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PREFACE.

N the Preface to Volume IV the Editors referred to the loss which

the enterprise had sustained by the death of Sir Edwin Pears before
he saw his chapter in type, and of M. Ferdinand Chalandon when he
had only seen the first proofs of his chapters, although in this case they
were able to obtain a second revision by Madame Chalandon of her
husband’s proofs. They are also indebted to her for a similar revision
in the present volume. But another misfortune has befallen Volume V,
for Count Ugo Balzani died before he could revise his chapters, and this
duty has been discharged by the Editors themselves. They were obliged
to abbreviate them to a certain extent, but except in one instance, duly
indicated in a foot-note, they made no real change in the author’s state-
ment of his conclusions.

They wish to express their gratitude to Mrs Stenton for under-
taking the chapter on Henry II of England at short notice, and for the
promptitude with which she completed the work; to Mr C. J. B. Gaskoin
of Jesus College for preparing the maps; and to Mr C. C. Scott, Sub-
Librarian of St John’s College, for indispensable assistance in preparing

_ the bibliographies for the press. The index has been compiled by

v

Mr E. H. F. Mills of St John’s College, the Librarian of the University
of Birmingham.

For the Corrigenda to Volume IV, the Editors are mainly indebted
to the kindness of Mr E. W. Brooks.

Since this Preface was in type, the Cambridge History School has
suffered a grievous loss by the death of Mr W. J. Corbett of King’s
College, whose original researches in English history have already lent
distinction to Volumes II and IIL and whose last work appears in the
present volume. Even if his researches on Domesday should never now
be published, his main conclusions will be found in the Cambridge
Medicval History.

R.T.
W. P.-0.
N. B,

.
c.
-2

January, 1926,







INTRODUCTION.

Tae century and a half, roughly from 1050 to 1200, with which this
volume is concerned, follows on a period when the disorganisation and
anarchy of the ninth century had barely been made good. Order had
been to some extent restored; the desire for order and for peace was at
any rate widespread. The opportunity for fruitful development, both in
the sphere of ecclesiastical and of secular government, and also in those
pursuits which especially needed peace for their prosecution, such as
culture and commerce, had now arrived. We have to deal, then, with a
period, on the one hand, of new movements and new ideas—the appearance
of new monastic orders, a renaissance of thought and learning, the rise of
towns and the expansion of commerce; on the other, of consolidation and
centralisation—the organisation of the monarchical government of the
Church, the development of monarchical institutions in the various
countries of Europe, and, to give direction and solidity to the whole, the
revived study of Civil and Canon Law. Finally, and most novel of all,
we see Europe at once divided by the great conflict of Empire and Papacy
and united by the Crusades in the holy war against the infidel. The
former as well as the latter implies a conception of the unity of Western
Christendom, a unity which found expression in the universal Church.
For the Church alone was universal, European, international; and, as its
institutions begin to take more definite form, the more deeply is this
character impressed upon them.

The volume opens with a chapter on the Reform of the Church,
which was not merely a prelude to, but also a principal cause of, the
striking events that followed; for in the pursuit of the work of reform
the Papacy both developed its own organisation and was brought into
conflict with the secular power. In the first half of the eleventh century,
it had been entirely dominated by the secular interests of the local nobles.
It had been rescued by the Emperor Henry III, and Pope Leo IX had
immediately taken his natural place as leader of the reform movement.
When he undertook personally, in France, Germany, and Italy, the
promulgation and enforcement of the principles of reform, he made the
universality of papal power a reality; the bishops might mutter, but the
people adored. The Papacy was content to take a subordinate place
while Henry III was alive; Henry IV’s minority worked a complete
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change. 'The first great step was the Papal Election Decree of Nicholas
11, and, though the attempt of the Roman nobles to recover their influence
was perhaps the immediate cause, the Papacy took the opportunity to
shake off imperial control as well. An opening for interference still
remained in the case of a disputed election, as was clearly shewn in the
contest of Innocent I and Anastasius II, and especially in that of
Alexander III and Victor IV. This gap was closed by the Third Lateran
Council in 1179, which decreed that whoever obtained the votes of two-
thirds of the cardinals should be declared Pope.

The Papal Election Decree had a further result. By giving to the
eardinals the decision at an election, and reducing other interests to a
merely nominal right of assent, it raised the College of Cardinals to a
position of the highest importance. There were normally at this time
7 (later 6) cardinal-bishops, 28 cardinal-priests, and 18 cardinal-deacons,
and, unless they were employed on papal business, their functions were
confined to Rome, Leo IX had surrounded himself with cardinals who
were reformers like himself; they composed the chief element in the Pope’s
Council, or, as it came to be called, the Curia. But he could not find
them in Rome, and had to recruit them from the chief reforming centres,
especially north of the Alps. As they were,and continued to be, drawn from
different countries, so in them was displayed the international character
of the Roman Church; and from their number, in almost every case, was
the Pope elected. A further development came when Alexander III
instituted the practice of including bishops from different parts of
Europe among the cardinals; for the regular duties and residence of such
cardinals were no longer in Rome itself.

The freedom of episcopal elections in general was in the forefront of
the reform programme. The papal policy was to restore canonical
election “by clergy and people,” a vague phrase which received its
definition at Rome in the Election Decree. During the twelfth century
a similar definition was arrived at for other sees. The cathedral chapter,
helped by its corporate unity, and especially by the fact that it constituted

- the permanent portion of the bishop’s concilium and that its consent was
necessary in any disposition of the property of the see, established itself
as the electoral body. To the clergy of the diocese and the lay vassals of
the see was left, as at Rome, only the right of assent and acclamation.
The chapter thus became the local counterpart of the College of Cardinals.
The Papacy was principally concerned with the freedom of elections, and
did not yet claim the right of appointment for itself, except in cases of
dispute.. The Third Lateran Council, which gave the decision at a papal

_ election to a majority vote, expressly decreed that elsewhere the old rule
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of the “maior et sanior pars” was to hold good; for, with the exception
of Rome, there was a higher authority which could decide in cases of
dispute.

Leo IX had initiated the campaign of reform at Councils in France and
Germany. The Councils over which the Popes presided passed decrees’
which were to be universally binding. Usually they were held in Rome,
and regularly in Lent by Gregory VIL In them, besides the Curia, any
leading ecclesiastic who happened to be at the papal court, whether on a
visit or in obedience to a personal summons, took part, just as the nobles
did in a king’s Council. A further development occurred in the twelfth
century. Hitherto all the Councils recognised by the Western Church as
Ecumenical had taken place in the East. The schism of 1054 had cut off
the Greek Church from communion with Rome, and in the twelfth
century three Councils were held, each of them at Rome in the Lateran
basilica, which, owing to the importance of their business and the general
rather than particular summonses which were issued, were included later
among the Ecumenical Councils, The First Lateran Council in 1123
ratified the Concordat of Worms, the Second in 1189 solemnised the end
of a schism, and the Third in 1179 the end of another and a greater one.

The next step was the local enforcement of the papal decrees. The
Church had its local officials—archbishops, bishops ete.—and they were
expected both to promulgate the decrees at local synods and to enforce
their execution. It soon became clear that the bishops regarded them-
selves as anything but the docile officials of the central government, and
the Papacy had to establish its authority and to work out a coordinated
system of government by which its policy could be carried into effect.
First of all, for the Pope could no longer do everything in person like
Leo IX, legates were sent to act in his name, travelling about, like the
Carolingian. missi, with overriding authority, to investigate the local
churches and put into force the papal decrees. The appointment of legates
for this general work tends more and more to take a permanent form, and
soon the post of permanent legate—a, position of high honour and at the
same time of personal responsibility to the Pope—becomes the prerogative
of the leading ecclesiastics in each country. But' the Pope still continued
to send legates from Rome, both as ambassadors to temporal sovereigns
and as functionaries with special commissions; these legates o latere as
direct papal agents again had overriding powers. It was not sufficient,
however, for the Pope to control the local officials through his repre-
sentatives, He insisted on their personal contact with himself. Visits
ad limina were first of all encouraged and then directly ordered, and
archbishops were expected to receive the pallium from the Pope in peison,




X Introduction

It is impossible to say how far at any time this development of papal
authority was deliberate, and how far it arose out of the practical
exigencies of the moment. It became conscious at any rate with Gregory
VII, though even with him the moving cause at first was to enforce the
principles of reform. Opposition, whether from the local officials or from
the lay power, led to a definition of the bases on which this authority
rested and the sphere within which it could be exercised. The decretals,
especially the Forged Decretals, provided a solid foundation, and to
build upon this came opportunely the revived study of the Canon Law.
It is not a question of a finished legal system, but of a continuous process
of construction, in which the legal training of Popes like Urban II and
Alexander III was of great value. Collections of decretals and opinions,
of which Gratian’s was the most complete, were continually being added
to by the decrees of Roman Councils and the decisions of Popes given in
their letters, This led to uniformity in ritual also, to the victory of the
Roman use over local customs; for here again it was the Roman that
was to be universal.

In the papal government, even on its ecclesiastical side, there is a
general resemblance to the secular governments of the day. Like a lay
monarch, the Pope was concerned with the organisation of central and
local government, with the formation of a legal system, and with the
recognition of his overriding jurisdiction. When we come to the secular
side of papal government, the resemblance is still more close. Both as
landlord and overlord the Pope acted as any secular ruler, though payments
in money and kind are the usual services rendered to him, rather than
military service; for this he was really dependent on external assistance.
The problem of finance faced him, as it faced every secular ruler. The
work of government, both ecclesiastical and secular, involved the expenses
of government, and, though in ordinary-times the revenue from the Papal
States might be sufficient, a period of conflict, by increasing expenditure
or by preventing the Pope from obtaining his ordinary revenues, would
create serious financial difficulties. This was especially the case with
Urban II, and still more with Alexander III, in the crisis of the conflict
with the Empire; and, in the interval of peace, the Pope was seriously
embarrassed by the sustained effort of the Roman people to obtain self-
government,

We have a detailed account of various sources of papal revenue at the
end of our period in the Liber Censuwm drawn up under the direction of
the camerarius Cencius, afterwards Pope Honorius III, in the year 1192,
Besides the ' revenue from the papal domain proper, a census was
received: (1) from monasteries who had placed themselves under the papal
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“protection,” and who in the course of the twelfth century gained
exemption from the spiritual as well as the temporal control of their
diocesans ; (2) from some lay rulers and nobles, who put themselves under
papal “protection” or, like the kings of Aragon and the Norman rulers
of South Italy and Sicily, recognised papal overlordship; (8) in the form
of Peter’s Pence, from England since Anglo-Saxon times, and, in the
twelfth century, from Norway, Sweden, and some other countries as well.
But the census provided only a relatively small revenue, and this was
difficult to collect; there were frequent complaints of arrears of payment,
especially with regard to Peter’s Pence. On the other hand, the papal ex-
penditure was often heavy. Alexander III had frequently to have recourse
to borrowing; and his complaints about some of his creditors seem to have
an echo in the decree against usury at the Third Lateran Council. In its
difficulties the Papacy had to depend upon the voluntary offerings of the
faithful, especially from France, on subsidies from the Normans, or on
the support of a wealthy Roman family; thus the Pierleoni constantly
supplied the Popes with money, until one member of the family,
Anacletus II, was defeated in his attempt to ascend the papal throne.
‘We are still in the early days of papal financial history. Not yet were
the visitation offerings from bishops made compulsory, and the servitia
taxes and annates had not yet been introduced. Nor did the Popes claim
the right to tax the clergy, though perhaps the first step to this was taken
in the second half of the twelfth century, when prohibitions were issued
against the taxation of the clergy by lay rulers without papal consent.
At any rate the desire to finance the Crusades soon led them to assert the
right.

As the Reform Movement had led directly to the creation of a
centralised government of the Church, so too it led, almost inevitably, to
the contest for supremacy between the Papacy and its counterpart on the
secular side, the Empire. Those ecclesiastics whom the Pope expected to
be his obedient officials in' the local government of the Church were
already the obedient officials of the Empire both in its central and its
local government.  The Pope was on strong ground in insisting that the
spiritual duties of the bishop were his primary consideration,: But the
Emperor was on strong ground too. ‘The ecclesiastical nobles were an
essential part of the economic framework and the political machinery of
the Empire, and to justify his authority over them the Emperor could
point to an almost unbroken tradition. The relative importance of
spiritual and temporal considerations in the wedieval mind gave an
initial advantage to the Pope, and in the end the victory. On the other
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hand, the Emperor could appeal not only to the iron law of necessity, but
to the medieval reverence for custom and precedent. Henry IV, moreover,
could not forget that the Papacy had itself been subject to his father, and
it was his object to recover what he considered to be his lawful authority.
‘With this aim he deliberately provoked the contest. The details of the
struggle are described in several chapters in this volume, and need only
be briefly alluded to here. Henry’s challenge was taken up by his greater
opponent, Pope Gregory VII, who in his turn claimed the supreme power
for the Papacy; there could be no real peace until the question of
supremacy was settled. Though on this issue the first contest was
indecisive, the Papacy registered a striking advance. The Concordat of
Worms marked a definite limitation of imperial authority over the
ecclesiastical nobility, and it was followed by the reigns of Lothar III and
Conrad III, when the German ruler was too complaisant or too weak to
press his claims. The Pope was emboldened to take the offensive, and
Hadrian IV threw down the challenge that was taken up by Frederick
Barbarossa. The positions were reversed, but again the challenger found
himself faced by a greater opponent, who again defended himself by
asserting his own supremacy. Once more the result was indecisive.
The Pope had a single cause to maintain, the Emperor a dual one.
Henry IV was defeated by revolt in Germany, Frederick Barbarossa by
revolt in Italy, and both alike had been forced to recognise the
impossibility of maintaining a subservient anti-Pope. But the greatness
of Frederick was never so conspicuous as in his recovery after defeat, and
his son Henry VI seemed to be on the point of making the Empire once
more supreme when death intervened to ruin the imperial cause. Herein
was revealed the second great asset of the Papacy. Built on the rock of
spiritual power, the weakness or death of its head was of little permanent
moment. The Empire, however, depended on the personality of each of
its rulers, and the transference of authority on the deaths of Henry III
and Henry VI was on each occasion disastrous. During the minority of
Henry IV, the Papacy had built up its power; in the minority of
Frederick II, Innocent III was Pope.

In this struggle of Empire and Papacy no insignificant part was played
by the Norman rulers of South Italy and Sicily, whose history falls
exactly within the compass of this volume. Frequently did they come to
the help of the Papacy in its extremity, and skilfully did they make use
of papal exigencies to improve their own position. Only once did the
Pope whom they supported fail to maintain himself; and the victory of
Innocent IT over Anastasius II, chosen by a majority of the cardinals and
backed by Norman arms, was in many respects unique. Then, and then
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only, did Pope and Emperor combine against the Normans, but there was
no stability in an alliance so unusual. In the Sicilian kingdom were
displayed the peculiar characteristics of the Norman race—its military
prowess and ferocity, its genius for administration, its adaptability and
eclecticism. They brought from Normandy the feudal customs they had
there acquired, but they maintained and converted to their use the
officials and institutions, the arts and sciences, of the races they conquered—
Ttalian, Greek, and Arab—each of which was tolerated in the use of its
own language, religion, and customs. The court of Roger II at Palermo
presented an appearance unlike anything else in the West; and the
essential product of this extraordinary environment was “the wonder of
the world,” Frederick II. The Normans pieced together a most remarkable
mosaic, but they never made a nation of their subjects; the elements were
too discordant, and they themselves too few. They remained a ruling
caste, and then, as the royal house, once so prolific, gradually became
sterile, Frederick Barbarossa seized the opportunity to marry his son
Henry VI to the heiress Constance and to unite the crowns of Germany
and Sicily. But, though the Norman rulers had disappeared, their deeds
survived; for their own purposes they had recognised papal overlordship
and received from the Pope their titles as dukes and kings. By so doing
they added materially to the temporal authority of the Papacy, and
created the situation which made so bitter the conflict of Empire and
Papacy in the thirteenth century.

As the Normans exercised an important influence on the great
struggle which divided the unity of Europe, so did they also have a de-
cisive effect upon the other great struggle, in which Europe was united
against the infidel. The story of the Crusades is described in this volume
from the Western point of view, and it has already been told from the
Eastern standpoint in Volume IV. Its importance in world-history, and
also in the more limited field of European history, need not be stressed
here; but it is worth while to characterise the different interests involved,
and to regard the Crusading movement in its proper setting, as an episode
in the general history of the relations of East and West. It was not
merely a Holy War between Christian and Muslim. The Seljigs, already
in decline and hampered by internal divisions, were concerned with the
effort to maintain what they had won. The Eastern Empire was con-
cerned firstly with the defence of its existence, secondly with the recovery
of Asia Minor. The Latins, to whom they appealed for help, were inte-
rested rather in Syria and Palestine, to which they were equally attracted
by religious enthusiasm and by the prospects of territory or trade. Europe
also had its own injuries to avenge. It too had suffered from Saracen

C,MED. H. VOL.V. b
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invaders, against whom it was now beginning to react—in the advance of
the Christian kingdoms in Spain, in the Norman conquest of Sicily, in
the capture of Mahdiyah by Genoa and Pisa in 1087. The Crusades were,
in one aspect, an extension Eastwards of this reaction, a change
from the defensive to the offensive. Against a common foe Eastern and
Western Christians had a common cause, but the concord went no further,
In the first place, seventeen years before the fatal battle of Manzikert,
which had caused the Eastern Empire to turn to the West for aid, the
great Schism between the Eastern and Western Churches had already
oceurred. One of the results hoped for from the First Crusade was the
healing of that schism, and to the Western mind the obstinate perversity
of the Greek Church made it as dangerous an enemy of the faith as
Mohammedanism itself. And, secondly, the Normans in South Italy had
conquered Greeks as well as Saracens, and their first advance eastwards
was against Greeks not against Saracens. Robert Guiscard by his attack
on the Eastern Empire in 1081 began the policy, which was continued
by his successors and was'adopted by the Emperor Henry VI as part of
his Norman inheritance. In other quarters, too, the experiences of the
first two Crusades created a body of opinion in favour of the conquest of
the Eastern Empire as a necessary part of the whole movement; this
opinion gathered strength when the Eastern Emperor came to terms with
Saladin to oppose the Western advance which was now a menace to both.
Finally, Venice was alienated by the ambition of Manuel Comnenus and
the folly of Andronicus, and from being the chief obstacle to the Norman
policy became its chief supporter. It was now the aim of the Crusaders
to conquer the whole of the Near East, Christian and Muslim alike, and
their first objective was Constantinople.

In the internal history of Europe this volume deals, outside Italy,
with the three leading countries of Germany, France, and England; the
history of the outlying and more backward countries—Spain, Scandinavia,
Poland, Bohemia, Hungary—is reserved for the next volume. In these
three countries there was much that was similar, for the underlying ideas
inherent in feudal society were common to them all. But similar concep-
tions produced widely differing results. On the one hand, feudal society
with its deep reverence for custom and tradition was much affected by
local conditions and lapse of time. On the other hand, it was peculiarly
sensitive to the workings of human nature, to the ambition of individuals
who stressed the privileges and minimised the obligations arising from the
idea of contract on which the feudal system was essentially based; it was
poised on a delicate balance which the accident of death might immedi-
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ately upset. In thesecular governments, as in the ecclesiastical government
of the Church, the trend is in favour of monarchy, and the rulers make,
with varying success, a continual effort towards centralisation; but they
were all at an initial disadvantage compared with the Pope. The success
of the electoral principle might be fatal to monarchical authority; and
the hereditary principle had its dangers too, in the event of a minority
or the failure of a direct heir. The hereditary principle could not be
applied to the Papacy, for which the electoral system worked as a means
of continual development; for the cardinals, having no opportunity of
obtaining an independent position apart from the Pope, had everything
to gain as individuals and nothing to lose by electing the ablest of their
number as Pope.

Monarchy was in the most favourable position in England, and here
it was therefore the most successful. William I started with the initial
advantage that the whole land was his by conquest, and to be dealt with as
he chose. The Normans, here as in Sicily, displayed their genius in adminis-
tration, their adaptability and eclecticism. The political feudalism they
brought from Normandy placed the king in England in the strong posi-
tion that, as duke, he had held in Normandy; and he adopted what he
found suitable to his purpose already existing—the manorial system, the
shire and hundred courts, Danegeld. As it had been won by conquest,
the whole land was royal domain. Wisely the king kept a large share for
himself, though feudal dues and the precedent of general taxation made
him less dependent on his own estates for revenue than were his French
and German contemporaries. The lands he granted out were held
directly from him, as fiefs on military tenure, liable to forfeiture and not
transferable at will. No individual baron could match himself with the
king or hope to establish an independent position.  The king was not
dependent upon the barons in the central government, nor were they,
as on the Continent, all-powerful in local” government. They were not
officials but tenants-in-chief, and the strength of the Crown in local affairs
is clearly displayed in that the king not only appointed and dismissed
the sheriffs at will, but also insisted on their attendance at his Court and
a rendering of their stewardship at his Exchequer—just as the Pope in-
sisted on the visits ad limina of his local officials, the archbishops and
bishops. 8o tao did royal justice penetrate through the country, with
the system of inquests, writs, and itinerant judges; the local courts were
maintained under royal control, and it was the baronial jurisdiction that
suffered. Not that it was directly attacked; the kings were careful mot
to transgress the letter of the feudal contract. But they preserved their
supremacy, and in Church as. well as in State; moreover, in spite of
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Henry I's dispute with Anselm and Henry II's long contest with Becket,
they avoided any serious conflict with the Papacy. They were, from
the English point of view, too much absorbed in their continental posses-
sions, which involved long absences of the king and too heavy a burden on
English resources. Yet still, at the end of our period, the monarchy is
at the height of its power, both in England and on the Continent. A
rapid decline set in with John, who not only lost most of his continental
possessions but, by making the mistakes which the wisdom of his pre-
decessors had avoided, entered into a serious conflict both with the Pope
and with the united baronage.

