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Archbishop Manasses I of Rheims and
Pope Gregory VII

Joun R, Winrrams

THE pontificate of Gregory VII (1073-1085) marked the high tide of the
cleventh century movement to reform the western church. Throughout
Europe the steps taken by Gregory to impose celibacy wpon the clergy, to
eradicate simony and lay investiture, and to centralize papal administration
evoked loud and angry protests. The effective surength of the opposition to
the papal program varied greatly, however, from one part of Europe to an-
other. In the empire, the enemies of reform were sufliciently formidable to
involve the papacy in a conflict of epic proportions. In Capetian France, on
the other hand, they were able to do little more than carry on a series of desul-
tory skirmishes against the pope and his legates.

The relatively mild character of the French conflict may in part be at-
tributed to Gregory himself, who seems to have been more temperate and
conciliatory in dealing with the weak Capetian monarchy than with the
powerful Franconian empire. In greater measure, however, the unspectacular
nature of the French struggle must be attributed to the weakness and dis-
unity of the opponents of the papal program. Chief of these was the mon-
arch, Philip 1 (1o6e-1108). Obviously Philip had every reason to fear Greg-
ory’s plans. They threatencd both his prestige and his power, Presumably he
was conscious of the danger and did all he could to resist. He possessed, how-
ever, to few advantages of character or of natural rescurces to permit him
to play the part of a vigorous and aggressive national leader.?

As a consequence of royal weakness the French bishops often found
themselves called on to face alone the formidable pope and his equally for-
midable legates. Even so, had they but possessed some degree of unity they
might have caused Gregory considerable embarrassment. The French pre-

) }Brief accounts of the relations of Gregory and Philip are given by: Jacques Flach, Les
erigines de lancienne France, 111 (Parls, 1904), 303-308; Achille Luchaire in Ernest Lavisse's
Hurpire de Frrmlce dcfmis_!es origines jusqu'd le Révolution, 1T (Paris, 1901), 172-73, 210~18;
_Lol}lg Halphen, in Cambridge Medieval History, T3 (Cambridge, 1922), 110~15; Z. N. Brooke,
in rbid., V (Cambridge, 1926), 81-83. For more detailed treatment, consult the mumerous works
of Auguslifx Tliche, cs[)c‘cialiy, Le Régne de Philippe ler, roi de France (Paris, 19312), pp. 380~
4233 La Réforme grégorienne, 11 (Spicilegivm Sacrum Lovanicuse, Etudes et Documents, Fasc. g
{Louvain, rg25]), chaps. vi and vii; Réforme grégoricane ef reconguéte chyéticnne (vol, VHI of

Augustin Fliche and Victor Martin, Histoire de FEglise depiis les origines jusqu’s nos jours, Paris,
1946), pp. 122-23.
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lates were, however, hopelessly divided on the issue of reform. Most of them,
moreover, lacked all capacity for taking a broad view of the situation which
confronted them. Even in the face of common danger they could think only
in narrowly personal or local terms. Though on rare occasions bishop might
support bishop, steady and systematic opposition was out of the question.
Thus on most occasions the papal forces had the advantage of being able to
deal with the French prelates individually. '

This is well illustrated by Gregory’s relations with the leading ecclesiastic
of the Capetian realm, Archbishop Manasses 1. Thanks to the preservation
of the papal registers, the main course of these relations has long been known
to scholars.® The evidence which they provide is supplemented by the chron-
iclers and annalists of the time. Since all these sources are sympathetic to re-
form, a somewhat distorted picture has inevitably resulted. Manasses proved
to be a crafty and resourceful antagonist. Naturally reformers came to regard
himi s an incorrigible villain, and their estimate of him has persisted to the
present. “Of Manasses himself,” remarks Max Manitius, “little good is
known.”® To this others who have had occasion to mention the archbishop
kave simply said “amen.”

It is not the purpose of the writer to exonerate Manasses of the many evil
deeds of which he was undoubtedly guilty. He does believe, however, that
the archbishop had his virtues as well as his vices, and that a re-examination
of his relations with Gregory is desirable.*

Although Archbishop Gervais of Rheims died on July 4, 106y, his suc-
cessor, Manasses, does not appear to have been consecrated until early in
1o70.” His carcer before this date is totally unknown. He had probably been
a canon of Rheims, but it is impossible to prove this.® Qur sources agree in

2The most detailed study is that of Max Wiedemann, Gregor VII. wund Erzbischof
Manasses 1. von Refms (dissertation, Leipzig, 1884). Other accounts are: Guillaume Marlot,
Metropolis Remensis Historia, 11 (Rheims, 1079), 165 {.; Histoire littéraire de la France, VHI,
648 ff.3 Gaflia Christiana, 1X, 70 f1.; Odon Jean Marie Delare, Saint Grégoive VII et la séforme
de PEglise au XI® sidcle (Paris, 1889), lll, 34056, 493-508; Fliche, Ph. ler, pp. 417 ., Réf.
grég., 1, 222 f, and Réf. grég. ot recon. chrét., pp. 100-101.

8 Max Manitius, Gesclichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters, IIL (Munich, 1931},
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# After this article had been accepted for publication by the American Historical Review,
Professor Gray C, Boyce of Northwestern University called my attention to the work of the Ger-
man scholar, Heinrich Gaul, Manasses 1, Frzbischaf von Reims, 1 'Teil: Der unbekannte Manasses
der erston Jahve {106y bis Frithjahe royp ), Bonn, Kath.-theol. Diss, (Essen, 1940), ¥ am greatly
indebted to Professor Boyce. I am equally indebted to Prafessor Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy of
Dartmouth College, to Professor Peter Rassow of the University of Cologne, and to the author
himself for making it possible for me to secure a copy of this work.

& See Gal. Chr,, 1X, 70, and the “Annales Remenses ef Colonienses,” Monumenta Germaniae
Historica, Scriprores, XV, 732, but especially, Gaul, pp. 119-23. ‘

8 The Manasses, canon of Rheims, who figures in the correspondence of Alexander IT with
Archbishop Gervais, could have been Manasses of Chititlon, who later became provost of the
chapter, and, in 1096, archbishop of Rheims. Sce Jacques-Paul Migne, Parrologia Lating, CXLVI,
131G and 1322,
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describing him as “well-educated”” and “noble,”® yet they.fail to .giv? the
name of the family to which he belonged. A remark of his own 1}1ci1cates
that it was affiliated in some way with the houses of Bar-sur-Seine and
Tonnerre.” .
The circumstances which raised this obscure individual to the most im-
portant post in the French hierarchy have until recently been misun‘der—
stood. For this there has been a very good reason. Certain reputable writers
of the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries have provided a simple anfl
plausible explanation of the mystery. Manasses, they charge, bought the posi-
tion. Thus, Guibert of Nogent writes: “After the death of the most cclel?ratcd
Archbishop Gervais, a certain Manasses intruded himself{ through simony
into the government of the aforesaid city.”*® Hugh of Flavigny has the same
story to tell. In his account of the Councit of Autun (September, 1077),' he
notes: “In the same council, Manasses, usurper of the Church of Rheims
through simony was accused by the clerks of Rheims.”** I.,ittle wond.er that
to the present time Manasses™ rise to power has heen atmbutec-i 1o s.lrnonyf
It would be difficult to prove that Guibert and Hugh are entirely in error
in this matter. Simony, in one form or another, was omnipresent in the
eleventh century. Yet it is a remarkable fact that in the papal.con‘espo.nd-
ence simony nowhere appears among the numerous complalr%ts against
Manasses. The reason for this becomes ciear only when we examine the sit-
uation more closely. o
Certain evidence bearing on Manasses’ rise has been overiooked. This is
found in the letter which he himself wrote to Gregory in 1077, after he had
been excommunicated and suspended from office by the Council of Autun*?

