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How i political power operate in early Capetian France? In his Capetran
Kings, Fawuier explained it in the following way:

Feudal socicty may strike the hisworian as having been o ofien anarchicalin pracice. Bul
i theory it was a rigorousty ordered sociery in which every individual had his fixed place
in u sirict hievarchy of fords and vassals. The keystone of the system was the king, the
suzeramn lord of all.. Tenth-century France was a patchwork of inmunerable nearly
independent lordships; but no lovd, however poweriul, refused to recognise the king's
theoretical supremacy... The king might be leeble. He might be weaker than some of his
great vassals. Nevertheless, the great vassals owed him homage, and itis significant that
ithey performed i}

This dccount epitomizes a view of French society under the carly Capetians
(987—110%} which has been widely held {or many years, and has been questioned
only relurively recently, In many ways it is a just view. France was in this period a
diverse and highly fragmented society, its kings chronically weak, comrelling
directly only the {le de France. There were several greal nobles whose powers in
oractice often outweighed those of the king, and who played a prominent partin
the constant round of wars—rthe so-called endemic anarchy. This picture has
been given an added clarity and depth by the many important studies of early
Capetian France preduced since the last war. But it has also in many ways been
relocused. Analyses of the disintegration of the French kingdom into a series of
principalities and lordships, as well as regional and loeal studies, have
underlined the great diversity of political and social structures in west Francia.
They have also further highlighted the importance of the greatest nobles in the
cleventh century, the territovial princes, some of whom exercised {ull and
autonomous powers in cheir own lands, others who were dukes or counts in Hule
more than name. Work on the royal government has traced the decay and early
signs of vevival of royal power, and has enabled it 10 be compared with and set
agains: princely power. And it is here that the ‘traditional® view has most been
guestioned, the view that the feudal Sinks of the king and the theoreticaily
subordinate nobles held the kingdom wogether, despite the anarchical siate of

VIR, Fawticr, The Capetian Kings of France: Monarchy and Netion, 87~1 728, wrans. L. Butler and R, J.
Adamn Ligtal, p. Go. This article was first read as a paper atthe seminar on early medicval history held
by Profussor R. A, Brown, Mr. J. 8. Gillingham and Dr. J. L. Nelson at the Lnstitute of Historical
Rescarcl in May 1978. 1 am indebted to them and to others and in pardeular to Dr. D. R, Bates, for
valuable discussion of many ol the problems raised here. For further analysis of them, see E, M.
Hatlam, Caprenian France, 987-1 728 Lgiol, chs. ti-ill,
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144 THE KING AND THE PRINCES

sociely. France was certainly a paichwork of almost sovereign states of varying
sizes, their leaders fighting and negodating, jockeving for land and power, bu
although the king id remain God’s anointed and was feudal overlord in theory,
his overriding sicral powers and swerainty in the kingdom were largely ignorcﬁ
even on the highest level from ¢, 1030 onwards. In practice the king deatt with the
princes of northern France on an equal feoting, and lurthermore the princes
enjoyed most of the royal powers and awribures in teir own lands. This articke
eximines and analyses these new perspectives, first looking briefly at some
regions of France in the light of local studies in order to illusirate the diversity of
politcal structures in the kingdem in this period, and then examining the
powers and the relationship of the king and the princes,

The process of the disintegration of roval power, part of a western European
phenomenon,? has been much swdied for France, notably by Dhondt in Frudes
sur la Nawsance des Principautés Territoriales en France (IX=X' siécle). Others who
have tollowed have modilied aspecss of his general thesis but have left intact his
fundamencal conclusions ® These, which were based to some extent on the work
ol Flach, were that in the ninth and wenth centuries the French kingdom began to
split it principalities, arcas wheve the king could not intervene withoul the
prinee’s consent. The process began with those at the peripheries, Gascony and
the Spanish March; lollowed by Burgundy and Aquitaine; Brivany; Normandy,
Flanders and Anjou. The last group split away from Neustria, (e area in the
north of the west Frankish kingdom dominated by the Robertine house, the
dukes of the Franks, who carved cw their principality in the area between the
Seine and the Loire.® Some of the principalities had an ethnic or racial basis, all
were headed by great nobles who in many cases came from [amilics of powerful
Carolinglan vassals—and who twok over royal powers within their states. In this
context Wevner has emphasized the fegitimacy of the transfer of power [rom king
to prince, the bloed des of many of the princes with the royal house. Tn the
sccond stage ol disintegration there were again some quite legal grans
underlying the splitting up of many of the principalities into countics, pagi and
bannal lordships, whose vulers again wook many royal powers, But very often
these rights were wken over—some historians say usurped—ivom higher
authorities oo weak o rewin therm. The vesult was thar elfective power rested at
dilferent levels in different regions,

One of the great principalities which broke away from the king relatively carly
was Burgundy. In the tenth century Burgundia was singled out by Flodoard as
one of the three divisions of the west Frankish kingdom whose greag mnen
supported Lothar when he was crowned king in 954; the other two were
Aquitania and Francia.® Burgundy was in the early tenth century an important

PEg. T Manteuflel, "Probicmes d'imégration ot de désineégration des eats Européens aox
TREX1siteles in LEurope dquex INCXI wécles: anx vngines des Etats Nationanx, od. T, ManteulTel and A
Gieyseer {Warsaw, 1968}, pp. 21-¢. '

*J. Dhondt, Enedes sur la Naissance des Prineypantés Terniortales en Franee XX sidele) (Brugos 19485
1. F. Lemarignicr, CLa distocation du “pagus” et le probléme des “consuetudines™, ﬁri'r'f;mgr-‘:
d 'Hrljtmre du Muyen-dge dédics & fn mémarre de Lo Halphen (Pavis, 1951), pp. 401-10; }. Boussard, '} c';
destinées de la Neustrie du IXSau XI€ sieche’, Cahters de Crosation Médifvate, xi illjiﬁh‘) 1f,w28"K ‘]"‘
Werner, "Uitersuchungen 2w Fridheelt des Franzosischen Fiarsteniums {g~10 ;.1}1|-I:-umi,url‘)=' .f)z;- I-i.’r'f‘;
m’!‘ (;gu‘.‘ud:!:y xvil 158 256-8g, xix 1954k 1b-g3, xx {ighol, 87-—}19‘; wdem, ‘King;(om and
principality in s 2th-cemury France', Tae Medievat Nobaity, ed. and trans. T. Reuter (Ansierdan
1978L pp. 24590, ' ‘

. Flach, Zes Grigmes de (Anaenne France 1 vols., Paris, 18KG-1g17).