France presents a complete contrast. In the eleventh century the
French monarchy was almost helpless. The great nobles had become
practically independent, and, unlike the nobles in Germany, had ceased
to be even in theory royal officials. The king had to start d¢ novo, and
perhaps in the long run this was an advantage. He was not fettered by
all those traditions of the past which hampered royal initiative in Ger-
many, and the strongest of the fetters had rusted from disuse. The
Capetians had enjoyed the supreme fortune of an uninterrupted succession ;
the custom of two centuries hardened into a right; and the electoral
privileges of the nobles gave way to the hereditary right of the eldest
son. In this volume we deal only with the reigns of Louis VI and VII,
during which the monarchy recovered from the weakness of the eleventh
century and prepared the way for the great period which begins with
Philip Augustus. The king had two assets: a domain, which though
small was compact, and the potentialities inherent in the kingly office.
Louis VI, by his wisdom in concentrating almost entirely on the former,
was able eventually to make use of the latter. After a long series of petty
wars, he overcame the brigand-nobles of the domain, and so established
peace and order within it, made the roads safe for merchants and travellers,
and made royal justice attractive.  He had his reward in the appeals for
his intervention that came from other quarters. So sure was his building
that even Louis VII managed to add a few bricks to the editice. The
great vassals absorbed in their own domains ignored the central govern-
ment, and the king, much to his advantage, was able to create a body of
officials directly dependent upon himself. In local government he was
confined almost entively to the royal domain, but soon, by escheat and
conquest, this was to become the larger part of France; the king reaped
the advantage from the over-aggrandisement of his greatest vassal.
Finally, one source of strength had grown out of past weakness. The
Papacy in the eleventh century had succeeded in carrying out its reform
policy more completely in France than elsewhere, because of the weakness
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of royal opposition. On France, therefore, it could rely for welcome and
a refuge, whatever the king’s attitude, and frequently the Popes availed
themselves of this, The result was that they came to depend, Alexander
IIT in particular, on French support; this, as the king became powerful,
meant the support of the French king, who soon attained a unique posi-
tion among lay rulers in his relations with the Papacy.

In Germany the situation is much harder to assess; monarchy was
firmly established, with a long tradition of power, but the king was handi-
capped by tradition as well, and still more by his imperial position.
His Italian kingdom prevented him from concentrating upon Germany,
while the long struggle with the Papacy gave the opportunity for the
anti-monarchical forces in both countries to defeat his aims at centralisa-
tion. Another weakness was the lack of continuity. More than once
already the king had left no son to succeed him, and twice again this
happened within our period. So the hereditary principle was never estab-
lished, and the grip of the electors tightened with each vacancy. The
royal resources were distinctly inferior to those of the English kings, for
a large part of the land was not held directly from the king and he had
no power of instituting general taxation. The royal domain, in which in
a sense must be included the ecclesiastical territories held from the king,
was widely scattered, and the king was unable to concentrate on one area,
as Louis VI did in France. Henry IV attempted this in Saxony, and was
defeated by the Saxon revolt; Henry V's attempt in the Rhine district
was cut short by his death; Lothar III started with an extensive Saxon
domain, but again a change of dynasty upset his plans; Frederick Bar-
barossa, who added his Swabian domain to the Salian inheritance, was
the most favourably placed of all, and he was the most powerful. He it
was too who solved the problem of the duchies.

The German kings, while very powerful compared with their French
contemporaries, were still hampered by the conditions to which the
weakness of the ninth century had given rise, and from which they had
never been able to shake themselves free. Germany had been saved from
the fate of France in the ninth century by the tribal feeling, which
prevented her from breaking up into small units. But the very cohesion
of the tribal duchies was a handicap to the central authority. In the first
place, tribal institutions and tribal customs were too strong to be over-
ridden, and tended to make of Germany a federation rather than a nation;
and, secondly, the dukes, as leaders of the tribes, were a constant embar-
rassment to the king. Various expedients had been adopted, from Otto I
onwards, to control them, but once again in the twelfth century they had
risen, in Swabia, Bavaria, and Saxony, to a position little inferior to that

?
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of their predecessors in the ninth century. The fall of Henry the Lion
at last gave Frederick Barbarossa the opportunity, by partitioning the
duchies, to destroy the old tribal units. The smaller units he could more
easily control, but he did nothing to replace the tribal bond by a national
bond, and so Germany became a federation of many small states in place
of a few large ones.

What stood in his way particularly was the status of the German
nobility. Dukes, margraves, and counts remained in theory what they
had once been in fact—royal officials, entrusted with local government
and jurisdiction. These functions they now exercised by hereditary right,
and themselves reaped the financial advantages. So, while the nobles
could often interfere in the central government, the king, where he was
not present, could not control the local government. One important
change he did make, by which a landed status tended to supersede the
official status. The first rank of German nobles, the principes, had included
all holders of official titles, lay and ecclesiastical, - After 1180, only those
who held directly from the king were ranked as “princes.” So, while the
bishops and the abbots of royal abbeys retained princely rank (and were
often, in a real sense, royal officials), only some sixteen lay nobles remained
in the highest grade. The princes of Germany had the right of choosing
the king; this right was now confined to a much smaller number, and
already it was recognised that with a privileged few the real decision lay.
The elective system was becoming crystallised, and both Frederick
Barbarossa and Henry VI vainly attempted to combat it. Frederick was
a great ruler himself, a great respecter of law, a great guardian of order.
But, though he was successful in preserving order in Germany, he had to
be present himself to enforce it. The local magnates, though with a landed
rather than an official status, continued like the princes to exercise local
control. No attempt was made by Frederick to imitate the English kings,
to create a bureaucracy directly responsible to himself and by a system
of itinerant justices to enforce locally the king’s law and to make the
king’s justice universal.  He was so scrupulous in his administration of
feudal custom that it was hardly possible that he should contemplate
such a change. It was the nobles who instituted the process against
Henry the Lion, and it was they, and not the king, who reaped the results
of his fall. In fact, there was no real effort at centralisation in Germany,
and this was fatal to German unity and so to monarchy in Germany.

Hitherto the political side of feudalism had heen displayed in arrange-
ments or conflicts between the king on the one side and the nobles on
the other. But now, as the more settled state of things gave opportunity
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for the development of more peaceful pursuits, a third factor enters in
with the rise of the towns. In this volume we are concerned with the
political importance of these urban communities, and the economic history
of the development and organisation of trade and industry, as well as of
agricultural conditions, is reserved for later volumes. The king was
naturally interested in keeping control of the towns, which provided
useful sources of revenue: in England the leading boroughs were retained
as royal boroughs by William I and were heavily taxed by Henry I; in
Germany there were many royal towns, and, as most towns were under
a bishop, royal control was usually maintained. The towns, for their part,
were anxious to hold directly from the king, and were willing to pay the
price. For the king alone could legally grant the privileges they coveted,
and a strong monarchy was the best guarantee of the peace which was
so necessary a condition for the expansion of trade and industry. They
were, therefore, naturally on the side of the king against the nobles, and
often rendered him valuable support. The work of Louis VI in the royal
domain was so much to their interest that we find the towns a constant
ally of monarchy in France, though the kings until Philip Augustus were
slow to recognise the advantage this gave them. In England, the support
of London was one of Stephen’s chief assets. In Germany, the assistance
of the Rhine towns turned the tide in favour of Henry IV when his fortunes
were at their lowest ebb, and he never lost their support. Henry V,
depending at first on the nobles, had to throw over the towns, but he tried
energetically, though not altogether successfully, to regain their support
later on. The twelfth century was the great flowering period of corporate
town-life in Germany, aided by royal grants of self-government.
Frederick II in the thirteenth century handed the towns over to the
nobles ; they were forced to depend upon themselves, and adopted the
plan of leagues for mutual support and the furtherance of trade.

In the towns of northern and central Italy, for different reasons, this
stage had already been reached in the twelfth century; the motives
governing their actions, though the same as elsewhere, led to contrary
results. The Italian towns had been accustomed to city-organisation from
Roman times, and their geographical situation caused an earlier develop-
ment of trade and greater prosperity than elsewhere in Europe, Some
of them had already acquired charters and liberties in the eleventh century,
and they found their opportunity when they were practically left to
themselves by Lothar III and Conrad III, During this perfod they
suppressed the local feudal nobility, who made peaceful trading impossible,
and, getting rid of their episcopal lords, established themselves as self-
governing communities. The royal power had not assisted them, and was
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now the only bar to complete independence. They had violated the
sovereign rights of the Emperor, and such a breach with feudal law could
only be made good by revolution. Frederick Barbarossa was entirely
within his rights in enforcing at Roncaglia the recovery of the rzgalia, so
important a source of revenue, which they had usurped. The towns
Jjustified themselves by success, and, though they consented to an outward
Tecognition of imperial overlordship, the tie was too slender to affect their
independence. But the league of Italian cities, its defensive purpose
achieved, did not continue, as the later leagues in Germany, for the
preservation of order and the mutual furtherance of trade. City rivalries
and trade jealousies counterbalanced the bond of common interest, and
the cities suffeved from constant internal as well as external strife; the
rise of oligarchies of wealth led to class struggles, and the competition
of different crafts to conflicts between the gilds.

In an age when monarchical government, secular and ecclesiastical,
was not only regarded as divinely instituted but was also the best guarantee
of peace and order, the capacity of the ruler was of the first importance
and attention is focussed upon individuals. The second half of the eleventh
century is dominated by the personality of Pope Gregory VII, the second
half of the twelfth by that of the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa. In the
middle period it is neither lay ruler nor ecclesiastical ruler, but a Cistercian
abbot, St Bernard, who fills the centre of the stage; and that this could
be so is a sign of the effect on medieval life of spiritual considerations.
It was the admiration felt for the holiness of his life, and his reputation
as a great and fearless preacher, that gave St Bernard his extraordinary
influence over his generation. He figures in several chapters in this volume,
and his life-story provides an epitome of most of the leading features
of contemporary human endeavour. It was an age of new monastic experi-
ments, which were of great importance in the life of the Church; for
monastic reform had preluded, and constantly recurred to reinvigorate,
the Reform of the Church as a whole. Not only did St Bernard’s out-
standing personality make Cistercianism the most popular Order of the
day; his ardent zeal put new life into the older Benedictine monasteries
and materially assisted the beginnings of the other new Orders—
Carthusians, Templars, Premonstratensians, Augustinian canons; par-
ticularly did he encourage the substitution of regular for secular canons
in cathedral chapters. The twelfth century witnessed also a new wave of
intellectual endeavour, and St Bernard was the arbiter on some of the
leading questions of the day, including the condemnation of Abelard and
Arnold of Brescia in 1140, and the less successful trial of Gilbert de la
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Porrée in 1147. In this way he exercised an unfortunate influence; his
rigid orthodoxy made him immediately suspicious of a critical mind, and
was more in place in combating the heresy which was already beginning
to spread in the south of France.

In a larger sphere he also predominated. It was his decision in favour
of Innocent II that settled the issue of the papal schism following the
death of Honorius II in 1180. It was his preaching that kindled the
Second Crusade, and his influence that caused the Kings of France and
Germany to participate in it; its disastrous failure reacted om his
popularity but did not deter him from attempting to assemble a new
crusade. He not only laid down rules of life for bishops, monks, secular
clergy, and laity, but he dispatched admonitions and censures, in the
plainest of language, to Popes, cardinals, and kings. Most interesting of
all is the long lecture he addressed to Eugenius III on the duties of the
papal office—the De Consideratione. In this he develops a view of the
extent of spiritual authority that did not fall short of the extreme concep-
tion of Gregory VII; he speaks of the plenitudo potestatis of the Pope and
of the two swords, material as well as spiritual, belonging to the Church.
But, on the other hand, he was quite emphatic that this power must be
used for spiritual purposes only, and the idea of the Pope as a ruler is
abhorrent to him. The Pope has a ministerium not a dominatio; the
Roman Church is the mater not the domina of all the churches; the Pope’s
power is “in criminibus non in possessionibus.” He is especially vehement
against the increasing absorption of the Pope in the pomps and secular
cares of his office, and though his treatise does not supply a very practical
solution of the difficulties with which the Pope was faced, it does convey
a timely warning, and in a sense a prophecy of the fate that was soon
to overtake the Papacy.

?
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CORRIGENDA.

Vor. Il

p. 121, 1. 19, For Courci-sur-Dive re«d Courci-sur-Dives.
P 250, 1. 6. For 8t Vanne’s read St Vannes,

InpEx,

p. 663, col. 2. For Courci-sur-Dive read Courci-sur-Dives.

Vor. 1V,

p. xvi, Chap. 1, L. 2. Delete late.

p. 119, L. 11. - For Hubaira read Hubairah.

p. 120, I 6-7. For still 7000 men read 7000 men to meet the advancing enemy.

p- 120, 1. 36, p. 124, L. 10, p. 126, 1L 33, 38, p. 128, 1. 23, p. 133, 1. 5. For Semaluos
vead Semalus.

p. 120, n. 2, For *Taiba’ read “'Faibah.’

p- 128, passzm and p. 124, L. 6. For Thwmama read Thumamah.

p. 128, 1L. 18 and 16 from bottom and p. 124, 1. 7. For Tsa read ‘Isa.

p. 126, L. 9. For Vardan read Bardanes.

p. 127, 1L 11 and 18-14. For Harthama read Harthamah.

p. 138, 1. 4. For Bugha read Bugha.

p. 185, 11. 3 and 8. For Balata read Balatah.

p. 138, headline and L. 15. For Khafija rexd Khafajah,

p. 234, 1. 5. For a thousand read eleven hundred.

P. 816, last line. For Kerbogha read Karbogha.

p. 359, L. 7 from bottom. For Biza‘a read Buza‘ah.

p. 867, L. 22. For abandoned the Crusade read quitted the army.

p. 875, L. 7 from bottom. For Bukaia read Bugai‘ah.

p. 711, 1. 10 from bottom. For 911 read 912.

p. 899, an. 757. For Paul 1V read Paul 1.

Invex.

p- 913, col 1. Insert entry Andrasus, p. 1251

p. 918, col. 1. For Balata read Balajah.

D 920, col. 2. Delete entry Biza'‘a.

p. 922, eol. 1. For Bugha read Bughd.

99l gy Delete entry Bukaia.

p- 922, col. 2. Insert entry Bugai‘ah, the, battle of, 875

p. 923, col. 1. Insert entry Buzi‘ah, in Syria, 359.

p. 929, col. 1. Under existing entry Constantine, the patrician, delete defeated and
slain, 135.

p- 929, col. 1. Tnsert new entry Ci ine, patrician, defeated and slain in Sieily,
134:8q.

P. 930, col. 2. In enfry Corum, for 128, 180 reud 1283 130,

P. 936, col. 1. Read Enna (Castrogiovanni), in Sicily, besieged by Saracens, 185sq. ;
finally captured, 46, 137; 138.
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p. 940, col. 1. Read Ghamr, Arab prince, 121.

Ghamr, Arab general, 128.
p. 942, col. 2. For Harthama read Harthamah.
p. 944, col. 1. For Hubaira read Hubairah.
p. 945, col. 1. For Ibn Haukal rewd Ibn Haugal.
2 . e Under entry Torahim ibn al-Aghlab delete 141 ;
R Insert entry Ibrahim II, Aghlabid emir of Africa, 141.
950, col. 2. Insert eniry Kalboghd (Qawwam-ad-Daulah Karbuqa), prince of

Mosul, at Antioch, 316 339
p. 951, col. 1. Delete entry Kerbngha.
35 s For Khafija read Khafajah.
957, col. 2. Manuel, the strategus, and Manuel, the Magister, are the same person.
958, col. 2. Under entry Maslamah delete sq.
P Insert entry Maslamah ibn Hisham, 121.
. 959, col. 1. Read Melas, river in Cappadocia, Byzantine defeat ou, 122.
Melas, river in Bithynia, 131 note.
966, col. 1. Read Omar ibn Hubairah.
978, col. 2. Read Ragusa, in Sicily, raided by Saracens, 137; 138 sq.
Ragusa, in Dalmatia, Robert Guiscard and, 325; etc.

976, col. 1. Under entry Safsaf read 125 sq.
979, col. 1. Under entry Seleucia, theme of, delete pillaged by Byzantine fleet, 130.
Insert entry Seleucia, Syrian town, pillaged by Bymutme fleet, 130.
R For Semaluos read Semalus.
p. 984, col. 2. Under entry Tarsus add to list of emirs ‘Ahmad, Nagr.
p- 985, col. 1. Under entry Theoctistus, the Logothete, delete uncle and,
P
P
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. 988, col. 2. Under entry Turcus, Bardanes, add , 126.
990, col. 1. Delete entry Vardan, Armenian rebel.

Vou. V.

p. 34, 1. 18. For Bardo read Eberhard.

p- 95,11 5 and 4 from bottom. For a monk and, like his predecessor, at Cluny-
Sent to Rome by Abbot Hugh read a monk in some south Italian monastery 1.
Sent to Rome by his abbot.

p. 95. Add note ! See March, J. M., Liber Pontificalis (Barcelona, 1925), p. 154, n. 8.

p. 120, 1. 19. For Adalbert read Adalbero.

p. 338, L. 15 from hottom. For Lxmbuurg read Limburg.

p. 389, 1. 12. For Gésa read Géza.

p. 643, 1. 20. For Daz read Dax.

p. 709, 1. 9. For Fenandus read Ferrandus.

p. 883, 1. 18. For Repgau read Repgow.
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CHAPTER L

THE REFORM OF THE CHURCH.

THE early part of the eleventh, as well as the tenth, century is often
and rightly called a dark age for the Western Church. Everywhere we
find deep corruptions and varied abuses, which can easily be summed up
in broad generalisations and illustrated by striking examples. And they
scem, on a first survey, almost unrelieved by any gleams of spiritual light.
The comparative security of the Carolingian Age, which gave free scope
to individual enthusiasm and personal activity, had been followed by
wide and deep disunion, under which religion suffered no less than learning
and government. Beginning with the central imperial and monarchical
power, the social nerves and limbs fell slack; outside dangers, Northmen
and Saracens, furthered the inner decay. Communities and men alike
lost their sense of wider brotherhood, along with their former feeling of
security and strength. Hence came the decay in Church life. If it was
to be arrested, it could only be, not by isolated attacks upon varied
abuses, but by a general campaign waged upon principles and directed
by experience.

Yet condemnations of a particular age, like most historical generalisa-
tions, are often overdone®. This is the case here, too. There were to be
found, in regions far apart, many men of piety and self-devotion. Among
such reformers was Nilus (0b. 1005), who founded some monasteries in
Ttaly. Greek by descent, born at Rossano in Calabria, he was inspired
even in his early years by the Life of 8t Anthony (which so deeply
touched St Augustine) and so turned to a life of piety, penitence, and
self-sacrifice. His visions gained him followers, but his humble service to
others carried him into the world of human sympathy. Even when he was
a feeble man of eighty-eight he took the long journey to Rome to offer
himself as humble companion to Philagathus of Piacenza, whom Otto IIT
had imprisoned after cutting out his tongue and blinding him (998);
his brave and courageous reproof moved the youthful ruler, and this
accidental association has given Nilus a reputation which his whole less
dramatic life deserved. Through him and Romuald of Ravenna, who did
much in a small sphere for ascetic life, a fresh stream of Greek influence
was brought to strengthen Western monachism, which was growing into
an almost independent strength of its own. More widely influential was

1 Many of the worst and unnameable evils belonged more to society at large
than to the Church alone. And, as they existed before the monastic reform, they
cannot be ascribed to it.
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2 Richard of St Vannes. Ratherius

William of Dijon (0b. 1081), a German born in Italy, commended by his
father to the favour of Otto I, and by his mother to the care of the
Blessed Virgin. He was brought up in a cloister near Vercelli, but soon
came to look towards Cluny as his spiritual home, and in its abbot, Odilo,
he found a religious guide who sent him to the task of reform at Dijon,
whence his monastic reform spread in Burgundy, France, and Lorraine.
Everywhere his name, William supra regulam, was revered, and at
St Arnulf at Gorze, and St Aper at Toul, the spirit of Cluny was
diffused through him.

Richard of St Vannes near Verdun (0b. 1046) specially affected Lor-
raine, and his name, Richard of the Grace of God, shews the impression he
made in his day. Poppo, Abbot of Stablo in the diocese of Liege (1020~
1048), was a pupil of his, and through him the movement, favoured by
kings and utilised by bishops, reached Germany. In some cases, such men
had not to work in fields untilled. Gerard of Brogne, near Namur,
(0b. 959) and the earlier history of monastic reform must not be forgotten.
But while the earlier monastic revival was independent-of the episcopate,
in the later part of the eleventh century monasticism and the episcopate
worked, on the whole, together. Better men among the bishops, and
through royal influence there were many such, rightly saw in the monastic
revival a force which made for righteousness. It was so at Liege, Cambrai,
Toul, and at Cologne, where a friend of Poppo, Pilgrim (1021-1036),
favoured Cluniacs and their followers, Thus in Germany, more perhaps
than elsewhere, reform gained strength,

The life and wandering of Ratherius (c. 887-974), no less than his
writings, illustrate the turmoil and degradation of the day; born near
Litge, with a sound monastic training and in close touch with Bruno, the
excellent Archbishop of Cologne (953-965), his spiritual home was
Lorraine while his troubles arose mainly in Italy. From Lorraine he
followed Hilduin, afterwards Archbishop of Milan (981), to Italy (for the
revival in Lorraine threw its tendrils afar), and became Bishop of Verona
(981-939). Italian learning he found solely pagan in its scholarship;
ignorance abounded (his clergy reproached him for being ready to study
books all day); clerks did not even know their creed; at Vicenza many
of them were barely believers in the Christian God; morals were even
worse, clerks differed little from laity except in dress, the smiles or the
tears of courtesans ruled everything. The strife of politics prevented
reform and intensified disorder. The Italian wars of Otto I, Hugh, and
Berengar affected the fate of Ratherius; his episcopal rule was only
intermittent (981-939; 946-948; 961-968), and when for a time Bruno of
Cologne made him Bishop of Liege (958-955), he was faced through the
Count of Hainault by a rival, as at Verona, and found refuge at Lobbes.
He was specially anxious to force celibacy upon his Veronese clergy, some
married and many licentious; not all would come to a synod, and even
those who came defied him; some he cast into prison, a fate which once
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at least befell himself. With the ambition of a reformer, he lacked the
needed patience and wisdom; he toiled overmuch in the spirit of his
death-bed saying: “Trample under foot the salt which has lost its
savour,” “He had not,” says Fleury, “the gift of making himself loved,”
and it is doubtful if he desired it. The vivid and tangled experiences of
his life, political and ecclesiastical, are depicted for us in his works and
give us the best, if the darkest, picture of his times.