? “Benzonis Episcopi Albensis ad Heinricum I'V Imperatorem Libri VII,"bM.G.H.,. Sn‘fp‘;i{ijil,
§573 “'Vita Theoderici Abbatis Andagincnsis,”‘:btd., j(idl, 4%. dTheflattcr, t?o ;rasﬁ;’;,;:a;gcm Stg

“Gervasius Remorum archiepiscopus.” Sj_)emﬁc and detaited references ' St
guberirindicatc, however, that the author intended Manasses, not Gervais. See M.G.H., Scrip.,
VIII, 596, and Recueil des historiens des Ganles et de la France, X1V, 65, an ibert de Nogent

;‘“Dedicatio Feclesiae 8. Quiatini Bellovacensis,” Ree. (ile: hist., X!V, 29; Guibert de Noge é
De pita sua (Histoire de sa vie, cd. by Georges Bourgllt; in Collection de textes pour servir
: ' i i *histoi, } il I, cap. x1, p. 30,
{ t & lenseignement de Phistoire, Paris, 1go7}, 1i w1 )
e!rfgcllnca leteer tog(;rcgory VII he calls Hugh Rainard, blsh{l)lp of Langres (1065.._.“3;_5):{; no;!fer
consanguinens.”” Yans Sudendorf, Registrum oder merf(wurrz':ged Uf'ﬁrlme_fen ‘ﬁ‘;]c;‘;\ e;;;ﬁ:;:;
i 1 ity of a MS, preserved at Rheims in th v
Geschichte, T (Jena, 1849), 13. On the amhcnt): of R n e seventeenth

/ 15t Jls hin Manasses of Gournai, An epitap written
century, the Galliz Cf'm{t:mm (IX, 7.[) ca A e i Fasmaantary o b oy
Manasses' mother, Adelaide, by Fulcoius of Beauvais survives in frag g X’[e o y
i “Epi érri ! différents personnages du sitcle com

Henri Omont, “Epitaphes métriques en Phonneur de difié o et (Pasis <Bus)

é Fuleoi rais, archidiacre de Meaux,” Mélanges [ulien Have aris, 18as}, p.
posées par Fuleoie de Beauvais, arch it ges Tulien Huvet (Paric, 1895), p.
. A brother, Hugh, is mentioned in the charters of Philip I, See s ¢
jiéf’bii!i;:g Ier,, roi %ie) France (Paris, 1908), pp. 132 and 134. Gaul, pp. 110 L., argues plausibly

that Manasses belonged to the house of Rethel.
19 e vira sua, 1ib. 1, cap. X0, pr %tlll[
11 “Chronicle,” M.G.H., Serip., , 415, ) ) ' ) 4
iz Si:(;c:)ldlr;:rf, 1, 13~10. Wilhelm Mevs, Zur Legaiion des Bischofs Hugo won Die unter
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Here he insists that the decision of the council was due to the machinations
of his enemies. Prominent among these is Bishop Helinand of Laon, “whose
hatred remains . . . becasse of the episcopal office which he lost in the pres-
ence of your dignity, and I obtained through the intercession of your pater-
nity.”"* This can only mean that Helinand and Manasses had been rival candi-
dates for the see of Rheims, The dispute had been carried to Rome, where,
thanks to no less a person than Archdeacon Hildebrand himself, it had been
settled in favor of Manasses,*

Evidence that Helinand of Laon had aspired to become archbishop of
Rheims is provided by Guibert of Nogent. In his account of this ambitious
prelate’s career Guibert notes that on one occasion he purchased the vacant
see of Rheims from Philip I, who had been shamelessly exploiting it in his
own interest for two years. He did not, however, become archbishop be-
cause the pope told him that “anyone having a wife [the see of Laon] could
under no circumstances marry another [the see of Rheims).”* Guibert un-
fortunately fails to indicate the time when this incident took place. Modern
writers have asswmed that it must have been after the expulsion of Manasses
from Rheims in 1081.2° In the light of Manasses’ own statement to Gregory
it scems more probable that it occurred after the death of Gervais in 1067.

It may perhaps be asked whether Manasses’ words are to be trusted, He
was not noted for honesty. Yet in this instance he js above suspicion. He
would hardly have ventured to lie to Gregory, who was fully cognizant of
the facts. That they were substantially as represented here is proved by the
pope’s own words in a letter to Manasses of March 14, 1074. In reminding
the archbishop of his obligations, Gregory remarks: “Especially did we so
highly approve of your advancement that We cannot escape grave responsi-
bility if you do anything that would bring dishonor upon your rank or would
be unbecoming to your dignity.”*" Thus it would appear that Manasses wag
the choice of the curia itself. At the time he was presumably regarded as
sympathetic to the program of reform. Indeed his occupation of the key posi-
tion in the French church may well have seemed a significant trivmph for

Gregor VIl {dissertation, Greifswald, 1887}, pp, 3142, questions the authenticity of this let-
ter. His arguments are far from convincing,

13 Sudendorf, 1, 13.

1 find fantastic the interpretation given to Manasses” words by Delare, 111, 353. For the in-

terference of the papacy in contested episcopal clections in this peried, see Fliche, P4, lar, pp.
qoz A, .

8 De vita sna, 1ib. 1M, cap. 1, P I31.

18 Ree. des hist,, X1, 583, n. e; Fliche, Réf. grég., 11, 253; Erich Caspar, "“Das Register
Gregors VIL” M.G.IT., Epistolae Selectae, 11 (Berlin, 1g20~23), 543, n, 2.

T Caspar, lib. 1, no. 52, 78-79: “presertim nos adeo tue promeotions faviratis ot consensimug,

ul nequeamus vitare grave perienium, si en feceris qug teum ordinem dehonestent ant tuam non
deceant dignitatem.”
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the reformers. The charge of simony seems, then, fargely o have been a part
of the propaganda against him after he had failed to live up to expectations,™®
Cordial relations between Rome and Rheims continued for some years
after Manasses hecame archbishop. This is indicated by the surviving poems
of Fulcoius of Beauvais. As has been noted, Manasses was a well-educated
man. He scems to have had a genuine appreciation of Latin verse and was
the friend and patron of poets. One of these was Fulcoius" who on occasion
scems 1o have been employed as an intermediary between the archbishop and
the curia. Thus we find one of his poems addressed to Pope Alexander IL%
A second is directed to Alexander and Archdeacon Hildebrand® It is of
especial interest. Fulcoius salutes Alexander as a new Cato; Hildebrand as a
new Caesar. He announces that he brings them a gift, a poem composed at
the suggestion of Manasses. The poem in question is Fulcoius’ chef d'ocuvre,
the Uterque, the Old and New Testaments done into verse®® It is clear that
Fulcoius was at Rome on business for his patron.®
Yet even before Alexander 11 passed away in 1073 relations between the
curia and the archbishop of Rhieims were becoming strained. The cause of
this was Manasses’ delay in installing a successor to Abbot Herimar of St.
Remi, who had died in 107124 On June 30, 1073, the new pope, Gregory VII,
wrote him a courteous but firm note of remonstrance. He censures him for
disregarding the commands of Alexander in this matter. He must not divert
the property of St. Remi to his own uses. He must not abuse the monks. He
must see that a suitable successor to Herimar is installed at once and ac-
18 It may be noted that Karl-Joseph von Hefele was suspicious of the charge of simeny
against Manasses, Sce Histoire des Conciles (French translation of the German work by Henri

Leclercq), V (Paris, 1912), 221, n. 3. It was gratifying to discover that Gaul had come to
exactly the same conclusions that I bad as o Manasses' elevation to the see of Rheims, See Gaul,
pp. 123-37.

19°0n the cavcer of this litle-known poet, see Omaont, “Epitaphes métriques,” loe. ¢, and
Andié Boutemy and Fernand Vercauteren, “Fulcoie de Beauvais et Vintérer pour Frarchéologic

antigue au X.I‘f et au X11e sidele,” Faromus, 1 (x937), 173 1. o o .
20 Beauvais M$. 1t (I century), 140%, for the description of this interesting MS. sec

Catalogue générale des manuscrits des bibliothéques publiques de France, 111, 317 . 1 cxamined

the MS, while in France in ro30.
21 i, Nat, MS. Lar, 16701 (X1! century), 4¥-5%. Published by Jean Lebeuf, Dissertations

sur Phistoive eccléstastigue et civile de Pavis, 11 (Paris, 1741}, 243~44.