*Les dnnales de Flodoard. od. P. Lauer {Pavis, 19asl, po 13g: “Lotharius puer, filius Ladowicl, apud
Sancium Remigium rex comseeracur ab Artoldo archiepiscope . . . ceterisque |)l'3t‘5illll;llh ac
proceribus Franciae, Burgundiae awgue Aquiraniac’.
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state with powerlul dukes. The French duchy, distinct from the kingdom of
Burgundy, was developed by Richard the Justiciar (888—ge21}. Like many other
princes, as Werner has shown us, he was descended Brom an important
Carolingian noble family, and came o exercise the powers of a sub-king in the
counties and pegi {their subdivisions) of Autun, Sens, Nevers and probably
Auxerre. Bur by the mid tenth century the state was beginning 10 disintegrate.
The classic account by Chaume and several more recent studies by Richard wace
this clearlv.” Hugh Capet's brother became duke in the nine-fifties, and the
duchy passed 1o his son and then to King Robert the Pious, who overran it o
uphold his claim in the carly eleventh cenwury. After his death, Henry 1 of France
granted Burgundy to his brother Robert who had atempred 1o become king but
{ailed: clearly this was 1o buy him ofl. Burgundy then passed down o Robert’s
descendants, But the Capetian dukes were unable 1o mainain and consolidate
their ducil power, and the counties which formed the constituent parts of the
duchy became increasingly independent. Some of these split up inlo pagi, and in
certain regions the pagi themselves disintegrated, 1o be replaced by entirely new
political units, castellanies based on new centres of power.

By ¢. 1000 the counties of Burgundy, Dijon and Langres were no Jonger under
ducal conwrol. Sens was being drawn towards the royal lands while Provence and
Lyor: moved towards the kingdom of Burgundy. The ducal lands were centred
on Avallon, Autun, Beaune, Blaisy and Chidtillon, but the arcas around them,
Auxerre, Troyes, Nevers, Tonnerre, Chalon, Forez and Macon were dominated
from the tenth century enwards first by counts, then in many cases by castelians.
This area, ‘sans roi, sans duc et sans prince’ was the breeding ground of the
Cluniac congregation which developed a structure of its own in default of a
strong political [ramework.® The eleventh century was, says Richard, the twilight
ol the Carolingian duchy-principate: by its end ducal power was a shadow of its
{former self and it was only reassembled gradually during the twellth century.

The seminal study by Duby on the Maconnais? provides a valuable example of
a society i the second stage ol disintegration. In about g8o, Duby suggests, the
count of Mdcon exercised 4 strong dominaiion in this region, but in succeeding
vears his powers passed 1o Independent castellans and to important ecclesiastical
establishments including Cluny. By 1026 the count of Micon conrolled directly
only the area overshadowed by his own castle and even in the ity itsell his power
was strongly contested by e bishop. On the {ringes of his lordship he was
challenged ar Dracé and Fleurie, Pierreclos and Scissé, by the lords of Beaujeu,
Berzé, Brancion and Bijé. The pagi had disappeared and bannal lords, with their
owh custemary powers, had replaced che ministeriales and other administrators
whao had previously represented the public power, The counr of Micon tried 1o
buy the allegiance of many of these castellans by granting them his own allodial
holdings as hefs and demanding service in return. This however impoverished
him and service was rarely rendered. Furthermore ties of vassalage muldiplied

FWerner, “Untersuchungen zur Frihecit’.

"ML Chaume, Les Origmes du Duché de Bourgogne {2 vols., Dilon, 1925~47), i1 ]. Richard, Les Ducs de
Hourgogne ¢f In Formation du Ducké du XI¢ au XIV¢ sidels {Pavis, 1954); tden, *Chalcaux, chitelains e
vassaux en Bourgogne aux Xi©et X11¢ siécles’, Cakiers de Cuilisqtion Mididuale, iii 11960), 43547 idem,
‘Lignées féodales et géographic des seigneuries dans {e duché de Bourgogne’, Buwll. Phl. o Hust,
(G504, 137-54-

1. F. Lemarignicr, ‘Political and menastic structures in France at the end of the soth and the
beginning of the vith cenwury’, Lerdship and Community i Medicval Eurepe, ed. F. L. Cheyeue {New
York, 14081, pp. 10027,

f G Duby, ‘The nobithy in tith- and reth-century Miconnais', Lordifup and Commmuonty, pp.
137-55. lrom G. Duby, La Soadlé gux XI* et XII7 siécles dens {a Région Mdconnavie {Facis, 1g5%);
Lemarignier, ‘La dislocation du “pagus’™
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throughout the ranks of the nobility, and oaths of hidelity were often used 10
cement alliances with no land involved. This Heudalism’ was not an ‘nstrument
of submission™® of one great noble to another: with the decay of the count’s

power it tended, rather, (o encourage anarchical conditions, though it was rather
more eflective when wsed by the greater nobles to atrac a cliemele of lesser

nobles. The bonds of vassaluge were often criss-crossed and resulting pauerns
were exceedingly confused, while the prevalence of the allod in the area

diminished their practical importance and made the Maconnais over ajl a land of

independent casiellans. In the welith centwy this society began o stabilize
under castellan domination, and no political centralization was achieved uniil
the thirteenth.

Burgundy gives us an example of a highly fragmented society; Normandy, as
the wealth of studies by Yver, de Botard, Brown, Douglas and Le Patourel—to
name but a few—have shown, was dearly the most centralized principality in
France in the eleventh century.t Indeed the only principality 1o come anywhere
near to it in political cobierence was Flanders. ™ Although it lacked Normandy's
wrritorial definition its counts retained a velatively strong control over the
church, the nobility and the rownslolk. Again there were several independen
lordships in Flanders, and these increased at times of velative comital weakness,
such as the late eleventh century. Bue the count remained the dominant power,
even if he was less effective than the Norman dukes.

The Novman state was based on a Viking scetlemeny supposedly legalized in
g11 by King Charles the $imple at Saint-Clair-sur-Epte, and extended and firmly
consolidated by its founder Rollo and his descendants. Both Viking and Frankish
elements were 1o be important in the making of this principality, and the
achievements of its nobility were to be remarkable. Set against all the other
principatities, its unity during the Liter eleventh century, and partcularly during
ihe later part of Williun the Conqueror’s reign, is striking. Most fundanienial,
the duke reiained control over the nobility, their castles, which could be built
only under ducal licence, and their Jands, which could be confiscated as a penalry
for rebeilion. Willlam, count ol Arques, {or example, lost his estales as a
punisiiment for wreachery, and these, like other confiscations and with the vast
ducal lands, could be used 1o reward the duke’s more faithiul followers, With his
substantial domain and his conrol of key castles, the duke had a strong power
base, but he needed personal strength and darisma-—and these qualities men
such as Robert the Magnificent (1027-35) ahas Robert the Devil, and william
himsell bad i no smadi measure. Furthermore the ducal blood isell became by
the eleventh century a means ol determining noble status in the duchy, a conrast
with ather paris of France where the sing gua non {or a good noble pedigree was a

¥ Lordship and Community, p.1gs.