Nor should it be forgotten that some ecclesiastics did much for the
arts which their Church had so often fostered. Bernward of Hildesheim
(Bishop 992-1022), for instance, was not only a patron of Art, but, like
our English Dunstan, himself a skilled workman; in his personal piety
and generosity he was followed by his successor Godehard. Later monks
condemned this secular activity, and Peter Damian held Richard of
St Vannes, who like Poppo of Stablo was a great builder and adorner of
churches, condemned to a lengthy Purgatory for this offence. In France,
however, activity was shewn rather in the realm of thought, where
Gerbert’s pupil, Fulbert Bishop of Chartres (0b. 1028), and Odo of Tournai
(0b. 1118) were pre-eminent; out of this activity, reviving older discussions,
arose the Berengarian controversy, in which not only Berengar himself,
but Lanfranc, of Bec and Canterbury, and Durand of Troarn (0b. 1088)
took part. The age was not wholly dead.

One foremost line of German growth was that of Canon Law, which
gave, as it were, a constitutional background to the attempts at reform,
drawn from the past and destined to mould the future. Here Burchard,
Bishop of Worms (1000-1025), was renowned, combining as he did
respect for authority systematised by the past with regard to the
circumstances of his day. Wazo, Bishop of Liege (1041-1048), the faith-
ful servant of Henry III, had much the same reputation, and his obiter
dicta were held as oracles.

Some reformers were bishops, but more of them were monastics—for
reform took mainly the monastic turn. Here and there, now and then,
could be found really religious houses, and their influence often spread
near and far. Yet it was difficult for such individuals or communities to
impress a world which was disorderly and insecure. But soon, as so often,
reforms, which were first to check and then to overcome the varied evils,
began to shape themselves. Sometimes the impulse came from single
personalities, sometimes from a school with kindred thoughts; sometimes
general resemblances are common, sometimes local peculiarities overpower
them. The tangled history only becomes a little easier to trace when it
is grouped around the simony which Sylvester II held to be the central
sin of the day. It must not be forgotten that Christian missions although
at work had only partly conquered many lands; abuses in the older
churches paralysed their growth, and the semi-paganism which was left
even percolated into the mother-lands.

Bohemian history illustrates something of this process. A bishopric
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had been founded at Prague (c. 975) in which the Popes took special
interest, and indeed the Latin rite was used there from the outset. So
Bohemia looked towards the Papacy. But Willigis of Mayence had
consecrated St Adalbert to Prague (983), and so to claims of overlordship
by the German kings was now added a German claim to ecclesiastical
control over Christians who, as we are told, lived much as barbarians.
Then Btatislav of Bohemia, largely for political reasons, founded or
restored a lapsed Moravian see at Olmiitz, over which he placed John, a
monk from near Prague, Severus of Prague being promised compensation
in Moravia. In 1068 Bratislav, for family and political reasons, made his
troublesome brother Jaromir Bishop of Prague, in the hope of rendering
him more amenable. But the only change in the disorderly prince was
that of taking the name of Gebhard. He, like Severus, strove for the
delayed compensation but took to more drastic means: he visited (1071)
his brother-bishop at Olmiitz, and after a drunken revel mishandled his
slumbering host. John complained to Bratislav, who shed tears over his
brother’s doings, and sent to Rome to place the burden of the unsavoury
quarrel upon Alexander II. His messenger spent a night at Ratisbon
on his road with a burgher friendly to Gebhard. Then, strangely enough,
he was stopped and robbed on his farther way and came back to tell his
tale. A second and larger embassy, headed by the Provost of St George
at Prague, an ecclesiastic so gifted as to speak both Latin and German,
was then sent, and reached Rome early in 1073. A letter from Batislav,
weighted with two hundred marks, was presented to the Pope, and
probably read at the Lenten Synod. Legates were sent who, at Ratisbon,
were to investigate the case, but its settlement remained for Gregory VIL
It is a sordid story of evil ecclesiastics on a background of equally sordid
social and dynastic interests. And there were many like it.

The common corruption is better told us and easier to depict for
regulars than for seculars. In the districts most open to incursions, many
monasteries were harried or sorely afflicted. If the monks walled their
houses as protection against pirates or raiders, they only caused neigh-
bouring lords to desire them for fortresses. The spirit of the ascetic life,
already weakened by the civil employment of monks, seemed lost. The
synod of Trosly, near Soissons, called by Hervé of Rheims in 909, ascribed
the decay of regular life mainly to abbots, laymen, for the most part
unlearned, and also married, and so eager to alienate property for their
families. Lay lords and laymen generally were said to lack respect for
Church laws and even for morality itself; debauchery and sensuality were
common ; patrons made heavy charges on appointments to their parish
churches. This legislation was a vigorous protest against the sins of the
day, and it is well to note that the very next year saw the foundation of
Cluny. The Rule was kept hardly anywhere; enclosure was forgotten, and
any attempt to enforce episcopal control over monasteries was useless when
bishops were so often themselves of careless or evil life. Attempts at
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improvement sometimes caused bloodshed: when the Abbot Erluin of
Lobbes, trying to enforce the Rule, expelled some malcontents, three of
them fell upon him, cut out his tongue, and blinded him.

The story of the great Italian monastery of Farfa is typical. It had
been favoured by Emperors and was scarcely excelled for splendour. Then
it was seized by the Saracens (before 915) and afterwards burnt by
Christian robbers. Its members were scattered to Rome, Rieti, and
Fermo; its lands were lost or wasted; there was no recognised abbot,
and after Abbot Peter died his successor Rimo lived with the Farfa colony
at Rome and there was poisoned. Then as the great nobles strove eagerly
for so useful a fortress, King Hugh supported a new abhot, Rafred, who
began to restore it: he settled in the neighbourhood 100 families from
Fermo and rebuilt the cloister. As far as was possible, the monks were
recalled and the monastic treasures restored. But there was little pretence
of theology or even piety; only the study of medicine was kept up, and
that included the useful knowledge of poisons, as abbot after abbot was
to learn. When Rafred was disposed of, one of his poisoners maintained
himself in the monastery by military force; the so-called monks lived
openly with concubines; worship on Sundays was the sole relic of older
habits, and at length even that was given up. One Campo, to whom King
Hugh had given the monastery in fief, enriched his seven daughters and
three sons out of its property. When some monks were sent from Rome
to restore religion, he sent them back. Then Alberic drove Campo out
by force, and installed as abbot one Dagobert, who maintained himself
for five tumultuous years until he, too, fell before the local skill in poison.
Adam of Lucca, who followed with the support of Alberic and John XII,
led much the life of Campo. Then Theobald of Spoleto made his own
brother Hubert abbot, but he was removed by John X1II, and succeeded
by Leo, Abbot of Sant’ Andrea at Soracte. But the task of ruling was
too hard for any man, and only force heavily applied could procure even
decency of life. If this was the sad state and tumultuous history of
monasteries, once homes of piety and peace, it can be guessed how, with
less to support them, parishes suffered and missions languished. Priests
succumbed and forgot their holy task. Their bishops, often worse than
themselves, neither cared nor attempted to rule or restrain them. For the
episcopate was ineffective and corrupt.

The primitive rule for election of bishops had been that it should be
made by clergy and people. To choose a fit person was essential, but the
mode of choice was not defined. Soon the clergy of the cathedral, first
to learn of the vacancy and specially concerned about it, began to take a
leading part. They, the clergy of the neighbouring: country, and the
laity, were separate bodies with different interests, and tended to draw
together and to act as groups. But the forces, which made for centralisa-
tion of all kinds in civil politics, worked in the ecclesiastical sphere as
well, and the cathedral clergy gained the leading part in elections, other
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clerks dropping off, and later on leading abbots appearing. Among lay-
men a like process took place, and the populace, more particularly,
almost ceased to appear in the election. Thus, in place of election by
clergy and laity, we have a process in which the cathedral clergy, the lay
vassals of the see, and the leading nobles of the diocese, alone appear.
‘We can trace a varied growth, in which the elements most concerned and
most insistent eventually gained fixed and customary rights™.

But the more or less customary rights gained in this process were soon
encroached upon by the crown. The king had a special interest in the
bishops: they were his spiritual advisers, a function more or less important.
But they were largely used by him for other purposes. In Germany they
were given civil duties, which did not seem so alien to their office when
the general conception was that of one general Christian society inside
which churchman and layman worked for common Christian ends. To
gain their help and to raise them in comparison with the lay nobility, it
was worth while, quite apart from piety and religious reasons, to enrich
their sees, and even to heap secular offices upon them. Ecclesiastical
nobles were always a useful counterpoise to secular nobles; as a rule they
were better trained for official duties, the Church had reason to remember
gratefully past services rendered to it by kings, and it had always stood
for social unity and larger fields of administration. In France, where the
authority of the king did not cover a large territory?, the greater vassals
gained the same power for their own lands. Popular election, even its
weakened form, tended to disappear. Ancient and repeated canons
might assert election by clergy and laity, but those of them who kept
their voice did so rather as surviving representatives of smaller classes
than as individuals. More and more the chapters alone appeared for the
clergy and the Church; more and more the king or a great feudal lord
came to appoint. By the middle of the eleventh century the old style of
clection had disappeared in France, and the bishopric was treated
ag a fief.

In Germany the bishops, although for the most part men of high
character, were often supporters of the crown and the mainstay of its
administration; when a bishop or a great abbot died, the chapter and
the great laymen of the diocese sent deputies to the court, and after a
consultation with them, in which they might or might not suggest a
choice, the king filled up the office. For England such evidence as we
have points to selection by the king, although his choice was declared in

1 The lapse of popular election was furthered by canon 13 of Laodicea (3647),
which forbade election by a mob, The eanon, which was sometimes held to forbid
any voice to the populace, was copied into Gallican codes and the Forged Decretals,
and had much effect. Leo I said: electio clericorum: ewpetitio plebis; Stephen VI:
sacerdotum quippe est electio, et fidelis populi consensus.

2 The Capetians only disposed of Rheims, Sens, Tours, Bourges, and, until it
passed to Germany, Lyons.
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the Witan, where both laymen and churchmen were present. In all these
lands, the decisive voice, indeed the real appointment itself, lay with
the king; the part played by others was small and varying. To the
Church remained, however, the safeguard of consecration by the
metropolitan and bishops; to the diocese itself the local ceremony of
enthronement.

For parochial clergy and parishes the history is much the same. In the
central countries of Europe the missionary stage of the Church had long
passed away, although in newer lands varying traces, or more than traces,
of it remained. In most cases the cathedral church had been the mission
centre, and from it the Church had spread. Of the early stages we know
but little, but there were many churches, serving a parish, which the
landowner had built, and in such cases he usually appointed the parish
priest. "The right of approval lay with the bishop, who gave the spiritual
charge. But more and more the office came to be treated as private pro-
perty, and in some cases was even bought and sold. The patron—for here
we come to the origin of patronage, a field tangled and not yet fully
worked—was the landowner, who looked on the parish priest as a vassal,
and on the church as a possession. For the parish as for the diocese distinct
and even hostile conceptions were thus at work. A fit person for the
spiritual work was needed; to see to this was the duty and indeed the
purpose of the Church. It could be best safeguarded by a choice from
above, and in early days a missionary bishop had seen to it. But when
a parish church was held to be private property, a totally new con-
ception came into conflict with the ecclesiastical conception. We have
a history which can be traced, although with some unsettled con-
troversy®

The legislation of the Eastern Empire, following that of Constantine
the Great, allowed churches to be private property, and forbade their
alienation, but it also safeguarded the claims of the Church to secure
the proper use of the building, and adequate provision for the priest
attached to it. Justinian (548) gave the founder of a church and his
successors the right to present a candidate for due examination by the
bishop.

Inp the West this was also recognised by a law of a.p. 898, and the
priest serving the church was, at least sometimes, chosen by the
parishioners. It was well to encourage private generosity, but it soon
became necessary to safeguard the control of the bishop, and Gelasius I
(492-496), an active legislator, restricted the rights of the founders of

! In the early Christian Roman Empire, although private property in churches
was admitted, the restrictive rights of the bishop prevented any evil arising. For
the West the existing evidence is scantier than for the East. The origin of the
““private churches” (Eigenkirchen) and of appropriation is regarded by Stutz as
based on early Teutonic custom, by Imbart de Ia Tour as due to a process of
encroachment.
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churches and attempted? to make papal consent necessary for consecration;
in this way the Pope might make sure of ample provision for the
maintenance of the Church. This clearly recognised the two opposed
rights, those of the Church and of the lay founder, but became a dead
letter. Legislation under Charles the Great also recognised the private
ownership: the Council of Frankfort (794) allowed churches built by
freemen to be given away or sold, but only on condition that they were
not destroyed and that worship was performed. The Council at Rome in
4.0, 826 had to deal as no uncommon case with churches which the
patrons had let fall into ruin; priests were to be placed there and main-
tained. The Synod of Trosly (909) condemned the charges levied by
laymen upon priests they appointed; tithes were to be exempted from
such rapacity. The elaboration with which (canon 5) relations of patrons
and parish priests are prescribed shews that great difficulties and abuses
had arisen. But the steady growth of feudalism, and the growing
inefficiency of bishops, intensified all these evils. From the ninth century
onward the leading principles become blurred. Prudentius of Troyes
(0b. 861) and Hincmar of Laon led a movement against these private
churches, insisting that at consecration they should be handed over to the
Church. Charles the Bald and the great canonist Hincmar of Rheims
took a different view; the latter wished to remove the abuses but to allow
the principle of private churches. Patronage in its later sense (the term
itself dates from the eighth century) was in an early stage of growth;
abuses were so rife that principles seemed likely to be lost. Simony grew
to an astonishing height, and it was only after a long struggle was over
that Alexander IIT (1159-1181) established a clear and coherent system,
which is the basis of Church law to-day.

‘When we come to the eleventh century, we find that in parish churches,
built by a landowner, the priest was usually appointed by him; thus the
right of property and local interests were recognised. But the actual
power of laymen combined with the carelessness of many bishops to make
encroachment easy; there was a tendency to treat all churches as on the
same footing, and the right of approving the appointment which belonged
to the bishop, and which was meant to secure spiritual efficiency, tended
to disappear. More and more parish churches were treated as merely
private property, and in many cases were bought and sold. The patron
treated the priest as his vassal and often levied charges upon him.
Moreover, open violence, not cloaked by any claim to right, was common.
There were parishes in which a bishop had built a church, either as
part of the original mission machinery of the Church or on lands be-
longing to the see. But sees were extensively robbed and some of these
churches too fell into lay hands. There were probably also cases in which
the parishioners themselves had elected their priest, but, with the growth

! Writing to the Bishops of Lucania, Brutii, and Sicily. Jaffé-Lowenfeld,
Regestu, No. 636.
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of feudal uniformity, here too the lay landowner came to nominate. The
tenth and eleventh centuries give us the final stage—of usurpation or
corruption—in which the principle of private ownership was supreme, and
the spiritual considerations, typified by episcopal control, were lost,
almost or even utterly ; and with lay ownership in a feudal age, simony,
the sale of property which was no longer regarded as belonging to a
religious administration, became almost the rule.

Where the king had the power to fill vacant bishoprics, simony was
easy and in a feudal age natural. Kings were in constant need of money,
and poverty was a hard task-master. Some of the German kings had
really cared for the Church, and saw to the appointment of fit men, but
others like Conrad IT made gain of the transaction; it was only too easy
to pass from the ordinary gift, although some conscientious bishops
refused even that, to unblushing purchase. In France simony was
especially rife. Philip I (1060-1108) dismissed one candidate for a see
because his power was smaller than a rival’s, but he gave the disappointed
clerk some words of cheer: “Let me make my profit out of him; then you
can try to get him degraded for simony, and afterwards we can see about
satisfying you.,” Purchase of sees became a recognised thing: a tainted
bishop infected his flock and often sold ordinations; so the disease spread
until, as saddened reformers said, Simon Magus possessed the Church.

It must not be supposed that this result was reached without protest.
Old Church laws though forgotten could be appealed to, and councils
were the fitting place for protest, as bishops were the proper people to
make it. Unhappily, councils were becoming rarer and many bishops
were careless of their office. Nevertheless, at Ingelheim (948) laymen
were forbidden to instal a parish priest or to expel him without the
bishop’s leave; at Augsburg (952) laymen were forbidden to expel a
priest from a church canonically committed to him or to replace him by
another. At the important Synod of Seligenstadt (1028) it was decreed
that no layman should give his church to any priest without the consent
of the bishop, to whom the candidate was to be sent for proof of age,
knowledge, and piety sufficient to qualify him for the charge of God’s
people. The equally important Synod of Bourges (1031) decreed that no
layman should hold the land (feudum) of a priest in place of a priest, and
no layman ought to place a priest in a church, since the bishop alone
could bestow the cute of souls in every parish. The same synod, it may
be noted, forbade a bishop to receive fees for ordination, and also forbade
priests to charge fees for baptism, penance, or burial, although free gifts
were allowed’. In England laws betray the same evils: a fine was to be

1 Rarlier councils also spoke of the same evil of lay encroachments: at Trosly
near Rheims (909), laymen were forbidden to use the tithes of their churches for
their dogs or concubines. The earlier and reforming Council of Mayence (888)
decreed that the founder of a church should entrust its possessions to the bishop.
So, too, at Pavia (1018).

CH, I.




10 Ewils in the episcopate. Simony

levied for making merchandise of a church!, and again no man was to
bring a church into servitude nor unrighteously make merchandise of it,
nor turn out a church-thegn without the bishop’s leave?.

It was significant that against abuses appeal was thus being made
to older decrees reiterated or enlarged by sporadic councils. And the
growth of religious revival in time resulted in a feeling of deeper
obligation to Canon Law, and a stronger sense of corporate life. But it
was the duty of the bishops to enforce upon their subjects the duty
of obedience. In doing this, they had often in the past been helped by
righteous kings and courageous Popes. But now for the needed reforms
to be effectively enforced it needed a sound episcopate, backed up by
conscientious kings and Popes. Only so could the inspiration of religion,
which was breathing in many quarters, become coherent in constitutional
action. When king and Pope in fellowship turned to reform, an
episcopate, aroused to a sense of duty, might become effective.

But the episcopate itself was corrupt, bad in itself, moving in a bad
social atmosphere, and largely used for regal politics. Two of the great
Lorraine reformers, William of Dijon (962-1081) and Richard of
St Vannes (ob. 1046), sharply criticised the prelates of their day: “They
were preachers who did not preach; they were shepherds who lived as
hirelings.” Everywhere one could see glaring infamies. Guifred of
Cerdagne became Archbishop of Narbonne (1016-1079) when only ten
years old, 100,000 solidi being paid on his behalf. His episcopate was
disastrous: he sold nearly everything belonging to his cathedral and his
see; he oppressed his clergy but he provided for his family; for a
brother he bought the see of Urgel through the sale of the holy vessels
and plate throughout his diocese. In the Midi such abuses were specially
prevalent. In 1088 two viscounts sold the see of Albi, while it was
occupied, and confirmed the sale by a written contract. But even over
the Midi the reforming zeal of Halinard of Lyons had much effect;
Lyons belonged to Burgundy, and Burgundy under Conrad II became
German. Halinard had been Abbot of St Rémy at Dijon,and wasareformer
of the Cluniac type; at Rome, whither he made many pilgrimages, he
was well known and so popular that the Romans sought him as Pope on
the death of Damasus I One bishop, of the ducal house of Gascony, is
said to have held eight sees which he disposed of by will. The tables of
the money-changers were not only brought into the temple, but grouped
round the altar itself. Gerbert (Sylvester II), who had seen many lands
and knew something of the past, spoke strongly against the many-headed
and clusive simony. A bishop might say, “I gave gold and I received the
episcopate; but yet I do not fear to receive it back if I bebave as I should.

L Laws of Northumbrian priests, chap. 20 (?950). Johnson, English Cunons,
p. 375.
2 Synod of Eankam (1009), chap. 9. Johnson, p. 485. The thriving of a ceorl
includes his possession of a church. Stubbs, Select Charters (ed. Davies), p. 88.
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I ordain a priest and I receive gold; I make a deacon and I receive a
heap of silver....Behold the gold which I gave I have once more un-
lessened in my purse.”*

Sylvester IT held simony to be the greatest evil in the Church. Most
reformers, however, attacked the evil morals of the clergy, and their
attack was justified. But strict morality and asceticism went hand in
hand, and the complicated evils of the day gave fresh strength to the zeal
for monasticism and the demand for clerical celibacy. The spirit of
asceticism had in the past done much to deepen piety and the sense of
personal responsibility, even if teaching by strong example has its dangers
as well as successes. In the West more than in the East the conversion of
new races had been due to monks, and now the strength of reformation
lay in monasticism. The enforcement of clerical celibacy seemed an easy,
if not the only, remedy for the diseases of the day. In primitive times
married priests were common, even if we do not find cases of marriage
after ordination, but the reverence for virginity, enhanced by monasticism,
turned the stream of opinion against them. At Nicaea the assembled
Fathers, while forbidding a priest to have a woman, other than wife or
sister, living in his house, had refrained, largely because of the protest of
Paphnutius, from enforcing celibacy. But the Councils of Ancyra and
Neocaesarea (both in 814) had legislated on the point, although with
some reserve. The former allowed deacons, who at ordination affirmed
their intention to marry, to do so, but otherwise they were degraded. The
latter decreed that a priest marrying after ordination should be degraded,
while a fornicator or adulterer should be more severely punished. The
Council of Elvira (c. 805), which dealt so generally and largely with
sexual sins, shut out from communion an adulterous bishop, priest, or
deacon; it ordered all bishops, priests, deacons, and other clerks, to
abstain from conjugal intercourse. This was the first general enactment
of the kind and it was Western. As time went on, the divergence between
the more conservative East and the newer West, with its changing condi-
tions and rules, became more marked. In the East things moved towards
its present rule, which allows priests, deacons, and sub-deacons, married
before ordination, to live freely with their wives (Quintisext in Trullo,
held 680, promulgated 691); bishops, however, were to live in separation
from their wives. Second marriages, which were always treated as a
different matter, were forbidden. The present rule is for parish priests to
be married, while bishops, chosen from regulars, are unmarried. The
West, on the other hand, moved, to begin with, first by legislation and
then, more slowly, by practice, towards uniform celibacy.