22 The work i also called De Nupriis Cheisti et Leclesiae. Tt contains around 3,800 verses.
it is found in threc MSS.: Beauvais 11, 2'ff.; Bib, Mat,, MS. Lat. 16701, 57ff.; Bib, Nav, MS. Lat
5305 {XII century), 67¥ii.

28 Bib, Nat.,, MS. Lat. 16701, 4

Hos vacua vidisse mane ctim non sit honestum,
Romanis placuisse deis, quie carmina noui,
Carming deporto, tantis optanda patvonis
Temporibus doctt pape dignique niinistsi,
Instinctre manase condigni carminis amantis,

That Hildchrand bad a taste for Latin poetry is indicated by Peter Damian, Migne, CXLV, 560C.
2% Gal. Chr., 1X, 229.
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cording to the rule. Failure to obey will lead to serious conscquences,
Manasses deferred to the papal wishes. He had Walo already abbot .Of

St. Arnulph of Metz, installed as abbot of St. Rem(?® 1’: good man Walo
was, l.mt he soon found life at Rheims most uncomfortable. In considerable
agitation l‘xe appealed to Gregory for permission to resign.” Fis appeal was
not in vain. On March 14, 1074, Gregory again wrote Manasses. He com-
mends him for selecting so excellent a man to Al the vacancy at St. Remi
He be‘gs, however, that he place no obstacle in Walo’s way should he df:(lidt;
to resign.” Once more Manasses deferred to Gregory.

rl”he cause for Walo’s unhappiness as abbot of St. Remi is revealed in two
curious Jetters which he wrote to Manasses upon his resignation.® The first
o‘f these is dignified and restrained, though the writer's words arc frequently
tinged with irony, He denies that he has retained the staff of office 1which
the archbishop has ordered him (o surrender. He deplores Manasses,’ use of
menﬂacing words and advises him to control his tongue,

. The second letter is almost hysterical. Presumably Walo was now a safe
distance from Rheims! He bitterly addresses Manasses as “oppressor of the
church of Rheims.” He dwells upon his patience with the archbishop and
speaks of his vain prayers for his reform. Becoming more specific, Le eim‘lm—
erates the indignities to which he has been subject, Manasses \,vas always
making threats. On the feast of St. Remi he publicly called him “a fool”! g*
attempted to lay hand on the money Walo had purt aside for a trip to R{.JmCL
I‘“‘Ie surrounded him with his minions. He wrote derogatory lci‘crs '1bouLj
him. He told the pope that Walo was unsuited to the French becqu(se he
was “a peaceful, humble, quict man, always intent on rcadizlg.”’ Thi; notes
Walo with satisfaction, caused both laughter and consternation in thc’ curia

The portrait of his tormentor is compieted in a third letter which Wak;
wrote to an unidentified Abbot H.™ After insisting on his altruistic jnten-
tons 1 accepting the post at St. Remi, its ex-abbot paints the following lurid
picture of the archbishop of Rheims: “I beheld in him [a man witlﬁ stiff,
erect nec%{, eyes full of rage glancing hither and yon, nostrils breathing conj
tempt, discourse uneven and incoherent; {a man] restrained by n(z:: con-

se C it 1 i
quence and no reason, with vainglorious shoulders, unsteady feet, un-
)

25 Caspar, Lib. T - ,
itid., o, 14, ;2_23‘, ne. 13, 21-22. See also Gregory's letter of the same day to Hugh of Cluny,

28 0On Walo see: Hist. lir,, VIII iti
' q i) £ hr, > 305 fL; Manitius, Gesch. . lar. 1 ] :
g{uﬁn;fi];,r;g:j)),[ 7:{)4“1?.; ]u}hus\i’rfilugk—[—l:mtung, Newes A;';."u'v Vi (;SS;T)”‘zjz ﬂ]{!tt:-]agf::j' E]’[
» saf 1o believe that Walo had already of Db Junc 30, 109,
:; e i Sl S A?J(]lﬂ'lc‘[(i (ijsr, I{;ﬂb)cc;m;: abbot of St. Remi before June 30, 1073,
o sdasipnr, lib. 1, no. g2, 7g. w A
? Mabillon, pp. —s7.
50 1t » PP 45557
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disordered, unsightly, with viclent rands ready for
arest to him.” When Walo marked these

 he bitterly regretted that he had ever come
e he will be “more fore-

810

even gait; [a man]
slanghter or injury to those ne
symptoms of a “poisoned mind,’
to Rheims. He assures Abbot H. that in futur

seeing, more free of blame, more cautious.”
Walo, there is reason to believe, was a highly emotional and tempera-

mental individual®* Nevertheless, his impressions of Manasses as a man of
violent temper with a proclivity for laying hands on the property of an an-
ragonist are borne out by many other sources. It will occasion no surprise,
therefore, to find him at odds with the clergy of his cathedral. This feud was

to lead to his ultimate undoing.

The genesis of the controversy is obscure. By 1076, however, the chapter

had Deen split into two factions. One, bitterly hostile to the archbishop, was
Jed by a refative of Count Ebalus of Roucy, Manasses of Chétillon, whe had
just attained the provostship, the highest office in the chapter.” The provost
was vigorously supported by the chancellor and schoolmaster, Bruno,* and
A certain Pontius® The other group, loyal to the archhishop, was led by
Archdeacon Wido* and included Godfrey, who succeeded Bruno both as
chancellor and as schoolmaster.®® To it we may add Fulcoius, though there
is no evidence that he was a member of the chapter.

Whatever the cause, the feud was conducted with acrimony o both
sicles. Manasses appears to have treated the canons in the rough and ready
d Walo. They, on their part, sought the support of Hugh
of Die, the new papal legate, who rells us that Manasses of Chétillon and
Bruno were among those present at the council which he convened at Cler-
mont-Ferrand in August, 1076.%7 Presumably they filled the legate’s ears

way he had treate

81 his is suggested by his later behavior. In 1085 he allowed the supporters of Henry IV to
make him bishop of Metz in the place of Hermann, who had been driven from the city. Over-
cote with remarse, however, he made his peace with Hermann and did public penance. Sec the
“Gesta Abbatum Trudonensium,” M.G.H., Scrip. ¥, 240, and Hugh of Rlavigny, ihid., VIIL, 471.

32 See Gal. Chr., 1%, 77 f. In his letter to Gregory (Sudendosf, T, 13-14} Manasses accuscs
him of gross immorality. Hugh of Die reports that he became provost through simony, but sur-

rendered his office to him at the Council of Clermont in 1076 Apparently he was reinstated, See

Hugh’s letter to Gregory, Migne, CXLVIIL, 745.
88 Brune later founded the Carthusian Order. The most complete account of him is that of
Hermann Lobbel, Der Stifter des Carthduser-Ordens, der heilige Bruno aus Kaln (Kivchenge-

schichiliche Studien, V, Heft 1; Miinster i W., 1899).
84 Manasses mentions him in his letter to Hugh of Die, Rec. des hist., XIV, 783,
“Archdeacon W." (Sudendorf, T,

d at the Council of Autun by
cims at this time were Warinus and Wido, There is good reason
was Wido, to whom Fulcoius addressed one of his

Godfrey of Rheims, another protégé of Manasses.

25 Manasses Was representes
14}. The two archdeacons of Rh
to believe, however, that v Archdeacon W7
pacms, and whose cpitaph was composed by
See below, n. 05.