WO HL Hasking, Norman Duttinens (Cambividge, Mass., 1918), remains a classic, but many ol s
conclusions have been medified by later stedies. See lor example M. de Botard, ‘De la Neusiric
Carolingienne & ke Normandic feodade’, ante, xxvifi {1g55), 3~14; L. Musset, ‘Les dowines de
Pépaque franque et les destinées du régime domainiale, du 1XUau XI€siede’, Budl. Soc. Antiguearres de
la Normandie, xbix (940 lov 1942-3), 7~97: D. C. Douglas, William the Congueror {1964); R, AL Brown,
The Noveins and the Norman Conguest {rgbgls ] Yver, 'Les premiéres instigons du ducié de
Normandic', Setinane di Stedi del Centro ltalano di Study sullalte Medivevo, xvi (1 g6g), 799-536; . Le
Pusourel, The Norman Empire {Oxlord, 1755,

FEL. Ganshol, " La Flandie’, Mustore des Instittetions Frangatses au Moyen Age, ed. F. Lot K. Fawtier
and others {5 vols., Paris, 1057-62), 1. 343-428; R. Monier, Les Instetteions dic Comed de Flundre de la fin
du INCuicle @ 138 (Pariy, 14430 Fo Vercauteren, "La lonmadon des principanés de Litge, Flandre,
Brahant et Haimualy, IXS=XI1€ siceles”, L'Exrope aux INCXT? sidefes, pp s b B Warlop, The Flemoh
Nolihly before £ ou iy vols., Couttrad, 1y753.

Y Douglas, pp. S8-104: Brown, pp. 53-8,
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connection with the Carolinglans, however tenuous.” And blood tes were
backed up in Normandy by gradually developing feudal links between the duke
and the nobles, bringing the duke military service and aid. Here feudalism was a
sign of a developing social hierarchy, rather than acting as the veast of anarchy as
in the Mdcomnais. The other pillar of ducal awhoriy was the church. The
ceclestastical provinee of Rouen corresponded fairly closely with the houndaries
ol the duchy; the ducal lamily conurolled all the bishoprics and was founder and
patron of many Norman abbeys—there was no widespread lay advocacy of
veligious houses in this part of France to diminish these righes. The church was
protected by the dukes and generously endowed; it was 1o furnish men, money
and military service, for adminiscration and for war, in rewrn® The
considerable degree ol centralization in Normandy is {further emphasized in the
refative unity of customn throughout the duchy, a contrast with the neighbouring
roval lands where coutumes prolilerated. ¥

The unity of Normandy under William the Conqueror should niot blind us to
the great threat wo ducal authority posed by the nobility when he was a minor
and further hampered by his illegitimate birth, In 1047 his position within the
duchy had become so precarious that he had o be rescued by King Henry 1. The
dangerous noble coalition which threatened William was deleated ar the haulde of
Val-és-Dunes, but the duke continued his laborious struggle against group after
group of rebels unul the ten-sixdies, using external aggression against Francia,
Brittany, Maine, Anjou and England o unite and reward his followers as well as
to enrich and to glorify himself. During this period of anarchy, as Yver has
shown, adulterine castles multiplied dramatically as many nobles tried to carve
out bannal lordships for themselves. When they appear inany number, without a
licence from the prince, these consiructions are a sign of a weak central power,
meapable of garrisoning its own fortifications, let alone preventing new ones
from being built.)? Precisely the same happened afier William's death, and the
sate happened i Anjou iIn the ten-sixtics and in the roval lands in the
ten-hicties and forties. The recovery of power by the dukes of Normandy where
the counts of Anjou and rhe kings ol France failed underlines the personal
steengih and abilities of the Norman dukes as much as the undoubtedly
important political structure of the duchy., Normandy shared the problems of
the rest ol France, but its leaders were more successful than other rulers in
combating them.

Anjou shared in the carlier eleventh century many of the features of its near
neighbour and enemy Normandy. GuillotUs study of its power siructure
highlights the considerable awthority of the notorious Fulk Nerra (989-1040)
and his son Geoflrey Marte) (1og0-601."* They initated a vigorous ervitorial
expansion into Maine, the Saintonge and Touraine, and by a judicious mixture of
successful war, marriage and diplomacy, which was the road o success for a

Y Le Patowrel, p. efy.

" Douglas, pp. 105-32; Brown, pp. 26-35.

'* 1. C. Holt, ' Politics and property in early medieval England’, Past and Present, vii {19721, 1-
espe 3135 Lemargnier, *La dislocation du "pagus’™.

T Douglas, pp. 53-80 ef passim; . Yver. ‘Les chiteaux fors en Normandie jusqu’an milien du, X110
siéele’, Bull. Soc. Antiquatres de la Normandie, liii {1935-6), 28-115. A dangerous lordship on the
horders was Belléme, for which see }. Boussard, 'La seigneurie de Belléme aux X2 ez X1V siecles’,
Mdlanges dediés d L. Halphen, po. 43-54.

B G Guilloy, Le Comte d'Argow ot son Entowrage an XI° aécle 2 vols., Paris, 1g92) modifies and
supplements the sull useful L. Halphen, Le Comted d'dmsu an X7 stécle (Paris, 1906} B, W, Southern,
The Making of the Middle Ages (19333, pp. $0-5; 1. Chavtrow, L'Anpou de 1iog & 1151 (Paris, 1928);
J- Boussard, "L'origine des lamilles seigneursales dans la végion de la Loire moyenne’, Caluors de
Cradisation Mididvale, v(igb2), 305-22.
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prince in his age, they made Anjou a formidable state with a European
reputation. Where Fulk switched from war 1o prayer, often wilh alarming
rapidity, Geoffrey shifted from ally 1o ally, but both managed to dominate (heir
own nebility and o expleit ecclesiastical resourees very effecuvely, But after
Geotlrey’s death in 106 there was no direct heir, and under his nephesws
Geollrey the Bearded and Fulk Rechin {1060-110g) there was a marked weakness
in comital power following a succession dispute, and the nobility of the region
built up a considerible degree of rerviterial power. Maine was lost to Normandy
and the Saintonge to Aquitaine. This was a principality in eclipse, and no real
growth in comital power occurred wiil in the welfth century Duke Geolfrey le
Bel began 1o rebuild his power using a mixture of loree and feudal bonds.

In some areas once covered by Neustria, political units cohered far more
slowly than Burgundy, Normandy and Anjou. Indeed in some regions, such as
Picardy, power devolved straight o the castellans, who remaincd dominant
throughout the eleventh and wwelftl centuries, Bur's study of Champagne, a state
based around the coumy of Trayes, and Chédeville's monograph on Chartres, an
Huportant constiruent part of the fand dominazed by the counts of Blois, point to
various reasons for the tardy development of the principality of Blois-
Champagne, which showed a considerable diversity in its petitical structures and
a rvelative Jack of territorial and political coherence.” 1n the tenth century the
house of Vermandois buik up an imporunt Bloc of Tands in the area, the nucieus
of the later Champagne. This was overshadowed by the Robertine lands which
became the royal principality later on, but when Odo 1 ioined Champagne with
Blois, the lands of his family almost enciveled those of the king. The Capetians
were unable effectively (e dominawe the counts: indeed in the early eleventh
century Odo [T (9961087} attempied, not unsuccessfully, to dominate the king,
There was almost constant war berween the two in the early Capetian period, but
the king did use other weapons against the counts as weil. As overtord, and one
close at hand, he managed generally 1o regulaie the suceession of the fands of
Blois-Champagne to his own advamage, having themn split beoween male heirs
on the panern frequenty adopted by the nobility of the region, bu rarcly by the
ather tervitorial princes. As 2 long-rerm policy this met with only moderate
success, {or on the death of the holder ol ane part, the land tended 1o revers back
ter the holder of the other. In part this was an accident of mortality, bud it is also
possibly indicative of the way in which the division was regarded by the counts, as
parage. Certainly this re-unification of the family's lands renewed the threat 10
the Capetians from dheir most powerful neighbours. Buy, like the royal lands, the
Blois and Chartres and the Champagre halves of the estates were lacking in
political coherence in the eleventh contury, and again castellans dominated many
areas. This was a tendency which increased into the vwelftl century and
semewhat weakened the counts of Blois-Champagne. But in Picardy the power
of the castellans was even greater, for here, as Feuchére shows, there was no
principatity or great noble house at all. The king was not strong enough dircaly
to dominate the region umil the fater nwelith century, but he was powerful
enough to prevent anyone else (rom doing so.®