Councils at Carthage (390, 898, and 419), at Agde (506), Toledo
(581), and Orleans (538), enjoined strict continency upon married clerks

1 See Saltet, Les Réordinations, Paris, 1907—an excellent work—for the nature and

content of simony in the tenth and eleventh centuries, pp. 173sqq.; he quotes Gerbert,
De informatione episcoporum, MPL, oxxxix, col. 174; Olleris, Op. Gerberti, p. 275,
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12 Enforcement of clerical celibacy

from sub-deacons upwards. Siricius (384-398), by what is commonly
reckoned the first Decretal (385), and Innocent I (402-419) pronounced
strongly against clerical marriage. Henceforth succeeding Popes plainly
enunciated the Roman law. There was so much clerical immorality in
Africa, in spite of the great name and strict teaching of St Augustine,
and elsewhere, that the populace generally preferred a celibate clergy.
Ecclesiastical authorities took the same line, and Leo I extended the
strict law to sub-deacons. The Theodosian Code pronounced the children
of clergy illegitimate, and so the reformers of the tenth and eleventh
centuries could appeal to much support. Nevertheless, there were both
districts and periods in which custom accorded badly with the declared
law, and the confusion made by reformers between marriages they did not
accept and concubinage which opinion, no less than law, condemned
makes the evidence sometimes hard to interpret. St Boniface dealt
firmly with incontinent priests, and on the whole, although here popular
feeling was not with him, he was successful both in Austrasia and
Neustria. The eighth and ninth centaries saw the struggle between law
and custom continuing with varying fortune. Custom became laxer under
the later Carolingians than under Charlemagne, who had set for others a
standard he never dreamt of for himself; Hinemar, who was an advocate
of strictness, gives elaborate directions for proper procedure against
offending clerks, and it is clear that the clergy proved hard either to
convince or to rule. By the end of the ninth century, amid prevalent
disorder, clerical celibacy became less general, and the laws in its favour
were frequently and openly ignored. It was easy, as Pelagius IT (578-
590), in giving dispensation for a special case, had confessed, to find
excuse in the laxity of the age. So too St Boniface had found it
necessary to restore offenders after penance, for otherwise there would be
none to say mass. Italy was the most difficult country to deal with, and
Ratherius of Verona says (966) that the enforcement of the laws, which
he not only accepted but strongly approved, would have left only boys in
the Church. It was, he held, a war of canons against custom. By about
the beginning of the eleventh century celibacy was uncommon, and the
laws enforcing it almost obsolete. But they began to gain greater force
as churchmen turned more to legal studies and as the pressure of abuses
grew stronger,

The tenth and eleventh centuries had special reason for enforcing
celibacy and disliking clerieal families. Married priests, like laymen,
wished to envich their children and strove to hand on their benefices
to them. Hereditary bishops, hereditary priests, were a danger!: there
was much alienation of clerical property; thus the arguments urged so
repeatedly in favour of celibacy were reinforced. Bishops, and not only

1 Aito of Vercelli (from 945) links clerical marriage and alienation of church
property together, putting the latter as a cause of abuse. The case is well put by
Neander, vi, 187 (Eng. trans.) and Fleury, Bk. wv, c. 55.
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those who held secular jurisdiction, thought and acted as laymen, and
like laymen strove to found dynasties, firmly seated and richly endowed.
Parish priests copied them on a humbler scale. Hence the denial of
ordination to sons of clerks is frequent in conciliar legislation.

One attempt at reform of the secular clergy, which had special impor-
tance in England, needs notice. This was the institution of canons,
which has a long and varied history. The germ of the later chapter
appears at a very early date in cathedrals, certainly in the sixth century;
a staff of clergy was needed both for ordinary mission work and for dis-
tribution of alms. But poverty often, as with monasteries later on,led to
careless and disordered life. Chrodegang of Metz (0b. 766), the pious
foundeér of Goorze, near his city, and of Lorsch, set up, after a Benedictine
model, a rule for his cathedral clergy: there was to be a common life,
although private property was permitted; a synod under Louis the Pious
at Aix-la-Chapelle (817) elaborated it and it was widely applied. The
ideal was high, and although inspired by the asceticism which produced
monasticism, it paid regard to the special tasks of seculars; it infused
a new moral and intellectual life into the clergy at the centre of the
diocese, and education was specially cared for. So excellent an example
was soon copied by other large churches, and the system spread widely.
In its original form it was not destined to live Jong: decay began at
Cologne with the surrender of the common administration of funds;
Gunther, the archbishop, yielded to the wish for more individual free-
dom, and his successor Willibert in a synod (878) confirmed his changes™.
After this the institution of prebends (benefices assigned to a canon) grew,
and each canon held a prebend and lived apart. This private control of
their income, and their smrender of a common life, began a long process
of decay. But variations of the original form, which itself had utilised
much older growths, appeared largely and widely in history. Brotherhood
and the sympathy of a common life furthered diligence and devotion.

In councils of the tenth and eleventh centuries, clerical celibacy and
simony are repeatedly spoken of. With few exceptions?, all well-wishers
of reform, whether lay or clerical, desired to enforce celibacy, although

1 At the Roman Council of 1059 Hildebrand spoke against the laxity of the
system, especially its permission of private property and its liberality as to fare
(Mabillon, ASB, and Hefele-Leclercq, pp. 1177-8, with references there). In 1074
Hildebrand, as Gregory VII, put out a Rule for canons (Hefele-Leclereq, v, p. 94n.,
Duchesne, Zib. Pont. 1, cuxvinr); it was wrongly aseribed to Gregory IV, See Dom
Morin, R.Ben. 1901, xvui, pp. 177-183. Hildebrand’s Rule breaks off short in
the MS., and the abbreviation can. for canonicorum led to its being attributed to
musical history (canendi).

2 Ulrich (Udalrich) of Augshurg (923-973) was, perhaps, an exception. So later on
was Cunibert of Turin, himself a celibate whose clerks reached a high standard of
life: he permitted them to marry, for which Peter Damian reproved him. Both
these prelates were earnest reformers. Damian tried to get Adelaide, Regent of
Piedmont and Savoy, to enforce his policy against Cunibert.
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some thought circumstances compelled laxity in applying the law. Thus
in France the Council of Poitiers (1000) forbade priests and deacons to
live with women, under pain of degradation and excommunication. The
Council of Bourges (1031), while making the same decrees (repeated at
Limoges the same year), went further by ordering all sub-deacons to
promise at ordination to keep neither wife nor mistress. This promise
resembles the attempt of Guarino of Modena® a little earlier to refuse
benefices to any clerk who would not swear to observe celibacy. In Ger-
many the largely-attended Council of Augsburg (952) forbade marriage
to ecclesiastics, including sub-deacons; the reason assigned was their
handling the divine mysteries, and with German respect for Canon Law
appeal was made to the decrees of many councils in the past. Under
Henry III the prohibitions were better observed, not only through the
support of the Emperor, but because collections of Canons, especially
that by Burchard of Worms (Decretum, between 1008 and 1012), were
becoming known and gaining authority®. The statement of principles,
especially from the past, as against the practice of the day was becoming
coherent. But the Papacy, which had so repeatedly declared for celibacy,
was not in a state to interfere authoritatively, Thus we come to the
question of reform at Rome. The movement for reform needed authority
and coherence, which were to be supplied from Rome. But first of all
Reform had to capture Rome itself.

At Rome a bad ecclesiastical atmosphere was darkened by political
troubles and not lightened by religious enthusiasm. There as elsewhere
local families were striving for local power; the nobility, with seats out-
side, was very disorderly and made the city itself tumultuous and unsafe.
The Crescentii, so long and so darkly connected with papal history, had
lands in the Sabina and around Farfa, and although with lessening
influence in the city itself they stood for the traditions of civic indepen-
dence, overshadowed, it is true, by the mostly distant power of the Saxon
Emperors, Nearer home they were confronted by the growing power of
the Counts of Tusculum?, to whose family Gregory, the naval prefect under
Otto III, had belonged; they naturally, although for their own purposes,
followed a German policy. Either of these houses might have founded
at Rome a feudal dynasty such as rose elsewhere, and each seemed at
times likely to do so. But in a city where Pope and Emperor were just
strong enough to check feudal growth, although not strong enough to

1 This tendency to enforce celibacy on seculars by an oath might have led to a
general policy, but was not followed. It wasan obligation understood to be inherent
in the priestly office.

¢ Burchard illustrates, on celibacy and lay inter , the conflict b old
canons and later customs. He copies the former, but accepts the latter, and allows
for them. .

3 For a di ion of their g logy see R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI
(reprinted from Py lings of British Acad varr), pp. 81 sqq.
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impose continuous order, the disorderly stage, the almost anarchy, of
early feudalism lingered long.

When Sergius IV (1009-1012) “Boccaporco,” son of a Roman shoe-
maker and Bishop of Albano, died soon after John Crescentius, the
rival houses produced rival Popes: Gregory,supported by the Crescentii,
and the Cardinal Theophylact, son of Gregory of Tusculum. Henry II of
Germany, hampered by opposition from Lombard nobles and faced by
King Arduin, had watched Italian politics from afar, and the disputed
election gave him an opening. Rome was divided. Theophylact had
seized the Lateran, but could not maintain himself there; Gregory fled,
even from Italy, and (Christmas 1012) appeared in Henry’s court at
Pohlde as a suppliant in papal robes. Henry cautiously promised
enquiry, but significantly took the papal crozier into his own keeping, just
as he might have done for a German bishopric. He had, however, partly
recognised Theophylact, and had indeed sent to gain from him a
confirmation of privileges for his beloved Bamberg®: a decision in
Theophylact’s favour was therefore natural. Henry soon appeared in
Italy (February 1013); his arrival put Arduin in the shade. Theophylact,
with the help of his family, had established himself, and it was he who,
as Benedict VIIL, crowned Henry and Cunegunda (14 February 1014).
The royal pair were received by a solemn procession, and six bearded
and six beardless Senators bearing wands walked “mystically” before
them. The pious Emperor dedicated his former kingly crown to St Peter,
but the imperial orb bearing a cross was sent to Cluny. Benedict VIII
was supported now by the imperial arm, and in Geermany his ecclesiastical
power was freely used; he and the Emperor worked together on lines of
Church reform, even if their motives differed.

Benedict VIII (1012-1024) proved an efficient administrator, faced by
the constant Saracen peril, and wisely kept on good terms with Henry II.
Although he was first of all a warrior and an administrator?, he also
appears, probably under the influence of the Emperor, as a Church
reformer. A Council was held at Pavia (1018)3 where the Pope made
an impressive speech, which, it is suggested, may have been the work of
Leo of Vercelli, on the evils of the day, denouncing specially clerical

1 For the foundation of Bamberg see Hefele-Leclercq, Les Conciles, 1v, pp. 909
sqq.; Hauck, op. cit. 111, p. 418; and Giesebrecht, Deutsche Kaiserzeit, 11, pp. 52 sqq.
The missionary importance, as well as the ecclesiastical interest, of the new see and
the disputes about it should be noted. For the Church policy of Henry II see
supra, Vol. 1, pp. 231 sqq.

2 A more favourable view of him is summarised in Hefele-Leclereq, 1v, p. 914.
So K. W. Nitzsch, Gesch. des deutschen Volkes, Leipsic, 1892, 1, pp. 392 sqq., in the

same sense.
3 The date of this Council is disputed. 1022 was accepted until Giesebrecht

suggested 1018 (op. cif. 11, p. 188, and note 623-4). ~Also Hauck (who prefers 1022),
op. cit. ur, p. 528, n. 2. The earlier date seems a little more probable. In Vol. mx
supra, p. 251, the date 1022 is accepted.
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concubinage and simony. Mis starting point was a wish to protect
Church property from alienation to priestly families, a consideration
likely to weigh with a statesmanlike administrator, although Henry II
might have had a more spiritual concern. By the decrees of the Council,
marriage and concubinage were forbidden to priests, deacons, and sub-
deacons, indeed to any clerk. Bishops not enforcing this were to be
deposed. The children of clerks were to be the property of the Church.
In the Council the initiative of the Pope seems to have been strong.
The Emperor gave the decrees the force of law, and a Council at Goslar
(1019) repeated them. Italy and Germany were working as one.

There was little difference between the ecclesiastical powers of Henry
in Italy and in Germany. He knew his strength and did not shrink
from using it. Before his imperial coronation he held a synod at Ravenna
(January 1014) where he practically decreed by the advice of the bishops;
for Ravenna he had named as archbishop his half-brother Arnold, who
was opposed by a popularly-supported rival Adalbert. This probably
canonical prelate was deposed, and after Henry’s coronation a Roman
synod approved the judgment, although it did obtain for the victim the
compensation of a smaller see. Decrees against simonist ordinations and
the alienation through pledges of Church lands were also passed, and
published by the Emperor. A liturgical difference between Roman and
German use in the mass was even decided in favour of the latter. So
far did German influence prevail.

The reforming tendencies of the German Church found full expression
at the Synod of Seligenstadt (12 August 1023). In 1021 a young
imperial chaplain Aribo had been made Archbishop of Mayence; and he
aimed at giving the German Church not only a better spirit but a more
coherent discipline. In the preamble to the canons, Aribo states the aim
of himself and his suffragans, among whom was Burchard of Worms
(Bishop 1000-~1025): it was to establish uniformity in worship, discipline,
and ecclesiastical morals. The twenty canons regulated fasting, some
points of clerical observance, observance of marriage, in which the
canonical and not the civil reckoning of degrees of kinship was to hold®;
lay patrons were forbidden to fill vacancies without the approval and
assent of the bishop; no one was to go to Rome (i.e. for judgment)
without leave of his bishop, and no one subjected to penance was to go
to Rome in the hope of a lighter punishment. This legislation was
inspived by the reforming spirit of the German Church, due not only to
the saintly Emperor but to many ecclesiastics of all ranks, with whom
religion was a real thing; and for the furtherance of this the regulations
of the Church were to be obeyed. "The Canon Law, now always including
the Forged Decretals, involved respect to papal authority, but Aribo

1 The civil law reckoned brothers and sisters as in the first degree; the canoniecal
law was now reckoning cousins-german as such.
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and his suffragans laid stress also upon the rights of metropolitans
and bishops in the national Church, which gave them not only
much power for good but the machinery for welding the nation to-
gether.

In June 1024 Benedict VIII died and was followed by his brother
Romanus the Senator, who became John XIX; his election, which was
tainted by bribery and force, was soon followed by the death of the
Emperor (18 July 1024). The new monarch, Conrad II, was supported
by the German adherents in Italy and especially by the Archbishop
Aribert of Milan, a city always important in imperial politics. Both he
and John XIX were ready to give Conrad the crowns which it was theirs
to bestow. So in 1026 he came to Italy; and he and his wife Gisela were
crowned in 8t Peter’s (26 March 1027). Then, after passing to South
Italy, he slowly returned home, leaving John XIX to continue a papacy,
inglorious and void of reform, until his death in January 1082. Under
him old abuses revived, and so the state of things at Rome grew worse,
while in Germany, although Conrad II (1024-1039) was very different
from Henry II in Church affairs, the party of reform was gaining
strength.

With the election of Benedict IX, formerly Theophylact, son of
Alberic of Tusculum, brother of a younger Romanus the Consul, and
nephew of Benedict VIII and John XIX, papal history reached a crisis,
difficult enough in itself, and distorted, even at the time, by varying
accounts. According to the ordinary story, Benedict IX was only twelve
years old at his election, but as he grew older he grew also in debauchery,
until even the Romans, usually patient of papal scandal, became restive;
then at length the Emperor Henry III had to come to restore decency
and order at the centre of Western Christendom. But there is reason to
doubt something of the story. That Benedict was only twelve years old
at his accession rests on the confused statement of Rodulf Glaber; there
is reason to suppose he was older. The description of his depravity
becomes more highly coloured as years go by and the controversies of
Pope and Emperor distort the past. But there is enough to shew that as
a man he was profligate and bad, as a Pope unworthy and ineffective.
It was, however, rather the events of his papacy, singular and significant,
than his character, that made the crisis. He was the last of a series of
what we may call dynastic Popes, rarely pious and often bad; after him
there comes a school of reformed and reformers.

Conrad IT differed much in Church matters from Henry IL. It is true
that he kept the feasts of the Church with fitting regularity and splendour
and that he also was a “brother” of some monasteries, But his aims were
purely secular, and the former imperial regard for learning and piety was
not kept up. Some of his bishops, like Thietmar of Hildesheim, were
ignorant; others, like Reginhard of Litge and Ulrich of Basle, had
openly bought their sees, and not all of them, like Reginhard, sought
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absolution at Rome. Upon monasteries the king’s hand was heavy:
he dealt very freely with their possessions, sometimes forcing them to give
lands as fiefs to his friends, sometimes even granting the royal abbeys
themselves as such. Thus the royal power worked harmfully or, at any
rate, not favourably for the Church?, and bishops or abbots eager for
reform could no longer reckon upon kingly help. It is true that Poppo
of Stablo enjoyed royal favour, but other ecclesiastics who, like Aribo of
Mayence, had supported Conrad at his accession, received small en-
couragement. Conrad’s marriage with Gisela trespassed on the Church’s
rule of affinity, and the queen’s interest in ecclesiastical appointments, by
which her friends and relatives gained, did not take away the reproach;
but she favoured reformers, especially the Cluniacs, whose influence in
Burgundy was useful.

A change in imperial policy then coincided with a change in Popes.
Benedict VIII may have been inspired by Henry II, but John XIX was
a tool of Conrad. For instance, he had to reverse a former decision,
by which the Patriarch of Grado bad been made independent of his
brother of Aquileia. Poppo of Aquileia was a German and naturally an
adherent of Conrad; everyone knew why the decision was changed®.
It was even more significant that the Emperor spoke formally of the
decree of the faithful of the realm, “of the Pope John, of the venerable
patriarch Poppo, and others.” It was thus made clear that, whether for
reform or otherwise, the Pope was regarded by the Emperor exactly as
were the higher German prelates. They were all in his realm and there-
fore in his hands. Here he anticipated a ruler otherwise very differently-
minded, Henry III

Benedict IX* could be treated with even less respect than John XIX.
It is true that he held synods (1036 and 1088), that he made the Roman
Bishop of Silva Candida bibliothecarius (or head of the Chancery) in
succession to Pilgrim of Cologne. But in 1088 he excommunicated
Aribert of Milan, who was giving trouble to Conrad. To the Emperor
he was so far acceptable, but in Rome where faction lingered on he had
trouble, Once (at a date uncertain) the citizens tried to assassinate him
at the altar jtself. Later (1044) a rebellion was more successful: he and
his brother were driven from the city, although they were able to hold

1 See supra, Vol. ur, p. 271,

% The later incident, 1042, in which Poppo entered Grado by force, burning
and destroying churches and houses, slaughtering and ravaging, illustrates what
some bishops of the day were and did. The story of this revived quarrel between
Grado and Aquileia is well told by F. C. Hodgson, Early History of Venice, London;
1901, pp. 196-206 sqq.; also supra, Vol. 1v, pp. 407-8. The quarrel, which was
old ecclesiastically, had now a twofold connexion with Venetian and German politics.

4 On the difficult chronology of Benedict's papacy see R. L. Poole, Benediot IX
and Gregory VI (Proceedings of the British Academy, viu), For the chronology
of, and authorities for, the Italian journey of Henry III, Steindorff, Jakrbiicher des
deutschen Reiches unter Heinyich 111, 1, pp. 456-510.
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the Trastevere. Then John, Bishop of Sabina, was elected Pope, taking
the name of Sylvester IIL. Again we hear of bribery, but as John’s see
was in the territory of the Crescentii, we may suppose that this rival
house was concerned in this attack upon the Tusculans; in fifty days
the latter, helped by Count Gerard of Galeria, drove out Sylvester’s
party, and he returned to his former see. Then afterwards Benedict
withdrew from the Papacy in favour of his godfather, John Gratian,
Archpriest of St John at the Latin Gate, who took the name of
Gregory VI. The new Pope belonged to the party of reform; he was a
man of high character, but his election had been stained by simony, for
Benedict, even if he were weary of his office and of the Romans, and
longed, according to Bonizo’s curious tale, for marriage, had been bought
out by the promise of the income sent from England as Peter’s Pence.
The change of Popes, however, was welcomed by the reformers, and
Peter Damian in particular hailed Gregory as the dove bearing the olive-
branch to the ark. Even more significant for the future was Gregory’s
association with the young Hildebrand; both were probably connected
with the wealthy family of Benedict the Christianl. There was a
simplicity in Gregory’s character which, in a bad society calling loudly for
reform, led him to do evil that good might come. For nearly two years
he remained Pope, but reform still tarried.

Attention has been too often concentrated on the profligacy of
Benedict IX, which in its more lurid colours shines so prominently in
later accounts, What is remarkable, however, is the corruption, not of
a single man, even of a single Pope, but of the whole Roman society.
Powerful family interests maintained it; the imperial power might
counterbalance them, and, as we have seen, the Papacy had been lately
treated much as a German bishopric. In the Empire itself there had
been a change; Conrad II had died (4 June 1089), and his son Henry III,
a very different man, now held the sceptre.

Whether it be true or not that, as Bonizo tells us, Peter the Arch-
deacon became discontented and went to ask Henry’s interference, it is
certain that in 1046 Henry came to Italy; German interests and the state
of the Church alike incited him. At Pavia (25 October) he held a
Council, and the denunciation of simony made there* by him gave the
keynote of his policy, now, after Germany, to be applied to Italy and
Rome itself.