3 Gee my article,

XX (ro47), 29 ff.
37 Migne, CXLVIIL, 745. Fugh may have knowa the provost before this, as le refers to him

as “amicum in Christo.” On the date, sec Wiedemann, pp. 2223, 7377

“Godfrey of Rheims, a HMumanist of the Eleventh Century,” Specidum,
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with their tribulati o
whose Patiet:llciuiiit'zn:iml hes}eb%w doubr WC%'C duly transmitted to G!‘Egury,
On March 4, 1075 thearc 1 Lsiwp o)? Rheims was already sorely tried.
Manasses becan’se of ,his {]:)1(1)5 e @d Ig e e o his rising irritation with
bad persistently disre -arlt 1 - ml‘epose'Blshop Roger of Chilons, who
had Sent off 5 ocord g]‘,etsc :c OFs;;;a:lltiii:tcrlucnons,“a On the following day he
vestigate a controver SR naracter, instructing Manasses to in-
Wi i 16;2:21;14 Zi?ﬁ ee;] ;he bls-hOps (?f Noyon and Utrecht.®
Manasses is broken by a ga }Sia t.Se%cncl:c of Gregory’s correspondence with
pope’s own experience wiﬁxlthesamfg-ﬂ?d August 27, .1078' Presumably the
the canons of Rheims w FEIShop together with the complaints of
unreliable. He do nor }i:e C(,}n.vmcmg Gregory that Manasses was utterly
ares againt L 1T ,ﬁrstwa er, appear to have contemplated drastic meas-
the recalcitrant. He socond: n;lovc was to b‘rlng indirect pressure to bear on
Tasks, shidh ;mede(i domxfl? y slought to ignore the archbishop of Rheims.
others. This is Musteated ég, 13}; he prolvmce of Rheims were entrusted to
25, (I}OZ[, to Godfrey, bishopygf Parr?:;ir table letter he dispatched on March
odlrey is instruc .
a certain \%’alstclelitff %;i?aitg “Tle‘;’ it Mal.msscs the excommunication of
cence, or of his sincere re y the latter. If he is convizeed of the man’s inno-
communication, If he ref Peﬂtfince,l he shall order Manasses to raise the ex-
ory further orders Godfrl,lses.’ e bls'.hop of Paris shall raise it himself. Greg-
These have complained t;};tl(;\/;q}::slen: Shc "3‘13@10['. o tonks of St. Remi
excommuicated ¢ vianasses, despite their appeal to the pope
N gl(if’atji Stzfn;land. bi.mdcd a 'Iay brother for refusing to liiejE u,nS:j
frey shail admonish’M:z.:sljlsg bsf b “ber_y and contrary to the rule.®* God-
fus,c;,hGOdfre)’ shall againlio :L ;;Jm:;:i; this excommunication too. IF he re-
at Gregory . L
Manasscs. Tﬁe zull;iifsi:; thusf o mdlcages the degree of his irritation with
ol Paris is an interestin : '11(1)n 0 o al'Chb'lShOp of Rheims to a mere bishop
the papal power. Tht‘mgi S1 lusllatlon of ln.s faith in the absolute character of
this time to take further }’ 0 fvever,.nothm'g to indicate that he intended at
12, 1077, he instructs HILI ?lmng ¢ action against Manasscs. In a letter of May
and as many of the Freni}: 01 Dle 0 SUmmon the archbishop of Rheims
clergy as possible to a council to be convened

:: Cn_sparf lib. L, no. 56, 200-10
ot 5215., I;b. I, no, 58, 2r1-12 .
id., Hb. IV, no. 20 6 ; i

2 oot o : 20, 326-29. Gaul believes that Gregory wa e inter i i
oo ipression oln the kl.ng by entrusting important mission} s}mmlc e e
£ The new lﬁ)i‘)lc archbishop of Rhcims (pp, 96 1.} ? o the bishop of Paris, than ke
& the , . .
ot was Henry, already abbot of Homblidres. Guibert of Nogent spe

highly of hin ; :
imy De ofta sua, lib, 1, cap, 11, pp. 107108, See also Gal. Chr,, IX aks very
. “ s 230,
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in the province of Rheims, if practical, and otherwise at Langres.*® The let-
ter in no way implies that Manasses is to be summoned o stand trial. He is
to be summoned as the superior of the bishop of Cambrai, the validity of
whose election is to be examined by the council, and as a great French prelate.

The council in question met on September 10, 1077, at Autun, not at
Langres.*® Manasses and most of the French prelates failed to atend, thus
providing Hugh of Die with a most serious charge against them. They had
defied the authority of a papal legate! More pro-papal than the pope himself,
Hugh was no man to flinch from drastic penaltes.** As a consequence, sen-
tences of utmost severity were imposed on the archbishops of Sens, Bourges,
and Bordeaux. The archbishop of Rheims was excommunicated and sus-
pended from his office.

It was at Autun, according to Hugh of Flavigny, that certain clerks of
Rheims accused Manasses of simony. He adds that the fatter sought to take
revenge by laying an ambush for them on the road back to Rheims. This
the clerks escaped, but the infuriated archbishop destroyed their houses, sold
their prebends, and scattered their goods.*

Manasses lost no time in protesting to Gregory against the sentence im-
posed upon him at Autun.’® His letter opens with denunciations of his ene-
mies, Hugh Rainard, bishop of Langres, Helinand, bishop of Laon, Count
Ebalus of Roucy, and Manasses of Chitillon. The influence of these men
over Hugh of Die was respousible for his condemnation. He reminds the
pope that while he did not attend the council, he did not completely disre-
gard it. He sent to Autun a delegation of his “best clerks” with Archdeacon
W. {Wido) as spokesman. He appears to quote verbatim from the address
which the archdeacon delivered to the assembly.

This is of very great interest. Wido insists that Manasses has stayed away
from fear of his enemies. He points out that the archbishop is expecting a
personal interview with Gregory himself.*” Manasses cannot believe that his
absence can embarrass the council, as two bishops and more from his prov-
ince are in attendance. Moreover, declares Wido, Manasses has not been
summoned to attend for any fault or crime he has committed. Nor has the

5% Caspar, lib, IV, no. 22, 330-34.

48 On the Council of Autun, see Hefele, V, 22026, and Wiedemann, pp. 24~35 and 73~74.

44 On Hugh of Die, see, in addition to Mevs, (above, n. 12}, Wilhelm Liihe, Hugo von Die
wnd Lyon, Legat von Gallien {dissertation, Strassburg, 1808); Abbé Rony, “Hugues de Romans,
Légat Poutifical,” Resne des questions historiques, CVIL (1927}, 287-303, and “La politique
frangaise de Grégoire VIL" CIX {1928), 5-34; Thendor Schicfler, Die pipsiichen Legaten in
Frankreich { Historische Studien, No. 263, Berlin, 1935), pp. 88 if.

19 MG H., Serip., VI, 415,

46 Sudendorf, 1, 13~16.

17 After Canossa (Jan. 25-28, roy7) Gregory VI continued to talk of crossing the Alps:
A. . Macdonald, Hildebrand (London, 1932), pp. 185-g0.
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king ordered him to attend. Hence he begs the assembly to overlook his ab-
sence. “But if either the prayer of justice or the manifestation of the law, as
we sce it and feel it, cannot profit us and him, and if apyone motivated by
prejudice, cupidity, or hatred desires to harm him, we appeal in his behalf
to the Lord Pope, who placed him in the see of Rheims.”*®

Despite this appeal, continues Manasses to Gregory, Hugh of Die, com-
pletely under the influence of the bishop of Langres, declared him excom-
municated and suspended from office. He urges the pope to disavow this rash
action of his legate, and cites precedents for so doing.*® He insists on his
loyalty to Gregory, and mentions as proof his refusal to consecrate Gerard,
bishop of Cambrai, the appointee of Henry 1V.** In conclusion he implores

Gregory to summon him to Rome, and, in the meantime, to relieve him of
an excommunication “unheard of in our time.”

1t was, no doubt, at this point that Fulcoius of Beauvais entered the lists
on his patron’s behalf. In a metrical letter addressed to Hugh of Die, he
praises the legate’s zeal but ventures to proffer him some sound advice,
Hugh, he insists, is making 2 bad mistake in his treatment of Manasses.