L Bur, La Formaten die Comis #e Champagne. v, aso=u, 1150 INGIY, 19755 AL Chedeville, Chartres
b ses Campraygmes, XI=XEH* siéeles (Paris, 1973]; stee also T Exergates, Fewital Seceety i 'the Balhage of
Troyes under the Counts of Champegne, 1152-1 284 IBaktimore and Londan, 1975) Tor a skereh of fater
developments which is rather overburdened wich staistics, and 1. Longnon, "La Champagne’,
Hastoe des tnstitutins Frangaises, i. 12336,

R Fossier, La Teree of tes Hommes o Prardhe poiqu’a g i du NI wécle 2 vols., Paris and
Louvain, 19685 P, Feuchérve, 'Une wiative manguée de concenuation tesritoriale entre Somme o
Seine: la principaueé d’ Amiens-Valois au X19 sigcle”, Lo Mayen Age, Ix {19505 1-%7.
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The foregoing survey underlines the diversity of the political structures in
France in rthe eleventh century. There were some  relatively cobesive
principalities, there were others where the prince’s title was meaningless in
practical terms, and many arcas were controlled by castellans. But there were
certain similarities between the principalities whether centralized or not. Each
prince bad his secular domain, a collection of lands and righs, zmd' his
ccclesiastical domain, the control over bishoeps and nmonasteries, Beyond this he
had an entourage of nobles, greater and lesser, and of knig_hts, \vl\o
followed him perhaps as vassals, perhaps from self-interest, perhaps i_rum fear,
and who usually came [rom a wider arca than that where his domain rights were
concentrated. This gave him a general sphere of interest, but this was not
necessarily territorial, nor fixed. The prince would be faced by hostile nobtes,
castellans and their own entourages, who might form coalitions against him‘
often in conjuncuon with neighbouring princes. In this context, boundaries of
principalities lose a great deal of imporance !

How does the Ile de France and the surrounding areas where the king's domain
was cenwed compare with this general pattern of power? Like the lands of the
house of Blais, the Robertine principality which formed in the late ninth and
tenth centuries did not have the clear territorial definition of a Normandy or a
Burgundy, but it was an important power base for the family which, afier
holding the throne alternatively with the Carolingians [rom 888, .i)ecan.)e l_he one
ruling dynasty with the backing of the church in g87. The Robertine ].)‘1‘11.1(‘.1})2111(}',
with the addition of some lands and a veasonably large collection of hishoprics
and abbeys Anally wken over from the Carolingians, became the Capetian
principality—and this shared the characteristics of the other principalities as
defined. 1t was centred on a domain concentrated around Paris and lands to the
north of the Loire, Dreux, Mantes and Saint-Denis, and arcund Sentis and
Compiégne reaching up 1w Soissons and Laon.?? Then there was the royal
following of nobles, the great nobles and the castellans such as the Garlande and
the de la Tour, the counts of Etampes and the viscounts of Poissy, and the lesser
castellans and knights, who became increasingly prominent in the_ royal
entourage in the eleventh century as roval power declined: Lemarignier has
demonstrated (his very eflectively.® Au the same rime the king’s power was
challenged by hostile nobles (o whom he was the principal enemy, and totally
ignoved by many others. These were mesn such as the lords of le Puiser and Mgrlc
whose violent exploits were o be immortalized by Guibert of Nogentand Abbot
Suger in the carly twellth century, but wlio were not as a breed an unusual
phenomenon in the France of this period.?* ) )

The history ol the Capetian principality in the eleventh century fus in well with
the models of the other French swates, sharing many of their teatures, but with
idiosyneracies of its own. This one would expect, but icis not an angle taken very
ollen by historians who prefer 1o examine royal power in the context of the
kingdom rather than within the royal lands, where it was much stronger. From

. Lomarignier, fecherches sur {'Hammage en Marche gt {es Frondidres Féodales (Lille, 1945, pp. 9-72.

1, M, Newman, Le Domame royal sons fes Premuers Capétiens, g87-:180 {Paris, 1575 of. the
tervitorial view of the royal domain portayed by A Lengnon in Atfas Hustortgue de la Franee (3 vols.,
Paris. 18559, 1, Atlas. )

WLF Lemaripnter, Lr Gowvernement Royl aux Premiers Temps Capétiens, g87~1108 {Paris, 19650, pp.
67159 _

* Suger, Vifa Ludowia Grossi Regs, wansiated as Ve de Lows VIl Groy, ed. H. Waquet “"d!;ls, 19293,
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. FoBenon (New Yook, 1g70k pp.18g-5.
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various studies which have been nade of the arca 1 is possible w draw together
an over-all picture of the roval principalivy in the elevently century, but it would
greatly vepay lurther research,

One impression emerges clearly from the primary sources and the secondary
studies ol the fle de France, that it was one of the most populous and almost
certainly the richest area in France in the middle ages. This was 10 be ol great
advantage to the Capedans: in the eleventh century however the general
instability of the area vather diminished their domainal profits. Royal power in
the kingdom shrank in the period and although the king derived some
advantage from his wide ecclesiastical domain, the practical value of this can be
greatly overestimated®® Hugh Capet and his son Robert the Pious—this
something of a misnomer—ig87-104)) cloaked a conwacting roval power with
the panoply of Carolingian monarchy, but in the reign of Henry I {1051-60) the
disguise was ne longer necessary. When Rebert died he loft his eldest surviving
son, Menry, as his crowned and designated heir, but his widow supported
Henry's brother Robert. Together they gathered a powerful coalition of nobles,
including Odo 11 of Blois, to oppose the new king. Hemry was rescued largely
through the good offices of Robert the Magnificent of Normandy, and he
bought his brother off with Burgundy. Buwt the disruptions of the succession
crisis seem to have brought about a reverse to royal authority in the principality
and the kingdom. Henry's concentration on the lormer, emphasized by Dhondt,
was a realistic policy but confirmed the decline of roval authority in France as a
whole.?” Henry spent most of his reign fighting his more immediate neighbours,
Blois-Champagne, Normandy and Anjou, and this Phitip 1 was to do with less
enthusiasm. Meanwhile although in the long term the concern of the kings with
their immediate lands was 1o help o consolidate the veyal principality, in the
short term their authority was challenged in many areas of it. Great casteHans
had begun 1o emerge in the fle de France from the late tentl comury and the
early eleventh century, when the lords of Momdhéry had carved out an estate
from the lands of the bishopric of Paris, and the Montmorency, Montfort and
others [ram the royal lands—beginning wirth quite legal prams of land as
benelices, But during Henry U's veign lesser castellans appear w have muliplied
in the area, many with independent bannal lordships based on illegal castles. The
whaole group intermarried and its effshoots proliferated, and smaller and smaller
units of fandholding developed as inuany estates were divided in parage, & custom
of the area. Glimarely this was 1o help the king, but by the end of the eleventh
century much of the royal principality was dominated by casiellan families such
as the Garlande, Monthéry and Rochelort. Many rended o remain faithiul 10
the king but many, too, remained hostle. Evenrually Louis VI was, like the dukes
of Aquitaine and the counts of Anjowand Flanders, obliged 10 fight Iiis way back
to power, using feudal tes and a growing administration 1o back up his gains.

