, Geoffrey bishop of Coutances and
Geoffrey of Mandeville (each £780), and Eustace II of Boulogne (£770). Most
of these men were ducal kinsmen and all had served him well. The church
retained properties amounting to a little over 25 per cent of the landed wealth
of the kingdom. The bishops of Bayeux and Coutances held their English lands
as secular fees and performed the duties of lay barons in return; they were among
the men most frequently appointed on judicial commissions. Odo of Bayeux,
however, came under suspicion of disloyalty and was arrested and imprisoned
in 1083; it was possible that his sympathies were with the king’s rebel son, Robert
Curthose. Released on the death of the Conqueror, he rebelled openly at the
beginning of the next reign and suffered exile and forfeiture. Not one of the
great magnates was strong enough to challenge the king as the Godwines had
done; events were to prove that the king’s resources, carefully used, were enough

> Davis (1987b), p. 28.
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to bring down any rebellion in England or Normandy, even one backed by
external powers, for the next half-century at least. William’s great achievement
has been described as giving such stability to Norman rule in England and
the union of Normandy and England that his successors should want both to
continue.”

The succession was, however, a serious problem facing all the Norman kings.
When William died in September 1087 the danger of dividing the inheritance
became apparent. Normandy was a part of the kingdom of France, even though
the exact nature of the French king’s lordship is uncertain and may have been
differently interpreted by king and duke. William had probably sworn fealty
first to King Henry, and then in 1060 to the young king Philip. Possibly homage
was performed in the marches, but references to homage come from twelfth-
century sources and may be anachronistic. Before he left for England in 1066
he made his magnates swear fealty to his eldest son Robert; the fealty was
repeated later and Robert was recognized by King Philip in both Normandy
and Maine. When he quarrelled with his father and even fought against him
with help from King Philip he may have done homage to the French king,
Although the association of father and son in the duchy of Normandy was little
more than nominal in William’s lifetime, it was a commitment from which
the king could not escape on his deathbed. His wish may have been to keep
the whole realm united, but he was not prepared to see Robert as king of
England. He made it clear to Archbishop Lanfranc that he wished his second
son, William Rufus, to be crowned; Lanfranc concurred without question, and
so the realm was for the time being divided.

It would not be right to see the division between William Rufus and Robert
as an application of the Norman custom of parage, whereby the eldest son
often took the patrimony and the second son the acquisitions. Even if gen-
eral inheritance customs had crystallized in 1087 — and in fact they remained
flexible — they would not have been applicable either to the kingdom or to the
duchy, and the previous history of both tended to ever greater union. Once the
early English kingdoms were united the rulers obtained undivided authority
over the whole realm; and the Norman dukes had never divided the duchy.
Even the nominal association of the duke’s son with his father did not amount
to delegation, far less to division of authority; it was rather a guarantee of suc-
cession. Circumstances rather than calculated planning left Robert as duke of
Normandy and William Rufus as king of England, while Henry, the third son,
received only cash, though he claimed to have a right to his mother’s lands.
William Rufus and Robert at first agreed to make the other his heir if either
died without issue. Later William’s actions between 1096 and 1100 when he

3 Bates (1989b), p. 18s.
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was ruling Normandy during his brother’s absence on crusade, Henry’s ruthless
planning and effective action after William’s death and Robert’s vain struggle
to recover England show that each one of the three brothers aimed to reunite
the realm in his own hand. Both William and Henry, who showed something
of their father’s ability in ruling, enjoyed a fair measure of success; whereas
Robert, who for all his military prowess as a crusader proved unable to hold
the loyalty of his vassals except by giving away vital resources, failed to preserve
even what he had.