With such hatreds you do not please Rome, I assure you.
You weaken the body from which you sever the arms.
Choose a strong pariner, as the Commonwealth desires.
Unaccorepanied virtue perishes under an elated mind;
Victory seldom yields to a single man, though he be skilled.
Any general about to take the feld goes more securely,
When he sees strong cohorts around him,

And he entrusts the flank {to ancther], if there be one tried in arms,
And he does not envy and drive away him who excels,’

::‘ Sudendorf, I, 14. .I\."mc espcciaiiy Wido's words: “gnf com fn sede Remensi constitust”
1bid., 1, 15, He cites the repudiation of the acts of the bishop of Thessalonica by Leo the
Great, and also the example of Pope Filarus, As in a later Jetter he will make extensive use of
the False Dccrc‘mi{, they were probably his sovrce here. Cf. Paul Hinschius, Decrerales pseudo-
n’{idorr(?me et Capitule Angilramns r(Lcipzig, 1863), pp. 618-20, 630. He also cites the repudia-
(t:i;)(fllx(!) 85“(;6!]’:,16“ of Rotoaldus and Zachariag by Nicholas I. See the letiers of Nicholas, Migne,
500n the case of Gerard of Cambrai, sec Gregory's letter to Hugh of Die, Caspar, lib. 1V
no. 22, 330-34. Y
]34"5; The poem js found in Beauvais MS, 11, 133¥-135% The verses quoted are 36-44 {1347
His odiis vomam non diligis, wt tibi promam,
Corporis emollis robur, cii brachia 10llis.
Elige consortem guod vudt vespublica fortem.
Mente sub elata virtus perit fnconiitata;
Solt, vel gnaro, cedit victoria rare.
It mage securns dux omnis congrediturus,
St secnm Jortes cireumspicit ire echortes,
Commendatque latus, si quis sit ad arma probarus,
L qui precellit non invidet arque repelliz.
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[synod? ] of Autun to which the bishop of Die summoned me. If called by a mes-
senger or letters of the apostolic sce, through no wicked device nor fraud shali 1
absent myself, but coming, I shall faithfully obey the decision and judgment of
this church, Buy if it pleases the Lord Pope Gregory, or his successor, that I answer
to charges before his legate, I shall do so in all things, Moreover I shali faithfully
administer the treasures, ornaments, and estates of the church of Rheims com-

mitted to me for the honor of that church, and I shall not alienate them for the
resisting of justice,’®

This oath apparently disposed of the more serious charges against Manasses.
Gregory states, however, that he has been accused ¢

‘in many things.” In his
letters of the spring

and summer of 1078 it is assumed that it had been agreed
at Rome that the archbishop should clear himself of these ata

later council 5
The exact nature of t

1ese reraining charges is not indicated, but presumably
they had to do with Manasses’ cavalier treatment of the persons and goods
of the provost and Bruno.

Gregory was anxious to have Manasses appear before a new council as
soott as possible. His oath must be put to the test! The archbishop was just
as anxious to avoid this. In the summer of 1078 he wrote Gregory an aston-
ishing letter. He begins by posing as the faithful
counting the details of various missions he has
quest. He then complains of the doin

servant of the pope, re.
performed at Gregory’s re-
gs of the archbishop of Vienne, of the
bishops of Laon and Soissons, of Ebalus of Roucy, of the provost Manasses,
and of Hugh of Die. The real point of the letter is, however, a request that
Gregory confirm the privileges of the archbishops of Rheims, especially the
privilege by which Gregory at Rome had made Manasses responsible to the
supreme pontiff alone and to “Roman legates, not to ultr

amontancs, who,
associated with the Roman, seel

< only their own advantage,”

This astonishing interpretation of the meaning of Roman legates must
have annoyed Gregory. Nevertheless his reply of August 22, 1078, was
friendly though frm.® He allows that he did indeed make Manasses re.
sponsible only to himself or to a Roman legate. Manasses must understand,
however, that such a legate is not necess
‘way with the city of Rome itself. He ma
whom the Roman pontiff entrusts a mis
power of acting for himself. Gregory illustrates from the history of the
church. He reminds Manasses thar it w

as agreed at Rome that he should
clear himself of all charges before Tlugh of Die and Hugh of Cluny, He

58 Gregory's letter of Mar, 9, 1078, Caspar, lib, V, ne, 17, 379,

5970 Hubert and Teuzo, ibid., |ib, V, no. 22, 386; to Manasses, /4id., }

0 Given by Hugh of Flavigny, M.G.H., Serip., VI, 41920, As 1o ¢
P43, 1, 3,

81 Caspar, lib. VI, no. 2, 39104,

arily a person associated in some
y be anyone, of aay nationality, wo
sion or to whom he delegates the

ib. VI, no. 2, 301-04.
late, see Wiedemann,
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promises that his legates will investigate Manas§es’ complaints. This h}? in-
structed the two Hughs to do that very day.” .I"IIS letrer to the legates s O\Zz
that Gregory, despite his conciliatory E(one in adc'ircssxinlg Mana:}cﬁs;n\svof
thoroughly suspicious of his int;:;niolns. He is sceking delay as a
escape,” ides to the two Hughs. '
CSQ“IIECi’ndl::(;:ilt?ai was his objcctive,gManassm was reasonably suc;cslsétll in 231
taining it. The above letters were dispatched on August 22i 1078, -Zi:l:he
early in 1080 was Hugh of Die able to convene the cot?nc(lj 50 ;:01;3; er 8
charges against Manasses. In the meantime there was a good deal of s g
ides. ' .
. "iji\?fzhziay first note a move by the‘ ar‘chbishop: In tht? midcielé}fdfzél:i,s
1079, he himsell presided over a provincial cm.mcﬁ at Sox‘sso‘ns.‘ > Its e
are of considerable interest. They deal especially w;th 1nfra<,t10n_s (1)
Truce of God, but they also confirm the papal pl‘Ohiblt'lO'nS of clcnica ma;
riage and the holding of churches 'by laymen. In addition :ih;y ;ﬁxz'{zks
usury, deny the secular power the right to tax the clergy, and for
N l')Ic'ile a:::lsqng feature of these decrees is their decidedly refoa_r}nnst com'i
plexion. One wonders what motives led Manasses to\ conveni t;e (:}ou?il
which promulgated them. Was he trying to plz'lcate (‘:rengry- yf \-m veri f}
reform in his province? Did he hope to convinee him that re 0113 cmlJ )
progress more cifectively under the a.egis of the hlelrarchy ;ha{;lun- ]Ci ;Eaa
of the papal legates? Was the counc;ll, convelned without the csmi gz) o
papal legate, intended to be an assertion of independence or an ac
fance? Unfortunately it is impossible to answer these questions. o
At any rate, the Council of Soissons appears to h'fwe ma(ielno 11}11)1(3551:;;
on Gregory. On April 20, 1079, he made the arshblsltsp of 4:0:13 p‘rir:;n
over the provinces of Lyons, Sens, Rouen, anc'] Tours.” This \.\ la.s prm.ql_ y
an alTront to King Philip and to Richer, archbishop of Sex‘ls, but i must have
increased the apprehensions of Manasses. Yet the following summer was to
provide him occasion for momentary elation. 1 aefon
The papal legates were hard at WOl‘.k on plans for a new i;}u@;x . .
they sclected Troyes as a satisfactory site for the gathering. Further con

62 1hid., 1ib. VI, no. 4-50. ‘ , , o
[ g’éﬁ;éc]&i;c m,this 35\?119.:;1 is made in the confirmation of a royal charter of January, 1079

Pron, No. XCIV). The acts of the council, discovered in a MS. of thc]Bib.’ :\:";;;;“;IC:;:J;E;LSSI;C(:}
1( r?l’:) sold Delisle in his Littérature latine et histoire du tnoyen age ( Zm;;‘r.?:_ iy addressées por
I)Y C;emliré des Travanx historigues ¢t sclentifigues arx cof;‘;;fwndm:{s ltr :cq;dzc:d ve de Plnsinuc
H g i 25 anasses had pres g

. i ¢t des beanx arts, Paris, 1890), pp. 23-25, 18 p ver er
Ic,t?\?ni;l}df:qir{licims in 1074. See the charter printed in Gal. Chr., X, 156~57, Nothing is kno

[ the deli i is council, ) .
of tl\“%‘d(&]‘h:rranl{;i:s (\)?Elmll\i)s. 34 and 35, The signiﬁcancc.of 'thc move s made clear by [{hchc,
PRI ;);3”13;7, fi., and "‘La Primatie des Goules,” Repue historigre, CLXXII (1934), 337 1.

o 1, pp. o 4
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cration changed their minds, however, and they canceled the summonscs
which had been sent cut. Manasses was, no doubt, aware of the change in
plan. Despite this fact he and his clergy journeyed to Troyes at the sched-
uled time." Thus he was able to boast that he had scrupulously observed the
terms of the oath he had sworn at Rome.