The king's power scems, when looked ar in this way, (o be very similar to that
of the French princes. Does this preposivion bear furdher investigation? Was the
king in the eleventh century o iore than a mere wrritorial prinee, and then nat
even a very powerful one? The two questions which need (o be asked in this

UL Glivier-Mavin, Hutore de la Cvutieme de fa Prévitd e Parn 12 vols., Paris, 1922
Fourquin, Ley Campagres de fa Régon Parsenue ¢ la Finoda Mogen Age [Paris, 1964} Lemaripnior, Le
{rvvernemen! Royal, .

* As doos Fawtier, pp 57-75.

71 Dhond, " Quelaques aspeces du régne de Renri 19 voi de France', Mélanges 4édiés 6 1. Fulphen,
Pporgg=zedadea, Une orise de pouvorr Capéticn, soy2-y ", Mcellanee Mediaevata Mermortam fan
Fredenik Niermeyer (Groningen, 196y pp. 133—45.
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context are firsl, how strong was the idea of the kingdom in eleventh-century
France, and second, what royal powers did the king enjoy? It is widely accepued
that from the ninth century uniil well into the thivteenth the word Francia’ was
generally used o describe only the modern ile de France and its surrounding
regions. Flodoard used the (erm o encompass one of the three divisions of the
kingdon:,*® and the Robertines whose principality was situated in the area were
known as the 'duces lrancorum’. In the twellth century the word ‘regnum’ was
uscd 1o describe the royal principality, and Suger, when describing the victory of
Louis V1 over the German emperor in 1124 used the expression “tota Francia’
rather than the ‘regnum francorum’ for the kingdom.® This was a clear
refiection of political conditions, In the Jate tenth century the princes ol the South
vecognized Hugh Capet as king; a century Jater they had turned 1o the papacy as
a more efteciive power. The kingdom, both in ideas and in faci, was in
eclipse®®—though it never entirely died our®—and Suger was to do more w
emphasize royal powers and auributes than o revive the ides of the French
kingdom. But this brings us ro the second consideration: what were specifically
rayal powers in France in the eleventh cenwury?

In The State in the Middle Ages, Mitteis suggested that ‘the early Capetian
period witnessed a marked revival of the sacramental concept of kingship: feudal
law and divine right helped o tde the French monarchy over the most
critical phase in its history',32 The notions of sacral kingship and of the king as
Jawgiver do appear in many letters, collections of canons and narratives pro-
duced between the accession of Hugh Capet and the death of Robert the Pious
Ly the royalist ecclesiastics of northern France, who translerred Carolingian
waditions of holy kingship, along with their political loyaltes, o the new
ruling dynasty. Here we need quote only a few examples. Fulbery, bishop of
Chartres, portrays the king as the ulimate source of justice: his obligations are
to uphold the law and to keep the peace, his duty the support of the church ®
Even the unruly Odo 11 of Blois, in a letter probably writen {or him by Fulbert,
is made 1o acknowledge these royal atibutes, at the same tme as he is claiming
o inherit Troyes by right and not by roval grace (1022).* In Helgaud of
Fleury's ¥ita Regis Aetbertt Pii, a semi-hagiographical work, a king who was in
reatity an adulterer, simoniacal, and as ready o burn down monastic houses as
w tound them, is portrayed as an example to all ecclesiastics. This sycophantic
adudation is explained in part by the writer's view of the kingly ollice:

Celestis imperii dignitas, . . . elegit in hec secule principes qui regerent hujus scouli

@ Les Annalrs de Flodeard, 1. 134

¥ e de Lowas Vi e Gras, p. 2200

W LT Wood, Regnum Franae: a problem in Capetian adminiswative usage’, Tradino, sxii {igbgl.
113471 . R, Strayer, Defense of the realm and royal power in France’, Medieval S«'n(r;‘ra_ﬂ an({ the
Perspreciiues of Hustory, ed. G. Post (Princeton, 19715 pp. 201—g: G, M. Spiegel, "Defense of the
realm™: evolution ol u Capedan propaganda stfogan’ Jour. Med. ITist., i 419775 115-29.

M Lemarignier, Le Gowvernement Rosed, pp. 33-5: . Fournier, ‘De guelques guestions concernam
I'ancien droit public’, fouriel des Savands, new ser., xvii ligigl, 5~18.

ST Minwis, The State tn the Muddle Ages: @ Comparatrue Constrfutronal Flustory of Feuda! Ewvope, tvans.
H. F. Oron{Amsterdaim, 1975), 2. 119

3 F. Behrends, ‘Kingship and leudalism according o Fulbert of Chartres’, Medieval Studies, xxv
L1403, 93—,

H0dhcn el radicem et fructnn, justitiam logquor et pacem’ (Hecuer! des Huteriems, x. 50121,
Fawtier, pp. 656, suggests that this leer indicates that the grest nobles of the vealn recognized dhe
king as the ubimate authority even when guarrelling with Rim. This is in some ways a faiv point,
although elsewhere in the leter Odo insisis it the Troyes lands were his by right of inheritance, like
Blois which bad come down to him by right rather than by royal grant. L. Halphen, 4 travers
UHstowre d Moyen Age | Paris, 1950}, pp. 241-50.
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scopira potentes. .. cum [Robertum] bonum elegic Christi Domini pictas et constitudt
super tamiliam suam divina maggesias

But even on this level certain criticisms of the king are voiced: the weakness of

roval power constantly shows through. Adalbere. bishop of Laon, whose
principal area ol attack on Robert was his over-reliance on Cluniac monks, also
suggested that he did not uphold the royal dignity nor the religious ideal which
made him king.** And Fuibore of Charires, writing to Fulk, bishop of Orleans,
carly in 1008 says thae

aur Jord the king, whose position makes him the fountain-head of justice, is so beset by
the treachery of the wicked that at present he is unable to avenge himsell or aid us as he
should 7