Norman expansion continued during the reign of William Rufus. He car-
ried on the enterprises begun by his father, helped by a continuing influx of
new immigrants, many of whom were younger sons. The northern frontier was
pushed forward into Cumbria. William I, on his one expedition against Mal-
colm Canmore king of Scots, had secured at Abernethy an oath of allegiance
that may have been equivalent to homage in the marches. In 1092 Rufus led a
great army northward, established a castle at Carlisle, planted settlers there and
gave the lordship to Ralph of Briquessart. King Malcolm reluctantly agreed to
attend his court at Gloucester in 1094, but remained a potential threat to the
northern frontier. It was his murder shortly afterwards, the struggle for succes-
sion in Scotland and the friendly relations established with Malcolm’s younger
sons and daughters who were brought up in England that reduced tension on
the frontier about the turn of the century. In northern and central Wales the
Norman advance remained in the hands of the great marcher earls, Hugh of
Chester and Roger of Shrewsbury, and was halted for a time after their deaths.
In the south, where William fitz Osbert had begun to fortify the march, the
treason and forfeiture of his son in 1075 brought the king more directly into the
advance along the shore of the Bristol Channel. A surge of Norman settlers into
this region followed; they established castles, monasteries and small boroughs.
After the death in 1093 of Rhys ap Tewdwr there was no focus of Welsh power,
and Rufus planted new Norman and Breton families at Abergavenny, Caerleon
and Glamorgan. Welsh risings during the reign checked the Normans; but at
least Rufus maintained his father’s position.

He met with greater success on the Norman frontiers once Robert Curthose
had left for Jerusalem. The skills of Robert of Belléme, the eldest son of Roger
of Montgomery, as a military engineer helped him to strengthen the frontier
defences with new castles. Gisors was a bastion against the unruly lords of the
Vexin; though Rufus failed to advance on this frontier he left it better defended.
In the south he successfully reasserted Norman claims to hold Maine directly
under the count of Anjou, placed a garrison in Le Mans which held out until
his death and successfully influenced an episcopal election there. Along the
whole southern frontier the lords, some of whom held lands also of the king
of France, gave the main weight of their support to whichever of the two kings
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had most to offer them. William Rufus successfully retained the loyalty of the
count of Meulun; the family of Montfort 'Amaury was more divided, and at
one time the brothers Simon and Amaury fought on opposite sides. In spite of
divided allegiances Rufus was sufficiently secure in that region to be believed
to be planning a major enterprise in Aquitaine when he was killed, in what
was most probably a hunting accident, in the New Forest on 2 August 1100.

His overall success, in spite of a serious revolt led by Robert of Mowbray in
1095 and ruthlessly put down, depended both on military leadership and on
the skilful use of resources inherited from his father. He kept a tight control
over the royal castles; whereas Curthose, as long as he governed Normandy,
allowed his vassals to turn out the royal garrisons and treat castles as part of the
family patrimony. Curthose even abandoned Brionne, in the very heart of the
duchy, to Roger of Beaumont, who had previously held it as castellan. Rufus
did not squander his inheritance; and as long as there was a supply of new
lands in Wales and in the north to settle, in addition to confiscated estates to
be redistributed and the hope of profitable marriages, vassals knew that their
interest lay in keeping the king’s love. The forces they brought with them to
war were not necessarily limited to their agreed quotas, and while so many had
interests in Normandy there was no resistance to serving without question on
either side of the Channel. In any case the king’s very numerous household
troops bore the brunt of the sustained campaigns in Normandy and Maine.
There were complaints of extortion, especially from churchmen, and of the
ravaging of the king’s large and unruly household as it travelled in his company.
Nevertheless, he remained popular with his knights and his younger vassals in
particular, even though Anselm, his archbishop of Canterbury, went into exile
to seek advice and help at the papal court and the church chroniclers reviled
him. To them his sudden, unshriven, death was a judgement of God.

When Rufus died Robert Curthose was on his way home from Jerusalem,
bringing with him Sibyl of Conversano as his wife and a dowry substantial
enough to pay off his debts. Before he reached Normandy his younger brother
Henry, by swift action, had had himself accepted as king of England and been
crowned at Westminster. Robert’s atctempt to invade England in 1ro1 failed.
Within six years Henry had forced him out of Normandy also and taken him
prisoner at Tinchebray, so uniting the two parts of the Anglo-Norman realm.
Robert’s imprisonment lasted until his death in 1134; his claims remained alive
in his young son William Clito.