Henry was now a man of twenty-two, versed in business, trained to
responsibilities and weighty decisions since his coronation at eleven.

1 For a very probable genealogy see Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI,
Pp. 23 5qq. The connexion explains but avoids Hildebrand’s alleged Jewish descent.

2 Steindorff places here Heury's discourse (given by Rodulf Glaber, ed. Prou,
p- 183). See Steindorff, op. cit. pp. 309 sqq. and 497 sqq., followed by Hefele-
Leclereq, 1v; pp. 979 sqq. But see also Hauck, op. cit. 1, p. 586, 1. 8, who rightly
holds the words not to be taken as an exact report.
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He had been carefully taught, but, while profiting from his teachers, had
also learnt to think and decide for himself. He had a high ideal fof his
kingly office; to a firm belief in righteousness he added a conception of
his task and power such as Charlemagne had shewn. He was hailed,
indeed, as a second Charlemagne, and like him as a second David,
destined to slay the Goliath of simony. But in his private life he far
surpassed the one and the other in purity., He saw, as he had declared
at Constance and Tréves (1043), the need of his realm for peace, but the
peace was to come from his royal sway.

He was every inch a king, but heart and soul a Christian king. Simony
he loathed, and at one breath the atmosphere of Court and Church
was to be swept clear of it. Inside the Church its laws were to bind not
only others but himself as well: no son of a clerk, for instance, could
hope for a bishopric under him, because this was a breach of law, and he
told Richard of St Vannes that he sought only spiritually-minded men
for prelates. His father had been guilty of simony, but, at much loss
to himself, he abstained from it; his father had been harsh, but he
did not hesitate to reverse his decisions: thus he reinstated Aribert
at Milan. But on the other hand, election by chapters, for bishopries and
monasteries, was unknown: he himself made the appointments and made
them well; in the ceremony of investiture he gave not only the staff but
the ring. Synods he called at his will, and in them played much the part
of Constantine at Nicaea. This was for Germany, and in Italy he played,
or meant to play, the same part. The case of Widger of Ravenna is
significant. This canon of Cologne had been named as Archbishop of
Ravenna (1044, but when two years had passed he was still unconsecrated,
although he wore episcopal robes at mass. He was summoned to the
imperial court, and the German bishops were asked to decide his case.
Wazo of Litge asserted that an Italian bishop could not be tried in
Germany, but clearly to Henry the distinction meant nothing. Wazo
also laid down the principle, of novel sound then although common later,
that to the Pope they owed obedience, to the Emperor fealty; secular
matters the one was to judge, ecclesiastical matters the other. Widger’s
case, then, was for the Pope and Italy, not for Henry and Germany.
Nevertheless, Henry gained his point and Widger had to return his ring
and staff. It was doubly significant that the distinction between
ecclesiastical and secular authority should be drawn by Wazo, for the
king had no more devoted servant; he said once that if the Emperor put
out his right eye he should still serve him with the left, and his acts,
notably in defending the imperial rights around Liége even by force,
answered to his words. He was the bishop, too, to whom, when he
“asserted the superiority of his episcopal anointing, Henry answered that
he himself was also anointed. Here then, in the principles of Wazo,
canonist, bishop, loyalist, and royal servant, but a clear thinker withal,
were the signs of future conflict. In Henry’s own principles might be
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seen something of the same unformed conflict; but with him they were
reconciled in his own authority and power.

Such was the king whom the scandals of the Papacy called from
Germany, where for six years the Church had rapidly improved, to Rome,
over which reformers grieved. Of Rome, Desiderius, Abbot of Monte
Cassino and afterwards Pope as Victor III (1086-7), could write, although
with the exaggeration of a critic: “the Italian priesthood, and among
them most conspicuously the Roman pontiffs, were in the habit of defying
all law and all authority; thus utterly confounding together things sacred
and profane....... Few prelates kept themselves untainted with the vile
pollution of simony; few, very few, kept the commandments of Ged or
served him with upright hearts.”

After his synod at Pavia, Henry IIT went on to Piacenza, where
Gregory VI, the only Pope actually in power, came to meet him and was
received with fitting honour. Then in Roman Tuscany another synod
was held at Sutri; at this point later and conflicting accounts, papal and
imperial, begin gravely to distort the evidence and the sequence of
events’. At the synod the story of the payment made by Gregory VI for
the Papacy was told; he was most probably deposed, although a later
pro-papal account made him resign of himself, as the bishops refused to
judge him. Up to their interview at Piacenza Henry had treated him as
the legitimate Pope, but afterwards there was certainly a change. The
details of his accession were probably now more clearly unfolded; stress
may have been laid upon them, and so Henry may have been influenced.
It was not an unknown thing for an Emperor to remove a Pope. Another
motive may also have influenced him. His second marriage to Agnes of
Poitou, sound as a piece of policy, was within the prohibited degrees. It
had caused some discussion in Germany?, but there no bishop, whatever
he thought, cared to withstand a king so good. Probably at Rome it
would be looked at more suspiciously, and to the eyes of a strict Pope
might go against the coronation of the royal pair. We are reminded of
the marriage of William the Conqueror; both cases would at a later date
have been rightly covered by a dispensation, but the law and its system
of dispensations was only beginning to grow into shape. And Henry
might naturally wish for a Pope who would support him without reserve,
for such was his view of bishops generally. The exile, which Gregory was
to pass in Germany up to his death (probably in Octoher 1047), is a
strange ending to an almost blameless life ; it can only be accounted for

1 Here the reconstruction by R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, a fine
piece of criticism, is followed, See also Steindorfi’s Excursus, noted before, and
G. B. Boriuo, L'elexione e la deposizione di Gregorio VI (drchivio della B. Soc, Rom.~
di Storia Patria, XXX1X).

2 See supra, Vol. 11, pp. 2834, The letters of Siegfried of Gorze, who would
have had strong measures taken, to Poppo of Stablo and Bruno of Toul, in Giesebrecht,
op. cit. 11, Dokumente 10-and 11.
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by the fear of danger arising from him if he were left in Italy. The doubt
about Henry’s marriage, and the recognition of Gregory VI as the true
Pope, wide-spread in Italy and testified to by Wazo of Liége in Germany,
might be used for trouble.

But if Gregory was removed from the papal throne on the ground of
an invalid title, either Benedict IX or Sylvester III must be the rightful
Pope; the throne could hardly now be treated as vacant. Henry had
doubtless made up his mind for a German Pope, who could he better
relied on than an Italian; Rome could well be treated as Milan or
Ravenna had been, and a German Pope was a good precedent since the
days of Gregory V. The claims of Benedict IX and even of Sylvester III
were stirred into life, although they may not have heen urged; the
story that they were considered at Sutri comes from later writers and is
unlikely. It was probably in a synod at Rome (23-24 October) that
Benedict was deposed; at one time he had certainly been a rightful, if an
unrighteous, Pope, and so he must be legally deposed. Sylvester III,
whose claims were weaker, disappeared into monastic retirement at
Fruttuaria, and was, if dealt with at all, probably deposed in the same
synod.

The way was now clear, and Suidger of Bamberg, a worthy bishop, was
chosen as Pope (Christmas 1046). Then, as Clement II, he crowned
Henry and Agnes. We can judge of the degradation of the papal office,
in spite of the enhanced appeal to it through the spread of Canon Law,
by the refusal of Adalbert of Bremen to accept it on Henry’s offer; his
own see, even apart from his special Baltic plans, seemed to be more im-
portant. There was a show of election in the appointment, but the real
power lay with Henry, who named Suidger with the approval of a large
assembly; once again he treated an Italian bishopric, even that of Rome,
as he would have done a German. Significant is the renunciation by the
Romans of their election rights, which must be taken along with the title
of Patrician given to Henry’,

But the new state of things was not to pass without criticism. From
Lower Lorraine came a curious and rather bitter tractate (De ordinando
pontifice auctor Gullicus) written late in 10472 It betrays some un-
revealed discussion, and the writer urges the French bishops, who had
not been consulted in the election of Clement, to stand aloof ; it was not
for the Church to palter with the laws of marriage at the wish of a king.
Evidently, therefore, Henry’s marriage was held to be of moment in the
election. Even in Germany there were some who, like Siegfried of Gorze
and like Wazo a little later, were uneasy. Siegfried had disliked the
marriage, and Wazo protested to Henry, when he sought a successor to

1 For the title see supre, Vol, 1, pp. 291, 305.

2 Ed. by E. Dimmler, MHG, Libelli de lite, 1, pp. 9 sqq. But it is to be dated,
not as by Ditmmler in 1048, but late in 1047. See Sackur, Die Cluniacenser, 1,
Pp. 805 8qq.; R. L. Poole, Benedict IX and Gregory VI, pp. 29-30.
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Clement, that no Pope could be made while Gregory VI was still
alivel,

Clement IT was worthy of his office, but his papacy was short, and so
uneventful; he was overshadowed by the presence of the Emperor, whom
he followed to southern Italy, but he held in January 1047 a Council at
Rome, where deposition was decreed against all simonists, while those
ordained by a simonist bishop were to do forty days’ penance. Like pre-
ceding Popes he was ready to excommunicate the Emperor’s foes, and the
Beneventans, who refused admittance to the German army, were sufferers.
But, setting a strange example to later Popes, he kept his old bishopric,
to which, as “ his sweetest bride,” he sent an affectionate letter, and where
on his unexpected death (9 October 1047) his body was laid to rest (he
was the only Pope buried in Germany); a widely-accepted rumour had
it that his unexplained illness was due to poison administered in the
interests of Benedict IX, and the same was said about his successor. It
is certain, at any rate, that on § November Benedict returned to Rome,
and, supported by the Marquess Boniface of Tuscany, kept his old office
until July (1048). Neither Roman families nor Italian nobles would
accept imperial control if they could help it. The power of Boniface now
threatened to become dangerous: his grandfather Azzo owned Canossa,
and his father Tedald, favoured by Henry II, had held Mantua, Ferrara,
and other towns, and kept them faithful to the Emperors. Boniface at
first followed his father’s policy and Conrad had given him the March of
Tuscany. But his choice of a second wife, Beatrice, daughter of Frederick,
Duke of Upper Lorraine, brought him into a wider sphere of politics.
Distrust grew between him and the Emperor. At Rome he could injure
the Emperor most, and hence his support of Benedict. The Romans,
however, did not follow him; a deputation was sent to Henry at Pohlde
seeking a new nomination, and Poppo, Bishop of Brixen, was chosen
(Christmas 1047). But Boniface, although Henry’s representative in
Ttaly, at first refused to lead the new Pope to Rome, and only renewed
orders brought him to obedience; then at length he expelled Benedict IX,
and the new Pope was enthroned as Damasus II (17 July 1048). On
9 August he too died at Palestrina, after a pontificate of only twenty-
three days; poison was again suspected, although malaria may have been
the cause. It was no wonder that the deputation which again visited
Germany found the papal throne little desired. They suggested Halinard
of Lyons?, much beloved in Rome, where he had sojourned long. But
he did not accept, even if Henry offered it. At Worms the Emperor
chose a relative of his own, Bruno of Toul, and so there began a papacy
which was to change even the unchanged Rome itself.

1 Wazo, Sententia de Gregorio VI, in Watterich, Vitue Pontificum, 1, pp. 79-80,
quoted from Anselm of Li¢ge. i

2 It seems better, with Haunck and others, to place the suggestion of Halinard

here, and not earlier,
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Bruno, Bishop of Toul, was son of Hugo, Count of Egisheim, and
related to Conrad II, who destined him for rich preferment. Herman of
Toul died on 1 April 1026, and the clergy and citizens at once chose for
suceessor Bruno, who was well known to them but was then with the
army of Conrad II in Italy. The Emperor hinted at a refusal in hope of
better things, but the unanimous election seemed to the young ecclesiastic
a call from God; there had been no secular influence at work on his be-
half, and so to Toul, a poor bishopric, often disturbed by border wars, he
determined to go.

The future Pope had been born 21 June 1002, and, as destined for the
Church, was sent to a school at Toul, noted equally for its religious spirit
and its aristocratic pupils. His parents were religious and devoted
patrons of monasteries in Alsace, and at Toul reforming tendencies, due
to William of Dijon, were strong, while an earlier bishop, Gerard (963~
994)), was revered as a saint; the young man, learned and literary, became
a canon of Toul, and although not a monk had a deep regard for
St Benedict, to whose power he attributed his recovery from an illness.
From Toul he passed to the chapel of the king, and as deputy for
Herman led the vassals of the bishopric with Conrad; in military affairs
he shewed ability, and was, from his impressive figure, his manners and
activity, liked by many besides Conrad and Gisela. His acceptance of
Toul seemed to others a self-denial, but even its very poverty and
difficulties drew him. He was not consecrated until 9 September 1027,
as Poppo of Tréves wished to impose a stricter form of oath upon his
suffragan, and not until Conrad’s return did the dispute end by the
imposition of the older form. This difficulty cleared, Bruno devoted him-
self to his diocese: monastic reform in a city where monasteries were
unusually important was a necessity, and to this he saw; the city lay open
to attacks from the Count of Champagne, and Bruno had often occasion
to use his military experience, inherited and acquired. Thus, like the
best bishops of his day, notably Wazo of Li¢ge, he was a good vassal to
the Emperor and a defender of the Empire. On the ecclesiastical side,
too, he had that love of the past which gave a compelling power to
historic traditions: it was he who urged Widerich, Abbot of St Evré, to
write a life of his predecessor, St Gerard; as a pilgrim to the apostolic
threshold, he often went to Rome. In diplomacy he was versed and use-
ful : in Burgundian politics he had taken a share; he had helped to
negotiate the peace with France in 1082. As a worthy bishop with
many-sided interests and activities he was known far beyond his diocese,
and even in countries besides his own.

Christmas 1048 Bruno spent at Toul, and then, accompanied by other
bishops and by Hildebrand, the follower of Gregory VI, he went to Rome.
It was a journey with the details of which clerical and partisan romance
afterwards made itself busy. But an election at Rome was usual and,
to Leo more than to other men, necessary. As before at Toul, his
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path must be plain before him. Only when accepted by his future flock
could he begin his work, although the real choice had been the Emperor’s,
Leo moved along a path he had already trodden, and he needed mno
Hildebrand, with the warning of an older prophet, to guide his steps.
Already he knew a bishop’s duty and the needs of the Church. He now
passed into a larger world, even if he kept his former see up to August
1051: his aims and his spirit were already set, only he was now to work
on an international field; reading, travel, diplomacy, and episcopal work
had trained him into a strong, enlightened statesman, of fixed principles
and piety, clear as to the means he ought to use. Church reform had be-
gun in many places and under many leaders; its various forms had been
tending to coherence in principles and supports, removal of abuses, and
recognition of Canon Law. Taught by these, many eyes had turned
to Rome. But guoidance had been lacking thence, and abuses had
flourished to excess. Leo IX was to bring to the movement guidance;
he was to give it a coherence based on papal leadership and power. We
find under him all the former elements of the movement welded together,
and re-interpreted by a Pope who knew what the Papacy could do.
Hence came its new strength. His papacy is marked by its' many
Councils, held not only at Rome but also far afield: Rome (after Easter
1049), Pavia (Whitsuntide), Rheims (October), Mayence (October), Rome
(Baster 1050), Salerno, Siponto, Vercelli (September 1050), Rome (Easter
1051), Mantua (February 1058), Rome (Easter). But this itinerary gives
little idea of his travels; on his route from place to place he made visits
of political importance, such as to Lorraine, and southern Italy, and
even to Hungary; everywhere he strove to rouse the Church, and
incidentally composed political or ecclesiastical strifes. Details are
wanting for some of these councils, but we must assume that in all of
them decrees against simony and clerical marriage, often spoken of as
concubinage (which was sometimes the truth), were issued. At the Roman
Council of 1049 simony was much discussed; guilty bishops were deposed,
and one of them, Kilian of Sutri, while trying to clear himself by false
witness, fell like another Ananias and died soon afterwards. There was a
like incident later at Rheims, when the innocent Archbishop of Besangon,
pleading for the guilty and much accused Hugh of Langres, suddenly lost
his voice. It was ascribed to a miracle by St Rémy (Remigius), but such
details shew how personal responsibility was now being pressed home on
the bishops. There was a suggestion that ordinations by simonist bishops
should be declared null, and it is sometimes said that Leo decreed they
were so%  This, as it was urged, would have made almost a clean sweep

1 An account of Leo’s councils is given in Hefele-Leclercg, 1v, pp..995:sqq., with
a very full bibliography for the reign; points of chronology, ete., are discussed.

2 For a full discussion see Saltet, Les Réordinations, Paris, 1907, pp. 181 sqq. and
note; p. 408. The evidence comes from Peter Damian, and the difficulty lies in the
translation of his *‘tanquam noviter ordinavit.” I agree with the text of the Abbé
Saltet, and am not convinced by his note correcting his views as given there,

oHL 1.




26 The Council of Rheims

of the Roman clergy, for many Popes of late had been simoniacal.
Finally it was settled on the lines laid down by Clement II that a penance of
forty days met the case. But Leo brought up the matter again in 1050
and 1051, and on the last date he bade the bishops seek light from God.
In the Curia there were different views. Peter Damian insisted that the
acts of simoniacal bishops were valid, and he supported this by the assertion
that some of them had worked miracles; Cardinal Humbert, on the other
hand, went strongly on the other side. The two men were foremost in rival
schools of thought, divided by opinions on other matters also, Peter
Damian, for instance, welcomed the help of pious kings like Henry III,
while Humbert held any lay interference in Church affairs an outrage.
Strife on this matter was to grow keener, and the fortune of battle is
recorded as by an index in the treatment of simonist ordinations. There
was 2 side issue in the question whether simony was not a heresy, as the
musician-monk Guido of Areszo suggested; if it were, simonist ordi-
nations, according to received doctrine, would be automatically void.

The Council of Rheims (8 October 1049) was of special importance. In
France local conditions varied: here the king and there a great vassal
controlled episcopal appointments, but everywhere simony was rife. It
arose, however, not as in Germany from the policy of one central power,
based upon a general principle of law or administration; it was a wide-
spread abuse of varied local origin to be attacked in many individual cases.
The needed reform was now to be preached on French soil by the Pope
himself; it was to be enforced with all the authority given to the Pope
by the Canon Law, genuine or forged; it appealed to ancient decisions,
such as that of Chalcedon (canon II, repeated at Paris in 829), against
simony, whether in ordinations or in ecclesiastical appointments, and
such as those enforcing attendance at councils, which were henceforth
commoner. The appearance of a Pope with definite claims to obedience
was thus emphasised by an appeal to the deficient but reviving sense of
corporate life. And, when the synod had done its work, the appeal was
driven home by the summons of guilty bishops to Rome, and by the
Pope’s bold guardianship of free elections against royal interference, as in
the case of Sens (1049) and Le Puy (1053), and Henry I shewed himself
fairly complaisant.

But a German Pope was by no means welcome in France; national
diplomacy rather than a fear of papal authority made Henry I look
askance on the assembly at Rheims. The consecration of the new abbey
church of St Rémy was the occasion of Leo’s visit, but the king, by sum-
moning his episeopal vassals to service in a well-timed campaign, made their
attendance at the synod difficult, and so many held aloof. An attack
upon simony was the first and main business, and after an allocution the
bishops one by one were called upon to declare their innocence of it. To
do this was notoriously difficult for Guy, the local Archbishop, and the
Bishops of Langres, Nevers, Coutances, and Nantes were in the same plight.
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The archbishop promised to clear himself at Rome the next Easter,
which he may have done; the much-accused Hugh of Langres fled and
was excommunicated; Pudicus of Nantes was deposed; the two others
cleared themselves of suspicion. The Archbishop of Sens, and the Bishops
of Beauvais and Amiens, were excommunicated for non-attendance with
insufficient reason. The canons enjoined election by clergy and people
for bishops and abbots, forbade the sale of orders, safeguarded clerical
dues but prohibited fees for burials, eucharists, and service to the sick;
some canons recalled the objects of the Truce of God, and others dealt
with infringements of the marriage law. If the synod had been in itself
and in many ways, and above all in its vigorous reforms, an expression of
the Church’s corporate life, it also drove home with unexpected energy
the lesson of individual responsibility. The new Papacy as a means of
reform had justified itself in a hitherto disorderly field. - Summonses to
Rome, attendance at Roman synods, and the visits of Roman legates to
France, were to secure for the future the gains that Leo had made
possible.

From Rheims the Pope passed by way of Verdun, Metz, and Tréves, to
Mayence, where (in October) a large Council was held. Here simony and
clerical marriage were sternly condemned. Adalbert of Bremen and other
bishops after their return home enforced these decrees with varying
strictness, but without much success; Adalbert drove wives of clerics from
his city to the country outside. But the unhappy fact that a few of the
bishops, and notably Sigebod of Spires, were not above moral reproach
gave Bardo of Mayence, who was named legate, a difficult task. On
leaving Germany, Leo visited Alsace and Lorraine, having with him
Humbert, a monk of Moyenmoutier in the Vosges; he was designed for a
new arch-see in Sicily, but that not being created he was named Cardinal-
bishop of Silva Candida. It was doubtless meant that he was to help Leo
in: the plans already forming against the Normans in southern Italy.
Then, whether before or after the Easter Council at Rome (1050) it
is hard to say, Leo went to southern Italy where matters religious and
secular needed attention. At the outset of his reign an embassy, it is
said’, from Benevento had begged for his help; there was another embassy
in 1052, and probably an intermediate one. And one of the legates whom
Leo sent to report upon the situation was Cardinal Humbert. In his own
visit of 1050 Leo held Councils at Salerno and at Siponto, in the Norman
territory; here the customary decrees were made and some simoniacal
bishops deposed. The Easter Council at Rome (1050) was largely
attended, as was becoming usual, fifty-five bishops and thirty-two abbots

1 By his archdeacon and biographer, Wibert of Toul; this is the oldest life of
Leo, and is written in the older panegyrical style, but is a sound authority for de-
tailed events; like the other biographies of the time, it shews the influence of the
Cluniac spirit. See Giesebrecht, op. cit. 11, p. 5665 Wibert's Life of Leo in Muratori,
RR.ILSS: Ed. 1, 1rr; pp. 282 5qq., and in Watterich, 1, pp. 127-170.
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being present. Guido of Milan successfully cleared himself from a
charge of simony, but his very appearance to do so marked, much as
similar trials at Rheims and Mayence, a triumph for papal power. But,
unhappily for Guido, the struggle for precedence between him and
Humfred of Ravenna ended in his being wounded so severely as to be
healed only on his return by the miraculous help of St Ambrose. But
Humfred himself offended by words against the Pope, for which he was
excommunicated at the Council of Vercelli, and his forgiveness at Augs-
burg (February 1051) was followed by a somewhat dramatic death. The
very stars seemed to fight against Leo’s foes, and submissions to his com-
mands became more general.