Again, Abbo of Fleury proclaims that the great men of the realm owe the king
help and counsel for the ruling of his kingdoem, bul the assemblies of the great
men of the realn, the placita to ratily royal decisions, became increasingly rave
under the first two Capetians and then exceptional, at the same time as the roval
entourage fell in social status, and royal acts lost the characieristics of
Carolingian diplomas and became Hke private acts. ¥ After ¢, 1030, instead of
finding references to the ideals of kingship qualified with the admission that
reality does not measure up to this at all, royal auvibutes get very liule mention
av all. This began to change again during the lawer eleventh and carly twelfth
centuries, when the vernacular chansens de geste, and particularly the chanson de
Roland, developed the idea of 'la douce France'—though at first one associated
more with the Carolingians than the Capetians. But there was no revival of latin
works glorifying the monarchy and its rele until towards the middle of the
twellth century Abbot Suger of Saint-Demis produced a number of works, in
parucular the Vite Ludovici Grosst Regis, and when the Carolingian cult, used quite
widely in the late tenth century to stress the legitimacy of the new ruling dynasty,
was again emphasized for Capetian use. This was to have a great future, but the
popularity of Louis VI and his successors with ecclestastical writers should not
blind us 1o the great hiatus in such accounts during the later eleventh century.
This seems to be a reflection of the lack of inspiration provided by Henry I and
Philip 1 for contemporary writers such as the normally prolific Saint-Benoit
(Fleury] monks*—cven though Philip 1 was buried at Fleury—rather than che

¥ Helgaud ol Fleury, Vie de Robert le Plenx, ed. R.-H. Bawier and G. Labory (Paris, 19651, pp. 56-7.
Helgaud brushes aside Robert’s unien with Bertha of Blois, which greatdy scandalized
contemporazies, and concentrates on his pious gilts 1o the poor and religious houses, which are
indeed conlirmed by more critical writers and by charter evidence. See C. Plhister, Etudes sur le Rége de
Hobert le Puiex, 9961037 (Paris, 18551 W. M. Newman, Catalogue des Actes de Robert 11, Roi de France
(Paris, 19371 For the wiitings of Abbo, abbot of Fleury, which hark back 1o Carolingian theocratic
waditions, sce Patrofoga Lating, ed. |. P. Migne, cxxxix (Pavis, 1880}, col. 477; W. Ullmann, The
Carolingian Renaissance and the Ideq of Kingskip (1960}, The closeness of the voyal and the episcopal oftices
is emphasized in a coromtion vite wrinen by Fulrad, abbot of Sxint-Vaast at Arras (988/g2~1004};
J. B Lemavignier, La France Midivale (Paris, 1g70), pp. 66-3, 152: fdem, “Awour de la royRuLe
{rancaise du IXCau X1 siecle’, Bibliothégue do UFcole des Chertes, oxifi (19531, 5-36.

¥ flecuct! des Iistoriens, x. g3-4; G. A, Bicked, Les Poémes Sativigues J*Adalbéran {Paris, 1901}
Lemarignier, " Auour de la royaued’.

 The Letters and Poews of Fufbert of Chartres, ¢d. F. Behrends tOxford, 1g76) pp.rS-1gin0. 71,

> Patrelogia Latina, cxxxix, cod. 478 Lemarigaier, Le Gouvernement Raoyal, passim.

* Rugh of Flewry, an imporant Saint-Benoit writer of the carly (2th cenwry, dedicated the version
ol his ceclesiastival history which he complewed ¢ 1110 10 Adels, countess of Blois, and his Histeria
Maderna, sfiey 1oy, o the Empress Mauhilda (A, Vidier, £ Htertographic 6 Saint- Benoit-sur-Lotre of les
Miracles de Saint Benait (Paris, 19650, pp. 76=5, 111=12% Hugh's carliest work, Liber de rega putestate ic.
vioz), exalting the royal power, is dedicated to Hewry T ol England.
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disappearance of histarical accounts. The kings were nol very inspiring matervial
for the chyeniclers: men such as William ie Conqueror provoked far more
interese. 4t

But whar was the king’s role as feudal overlord? Recent réscarch has suggested
that it is easy 1o overesiimate the importance of feudal bonds in many arcas of
France, particularly in regions where there were numerous allods, in the eleventh
century, Nevertheless the institutions of vassalage and the fiel were widespread in
some areas, and the relationship of {lord and vassal was widely understood, The
growing cult of chivalry st out an ideal relationship between lord and vassal
based on honour and trust. In a celebrated lewer, Fulbert of Chartres sets out
these obligations: ‘He who swears iidelity ro hislord should always keep these six
terms in mind: safe and sound, secure, honest, useful, easy, possible, . " This was
an idealized picture and Fulbert was well aware that this was the case.®! For the
mutual obligations of lord and vassal were, while widely recognized, frequently
ignored in practice. Nevertheless, grear nobles often had clienteles of vassals in
feudal dependence on them, a pattern to spread upwards through society.

The king was caught up in feudo-vassalic relationships in his own principality
in the same way as the princes were, and in addition, he had in theory a special
place as feudal overlord within the kingdom. In the lle de France he had many
vassals, as for exampte, the viscounts of Poissy and the counts of Etampes, men
fram the minor nobility of the region who were the mainstay of the entourage
and frequently witnessed royal acta. Lesser nobles and knights too, as well as
townsfolk appeared as the king’s men—although in the eleventh century the
royal network of vassalage was not strong enough to lend cohesion to the Paris
arca. In his position at the head of this group the king was very much like the
princes. But it is his relationship with this latter group that was crucial o his
power in the kingdom. He had ne connections with the southern princes in the
eleventh century-—but what of the others, the dukes of Normandy, Burgundy
and Aquitaine, the counts of Brittany, Anjou, Flanders, Blois-Champagne, with
whom the king constantly fought and negotiated?

The ties of the princes to the king of France in the central middle ages have
long been a subject of controversy. In his celebrated work Fidéles ou Vassaux?*?
Lot argued thal the links between the king and the princes went broadly
unchanged between the ninth and the nwellth centuries. More recently scholars
have shown that liege homage with its implications of unreserved suzerainty was
not paid to the king of France undil the twelfth ceruury. In the eleventh, although
the king was seen as ulimate overlord in theory this gave him only very limnited
powers in practice. Homage and hdelity were given w him only spasmodically by

¥william the Congueror was 2 lavourie subject of ecclesiastical biographers: willlam of
Jumiéges, Gesta Normannorum Ducum, ed. |. Marx {Rouen, 1914} William of Poitiess, Gesta Gudlleln:
Dues Norsannorum ¢f Aegrs Anglorem, vanstated as Histore de Guillaume {e Conguérant, od. R, Foreville
(Faris, 1952]. The counts of Anjou also auracied a historical wadition: see Chromgues des Comtes
d'Angore. ed. P Marchegay and A. Salmon (Paris, 1856~710

Y Letters of Fulbert, pp. gi=3 tno. 51); Behrends: . Martindade, *Conventum inter Guillehmum
Aguitanorum comes et Hugonem Chiliarchum’, Eng. Hist. Rev., Ixxxiv (196g). 528~48; . Boussard,
‘I évicdon des wenants de Thibaud de Blois par Geoflvoy Martel, comte d'Anjo, en 1044", Le Moyen
Age, Ixix {1963}, 141—g, gives a clear cxample of the theoretically illegal dispossession of the tenanss of
one lord by another.