These futile maneuvers could not continue indefinitely. Hugh of Dic at
last fixed on Lyons as the place and late January or early February, 1080, as
the time for the long delayed gathering.”® The legate sent Manasses two of-
ficial summonses.*” The second, containing supplementary instructions re-
ceived from the pope, was dispatched three weeks after the first.®® Neither
has been preserved, but the contents are made clear by Manasses” detailed
reply to Hugh. This is a wordy, repetitious document, but one of great in-
terest,™

"The archbishop admits that he promised the pope to heed a summons to
attend a council in Gaul, provided, of course, that he did not have a canonjcal
excuse for absenting himself.” In conformity with this promise he and his
clergy had traveled to Troyes in the previous summer. As for a council at
Lyons, there are numerous canonical excuses to justify him in not attending.
In the frst place, the summons does not include the name of Hugh of Cluny.
Manasses lays great stress on this point. At Rome, he insists, the pope had
agreed that he should be under the authority of the abbot of Cluny, not
under that of Hugh of Die. Secondly, the council is not to be held in Gaul
but in imperial territory.”™ Thirdly, the state of war which prevails in the
vicinity of Lyons makes it extremely hazardous for a French prelate to ap-
proach that city. Fourthly, the council is to be held in the same ccclesiastical
province and to be directed by the same people as was the Council of Autun.

Rome itself has recognized thar Manasses was unjustly treated there! Finally,
Lyons is a journey of fifteen days from Rheims, a circumstance which will
malke it difficult to obtain witaesses.

85 Manasses tells us about this in his leiter to Hugh of Die, Rec. des hist., XIV, 782, He doces
not pretend ignorance of the change of plan. He merely says that the oath taken at Rome in-

cluded nothing about countermanding, and that he had pever received Hugh's letter canceling
the council. Lithe puts the date of the projected councit at the end of Auvgust or beginning of
September {p. 149).

56 The exact dates of the Couneil of Lyons are unknown. Wiedemann, pp. 87-88, argues
for early January, but Lithe, p. 14%, proves that it could not possibly have met before the latter
part of the month,

8% Manasses to Hugh of Die, Ree. des hist., XIV, 783. Wiedemann, pp. §7-88, concludes
that Manasses' letter to Flugh was written late in Novem bor, Liihe, p. 148, proves, however, that
it could not have been written until after Christmas, 1079,

98 Gregory's instructions to Hugh are net found in the register, but they are given by Hugh
of Flavigny, M.G.H,, Serip., VIII, 421

89 Ree. des hist,, X1V, 781 ff,

70 These limitations do not appear in Manasses’ oath as given by Gregory,

1 Manasses argues that “Gaul” can only mean the kingdom of Yrance, Kec. des hist., Xiv,
78485,
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This is not all. Manasses Dhas received from Hugh two quite different
sets of instructions. In the first he was told he was to face the charges of the
provost Manasses and his confederates. As a matter of fact, he has made
peace with these, with the exception of Bruno and Pontius. The former is 2
foreigner, a German. The latter has been discredited by the lies in which he
was caught at Rome. Manasses feels neither moral nor legal obligation to
ANSwWer thcir Chafges. '

Hugh's second instructions were entirely different. They ordered him
in default of accusers, to be prepared to clear himself by the caths of six
bishops of unassailable repute. Why should he need to clear himself at ail,
if there are no accusers? As for the six bishops, how can he assembie them in
the twenty days allowed him? And as for unassailable reputations, Sts. Remi,
Martin, Julian, Germannus, Hilary, and Denis will have to rise from their
graves, if he is to meet that specification!

In concluding, Manasses makes a proposal of his own. Ler Hugh hold
his council at Rheims, Soissons, Compitgne, or Senlis! He promises the
legate a cordial reception and every consideration, The advantage of the
church lies in conciliating France, not in antagonizing her. If Hugh disre-
gards this proposal, Manasses assures him that he will disregard any action
taken at Lyons,

Most historians have dismissed this letter as a piece of sheer casuistry.
In the light of Manasses” oath as reported by Gregory they are, perhaps, jus-
tified in so doing. Yet there are certain points worthy of note. In the first
place the correspondence of the controversy does indeed suggest that the
oath had been qualified by certain antecedent verbal understandings. Thus
Manasses insists that it had been agreed that he was to be under the legatine
authority of Hugh of Cluny but not under that of Hugh of Die. Gregory
nowhere admits that this is true, yet his letters do betray a certain uneasi-
ness of conscience on this point.” In the second place, certain of Manasses’
legal arguments are not without cogency. Particuiarly interesting is their ex-
tensive documentation. He cites from the Old Testament,”™ the Fathers of
the Church,™ the False Decretals,”™ and even from the Code of Justinian.™

72 Gregory seems at least to have assured Manasses that Hugh of Cluny would act together
with Fugh of Die. See his letter to Hubert and Teuzo (May 22, 1078, Caspar, lib. V, no. 22,
386); to Manasses (Aug. 22, 1078, ibid., lib. VI, no. 2, 303). Nete alse that Gregory “hapes”
the abbot of Cluny will be at Lyons (to Manasses, Jan. 3, 1080, ibid.,, lib, VII, no. 12, 476).
Also his last letter to Manasses, Apr. 17, 1080 (#bid., lib. VII, no. 20, 456). Because of strained
relations, Gregory could not count on the co-operation of Hugh of Cluny during this period, Sec
Lucy Smith, Clany in the Fleventh and Tiwelfth Centuries (London, 1930}, pp. 74 fl.

78 For example, Ree, des hist., XIV, 986; “Ezekicl,” XIII, 39

74 1hid., Gregory, “Homilia,” XXVI, Migne, LXXVI, 12003 Augusting, Sermo LXXEXI,
“De verbis Evangelii Matthaei,” cap, xv1, Migne, XXXVII, s09; Leo the Great, “Sermo de
anniversario sue,” Migne, LIV, 151,

T Ree, dey hist., X1V, 784. For example, he cites a letter of Pope Bvaristus (¢f, Hinschius,
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Perhaps his logic is not always impeccable, but his familiarity with canon and
civil law is impressive. Finally, it must be admitced that Manasses was un-
doubtedly correct in feeling his case prejudged. Lyons had been chosen for
the convenience and security of his enemies, and from them he could expect
little mercy.

Some weeks before Manasses had written to Hugh of Die he had written
to Gregory. The letter is no longer extant, but we have the pope’s reply of
January 3, 1080."" Gregary expresses astonishment that Manasses should go
to such lengths to remain under a bad reputation. He reminds him that he
is under legatine authority. He must not despise that authority. Fle must,
therefore, go to Lyons. He will be perfectly safe and will receive every con-
sideration. Gregory hopes that the bishop of Albanc and Hugh of Cluny will
be there. In any case, Manasses must attend. If he refuses, the pope will con-
firm any sentence the council may pronounce.

The papal admonitions fell on deaf ears. Manasses did not go to Lyons,
where the sessions of the council began late in January or early in February.™
Whether his accusers were present we are not told. Hugh of Flavigny relates
that Manasses made an attempt to bribe Hugh of Die to allow him to clear
himself by the oath of six bishops, or, better stili, by his own unsupported
oath.” It is impossible to disprove this charge, but in the light of the ante-
cedent correspondence the details of the story sound fantastic.