It is needless to follow the later councils of Leo; they were all part of
the policy so strikingly begun. A few fresh matters appear in them,
mingled with the old: at Vercelli (1 September 1050) the heresy of
Berengar, previously discussed in the Roman Council of the same year,
was brought up afresh and was to come up again and again. It was an
outcome, almost inevitable, of the varied and growing movements of the
day.

yme Vercelli Leo went by way of Burgundy and Lorraine to Germany,
only coming back to Rome for the Easter Council of 1051. He wished
to get the Emperor's support for a Norman campaign, but the advice of
Gebhard of Eichstidt (afterwards Victor II) swayed Henry against it.
Then later in the year he visited southern Italy, whither he had already
sent Cardinal Humbert and the Patriarch of Aquileia as legates. His
plans almost reached a Crusade; he wished for help both from Henry and
the Emperor Constantine IX (1042-1055); he had visions of a papal
supremacy which should extend to the long-severed East. Hence a cam-
paign against the Normans and negotiations with Constantinople were
combined. Benevento, whence the citizens had ‘driven the Lombard
Princes, and which Leo now visited, was at Worms (autumm 1052) in a
later visit to Germany given to the Papacy in exchange for Bamberg.
Leo IX therefore, like many a Pope, has been called, though for services
further afield, the founder of the Temporal Power, On his return from
the south, Councils at Mantua (February 1058), where opposition to the
decrees for celibacy raised a Lombard riot, and at Rome (Easter) followed;
at the latter, the rights of the Patriarch of Grado over Venice and Tstria
were confirmed, and to the see of Foroiulium (Udine), where the Patriarch
of Aquileia had taken refuge after the destruction of his city by the Lom-
bards, was now left only Lombard territory. These measures are to be
taken alongwith the Pope’s Eastern plans,in the general policy and military
preparations for which Hildebrand had a share. But the host, like other
crusading forces, was strangely composed, and the battle of Civitate, which
was to have crowned everything, brought only disaster and disappoint-
ment. An honourable captivity with the Normans at Benevento made
warfare, against which Peter Damian raised a voice, impossible, but Leo
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could still carry on correspondence and negotiations. The story of the
papal embassy to Constantinople, whence help was expected more hope-
fully than from Germany, has been told elsewhere!. The three legates,
Cardinal Humbert, Frederick of Lorraine, Cardinal and Chancellor, and
Peter, Bishop of Amalfi, had small success, and the breach between the
Churches of the East and of the West only became wider and more lasting.
Constantine IX had hoped by conquering the Normans to revive his
failing dominion over southern Italy, where the Catapan Argyrus was as
anti-Norman as Leo himself. But Michael Cerularius, Patriarch since
March 1043, had his own large views, carried into politics with much
ability, and a natural dislike of the now more strongly-urged Roman
claims. Constantinople for many centuries had jealously maintained its
independence of Rome; it knew nothing of the Forged Decretals, while
Canon Law, Church customs, and ritual were now taking separate paths
in East and West. Eastern Emperor and Eastern Patriarch thus had very
different interests and views about Leo’s designs. The fortune of war
favoured the Patriarch, for Argyrus, like Leo, was routed in Italy
(February 1058), and the negotiations at Constantinople came to worse
than naught.

But the end of a great papal reign was near. Sick in heart and health,
Leo left Benevento (12 March 1054), slowly travelling to the Rome
where he had dwelt so little but which he tried to make so great. Before
his death he besought the Romans to keep from perjury, forbidden
marriages, and robbery of the Church; he absolved all whom he had
excommunicated; he prayed for the Church and for the conversion of
Benedict IX and his brothers, who had set up simony over nearly all the
world. Then (19 April 1054) he died.

There seems to us a contrast between the more political schemes of his
later and the reforming work of his earlier years. But to him they were
both part of the task to which he had been called. To breathe a new
spirit into the Church and to extend its power were both to make it more
effective in its duty. Even his warfare for the Church was merely
doing as Pope what had been part of his recognised duty as Bishop
of Toul. And his papal reign made a new departure. His conciliar and
legislative activity had been great, even if, amid the pressure of large
events and policies, it slackened, like that of Gregory VIL, before the end. -
He brought bishops more generally into varied touch with Rome. He
renewed the papal intercourse and growing control for many lands,
such as Hungary and England. He made Adalbert of Bremen (1053)
Papal Vicar for his Baltic lands, with power to form new sees, even
“regibus invitis.” Much that he had begun was carried further by later
Popes, and great as it was in itself his pontificate was perhaps even
greater as an example and an inspiration. Under the influence of reform
in Germany, of his own training, his own piety, and his devotion to the

‘ L Supra, Vol. 1v, pp. 255 sqq.
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Church, he had shewn, as Bishop of Toul, a high conception of a bishop’s
office. He brought the same to Rome, and with wider and more historic
responsibilities he formed a like conception for the Papacy. His friend
and almost pupil Hildebrand was wont!, we are told, to dwell upon the
life of Leo, and the things which tended to the glory of the Roman
Church. One great thing above all he did in raising the College of
Cardinals, which succeeding Popes,andnotably Stephen1X, carried further.
His very travels, and the councils away from Rome at which he presided,
brought home to men the place and jurisdiction of the Papacy which was
being taught then by the Canon Law. These councils were now attended
not only by bishops but also by abbots, in quickly increasing numbers;
first by such as those of Cluny and Monte Cassino, and then by others,
until at Rheims (1049) about fifty appeared and at Rome (1050) thirty-
two. Many abbots were now privileged to wear mitres and to ordain;
attendance at councils was thus natural. They formed a solid phalanx
of reformers, and the nucleus of a papal majority. Thus his pontificate
abounded in beginnings upon which future days were to build. He
brought the Papacy, after its time of degradation, and with the best
impulses of a new day, into a larger field of work and power.

Leo IX left his mark in many ways upon following reigns. The
central direction of the Western Church continues, although with some
fluctuations of policy and persons, while the improved organisation
enables us to see it in the documents now more carefully preserved. The
Chancery, upon which fell much work due to the new and wide-spread
activity of the Popes, was re-organised by him after the model of the im-
perial Chancery®. After his time the signatures of witnesses often appear,
and so we can see who were the chief advisers of the Pope; this we can con-
nect with the growing importance of the cardinals. Papal activities are
seen in the number of privileges to monasteries, and many documents shew
a diligent papal guardianship of clerical and monastic property. Rome
is kept closely in touch with many lands? leading prelates are informed
of papal wishes and decrees. A continuity of policy and of care for
special districts can also be traced in series of letters, such as those to
Rheims,

Leo’s reforming policy was carried on. Conciliar decrees upon clerical
celibacy were repeated, and simony, sometimes forbidden afresh, like
marriage, met with new punishment. The policy is much the same, and
it is still more directed by Rome. But one difference between him and

1 8¢ Bruno of Segni, Vitu Leonis IX, in Watterich, Vitue Pontificum, 1, p. 97.

2 Privileges, grants or confirmation of rights to property or jurisdiction, took
under him a new form, and are distinguished from letters. See R. L. Poole,
Lectures on the History of the Papal Chancery and Imperial Influences on the Forms of
Papal Documents (Brit. Acad. vux). Sovereignty and control thus entered into a
new and larger field.

$ E.g. England under Edward the Confessor, Dalmatia, France.
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his successors soon appears, and slowly grows. He had worked well with
the Emperor, but the new spirit breathed into the Papacy brought, with
a new self-consciousness, a wish for independence. This was natural, and
harmonised with the new feeling, intensified by Canon Law, that the
hierarchy of the Church should not be entangled with that of the State.
About the difficult application of this principle, views began to differ.
The papal reigns to which we pass shew us the gradual disentanglement
of these rival principles amid the clash of politics.

But Leo’s successor was long in coming, and the exact course of
events is somewhat doubtful. Gebhard of Eichstiidt had been a trusted
counsellor of Henry, he had thwarted the hopes of Leo for large help
against the Normans, and now at length he became Pope. The Em-
peror might well hesitate to part with such a friend, and the prospect
of the impoverished Papacy in difficult Italy was not enticing. Here as
in the case of Leo IX the real decision lay with Henry. Gebhard’s
elevation was settled in the last months of 1054, and he was received and,
as Victor II, enthroned * hilariter ” at Rome (18 April 1055).

The Norman victory, and another event, had altered affairs in Italy.
Boniface of Tuscany, whose power and policy were threatening to Pope
and Emperor alike, was assassinated on 6 May 1052, and his widow
Beatrice married (1054) the dangerous and ambitious Godfrey the
Bearded, the exiled Duke of Lorraine, who had been administering her
estates. Hence arose difficulties with Henryl. He was needed in Italy;
in April he was in Verona, at Easter in Mantua. In spite of her defence
he put Beatrice and her only remaining child Matilda in prison. Godfrey
fled across the Alps, and his brother Frederick, lately returned from
Constantinople, took refuge at the fortress-monastery of Monte Cassino;
here (May-June 1057) he became abbot, after a short but fervid
monastic career entered upon under the influence of Desiderius. At
Whitsuntide (4 June 1055) Pope and Emperor were present at a council
in Florence. Before leaving Italy Henry gave to the Pope Spoleto and
Camerino, as well as making him Imperial Vicar in Italy. This may
throw light on Henry’s choice of Gebhard and also his alleged pro-
mise to restore papal rights. But on 5 October 1056 the great Emperor
died. 'The removal of a strong hand brought new responsibilities to the
Pope, his old adviser and friend.

Victor II, like Leo, dwelt little in Rome; he left it at the end of 1055
and travelled slowly to Germany; he was by Henry’s death-bed at
Botfeld, and he buried him at Spires. Then at Aix-la-Chapelle he
enthroned the young king Henry IV; his presence and experience were
valuable to the Empress Agnes, now Regent, and he was able to clear her
path and his own by a reconciliation with Godfrey, who was allowed to
take the place of Boniface. By Lent 1057 Victor was in Rome to hold
the usual council. Then he left the city for Monte Cassino to bring the

1 See supra, Vol. ur, pp. 298-9. 5
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stubborn monastery, which had elected an Abbot Peter without consult-
ing Pope or Emperor, into accord with the Papacy. The elevation of the
Cardinal-deacon Frederick to be its abbot and also Cardinal-priest of
St Chrysogonus (14 June) marked a reconciliation, significant ecclesi-
astically and politically. In July Monte Cassino was left for a journey
towards Rheims, where a great Council was to be held. But Victor’s death
at Arezzo (28 July 1057) removed from the Empire a pillar of peace, and
left the Church without a head. In those days of stress, workers who
really faced their task rarelylived long. He was buried, not at Eichstidt
as he and his old subjects would have wished, but at Ravenna.

It is not so easy to sketch the character of Vietor IT as to record his
doings. Asa young man he had been chosen bishop almost incidentally by
Henry I1I, who may have judged rightly his powers of steady service.
The Eichstidt chronicles tell us that as a young man he did nothing
puerile; it is also true that as an old man he did nothing great. But
neither as German bishop nor as Pope did he ever fail in diligence or
duty: his earlier reputation was gained rather as servant of the State
than as prelate of the Church; as Imperial Vicar he might have brought
peace to Italy as he had to Germany and its infant king. But death
prevented his settling the Norman difficulty; there is no reason to think
that he had forsaken his former view which had crossed that of Leo IX.
His dealings with Monte Cassino, always strongly anti-Norman, had
given him a new base upon which he could rely for peace as easily as for
war, His work was sound but was not completed. He seems to us an
official of many merits, but confidence was the only thing he inspired. He
was no leader with policies and phrases ready; he was only a workman
who needed not to be ashamed.

On 2 August 1057, the festival of Pope Stephen I, Frederick of
Lorraine was elected Pope?, and took the name of Stephen IX?% He was
in Rome when the news of Victor’s death came, and was asked to suggest
a successor; he named Humbert, three Italian bishops, and Hildebrand.
"Then, when asked to be Pope himself, he unwillingly accepted. He was no
imperialist like Victor, and he was, like the monks of his abbey, strongly
anti-Norman. Above all he was an ecclesiastic, heart and soul. Morcover,
he was freely elected at Rome; not until December was a deputation sent
to inform the German Court; there was no whisper of kingly recognition
and indeed there was no Emperor; he was ¢elected, as a German chronicler
complains, rege ignprante, although the circumstances may account for
this,

The new Pope had been a canon at Litge. His riches, increased by
gifts at Constantinople, made him popular, but he was a monk of deep

1 He kept his abbacy as preceding Popes their sees. Vietor IIs successor
Gunther was only elected to Eichstidt on 20 Angust 1057, :

2 Sometimes called Stephen X. See R. L. Poole, The Names and Numbers of
medicval Popes, EHR, xxxi, pp. 465 sqq. For our period, pp. 471-2.
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conviction. His short papacy leaves room for conjecture as to what with
longer days he might have done. There were rumours that he meant to
make Duke Godfrey Emperor, but he differed very widely from his more
secular-minded brother. Like his predecessors he did not stay long in
Rome; he soon left it for Monte Cassino, which he reached at the end of
November; he arranged for Desiderius to be abbot after his death, but
meanwhile to be sent on an embassy to Constantinople. The shadow of
death was already on the Pope, when in February 1058 he went to Rome.
Before this he had sent representatives, of whom Hildebrand was one, to
Germany, probably to announce his election. Now he resolved to meet
his brother, but before he set out he gathered together the cardinal-
bishops and other clergy of Rome with the burghers. He told them he
knew that after his death men would arise among them who lived for
themselves, who did not follow the canons but, though laymen, wished
to reach the papal throne. Then they took an oath not to depart from
the canons and not to assent to a breach of them by others. He also bound
them in case of his death to take no steps before Hildebrand’s arrival.
Then he set out for Tuscany, but on 29 March 1058 died at Florence
where he was buried. Weakness and sickness had long been his lot; it was
needless to attribute his death to poison given by an emissary from Rome.

It is clear that Pope Stephen’s thoughts were intent upon the Normans;
what support Hildebrand had gained from the Empress-regent we
do not know, and the Pope himself was eagerly awaiting his legate’s
return. What further help and of what kind he was to gain from Duke
Godfrey was even more uncertain. A policy of peace, such as Victor IL
had adopted, had more to recommend it than had one of war; Monte
Cassino was under papal control, and all the cards were in the papal
hand. The hurried fever of a dying man made for haste, but death was
even quicker. Stephen’s papacy ended amid great possibilities.

But one thing was certain: any line taken would be towards the con-
tinued reform of the Church. Stephen had drawn more closely around
him able and determined reformers. Peter Damian he called to be
Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, a post from which that thorough monk recoiled.
He had been unwilling to pass from his beloved Fonte-Avellana to Ocri
where Leo IX had made him prior; the sins of the monks filled him with
horror, and now he shrank even more from the open world which did not
even profess the monastic rule. The Pope had to appeal to his obedience
and even to threaten excommunication. So Damian was consecrated at
Rome in November 1057, under pressure which he held to be almost
uncanonical. e was called from his diocese in 1059 to enforce the
programme of discipline at Ambrosian Milan; with him was to go the
active reformer Anselm, Bishop of Lucca. To their embassy we must
return later. It is enough to notice here that Milan was thus brought
into the papal sphere; Guido, its Archbishop, was ordered on 9 December
1057 to appear at the papal Court to discuss the situation.
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Atlength in 1070 Peter Damian gained his release from Alexander II
so that hecould return to his beloved penitential desert. But his cardinalate
he kept and his influence he never lost. ~ As legate, however, he brought
his personal power into fresh fields: he was sent to difficult Milan in
1057 to France in 1068 to settle the dispute between Drogo of Macon
and the exempted Cluny; and as an old man of 62 to Germany in 1069
to handle the suggested divorce of Henry IV and Bertha. Each mission
was a triumph for his firmness or, as he would have preferred to say, for the
laws of the Church. The employment of legates to preside at councils
superseded the heroic attempts of Leo IX to do so in person; the
reverence owed to the Apostolic See was paid to its legates. So we have
Humbert’s legateship to Benevento in 1051 and to Ravenna in 1053;
that of Hildebrand to France in 1055, when he not only, as Damian tells
us, deposed six bishops for simony but, as he himself told Desiderius, saw
the simonist Archbishop of Lyons smitten dumb as he strove to finish the
Gloria with the words “and to the Holy Ghost.” With the same great aim,
Victor II named the Archbishops of Arles and Aix his permanent Vicars for
southern France. Leo IX solemnly placed a mitre on the head of Bardo of
Tréves to mark him as Primate of Gallia Belgica (12 March 1049), on
29 June 1049 gave Herman of Cologne the pallium® and cross, on 6 January
1053 gave the pallium and mitre to Adalbert of Bremen as Papal Vicar for
the north, and on 18 October 1052 gave the pallium and the use of a special
mitre to the Archbishop of Mayence; on 25 April 1057 Victor confirmed
the privileges of Tréves, and gave the mitre and pallium to Ravenna.
The papal power was thus made more and more the mainspring of the
Church. Metropolitans became the channels of papal power. To the
Papacy men looked for authority, and from it they received honours
which symbolised authority. Grants of the pallium to other sees extended
the process, and other marks of honour, such as the white saddle-cloths
of Roman clerics, were given and prized. The eleventh century, like the
tenth, was one in which this varied taste for splendour, borrowed from
the past, was liberally indulged. The mitre, papal and episcopal, was
being more generally used and was altering in shape, and its growth
illustrates a curious side of our period®. Laymen sharved the tastes of

1 The pallium was given from the fifth century to archbishops named as Vicars
of the Roman Patriarch. In the eighth century it was given to other metropolitans.
Originally it was an honorary decoration given by the Emperor, and then acquired
an ecelesiastical meaning. It was an age in which, as dll evidence shews, decora-
tion and robes, splendid and symbolic, were valued and sought after; diplomatically
hestowed by the Popes they gratified the recipients and enhanced the papal power.
See for the eighth century the letters between Pope Zacharias and Boniface in
8. Bonifucii ot Lulli Epistolae, MGH, Epp. Sel. 1 (ed. Tangl), pp. 80-205,

2 The mitre probably originated in the Phrygian cap, a secular sign of honour
supposed to be given to the Popes by the Donation of Constantine and worn ad
imitutionem imperii. - About the middle of the eleventh century it was used liturgic-
ally and not only in secular processions. T'he whole developmeiit, use, and inter-
pretation are interesting. See Saclises, Tiwra und Mitra der Pipste, ZKG, xxx1v,
pp- 481 5qq.; Duchesne, Christian Worship (Engl. transl.), p. 398.
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churchmen; Benzo’s vivid picture of “the Roman senate” wearing head-
dresses akin to the mitre charmed the pencil of a medieval chronicler.
The death of Stephen IX gave the Roman nobles, restless if submissive
under imperial control and papal power, a wished-for chance. Empire
and Papacy were now somewhat out of touch, and other powers, Tuscan
and Norman, had avisen in Italy. Gerard, Count of Galeria, formed a
party with Tusculan and Crescentian help, burst into the city by night,
5 April 1058, and elected John Mincius, Cardinal-bishop of Velletri, as
Benedict X*; and money played its part in the election. The name was
significant, but the Pope himself, more feeble than perverse, had previously
been open to no reproach?; he had been made cardinal by Leo IX, and
on the death of Victor II had been suggested by Stephen himself as a
possible Pope. Reform had thus made great strides between Benedict IX
and Benedict X. Some of the cardinals were afar, Humbert in Florence,
and Hildebrand on his way from Germany?, whither he had gone, a little
late, to announce the election of Stephen. But as a body they were now
more coherent, less purely Roman, and more ecclesiastical; they declared
against Benedict, threatening him with excommunication, and fled the
city. Then they gathered together in Tuscany and consulted at leisure
on another choice. In the end they settled on a Burgundian, Gerard
Bishop of Florence, a sound and not too self-willed prelate of excellent
repute, favoured by Duke Godfrey* and not likely to take a line of his
own. Besides the help of Godfrey the approval of the Empress Agnes
was sought. Even in Rome itself there was a party against Benedict,
headed by Leo de Benedicto Christiano?, a rich citizen, son of a Jewish
convert, influential in the Trastevere and in close touch with Hildebrand ;
they sent a deputation to the Empress Agnes at Augsburg, pleading that
the election of Benedict had been due to force. As a result Duke Godfrey
was ordered to lead the cardinals’ nominee to Rome. Gerard was elected
at Siena, probably in December 1058, by the cardinals, together with
high ecclesiastics and nobles, and chose the name of Nicholas IT°, His old
see he kept until his death. Then an approach was made towards Rome;
a synod was held at Sutri. Leo de Benedicto opened the Trastevere

1 On the election and date see Hefele-Leclercq, 1v, pp. 1183 sqq.

2 The invective of Peter Damian against him judges after the election. For it
see Watterich, 1, pp. 204-5.

3 Less probably in Germany itself. But see Hefele-Leclereq, 1v, p. 1134, note 2.

4 In war against Ancona he was helped by a papal excommunication of the
opposing citizens. Thus the Papacy was useful to him. Peter Damian did not
approve this action of the Pope (&p. 1, 7). See Langen, 1, pp. 528-9.

5 From his son Peter his descendants were known as the Pierleoni. ~ On him see
Poole, Benedict 1X and Gregory VI, pp. 28 sqq.; he was probably connected by
marriage with Hildebrand’s mother.