*F. Lot Fideles ou Vavseux? Essa sur fa Nature pandique dic fren qun unissait fes grands vassaiex @ (o royautd
deprais fe miliew du IX° jusqu'é fa fin du Xi1¢ siécle (Pavis, 1904); |. F. Lemarigmer, “Les fidéles du roi
de France, ga6-87", Recueil de Travaws Qffert ¢ M. Clovis Brunet (2 vols., Paris, 1955}, ii. 158-02.
Recent scholarship reflects the earlier views of Flach, i. 252-3 and E. Glasson, Historre du Droit of
des Instatutions de la France (8 vols,, Paris, 1887-1903), iv. 291-2.
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the princes of northern France and not ac all by those of the Sourh. When they
were paid this was a gesture of alliance rather thian an act of submission on the
part of the princes, a peace homage. For example, the counts of Flanders were
vassals of the German emperors, as well as of the French kings, even though their
ties with the Capetians were closer. Baldwin of Lille f1056-67) married the king's
sister and was made guardian ol the young Philip I, but there is no evidence that
he paid homage 1o either Henry I or Philip I Counts Robert T and Robert 11
who followed him seem to have done'so: cven so Robert 1T rendered homage 1o
Henry 1 of England and Normandy in 1103 ‘salva fidelitate Philippi, regis
francorum’ and he was (o do se again in 110g. Flanders was fairly consistently
the ally of the Capetians in the eleventh century; Blois-Champagne was more
consistently their enemy. The two sons of Bertha of Blois, mistress of Robert the
Pious, Odo and Theobaid, were both Roberts vassals, but Odo, afier his
brother's death in 1004, tried w indulge his immense ambitions and fought first
Robert, then Henry, He was one of the leading lights in the coalition which tried
w depose Henry in 1031, The pattern was 10 repeat itself. Stephen Henry of Blojs

and Meaux was both the vassal and the bitter enemy of Philip 1.¥* The counts of

Anjou ranged between support of and antipathy towards the Capetians, but were
known as the king's fidefes when allying with him. The same holds vue for the
more distanr Aguitaine and Burgundy, although no count of Brivany did
homage to the king during this period ™ The Norman dukes did homage on the
borders of their own lands and the royal principality, as when §n 1013-14 Duke
Richard and King Robert the Pious met on the trontier at Coudres, or when in
1060 the young King Philip | made a pact with Buke William.** Further meetings
ok place on the border after 1066, but until the midde of the twelfth cemury
the Norman dukes seem o have refused outright to do homage: they were for
the most part kings of England and no sovereign could do homage 1o another,
but this alse highlights the swong vaditions of Norman independence dating
back to the carly days of the principality. When Louis V1 became king of France,
Henry 1 of England and Normandy was joined by (he dukes of Aguiraine and
Burgundy in relusing ro do homage aliogether. But with the gradual changes in
the legal implicadons of homage the position of the king was o change in
theory, and once he could back them up with force, in practice, as the events of
Philip Augusius’s reign showed 0 '

The dukes of Normandy showed {ar more resistance (o ntermitent kommage en
marche to the king than did the other northern French princes: otherwise the
dukes behaved very much as their neighbours did, changing from hostility
towards the king o alliance and back again. Indeed the king gave the duke
protection on one occasion and the dukes rendered the king service on several.
The most stiking manifestaiions of this were in 1047 when Henry 1 rescued
William of Normandy trem his enemies, just as in 1033 Robert the Magnilicent
had saved Henry 1 his threne. But the dukes of Normandy also sent roops to the
French royal army in 10656, in 1048, it 1071, and these instances, as Professor
Le Patourel points out, ‘imply a lord-vassal refationship, in the contemporary
sense, between king and duke’ 7 This is olten understated by historians who play

> Glasson, ivo 13577, .

“ Guillot ©gs=7: Lot pp. 29—49, 991 55; Lemarignicr, Le Gowvernement Koval, ppy. yi-50. 175,
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* Lemarignier, L'Hommage en Marche, pp. 96-7; for some sources which reflect these traditions see
Gesta Normannorune Ducum, pp. yg3-9; H. Premow, Etude Crasgue sur Dudon de Samt-Quentin {Paris,
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Catalonia and France', Specuhion, 1 1149781, 46038, :
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up the Anglo-Norman regnimn and emphasize Normandy's independence from
France. On the other hand this does not imply a feudal subordination on the
lines suggested by Fawder and others. Boussard suggests thaumilitary service was
to be ol considerable imporiance in the revival of royal power, for in the later
cleventh century most of the princes of northern and central France began to
render it on a regular basis, long before they atended regularly at the royal court
and long before they paid homage frequently.®® But until Philip I's reign, the
rendering of military service by the princes 1o the king, like the ocaths of honmage
dr paix until Louis Vs reign, appears (o have been used as a sign of alliance, but
was an ‘obligation’ which could be disregarded when political expediency
dictated. The king's allies tended 10 render service and pay a iommage de paix; his
enemies ignored such duties. Al this adds to the impression that for most of the
eleventl century the king was involved as a erritorial prince with his neighbours,
alt struggling {or land and power at the expense of one another, allying 1ogeiber
or with rulers from further afield, from Germany or ltaly, as expediency dictazed.
The more one looks at the political milicu of the early Capetian kings, then,
the more like the territorial princes they appear. 1t has often been said thal even
at the nadir of their political power the Capetians stitl had their special sacral and
feuda! attributes to fall back on. This may hold true for the twellth century, but
in the cleventh, as has been demonsorated, specilicaily royal powers were given
ligtie emphasis. Furthermaore the princes shared most aspects of the royal sacral
and judicial avributes: in this contexy, the more one looks atthem, the more like
kings they become, William the Conqueror is, as ofien, exceptional. He was, like
many powerful men of the eleventh century, auributed with imperial powers and
status by the writers of Norman chronicies and charters, going far beyond the
nretensions of the French king as well as William’s actual power; although,
interestingly, the Capetians persisted in addressing the Norman dukes as counts
wtif 12049 But the other French princes were put very much on the fevel of the
Caperians in the way in which they were addressed and in their vegalian rights
and powers. Fulbert of Charmes wrote to King Robert as ‘benignissimo atque
dileciissimo domino sug’, and 1o Duke William of Aquilaine as ‘dilectissime
princeps’.®® In their acta the princes often appear as ‘Dei gratia princeps’—as the
king was ‘Dei grada rex', and the diplomatic of roval, noble and episcopal
charters is generally similar, once the king had dropped the Carolingian style
diploma in favour of the noble insowment. The break here was in the carly
cleventh century®' And as principes, the greatest nobles exercised broadly the
same regalian rights as the king i their own lands. There are many references in
princely charters to ‘fiscus noster’ and loresta mea’, again very much the royal
stybe, although in reality the ducal or comital, like the royal fisc, had often passed
under the control of lesser nobles.*? Theobald 111 of Blots, confirming a grant to
Marmoutier (1060-8g) was described as *principalis huius terrae dominus’, ™ and