The Council of Lyons declared Manasses deposed.®® Ostensibly the Gre-
gorian papacy had scored an impressive triumph over a formidable antagonist.
Actually the triumph would have been more substantial, had the formidable
antagonist been induced to humiliate himself before the legatine authority
at Lyons. Gregory VII was by no means unaware of the hollow character
of the victory achieved,

On April 17, 1080, the pope announced to Manasses that the sentence
pronounced at Lyons had been confirmed by a synod at Rome.®* Neverthe-
less, “contrary to the custom of the Roman Church,” Gregory, moved by
pity, will give him one more chance. He may have until the feast of St.
Michael (September 29) to clear himself by the oath of six bishops under

1 92}, and onc of Pope Futicianus (##d., p. 212). Particutarly striking are Manasses' words:
Quid? quoz{ (t;a’am Dominus [urem esse sciebar, ef quia non est accusarus, ideo non est ejeciss,
sed ggr';mn::; zrzqu:os!géﬁ;;.” él‘hii is taken verbatim from a decretal of Bleutheriug (#5/d., p. 126).
6 Ree. des hist., , 782, For this passage > . is Civili, i
19063, 1L, Code, Tt 1L THIL. ',‘;3. : 5T ge see Paul Krueger, Corpus Juris Civilis (Berlin,
7T Caspar, lib. VII, no. 12, 475-77. Liihe, p. 148, shows conclusively that Manasses® letter to
Grcgo_ry must have been written some time before that to Fugh of Die.
78 See nete 66, above.
78 M.G.H., Sorip., VI, 42122,
80 Caspar, lib, VII, ne. 20, 496.
81 1bid., 495-96.
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the following conditions. Having restored all he has 1aken from the Provost
Manasses, Bruno, and his other accusers, and having permitted them to re-
tirn to Rheims, he must go cither to Cluny or to La Chaise-Dieu. He may
take with him one clerk and two laymen. Because of the difficulties of a trip
to Rome, the oath of purgation may be taken in the presence of Hugh of
Die and Hugh of Cluny, or in the absence of the latter, Amatus of Oleron.

If Manasses is willing to accept these conditions, he is to notify Fugh of
Die and swear to him that he will take nothing from the church of Rheims
except what may be necessary for himself and his attendants at Cluny or
La Chaise-Dieu. If he refuses this offer, the sentence of Lyons will stand,
nor will Gregory ever grant him audience. Clearly the pope was making ex-
ceptional efforts in behalf of the Jegatine authority.

They were, however, in vain. There is no indication that Manasses paid
the slightest heed to this final concession. As 1080 drew to a close it was ob-
vious that the sentence of Lyons would have to be enforced. On December
27 Gregory at last dispatched similar letters to the clergy and people of
Rheims, to Count Ebalus of Roucy, to the suffragans of Rheims, and to
King Philip.** All are forbidden o cbey Manasses longer, or to associate with
him. They are enjoined to co-operate in the speedy and canonical election
of a new metropolitan.

It is a tribute to the power of the Gregorian papacy that these instructions
were, in the main, executed. Guibert of Nogent informs us that the people
of Rheims drove Manasses from their city and that he fled to the court of
Emperor Henry IV Certain it is that he was in Henry’s camp before
Rome on May 23, 1081.5' After this he disappears {rom view.*

It is frequently claimed that Manasses went on pilgrimage to the Holy
Land and was among certain prisoners delivered from the Saracens in 1099.%
This is highly improbable. Guibert of Nogent fails to mention such a pil-
grimage. According to him, after joining Henry IV, Manasses “wandered
here and there until he died without the last communion of the Church.”®

82 15id,, lib, VIII, nos. £7, 18, 19, and 20, 538-43.

8% D¢ pita sua, lib, 1, cap. x1, pp. 31-32.

B¢ “Benzonis Fpiscopi Albensis ad Heinricum IV Imperatorem Libri VIL” M.G.H., Serip.,
X1, 6s%.

85 Manasscs confirmed 2 charter at Braux, on the Meuse, on Scptember 26, “snne Ticarna-
ciomis Dominicac millcsimo octogesimo prima, indiciione tevein.” Sce Gustave Saige and Henrd
Lacaille, Trésor des chartes du comié de Rethel {Monaco, 1g02), I, 2. If 108y is correct, our
knowledge of Manasses’ movements is extended by a few months. Tt is probable, however, that
1087 is a mistake for 1080. The year of the indiction is corrcet for the latter date, but wrong
for the former, Moreover it s improbable that Manasses” confirmation would bave been sought
after he had been driven from Rheims.

85 See for example, Hist lir, VI, 255-56; Wicdemann, p. 65, The source is “Tudebodus
Tmitatus et Continuatus,” Recueil des historiens des eraisades, Hist, oc., I, 213, This simply
says that an archbishop of Rheims was among the liberated.

3% De vita sua, lib. I, cap. %y, p. 32.
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It may be noted further that Baudri of Bourgueil, writing in the 108¢’s to the
poct, Godfrey of Rheims, distinctly implies that Manasses is dead®® It seems
probable, therefore, that he did not survive his expulsion from Rheims by
many ycars.

Manasses has been unfortunate in thac writers sympathetic to the Gre-
gorian reform have had the most to say about him. Walo of St. Arnulph, Hugh
of Flavigny, Guibert of Nogent, Hugh of Dic, and the disiltusioned Gregory
VII have provided the components of the conventional portrait of him. Un-
doubtedly Guibert’s characterization has been most frequently cited. He
was, says Guibert, “indeed a man of noble birth, but having absolutely none
of the composure which first of all becomes good birth, for he had conceived
so great arrogance from his new position, that he seemed to imitate the royal
majesties of foreign peoples. . . . He, then, since he imitated especially the
warriors and neglected the clergy is once said to have remarked: “The Arch-
bishopric of Rheims would be good, were it not for the need of saying mass
for it "

‘There is every reason to believe that Manasses was indeed turbulent and
arrogant, both in word and in deed. His manners were those of the war-like
feudal aristocracy into which he was born.®® That he was also avaricious and
unscrupulously rapacious there can be no doubt. Walo, the provost Manasses,
Bruno, and the church of Rheims were the victims of his greed. Little can
be said in his defense here, except that such vices were characteristic of the
society of the eleventh cencury, Manasses must be judged by the standards
of his day. He is to be compared or contrasted with such contemporaries as
Renier, bishop of Orleans, or Lambert, bishop of Thérouanne Even the
greatest of medieval rulers were capable of similar ferocity and rapacity.

There is fragmentary evidence, never before mustered in his behalf, that
there was a less forbidding side to this archbishop of Rheims. He was not al-
ways “that singular wild beast” which terrified Walo.*® On occasion he must
have been a man of considerable personal charm. Thus he apparently made
an excellent impression on Archdeacon Hildebrand and Pope Alexander 11,
Nor does the impression on the former appear to have been entirely obliterated
by the controversies of the late 1070%s. In his final letter to Manasses Gregory's

58 Phylis rahams . ! il B gHel i
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8% De wita sua, ib. [, cap. x1, pp. 30-31.

. .9‘? I‘t is hard to agrcc,.im\yever, \f'ith‘}’rf)fcssor Prosper Bolssonade, who sees in Manasses the
x_lsiormal prototype of Archbishop Turpin in the Chanson de Roland. Sce Dn nonvean sur la
Chanson de Roland {Paris, 1923}, pp. 226-27, Nothing in all the material examined above sup-
gests that Manasses took the field in the manner of an Gdo of Bayeux. B

1 See Fliche, Ré. Grég., 11, 245 fF,, and 255 4.
82 Mabillon, Ver. an., p. 455. >
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concluding threat is never to grant him another audicnce.”® One senses an
uneasy feeling on the part of the pope thac he cannot entirely trust his own
resolution in a personal interview with his antagonist,

It is, morcover, a mistake to assume that all good and upright men were
enemies of Manasses. The saintly Thierry, abbot of St. Hubert in the Ar-

dennes, was his friend and received many tokens of his esteem.®® Archdeacon -

Wido, who defended him at Autun, was a man of blameless character and
ended his life as a monk in Apulia, if we are to trust the poets.” These
especially held Manasses in high esteem. Baudri of Bourgueil speaks of him
with respect,” and Godfrey of Rheims composed many poems in his praise.””
All of these, unfortunately, have disappeared. As already noted, however, a
great deal of the verse of Fulcoius of Beauvais has survived,

Lo this we find nothing but praise for Manasses.”® Nor can it be charged
that Fulcoius was an irreligious man who was completely under the influence
of the pagan authors. Despite his admiration for the ancients, he remained
a pious Christian, This is itlustrated by his Utergue, a metrical version of the
Old and New Testaments, by his numerous lives of local saints, and by his
preoccupation with the idea of becoming a monk.™ It is to be remarked too,
that his devotion to his patron was sincere. It was not merely a matter of a
fat pension. When Manasses went into exile, Fulcoius accompanied him.®°
Obviously certain of the archbishop’s contemporaries saw in him virtues not
revealed o Walo or Hugh of Die.