6 Yor an election near 6 December (St Nicholas’ Day), the choice of name was
natural, Martens wrongly assumes a reference to Nicholas I. A Pope chose his
own name, from the time of John XVI (983) whose baptismal name was Peter (see
Poole, EHR, xxxix, pp. 459 sqq.).
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to them, and Benedict X fled for a few days to Passarano and thence
to Galeria, where for three months he was besieged by the Normans under
Richard of Aversa. Nicholas was enthroned on 24 January 1059; and
the captured Benedict was deposed, stripped of his vestments, and
imprisoned in the hospitium of the church of Sant’ Agnese!. His name
was long left in the papal lists, and he was not an anti-Pope in the ordinary
sense until Nicholas II was elected®. The choice of Gerard had removed
the election of a Pope from the purely Roman sphere to one of wider
importance, and the alliance with the Normans, brought about by the
help of Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Cassino, gave the Pope a support
independent of the Empire or Rome. In all these negotiations Hilde-
brand played a great part’. In the interval between his enthronement
and the Easter Council, Nicholas visited Spoleto, Farfa, and Osimo, and
at the last place on 6 March 1059 appointed Desiderius as cardinal.
In Italy, after the Easter Council at Rome, he held a Council at Melfi,
where decrees on clerical celibacy were repeated stringently, and the
famous peace was made with the Normans®. Then he returned to Rome,
accompanied by a Norman army, and the papal sovereignty was enforced.
The Norman alliance, and the celebrated decree on papal elections, worked
together, and a new era began.

A great Council of 113 bishops was held on 14 April 1059 at the
Lateran® Earlier decrees had broadly regulated the election of a Pope:
Stephen III (769) and Stephen IV (862-8) had anathematised anyone
contesting an election made by priests, prelates, and the whole clergy of
the Roman Church. Otto I had renewed the settlement of Lothar I (824),
by which the election was to be made by the whole clergy and nobility
of the whole Roman people, canonically and justly, but the elect was not
to be consecrated until he had taken the oath to the Emperor. The
normal canonical form was prescribed, but disorderly nobles, imperial
pressure, civie riots, and simony, had tampered with Rome even more than
other churches. The German Popes had brought reform but at the price
of ecclesiastical freedom.

The Election Decree of 1059 has come down to us in two forms, known

1 The final scene of his condemuation may belong to the winter of 1059 or the

Zaster Council of 1060, For details see Meyer von Knonau, 1, pp. 177-8 and note 13.

* On this point see Poole, Names and Numbers of Medieval Popes, BHR, xxxix,
pp- 465 and 473-4. Benedict’s name has now disappeared from the official list.

3 Yet the views of Hauck, op. ¢it. 11, pp. 680-1 seem to me to go too far.

¢ See infra, Chapter 1v, pp. 174 sq.

6 A discussion of the literature with bibliography in Meyer von Knonau, Jahr-
biécher, 1, Excursus v, pp. 678 sqq.; Hefele-Leclercq, 1v, p. 1139, note 2; Hauck,
op. cit. 1, p. 083, note 4. Also A. Werminghoff, Verfassungsgeschichle der
deutschen Kirche im Mittelalter (in Aloys Meister, Grundriss der Geschichiswissen-
schaft); Langen, Geschichte der rumischen Kirche, 1, p. 508, note 3; J. v. Pflugk-
Harttung, Die Papstwahlen und das Kaisertum (1046-1828), in ZKG, xxvi, pp.
283 sqq.
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as imperial and papal respectively. The latter is now generally accepted,
and the former is held to have been falsified by Guibert, then Imperial
Chancellor for Italy and afterwards Archbishop of Ravenna and anti-Pope
as Clement III'. The business of election was, in the first place, to be
treated of by the cardinal-bishops. Then they were to call in firstly the
cardinal-clerics, and secondly the rest of the Roman clergy and the people.
To prevent simony, the cardinal-bishops, taking the place of a metro-
politan, were to superintend the election, the others falling in after them.
The elect should be taken from the Roman Church, if a suitable candidate
were found; if not, from another Church. The honour due to Henry, at
present king and as it is hoped fature Emperor, was reserved as conceded
to him, and to such of his successors as should have obtained in person
the same right from the apostolic throne. If a pure, sincere, and volun-
tary election could not be held in Rome, the cardinal-bishops with the
clergy and catholic laity, even if few, might hold the election where they
were gathered together. If the enthronement had to be postponed by
reason of war or other evil, the Pope-clect might exercise his powers as
if fully Pope. Anyone elected, consecrated, or enthroned contrary to this
decree was to be anathematised.

The imperial form differed from the papal form summarised above in
giving the Emperor a place with the cardinals as a body in leading the
election; it does not distinguish the cardinal-bishops from the others,
and it does not mention the rest of the clergy or the people. If an election
were not possible in Rome, it might be held where the electors chose, in
agreement with the king. The differences lie rather in the way in which
the king is brought into the election than in the reservation of the im-
perial rights, which is much the same in both forms, and the cardinal-
bishops are not given the rights of a metropolitan; and the imperial
form mentions the mediation of Guibert. Chancellor of Italy and im-
perial representative. The changes seem to be made less on general
principles than to suit a special case, and if due to Guibert this is what
we might expect.

The decree was not strictly kept, but the place given to the cardinals,
who were now growing into a College, was significant for the future. Its
details had reference to the past election; judged by its standard, the
election of Nicholas was correct and that of Benedict was not. But it
laid stress on the special place of the Papacy, and in the papal form at

1 The papal form (from the Vatican MS. 1994) in MGH, C’onslitutiones, 1. Pp.
589 sqq., Watterich, 1, p. 229, and Mirbt, p. 140, The imperial form in MGH,
C’onstzmhane.?, 1, pp. 542 8q. and Mirbt, p. 141, note 2. Both forms conveniently in

heim; Quellen zur hichte des I treites, 1, pp. 12 sqq., followed by the

ts to Christendom at large, to the West Franks, and to the Pro-

vince of Amalfi. These agree more closely with the papal form. The papal form

was preserved by the Canonists and in the Conciliar collections, For the later

falsification by Guibert see Watterich, 1, p. 233, note 1. The papal form agrees with
Peter Damian’s comment.
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any rate it threw aside all imperial influence before assent to the accom-
plished act. It remained to be seen whether this freedom could be
maintained.

Other matters were also dealt with in the Council. Berengar appeared
and made a profession of faith dictated by Cardinal Humbert. The
regulation of the papal election was announced as a matter of European
importance, as indeed it now was, and here the cardinal-bishops are
mentioned expressly; the decree on celibacy was strict, and for those clerks
who obediently observed chastity the common canonical life was enforced.
In this detail we have a trace of the discussion already mentioned®. No
clerk or priest was to obtain a church either gratis or for money through
laymen. No one was to hear a mass said by an unchaste priest: the
precedent of this canon was to be followed later under Alexander IT and
Gregory VII. Laymen were not to judge or expel from their churches
clerks of any rank. The boldness of this canon may be compared with a
more hesitating grant in 1057 to the clergy of Lucca that none of them
should be taken to secular judgment. The fuller treatment of simonist
ordinations and simony of all kinds belongs to the synods of 1060 and
1061 The upshot of conciliar activity under Nicholas IT was to crystal-
lise the former campaign for celibacy into definite decisions, backed by
the whole power of the Papacy and the Curia. What had before been
tentative was now fixed. Opinion was consolidated, and policy was cen-
tralised, not only about celibacy but also about simonists. If those who
had been ordained by simonists in the past were allowed to keep their
orders and their offices, thus conforming to the policy of Peter Damian
at Milan, it was lest the Church should be left without pastors. But
for the future there was to be no hesitation, and the correspondence of
the Popes with Gervais of Rheims?® (a see carefully watched as in pre-
vious reigns) illustrates the carrying out of the policy.

The Council at Rome (1060) decreed that for the fature anyone or-
dained without payment by a simonist bishop should remain in his order
if he was open to no other charge; this decision was made not on principle
but from pity, as the number affected was so great. It was not to be taken
as precedent by following Popes; for the future, however, anyone ordained
by a bishop whom he knew to be a simonist should be deposed, as should
the bishop also. Thus a long-standing difficulty was for the time disposed
of. Reforming councils in France at Vienne and Tours, held under the
legate Cardinal Stephen, made stringent decrees against simony, marriage

1 See supra, p. 13 and note 1.

2 Hefele-Leclereq, 1v, p. 1169, See also for canons of 1060 Bernheim, Quellen,
pp. 22 8q.

8 Jaffé-Liwenfeld, Reg., pussim [some 20 letters].

* For the views of Nicholas on reordination see Saltet, Les Réordinations,
pp. 198-9, and A. Fliche, Les Prégrégoriens, Paris, 1916, p. 246. Decision on the
erucial point was avoided.
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of priests, and alienation of church property or tithes under legal form.
Abbot Hugh of Cluny did the same at Avignon and Toulousel. But
it was now more a matter of enforcing decrees already made than issuing
new. In Italy some bishops found it difficult to publish reforming decrees,
and in some cases did so with risk of violence.

It has been noted as strange that in such a remarkable reign we hear
little about the character of the Pope himself. The predominance of the
cardinals partly explains it: Humbert, Peter Damian, and Hildebrand
(now archdeacon) were not always in accord, and it was for Nicholas to
balance conflicting views and policies. He was the president of the
College rather than its director. Like other Popes Nicholas kept his old
bishopric, and like them too he was often absent from Rome, which was
not without its drawbacks, as the English bishops, robbed by the Count
of Galeria, found out. But we breathe an air of greater largeness in his
Papacy, and things scem on a larger scale.

Nicholas died suddenly near Florence on 27 July 1061, returning from
an expedition in southern Italy. The Election Decree was to be tested.

"The Norman alliance, and still more the Election Decree, had affected
the delicate relations of Pope and Emperor®, During the minority of
Henry 1V, matters had been allowed to slide, and when attention was at
length given to them the barometer registered a change of atmosphere.
So great was the irritation in Germany that the name of Nicholas was
left out in intercessions at mass; legates from Rome met with bad re-
ceptions.

Meanwhile events in Milan® had taken a decisive turn for papal and
ecclesiastical history. In position, in wealth, in traditions, both political
and ecclesiastical, the city of 8t Ambrose was a rival of Rome, and
hitherto it had proudly kept its independence. Aribert’s opposition to
the Emperor Conrad had shewn the power of the archbishop ; and if an
enemy to the Empire were to rule there, imperial influence would be
weakened. This Henry III understood. On Aribert’s death in 1045
Guido was appointed. Class distinctions were strongly marked, and the
new archbishop belonged not to the barons but to the vavassors; in
strength and in reputation he was undistinguished, and Bonizo with his
usual exaggeration calls him “vir illiteratus et concubinatus et symonia-
cus,” but concubinage he was not guilty of.  He was not the man for a
difficult post, still less the man to lead reform. He valued more the
traditions of St Ambrose as a rival of Rome than as a teacher of

. pap

1 For France, Langen, 111, pp. 524-5. R. Lel n, Forschungen zur
Abtes Hugo I von Cluny, Gittingen, 1869, pp. 88~9. Hefele-Leclercq, 1v, pp. 1199 sqq.
Nicholas was, as Langen has noted, specially interested in France, as a Burgundian
might be.. It may be mentioned that in later years his enemies spread a rumour
that his birth was irregular.

2 See Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbiicher, 1, Excursus yi, pp. 684 sqq. ~ Hefele-
Leclereq, 1v, pp. 1209 sqq.  Hauck, op. cif, xxx, pp. 700-1, especially note 5.

3 For Milan cf. infra, Chapter v, pp. 217 sqq.
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righteousness. In Italy as a whole the poor were more devoted to the
Church than the rich (who tended to have their own chapels), and they
were keen to criticise the lives of their spiritual teachers; outbursts of
violence against unworthy priests had not been rare in Milan, But these
had been isolated acts; what mattered more was that the Milanese
Church had settled down into a worldly, possibly respectable, but certainly
unspiritual life of its own. It was content to breathe the air around it
but did nothing to revive or purify it, although the clergy were numerous
“as the sands of the sea” and the churches were rich. For the most part
the clerks were married, and so the Church was deeply intertwined in the
social state. Sale of Church offices was common, and there was a recognised
scale of charges for orders and for preferments. It was certain that
reformers would find much to complain of; so long had the growth of
secularisation gone on that, even with a more placid populace, reform when
it came was likely to become revolution.

About 1056 the new streams of thought and new ideals began to flow
around the hitherto firm footing of the clergy. The movement was
headed by a deacon Ariald, a vavassor by birth and a canonist by
training, an idealist, inspired by visions of the primitive Church and
the simple teaching of Christ: contrasting these with the example of
priests whose life could teach but error. He began his campaign in the
villages where he was at home; then, when his hearers pleaded their
simplicity and urged him to go to Milan, where he would find men of
learning to answer him, he took their advice. In the city he found allies
ready to help although starting from a different point—Landulf, who
was in minor orders, and (later on) his brother Erlembald, of the Cotta
family, both gifted with eloquence, ambitious, and thorough demagogues.
The movement soon became political and social as well as religious, owing
to the social standing of those they attacked. With these two worked
Anselm of Baggio, one of the collegiate priests, whom Guido persuaded
the Emperor to appoint to the see of Lucca (1056 or 1057). Guido,
appointed by Henry LII who had misjudged his character, was himself a
simonist, and his arguments that clerical marriage was an ancient custom
in Milan, that abuse and violence were evil ways of reproving offenders,
that the clergy were not immoral but for the most part respectable married
men, and that abstinence was a grace not given to all and was not imposed
by divine law, had small effect. In other cities, Pavia and Asti for
instance, the populace rose against their bishop, and Milan was moved
in the same way., Landulf worked in the city; Ariald carried on the
campaign in the surrounding villages whose feudal lords were citizens
of the town. And Anselm brought the movement into touch with the
wider circle of reformers at Rome and elsewhere. Landulf’s eloquence
soon filled the poorer citizens with hatred of the clergy, with contempt
for their sacraments, and a readiness to enforce reform by violence, The
undoubted devotion of the leaders, enforced by their eloquence in sermons
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and speeches, soon made them leaders of the populace. The use of nick-
names—Simonians and Nicolaitans—branded the clerical party ; that of
Patarines brought in class distinctions, and those to whom it was given
could claim like Lollards in England the special grace of simple men. On
the local festival of the translation of St Nazarius a riot broke out, and
the clergy were forced to sign a written promise to keep celibacy. They
had to choose between their altars and their wives, Their appeal to the
archbishop, who took the movement lightly, brought them no help. The
nobles for some reason or other took as yet no steps to help them. The
bishops. of the province when appealed to proved helpless, and in
despair the clerks appealed to Rome, probably to Victor II. His care for
the Empire made the Pope anxious to keep order. He referred the
matter to Guido, and bade him call ‘2 provincial synod, which he did at
Fontaneto in the neighbourhood of Novara (1057). Ariald and Landulf
were summoned, but, in their scornful absence, after three days they were
excommunicated. Although this synod had been called, its consequences
fall in the pontificate of Stephen IX, who is said to have removed
the ban from the democratic leaders. The movement had become, as
democratic movements so easily do, a persecution with violence and
injury’. Guido’s position was difficult and in the autumn (1057) he
went to the German Court.

But the movement now took a new and wider turn ; not only clerical
marriage but simony, the prevalent and deeply-rooted evil of the city,
was attacked. A large association, sworn to reach its ends, was formed.
The new programme affected Guido, equally guilty with nearly all his
clergy. It was of small avail that now the higher classes, more sensitive
to attacks on wealth than on ecclesiastical offences, began to support the
clergy; the strife was only intensified. In the absence of Guido, and with
new hopes from the new Pope, Ariald went to Rome and there complained
of the evils prevalent at Milan. It was decided to send a legate, and
Hildebrand on his way to the German Court made a short stay at Milan
(November 1057). He was well received ; frequent sermons did something
to control the people already roused. But his visit wrought little change,
and it was not until Damian? and Anselm came as legates that anything

1 The chronology is difficult and doubtful. That adopted by Meyer von Knonau
(Jahrb. 1, especially Excursus v, pp. 669 sqq.) seems best. It is not certain whether
the Milanese clergy appealed to Victor II or Stephen IX; Arnulf says the latter,
but the former is more probable. For the chronology see also Hefele-Leclereg, 1v,
pp- 1126 5qq.

2 The legateship is best dated early in 1059 before the Easter Synod at Rome.
We have Damian’s own account addressed to Hildebrand, Archdeacon. Hence a
difficulty, for Hildebrand was not Archdeacon until autumn 1059.- But Damian
speaks of his having been asked by Hildebrand to put toget} bearing on
Roman supremacy; the account was prubably meant in that sense as a record of an
important decision. For other arguments in favour of this date see Hefele-Leclereg,
1v, p. 1191, note 23 Meyer von Knonau, 1, p. 127, note 17 - Hauck; 1, p 696, note -
1, holds the date ag guod as cerfain. -
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was done. Damian persuaded Guido to call a synod, and here, at first to
the anger of the patriotic Milanese, the legate presided. It seemed a slur
upon the patrimony and the traditions of St Ambrose: even the democratic
reformers were aghast. It was then that Damian, faced by certain violence
and likely death, shewed the courage in which he never failed. With no
attempt at compromise, with no flattery to soothe their pride, he spoke
of the claims of 5t Peter and his Roman Church to obedience. Milan was
the daughter, the great daughter of Rome, and so he called them to sub-
mission. It was a triumph of bold oratory backed by a great personality;
Guido and the whole assembly promised obedience to Rome. Then
Damian went on with his inquest; one by one the clerics present confessed
what they had paid, for Holy Orders, for benefices, and for preferment.
All were tainted, from the archbishop to the humblest clerk. Punishment
of the guilty, from which Damian was not the man to shrink, would have
left the Church in Milan without priests and ministers of any kind. So
the legate took the course taken by Nicholas II in his decree against
simonists (1059). Those present, beginning with the archbishop, owned
their guilt, and promised for the future to give up simony and to enforce
clerical celibacy. To this all present took an oath. Milan had fallen into
line with the reformers, and in doing so had subjected itself to Rome.
Bonizo, agreeing with -Arnulf on the other side, is right in taking this
embassy as the end of the old and proud independence of Milan. When
Guido and his suffragans were summoned to the Easter Council of 1059 at
Rome some Milanese resented it. But the archbishop received absolution
and for some six years was not out of favour at Rome.

The unexpected death of Nicholas II was followed by a contested
election and a long struggle. Both the Roman nobles and the Lombard
bishops wished for a change but knew their need of outside help. At
Rome Gerard of Galeria, whose talents and diplomacy were typical of
his class, was the leader; he and the Abbot of St Gregory on the Caelian
were sent to the German Court, and they carried with them the crown
and insignia of the Patrician. The Lombard bishops, with whom the
Chancellor Guibert worked, met together and demanded a Pope from
Lombardy—the: paradise of Italy—who would know how to indulge
human weakness. Thus civic politics at Rome and a reaction against
Pataria and Pope worked together; the young king Henry acted at the
impulse of Italians rather than of Germans; the latter had reason for
discontent, but the imperial nominee was not their choice and their
support was somewhat lukewarm. Henry met the Lombard bishops (some
of whom Peter Damian thought better skilled to discuss the beauty of a
woman than the election of a Pope) and the Romans-at Basle on
28 October 1061, and, wearing the Patrician’s crown which they had
brought, invested their elect, Cadalus, Bishop of Parma, who chose the
name of Honorius IT% “a man rich in silver, poor in virtue” says Bouizo.

1 There is some conflict of evidence, especially as to the part played by the
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Meanwhile the cardinal-bishops and others had met outside Rome, and,
hastening when they knew of the opposition, elected, 30 September 1061,
Anselm of Baggio, the Patarine Bishop of Luccal. It was a wise choice
and likely to commend itself; there could be no doubt as to the ortho-
doxy or policy of this old pupil of Lanfranc at Bec, tested at Milan and
versed in Italian matters; at the same time he was in good repute at the
German Court and a friend of Duke Godfrey. Desiderius of Monte
Cassino carried a request for military help to Richard of Capua, who
came and led Alexander II to Rome. Some nobles, especially Leo de
Benedicto Christiano (“of the Jewish synagogue,” says Benzo), influenced
the Trastevere, but there was much fighting and Anselm was only taken
into the Lateran at night and by force. He was consecrated on 1 October
1061, and like his predecessors kept his old bishopric.

Cadalus found his way to Rome blocked by Godfrey’s forces, but in
Parma he gathered his vassals, and could thus march on. But another
help was of greater use. Benzo, Bishop of Alba in Piedmont, was sent
by the Emperor as his ambassador to Rome; he was a popular speaker
with many gifts and few scruples; his happy if vulgar wit was to please
the mob and sting his opponents; he was welcomed by the imperialists
and lodged in the palace of Octavian. Then he invited the citizens, great
and small, and even Alexander with his cardinals, to a popular assembly.
The papal solemnity had little chance with the episcopal wit. ¢ Asinan-
drellus, the heretic of Lucca,” and ¢ his stall-keeper Prandellus,” as Benzo
calls the Pope and Hildebrand, were worsted in the debate; Cadalus
was able to enter Rome on 25 March 1062, and a battle on 14 April
in the Neronian Field after much slaughter left him victor. But he could
not gain the whole city, and it was divided into hostile camps. Honorius
hoped for help from Germany,and he was negotiating with Greek envoys
for a joint campaign against the Normans. But after the arrival of
Duke Godfrey there came an end to the strife; both claimants were to
withdraw to their former sees until they could get their claims settled
at the German Court. Honorius was said to have paid heavily for the
respite, but Alexander could rest easy as to his final success.

Alexander was not without some literary support. Peter Damian from
his hermitage wrote to Cadalus two letters, fierce and prophetic—the
second addressed “To Cadalus, false bishop, Peter, monk and sinner,
wishes the fate he deserves”: he had been condemmed by three synods;
he had broken the Election Decree; his very name derived from cado
Mabs was sinister, he would die within the year ; the old prophet believed

German bishops. A summary of references in Hefele-Leclerq, 17, P 1217, note 1.
The part played by Henry corresponds to the imy of the Electi
Decree of 1059 (clause 6).