4 ], Boussard, ‘Services (¢odaux, milices et mercenaires dans les aymées en France aux X¢ et XI¢
siccles’, Settimane di Studi del Centro Itaftane i Studt sull alts Medroevo, xv D18, 151-66,
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Lanfrane uf Bre (Oxford, 1978), p. 112 Huteire de Gullaume & Congedrant, pp. 128-9. wy0-57: K. F.
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as fords of their fands the princes had the duty w0 protectand defend their people.
Ina charter of Geolfrey Martel o Saine-Serge at Angers of 1046-9 certain
customs are granced ‘excepro ... proclio generali pro defensione regni aut
principis’, excepting serviee lor the delence of the principality or prince.™ The
princes were to uphold the ideals of peace and freedom, many directing che
peace and ruce of God movements in their own lands.5 They fought hostile
castellans to uphold these ideals, and, perhaps maore to the point, theiv own
powers——and they developed their own administrations. In this they had the
backing of the church, over which again they exercised regalian rights in various
degrees. Thus Futbert of Chartres wrote of ‘episcopis eius'®® of Duke Wilkiam of
Aquitaine. In Normandy, ducal domination over the church was very strong,
and papal legates were not given precedence over the local bishops, a contrist
with the Tle de France. The counts of Blois-Champagne controlled only a few
bishoprics, but these they hung on o with some determination.?” It is true that
the French kings conwrotled more bishops than any single prince—a legacy of
inheritance and of a special alliance with the church. But this did not enable
them o intervene in the ecclesiasucal alfairs of the sronger principalities witheut
the prince's consent. The king was in efiect merely a territorial prince in his own
lands; the terrirorial princes were kings in theirs. Indeed the only real difference
benwveen them was the royal tide, conferred by the ceremony of crowning and
special unction, and this the princes did nor have—apart from the dukes of
Normandy as kings of England.*® Buwt wich the lack of emphasis on the king's
szcral powers, @ far ery from the days of Sabu Louis, this distincdon appears to
have been unimporwant in real terms. In the eleventh century the princes were the
king's equals 1o all intents and purposes—and they were (o remain so well into
the vwellth. Lois easy (o exaggerate the growth of royal power under Louis V1 and
Louis VIL. Not unil the reign of Philip Augustus did the king become the
dominant power in France.

But why did the royal power survive? One answer seems to be thar it posed
litde real threat ro the princes in the heyday ol their awthority. The king's title
was never denjed, the attributes which he held and for the most part shared with
the princes were never forgotten. But the fact that his power was weak and that he
hehaved like a territorial prince—if” one with a slight difference-—made the
princes weat him as such. Odo 11 of Blois, the bane of the lives of Robert the
Pious and Henry [, and described by Herman Cowmract as “princeps gallicae
Campaniae’,* is reputed by ancther comtensporary chronicler, Wipo, frequently
to have declared 'quod numquam vex fieri, sed semper magister esse regis
vellet',” This attitude—1 don't want 1o be king, iust his master’'—cexplaing and
also epitomizes much in the relatonship between (he king and the princes in
eleventh-century France. The princes were generally indifferent o the royal
office itsell, but were far more interested in practical power. Hence the history of
France in the eleventh century is very far [rom being the history ol its kings.

ELizABETH M. Hatram

* Werner, Kingdom and principalin’, PP 254=4; Guitloy, i gy (no. 118

¥ Werner, “Kingdom and principality”, pp. 255-6: e.g. M. de Botard, *Sur les origines de fa (réve
de Dieu en Normandie', Anrales de Normandie, viii L1458), 52540

& Letters of Fulbert, pp. 164~5 tno, ga).

T Werner, 'Kingdom and principatine’, pp- 253-4; Bur, pp. 151-g2.

8. Bloch, The Royal Touch: Sacred Monarehy and Screficda i England and France, wrans. |. E. Anderson
(1973). pp. 10830, The princes, like the Capedans, also associated their heirs with them as rulers 14,
W Lewis, “Anticipatory associvion of the hetr in carly Capetian France’, Americar Hist. Rev., oo
{1y78), gob-z3).
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Richard I and Berengaria of Navarre

From rie mid wwellth century © the end of the thirteenth century the five
reigning gueens of England were Elcanor of Aquitaine, Besengaria of Navarre,
Isabeila of Angouléme, Eleanor ol Provence and Eleanor of Castile. Simptly to
list these names is o suggest that their husbands had important pelitical and
diplomatic interests in south-western Europe, On the other hand o read what
historians have written about the kings of England in this period is to gain the
impression thar this was not the case. Historians have tended to concentrate
almost exclusively on the lands on either side of the English Channel, on the arca
of the old Anglo-Norman realm. It is casy enough (o understand why they have
chosen o conlne their history within these narrow geographical limits. The
northern Plantagenet lands and, above all, England are relatively rich in the kind
ol documentation to which historians of polities have grown accustomed:
narrative sources and the records of cenmal government. By contrast, there is
relatively Hittde of this type of evidencee to be found in the lands which comprised
the svuthern part ol the Plantagenel empire. Although this difference may, in
praciice, cause historians (o negleat the south,! we should not assume that the
Planageners themselves shared (his atdcude. The paucity of ([amiliar kinds of
evidence may imply that pelitcally and culturally, the south was a very different
sort ol society [rom the nortly; but it does not mean that the Plantagenets were
noriherners who believed that the south did notmateer.

In this article, by focusing attention on jast one of these royal marriages, |
hope 1o suggest that il we are o understand the Plantagenels we must be
prepared w travel south—as they did when they chose their queens. At the same
time an investigation of the circumstances of Richard I's marriage should help o
dispel two myths: the old, but sull vigorous myth that he was a negligent king
who was ‘a total oss in the counsel-chamber’ ? as well as the fourishing modern
myth about his activities in the bed-chamber.

The well-known facts about the marriage are few and can be quickly
summarized. Berengaria of Navarre was brought to Richard’s court, then at
Messina i Sicily, in March vig). She accompanied the crusader-king on his
Journey east and they were married in Cyprus, at Limassol, on 12 May 1191.
Alter the crusade they saw litde of cach other and there were no children, These
facts can be Hued quite casily into the conventional portrait of Richard as an
irresponsible crusader, indifferent 1o serious mauers of polidcs ke the
succession 1o the throne, sacrificing his kingdom's future [or the sake of present
pleasures. As a vesult no historian has bothered to give them much thought,

e most notable cxception to this was Sir Maurice Powicke, the only English historian of this
period to give duc weight to the alluirs of the south-west, see Fo M. Powicke, The 1 3th Centry 1Oxlord,
a3l pp. 95-119, 23441 8——though thwse wre probably the least read pages in a book which is
dillicult to read. Powicke's references to Richard's marviage in The Loss of Normandy, 11891204 {and
vl Manchester, 190, pp. 85-6, g8, make it plain that he saw its diplomatic significance. However
1 s ondy chrough an investagation of the extraordinary circumstances of the wedding that we can see
just how fporant ivin lect was, Moreover—thouglh Powicke himself would certainly not have liked
thisehis Lois of Normandy, precisely because iU concentrates on Normandy, wnds 10 reinforce the
rupression that e south did nor mater much. In this article, as in much else, T am praceful 1o Mr,
John Prestwich and Protessor Chivistopher Brooke lor their help and advice.

1. fhrundage, Richard Lionkheart iNew York, 19740, p. 260,