93 Caspar, lib. VIE, no, 20, 496,

9t “Life of St Thierry,” M.G.F., Serip., X1, 49; “Chronicle of St. Hubert,” ibid., V111,
57576, 590,

25 Fulcoius directs a poem of praise to Wido in Beauvais MS, 11, 1517, Godfrey of Rhcims
composed his epitaph, published by Wilhelm Wattenbach, “Latcinische Gedichte aus Frankreich,”
Sitczungshevichte der Riniglich Preussischen Akademic der Wissencchafien (1891), 1, 111-12.

#8 Abrahams, no. CLXI, verses 1o5~10.

8% Jhid,

28 Some of the praise is too extravagant for modens taste, For example, these verses from
the dedicatory part of the Usergre in Bib. Nat. MS. Lat, 16701, 47:

Pectus, Lingua, Manus, Gressum: moneo proparaie,
Donec diva caro, Manascs, hoc extat in orbe.

Vita vivis brevis est. Quia vizit strennus, 1bit

Ocius, in mundo per secula non reparandus.
Solus homo, solus princeps, migrabis ab orbe,
Optime vis Manases, sed non migrabis ab ore!
Tempora nostra vident non visum fempore longo,
Dignum vate virnum, condignum principe vatem.
Romam cesaribus nostris fortuna diebus

Quod s privavit? Te, nos meliore beavir.

Remis, Roma, pares; Manases, Gregorius idem.

9% A, Wilmart, “Deux Lettres concernant Raoul le Verd, 'Ami de Saint Brune,” Rerue
bénédictine, L1 {1936), 204.

160 This is indicated by his poem addressed to Emperer Henry IV, published in Ree. des
hist,, X1, 195, n. b,
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[t may be added that remiss as Manasses may have been in his other pas-
toral duties, he did not neglect the school of his cathedral. This had already
attained a considerable reputation under his predecessor, Gervais. Under
Mznasses it occupied a position somewhat similar to that it had held in the
days of Gerbert. It is true that, after 1075, the archbishop was the enemy of
its most distinguished master, Bruno. On the other hand, it was he who
gave the headship of the school to another celebrated master, Godfrey of
Rheims.*®* Thus whatever be thought of Manasses’ role in the political and
ecclesiastical affairs of his day, his position in the cultural history of the
eleventh century is a highly respectable one.

In concluding we may well ask what, specifically, were the fundamental
issues in this contest between the revitalized papacy and the archbishop of
Rheims? It is customary to describe Manasses as “the enemy of reform.” In
the light of what has been said, it is obvious that the description requires
qualification. Two of the prime objectives of the yeformers, the enforcement
of clerical celibacy and the abolition of lay investiture, do not figure at all
in the struggle with the archbishop of Rheims. Nor does simony prove to be
the important issue that Guibert of Nogent and Hugh of Flavigny make it to
appear.

On the other hand, the reformers naturally wished to see ecclesiastical
offices honestly and justly administered. Here they had a genuine grievance
against Manasses. Much more important, however, was the question of the
legatine authority. This was the tuly vital issue. There could be no cen-
tralized papal monarchy as long as great ecclesiastics, like Manasses, could
defy with impunity the instructions of the legates. The archbishop of Rheims
was made an example to terrify any who might seek to follow in his foot-
steps,

Politically speaking, Manasses’ defects lay in the realm of vision and lead-
ership, His outlook was too narrowly provincial and selfish. Questions of
broad principle or general policy found little place in his thinking. Even his
opposition to the legatine authority does not appear to have been based on
any principle. In his oath to Gregory and on other occasions he was willing
enough to accept the principle. It was only its application to himself that he
resisted. As a result he had to fight alone. Neither King Philip nor the feudal
aristocracy gave him any substantal support*®® He never scems to have

301 See Abrahams, no. CLXI, verses 91 (., and my article, "Godfrey of Rheims,” loc. ait.,
o :;%;ﬁ;tzaasscs' relations with Philip are very obscure. As Helinand of Laon was the king's
candidate for the see of Rheims {De wita sua, 1ib, 111, cap, 11, p. 131), Manasses” success in becorm-

ing archbishop could hardly have pleased him. There is, however, no evidence of strained rela-
tions between them. Manasses was frequently with the king. See Prou, nos. XXXIX, XL,
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- considered the possibility of organizing the French clergy, or even the clergy
of his own province, to resist the papal pretensions. He went down to defeat
with neck unbowed, but this did not alter the fact that the Gregorians had
scored a relatively easy victory in the ecclesiastical citadel of the Capetian
wmonarchy,

Dartmouth College

XLVIL XLIX, LX, LXI, LXI, LXXVII, LXXX, LXXXII, LXXXVI, XCI, XCIV. In his
letters Manasses mentions the king twice only. In his first letter (o Gregory, he reports Arch-
deacon W. as saying: “mec magistratus suns, el post deum subditus est, in mang vestra otm
esse praccepit” (Sudendorl, [, 14). In his letter to Hugh of Die, he invites the legate, in the
king's name as well as in his own, to convene a council at Rheims, Soissons, Compitgne, or
Senlis (Ree. des hist., X1V, 786), Benzo (M.G.H., Scrip., X1, 657) describes Manasses in 1081
as “Phylippi regis Franciac venerabilis legains” This may indicate thar Philip had paid less at-
tention to Gregory's letter of Decernber 27, 1080, than s usually assumed.

Economic and Social Factors in the
Prussian Rhineland in 1848

Oscar J. Havmen

ECONOMIC and social factors helped to precipitate and to determine the
course of the German Revolution of 1848, Yet, aside from a number of special
studies by German historians, the standard accounts of the Revolution of
1848 place an almost exclusive emphasis upon the political aspects of the
movement and upon the constitutional and national strivings of the liberal
middle class. Generally ignored are the economic and social considerations
which made the masses ripe for revolution. The “common man,” in the
final analysis, provided the revolutionary impulses and did the street fighting.

This article will consider merely a fragment of the problem, in that atten-
tion will be concentrated on Prussia, with specific stress on the Rhineland.
It will be evident that economic and social factors may have provided the
preponderant force which thrust a Prussia, reputed for good government,
tranquillity, and order, into the maelstrom of revolution. An emphasis on
the Rhineland is pertinent, since Rhineland liberal politicians and the Rhenish
platform of reforms dominated the early course of the Revolution of 1848
in Prussia.

The status of the Rhineland deserves brief consideration. Assigned to
Prussia in 1815, the Rhineland originally showed a coolness toward Prussian
hegemony. Thercafter, an oppositionist tendency, stemming from religious
differences, contrasting legal codes, and the generally more advanced political
character of the Rhenish populace, continued te prevail into 1848. Economic
prosperity and the over-all incorruptibility and good will of Prussian official-
dom, however, had been effective in winning the steadfast loyalty of some
Rhinelanders and the passive acquiescence of most others in Prussian rule.

Furthermore, it must be noted thar, almost up to 1848, Prussia seems to
have enjoyed the position of being the land of opportunity in the German
world., Immigration from neighboring German states inte Prussia until
1847 always greatly exceeded the numbers which Prussia lost through emigra-
tion to the New World or 1o other destinations. Contemporary observers
frequently commented on the relative prosperity of the Rhineland and on

1Paul Mombert, Studien zur Bevilkerungsbewegung in Denischland (Karlsruhe, 190%),
pp. 107-108.
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