Henry’s aim during his long reign was consolidation rather than expansion,
and he went further than his predecessors in tightening the bonds between
England and Normandy. Like his father, he turned conquest into legitimate
rule. His marriage to Matilda, daughter of Malcolm Canmore and Edgar
Atheling’s sister Margaret, united his line with that of King Alfred as well
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as helping to secure the northern frontier. In 1102 he faced the only major
rebellion of his reign in England, from Robert of Belléme, who had brought
together the immense Montgomery—Belléme inheritance on both sides of the
Channel and favoured the cause of Curthose. Robert, defeated, forfeited all
his English lands and was exiled with his younger brothers Arnulf and Roger.
Ten years later Henry was able to confiscate his continental honours also, and
imprison him for life. It was the only case of total dispossession of a whole
great family in Henry’s reign, and his relentless pursuit of the Belléme family
continued until the end of his life.

Normandy was less secure. Henry’s later wars, apart from two Welsh ex-
peditions, were all fought on the Norman side of the Channel. Some vassals,
particularly those on the Vexin frontier, supported the claims of Curthose,
which were revived by William Clito as soon as he was old enough to bear
arms. They were helped by King Louis VI and by the count of Anjou, who
had inherited the rights of the counts of Maine and come into direct conflict
with Norman interests there. In the struggle with Anjou Henry was powerfully
assisted by the son of his sister Adela, Theobald count of Blois; family loyalties
were reinforced by the traditional rivalry of Blois and Anjou. In 1113 Count
Fulk V of Anjou finally made peace and agreed to the betrothal of his young
daughter Matilda to Henry’s only legitimate son, William Adelin. Maine was
to be her dowry, and Henry now set about securing the whole inheritance
for his son. In 1115 the Norman barons swore fealty and did homage to the
twelve-year-old boy; a year later the English magnates likewise did homage
at Salisbury. It was the first time the succession had been secured by homage
as well as fealty. In 1119 the forces of King Louis VI were decisively defeated
by Henry’s knights at Brémule, and a year later Louis finally agreed to accept
Henry’s right to Normandy and received the homage of William Adelin. By
establishing a right to Normandy without himself doing homage to anyone,
Henry demonstrated the practical unity of the Anglo-Norman realm. Orderic
Vitalis, writing in the later years of Henry’s reign, saw his rule there as royal,
and was prepared to regard disrespect for his person as a form of lese-majesté.
No one, however, suggested that Normandy was a province of England, and
this language may have amounted to no more than a mark of personal dis-
tinction. Henry himself began after 1120 to use the title of duke of Normandy,
which he had refrained from using when he first dispossessed his brother. The
suzerainty of the kings of France may have been little more than a tradition,
but it had the potential of becoming a reality; ‘ignored, resisted or denied, but
never forgotten, it ‘introduced an important qualification into the notion of
a progressive unification of the Norman lands and lordships’.**

4 Le Patourel (1976), pp. 219-21.
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Henry’s actions in Normandy show that his concern was with legitimizing
his position and strengthening his frontiers, not with expansion. More than
fifteen castles on the frontiers of Brittany, Maine, Perche, the Vexin Frangais,
the Beauvaisis and Eu-Ponthieu were either built of refortified. Royal rights
were rigorously enforced in private castles; for example, during the hostilities
with France in 1119 royal household troops were stationed in the archbishop
of Rouen’s castle at Andely. Henry’s natural daughters were married to fron-
tier lords: to Conan III duke of Brittany, Rotrou count of Perche, Eustace of
Breteuil, William Gouet of Montmirail, Matthew of Montmorency, Roscelin
of Beaumont-le-Vicomte and, at the other end of his dominions, to Alexander
king of Scots and Fergus earl of Galloway. His only legitimate daughter,
Matilda, was destined for a more illustrious marriage to the emperor Henry V,
who gave support on the eastern frontiers of France and helped to ensure trad-
ing links with the wealthy cities of the Rhineland. His natural sons and his
Blois nephews either earned preferment and the hand of an heiress by serving
in his household troops, or were provided with church benefices. Robert of
Caen, the eldest, was given the honour of Gloucester with the hand of Robert
fitz Hamo’s daughter and heir. His nephew, Stephen of Blois, received the
county of Mortain and the hand of Matilda, heiress of Bou