1 An election outside Rome was provided for in the Election Decree, and Peter
Damian expressly mentions the presence of the cardinal-bishops, a mention which
supports the papal form of the Election Decree.
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the prophecy fulfilled by the excommunication, the spiritual death, of
Honorius within the year. At the same time he was writing treatises on
the episcopal and clerical life. At this time, too, he wrote his well-known
Disceptatio Synodalis, a dialogue between champions of the Papacy and
the Bmpire; it is not, as was once supposed, the record of an actual
discussion, but a treatise intended to influence opinion at the assembly
called at Augsburg, 27 October 1062, to settle the papal rivalry. But he
was an embarrassing ally!: his letters to Henry and Anno of Germany, if
full of candid advice, laid overmuch stress on the royal rights, and
Alexander and Hildebrand were displeased. Damian, perhaps ironically,
begged the mercy of his “ Holy Satan.”

It was the practical politics of the day, and not theories or arguments,
which turned the balance at Augsburg and elsewhere in favour of Alex-
ander, The abduction of the twelve-year-old boy at Kaiserswerth (April
1062) and his guardianship by Anno of Cologne, first alone and then with
Adalbert, changed affairs. The Empress Agnes, who had taken the veil
about the end of 1061, withdrew from politics. The German episcopate,
weak, divided, and never whole-hearted for the Lombard Honorius,
turned towards Alexander. The Synod of Augsburg, led by Anno, declared
for Alexander and so gained commendation from Damian; “he had smitten
off the neck of the scaly monster of Parma.” Before the end of 1062
Alexander moved towards Rome, and before Easter 1063 Godfrey
supported the decision of Augsburg; the inclination of Anno and his
position of Imperial Vicar led him to Rome. At the Easter Synod
Alexander acted as already and fully Pope. As a matter of course he
excommunicated Cadalus, and repeated canons against clerical marriage
and simony ; the faithful were again forbidden to hear mass said by guilty
priests.

But the opposition was not at an end, so the irrepressible Benzo again
led Cadalus to Rome in May 1063 ; they took the Leonine City, Sant’
Angelo, and St Peter’s, but his seat was insecure. His supporters and his
silver dwindled together; the castle was really his prison until he bought
freedom from his jailor Cencius with three hundred pounds of silver;
with one poor attendant he escaped to the safer Parma.

Then at Whitsuntide, probably in 1064 he met the Council at
Mantua attended by German and Italian prelates. Anno (*‘the high-
priest” Benzo calls him) stated candidly the charges against Alexander.
Alexander on oath denied simony, and on the question of his election
without Henry’s leave or approval satisfied the assembly., Everyone

1 His letters to Cadalus, Hpp, 1, 20, 21 (MPL, oxuiv); to Henry IV, vu, 3;
to Auno, m, 6; to Hildebrand, clearing himself, 1, 16.

2 The year is taken as 1064, 1066, and 1067 by various writers. The arguments
are most clearly discussed in Hefele-Leclereq, 1v, pp. 1237 sqq. See also Meyer
von Knonau, 1, p. 875, note 19, Benzo’s account with its alternate swoonings of
Beatrice and Anno has a touch of drama.
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present may not have looked at the Council in the same way, but all
were glad to settle the disputed succession. On the second day a mob of
Cadalists attacked the gathering. Only the appearance of Beatrice of
Tuscany with a small force saved the Pope’s life; some bishops fled.
Cadalus was excommunicated, and Alexander could safely go to Rome.
But his city was still not a pleasant seat. Benzo did not give up hope and
in 1065 visited the German Court; even up to 20 April 1069 Honorius
signed bulls as Pope.

The remaining years of Alexander’s pontificate can be summarised.

The Norman vassals or allies of the Pope soon deserted him; Richard
of Capua ravaged Campania and approached Rome, probably anxious to
be made Patrician. Duke Godfrey, acting in his own interests and not
those of Henry, marched towards Rome with an army of Germans
and Tuscans, and a treaty followed. Once more Pope and Normans
were at peace, irrespective of imperial plans and hopes. The balance
between Duke Godfrey and the Normans was finally kept. Elsewhere too
it was a question of balance. As Anno’s influence at the Geerman Court
lessened he depended more upon Rome, and from the German episcopate,
lacking any great national leader like Aribo and now gradually losing its
former moral strength, he gained small support. At Rome he was humili-
ated; in 1068 and again in 1070 he had to clear himself of accusations.
The system by which metropolitans were to be channels of papal authority
was beginning to work its way? But provincial synods both in France
and Germany became commoner, and some, such as that of Mayence
(August 1071)* where Charles, the intended Bishop of Constance, resigned
in order to avoid a trial, acted independently. But there as in other cases
legates, the Archbishops of Salzburg and Tréves, were present. Such
councils, often repeating decrees from Rome, raised papal power, and at
this very synod the Archbishop of Mayence is called for the first time
Primas et Apostolicae sedis legatus. It was no wonder that not only
Anno but Siegfried? dreamt of a calm monastic life.

The growth of reform seemed to slacken in Alexander’s later years: it
may be that Damian was right in contrasting the indulgence shewn to
bishops with the severity towards the lower clergy; it may be that the
movement was now throwing itself more into constitutional solidification
than into spiritual awakening; it may be that the machinery at Rome
was not equal to the burden thrown upon it by the vast conception of its
work.  In England alone, where Alexander had blessed the enterprise of

1 Alexander exercised his power more in matters of discipline than of property.
The Thuringian tithes dispute he left for German settlement.

2 Siegfried’s letter to the Pope (see Mon. Bamb. ed. Jaffé, p. 77) does not seem
to me so subservient as it is often held to be, e.g. by Hauck, op. eit. ux, p. 743.

3 Siegfried retired to Cluny and made his profession, only returning to his see
at the command of Abbot Hugh (1072).  He would have resigned in 1070 but for
Alexander 1I.
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William of Normandy, was success undiluted. The king was just and
conscientious; Lanfranc was a theologian and a reformer, even if of the
school of Damian rather than of Humbert. The episcopate was raised,
and the standard of clerical life; councils, such as marked the movement,
became the rule, as was seen at Winchester and London in 1072. But if
England moved parallel to Rome it was yet, as an island, apart. It was
also peculiar in its happy co-operation of a just king and a great arch-
bishop.

- The growth of canonical legislation (1049-1078) is easily traced. It
begins with an attempt to regain for the Church a control over the
appointment of its officers through reviving canonical election for bishops
and episcopal institution for parish priests. But the repetition of such
canons, even with increasing frequency and stringency, had failed to gain
freedom for the Church in face of royal interests and private patronage.
The Synod of Rheims under Leo IX (1049) had led the way: no one was
to enter on a bishopric without election by clergy and laity. "The spread
of Church reform and literary discussion moved towards a clearer definition
of the rival principles: the Church’s right to choose its own officers, and
the customary rights of king or patron in appointments. So the Roman
synod of 1059 went further: its sixth canon forbade the acquisition either
gratis or by payment by any cleric or priest of a Church office through a
layman. The French synods at Vienne and Tours (1060), held under the
legate Stephen, affirmed the necessity of episcopal assent for any appoint-
ment. Alexander II, with greater chance of success, renewed in his Roman
synod of 1063 Pope Nicholas® canon of 1059. Under him the two ele-
ments, the cure of souls, which was obviously the Church’s care, and the
gift of the property annexed to it, about which king and laymen had some-
thing to say, were more distinctly separated. It was significant when on
21 March 1070 Alexander gave to Gebhard of Salzburg? the power of
creating new bishops in his province, and provided that no bishop should
be made by investiture as it was accustomed to be called or by any other
arrangement, except those whom he or his successors should, of their free
will, have elected, ordained, and constituted® So far, and so far only, had
things moved when Alexander I died.

The constant use of legates was continued if not increased, and France
was as before a field of special care. Thither Damian had gone, returning
in October 1068, and Gerard of Ostia (1072) dealt specially and severely
with simony. In France, and also elsewhere, the frequency of councils

1 Throughout the Middle Ages the right of confirming his suffragans was left to
this nr(',hhishop, and the peculiarity was mentioned at the Council of T'rent.

2 Jaffé-Lowenfeld, Regesta, no. 4673. The history is clearly summarised in
Scharnagl, I)z.'r Bﬂr/ujf der Investitur in den Quellen und der Litteratur des Investitur-
streites (Kirchenrech Abhandl ed. U, Stutz, No. 86), Some of the canons
mentioned are in Bernheim, Queden. Also at length Hefele-Leclercq (passim). The
Latin originals in Mansi.
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locally called is now noticeable. Not only the ordinary matters but laxity
of marriage laws among the laity arising from licence among great and
small were legislated upon.

The course of affairs at Milan,however, needs longer and special notice.
Alexander II had been for many years concerned in the struggle at
Milan; his accession gave encouragement to the Patarines; to the citizens
and clergy he wrote announcing his election. When Ariald visited Rome
under Stephen IX, Landulf, who was on his way thither, was wounded
at Piacenza; his wound was complicated by consumption, and he lost
the voice and the energy which he had used so effectively. After his
death, the date of which is uncertain, his place was more than filled by
his brother Erlembald, a knight fresh from a pilgrimage to the Holy
Land, and with, as it was said, private, as well as family, wrongs to
avenge upon the clergy. He had a personality and appearance very
different from his brother’s; striking and handsome as became a patrician,
splendidly dressed, gifted with that power of military control and
organisation which was destined to reappear so often in medieval Italian
States. He fortified his house, he moved about with a bodyguard; he
became the Captain of the city; personal power and democratic rule were
combined and so he was the real founder of the Italian commune. Ariald
was content, as he put it, to use the word while Erlembald wielded the
more powerful sword. The new leader visited Rome (1065) when
Alexander was settled there; he received from the Pope a white banner
with a red cross, and so became the knight of the Roman and the
universal Church. The archbishop, with no traditions of family or
friendship to uphold him, saw power slipping from his hands, and the
Emperor counted for naught. From a second visit to Rome (1066)
Erlembald returned with threats of a papal excommunication of Guido,
and fresh disturbances began. Married priests and simonists were sharply
condemned from Rome, and believers were forbidden to hear their masses.
But the Papacy sought after order, and the cathedral clergy, faced by
persecution, gathered around the archbishop. More tumult arose when
Ariald preached against local customs of long standing. Milan had not
only its own Ambrosian Liturgy’, but various peculiar customs: the ten
days between Ascension Day and Pentecost had been kept since the
fourth century as fasts; elsewhere only Whitsun Eve was so observed.
Ariald, preferring the Roman custom, preached against the local use,
and so aroused indignation. Then Guido at Whitsuntide seized his chance,
and rebuked the Patarines for their action against him at Rome in

1 It seems best with Duchesne (Origins of Christiun worship, p. 88) to connect
the Ambrosian Rite with the Gallican group. Aquileia and the Danubian districts
followed Milan. The Carolingian changes affected the Gallican Church, and through
imperial influence reached Rome. But Milan kept its Ambrosian traditions, dating
from the days of Auxentius (355-374), a Cappadocian Arian and immediate pre-
decessor of St Ambrose; no doctrines were concerned (Duchesne, op. cit. pp. 93sqq.).
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seeking his excommunication; a worse tumult than before arose, and the
city was again in uproar. But the day after the riot the mass of citizens
took better thought and repented. The archbishop placed the city under
an interdict so long as Ariald abode in it. For the sake of peace the
threatened preacher left, and (27 June) was mysteriously murdered, at
Guido’s instigation as his followers said. Ten months later his body was,
strangely and it was said miraculously, recovered. He had perished by the
sword of violence which he had taken, but the splendid popular ceremonies
of his funeral restored his fame, and so in death he served his cause.

Once again two legates came to still the storm (August 1067): Mainard,
Cardinal-bishop of Silva Candida, and the Cardinal-priest John. The
settlement they made went back to that of Damian, and so recognised
the position of Guido, but years of violence had by now changed the city.
The legatine settlement attempted to re-establish Church order and
Damian’s reforms, and the revenue of the Church was to be left untouched.
Violence was forbidden, but things had gone too far; revolution had
crystallised, and neither side liked the settlement; Guido thought of re-
signing.

Erlembald, supported from Rome, thought he could increase his
power by enforcing canonical election on the resignation of Guido, setting
aside the imperial investiture and gaining the approval of the Pope. But
Guido now chose the sub-deacon Godfrey, a man of good family, in his con-
fidence, eloquent, as even his later enemies confessed, and therefore likely
to be influential. Guido formally although privately resigned, and
Godfrey went to the imperial Court where he was already known through
services rendered; he returned with his ring and staff, but was driven
away. Alexander II condemned not only Godfrey but also Guido, who
had resigned without papal leave; Guido took up his duties again, and
remained in power; disorder passed into war. Erlembald, with an army
made up of his followers and some nobles, attacked Godfrey. Revolution
had become war against a claimant chosen by the Emperor but in
defiance of ecclesiastical law and the Papacy. During Lent 1071 part of
the city was set on fire, causing great destruction and misery; Guido
withdrew to the country and there on 23 August 1071 his life and
trouble ended. Not until 6 January 1072 did Erlembald find it possible
to elect a successor; by a large assembly from the city, its neighbourhood,
and even farther afield, in the presence of a legate Cardinal Bernard,
Atto, a young cathedlal derk of good family but little known, was
elected. Frlembald, the real ruler of the city, was behind and over
all; and many, laymen and ecclesiastics, disliked the choice. The dis-
contented took to arms, the legate escaped with rent vobes, and Atto,
torn from the intended feast at the palace, was borne to the cathedral,
where in mortal fear he was made to swear never to ascend the throne of
St Ambrose. But next day Erlembald regained control; he “ruled the

1 The embassy, often slurred over in narratives, is described by Arnulf, Chap. 21.
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city as a Pope to judge the priests, as a king to grind down the people,
now with steel and now with gold, with sworn leagues and covenants
many and varied.” It mattered little that at Rome a synod declared
Atto rightly elected, and condemned Godfrey and his adherents as
enemies of God. Meanwhile the Patarines held the field, and their success
at Milan encouraged their fellows in Lombardy as a whole. But the new
turn of affairs had involved the Pope; he wrote (¢. February 1072) to
Henry IV, as a father to a son, to cast away hatred of the servants of God
and allow the Church of Milan to have a bishop according to God. A
local difficulty, amid vested interests, principles of Church reform, and
civic revolution, had merged into a struggle between Tmperor and Pope.
Henry IV sent an embassy to the suffragans of Milan announcing his
will that Godfrey, already invested, should be consecrated; they met at
Novara where the consecration took place.

At the Faster Synod (1078) the Pope, now failing in strength,
excommunicated the counsellors of Henry IV who were, it was said,
striving to alienate him from the Church. This was one of Alexander’s
last acts. Death had already removed many prominent leaders, Duke
Godfrey at Christmas 1069, the anti-Pope Cadalus at the end of 1072
(the exact day is not recorded). Peter Damian died on 22 February
1072, and Adalbert of Bremen on 16 March of the same year, both men
of the past although of very different pasts. Cardinal Humbert had died
long before, on 5 May 1061. Hildebrand was thus left almost alone
out of the old circle of Leo IX.

On 21 April 1078 Alexander died, worn out by his work and responsi-
bilities; even as Pope he had never ceased the care of his see of Luceca;
by frequent visits, repeated letters, and minute regulations he fulfilled his
duty as its bishop’. It was so with him also as Pope. The mass of great
matters dealt with was equalled by that of smaller things. Even the
devolution of duties, notably to cardinals and especially to the archdeacon,
did not ease the Pope himself. He seems to us a man intent mainly upon
religious issues, always striving (as we should expect from a former leader
at Milan) for the ends of clerical reform, able now to work towards them
through the Papacy itself. Reform, directed from Rome and based upon
papal authority, was the note of his reign. A man of duty more than of
disposition or temperament, he gained respect, if not the reverent love
which had gathered around Leo IX. His measure of greatness he reached
more because he was filled with the leading, probably the best, ideas of
his day than because of any individual greatness of conception or power.
But he had faced dark days and death itself with devotion and unswerving
hope. It was something to have passed from his earlier trials to his later
prosperity and firm position, and yet to have shewn himself the same man

1 The history of the Chancery under him is ““peculiarly anomalous.” : And this
was because he not only was, but acted as, Bishop of Lucca. See Poole, The Papal
Chancery, p. 69.
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throughout, with the same beliefs, the same aims, and the same care for
his task. If he left his successors many difficulties, and some things even
for Gregory VII to eriticise, he also left them a working model of a con-
scientious, world-embracing Papacy, filled, as it seems to us, with the
spirit of the day rather than inspiring the day from above. The Papacy
had risen to a height and a power which would have seemed impossible
in the time of Benedict IX. But the power, strong in its theory and
conception, had a fragile foundation in the politics of the Empire, of Italy,
and of Rome itself.
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CHAPTER II

GREGORY VII AND THE FIRST CONTEST
BETWEEN EMPIRE AND PAPACY.

I

Ox 21 April 1073 Pope Alexander II died. The strained relations
between the Papacy and the ruler of the Empire made the occasion more
than usually critical; moreover, the Election Decree of Nicholas II, for
which so narrow a victory had been won at the previous vacancy, was to be
put to a second test. Fortunately for the Papacy, there was no division of
opinion within the Curia; the outstanding personality of the Archdeacon
Hildebrand made it certain on whom the choice of the cardinals would
fall. But their deliberations were anticipated by the impatience of the
populace. While the body of Alexander was being laid to rest in the
church of St John Lateran on the day following his death, a violent
tumult arose. The crowd seized upon the person of Hildebrand, hurried
him to the church of St Peter ad Vincula, and enthusiastically acclaimed
him as Pope. The formalities of the Election Decree were hastily com-
plied with; the cardinals elected, the clergy and people gave their assent,
and Hildebrand was solemnly enthroned as Pope Gregory VII'. Popular
violence had compromised the election, and provided a handle for the
accusations of his enemies. But the main purpose of the Election Decree
had been fulfilled. The Pope was the nominee neither of the Emperor
nor of the Roman nobles; the choice of the cardinals had been anticipated
indeed, but not controlled, by the enthusiasm of the multitude. Hildebrand
only held deacon’s orders; a month later he was ordained priest, and on
30 June?® consecrated bishop. In the interval, he seems, in accordance
with the Election Decree, to have announced his election to the king and
to have obtained the royal assent.

We have little certain information® of the origin and early life of this
great Pope. He is said to have been the son of one Bonizo and to have
been born at Sovana in Tuscany; the date of his birth is uncertain, but he
was probably about fifty years old at the time of his accession. The im-
portant fact, to which he himself bears emphatic testimony, is that his
early days were passed in Rome and that it was there that he received his

1 The choice of name is significant. It seems most probable that he took it in
memnory of his predecessor and master, Gregory VI.

2 Or 29 June. But as 30 June was a Sunday, the regular day for episcopal con~

secrations, it is the more likely date, although 29 June was a great festival.
3 But see R. L. Poole, Benedict 1X and Gregory VI (from Proe. Brit. Acad. Vol. vix).
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education. So he saw the Papacy in its degradation and was to partici-
pate in every stage of its recovery. He received minor orders (reluctantly,
he tells us) and was attached in some capacity to the service of Gregory VI,
the Pope who bought, the Papacy in order to reform it. ‘With him he
went into exile in 1047, and spent two impressionable years in the Rhine
district, then the centre of the advanced reform movement of the day, and
probably it was at this time that he received the monastic habit. In
1049 Leo IX, nominated Pope by Henry III, was filling the chicf places
in the Papal Curia with leading reformers especially from this district; on
his way to Rome he took with him the young Hildebrand, whose life was
for the future to be devoted entirely to Rome and the Papacy. With
every detail of papal activity he was associated, in every leading incident
he played his part; his share in the papal councils became increasingly
important, until at the last he was the outstanding figure whose qualifica-
tions for the papal throne none could contest.

By Leo IX he was made sub-deacon and entrusted with the task of
restoring both the buildings and the discipline of the monastery of St
Paul without the walls. Later he was sent to France to deal with heresy
in the person of Berengar of Tours, whose views he condemned but whose
person he protected. By Victor IT he was given the important task of
enforcing the decrees against simony and clerical marriage in France,
where in company with Abbot Hugh of Cluny he held synods at Lyons
and elsewhere, With Bishop Anselm of Lucea he was sent by Pope
Stephen IX to Milan, where the alliance of Pope and Pataria was for the
first time cemented; and from Milan to Germany to obtain the royal
assent to Stephen’s election. He had a share in vindicating the indepen-
dence of papal elections against the turbulence of the Roman nobles at
the election of Nicholas II, and again in the papal Election Decree which
was designed to establish this independence for the future. By Nicholas he
was employed in initiating the negotiations which led to the first alliance
of the Papacy with the Normans in South Italy. In the same year (1059)
his appointment as Archdeacon of the Roman Church gave him an
important administrative position; shortly afterwards occurred the death
of Cardinal Humbert of Silva Candida, and Hildebrand took his place as
the leading figure in the Papal Curia. To his energy and resolution was
due the victory of Alexander II over the rival imperial nominee, and he
held the first place in the Pope’s councils during the twelve years of
Alexander’s papacy. The extent of his influence has been exaggerated by
the flattery of his admirers and by the abuse of his enemies. Te was the
right-hand man, not the master, of the Pope; he influenced, but did not

1 His statement to Arehbishop Anno of Cologne (Zeg. 1, 79)—ob recordationem
disciplinae, qua t t is vestri in ecclesia Coloniensi enutriti sumus—
seems to bear this interpretation, and can ouly be referred to this period. In view of
the testimony of friends and enemies alike, T find it impossible to accept the con-
tention of Dr 'W. Martens that Hildebrand never became a monk.




His position under Alexander IT 53

dominate Alexander. That other counsels often prevailed we know.
‘When he became Pope he revoked more than one privilege granted by his
predecessor, suggesting that Alexander was too prone to be led away by
evil counsellors. Even when, as in the case of the papal support given to
the Norman conquest of England, his policy prevailed, it is clear from his
own statement that he had to contend against considerable opposition
within the Curia. On all the major issues, however, Pope and archdeacon
must have been in complete agreement, especially with regard to Milan,
the greatest question of all. They had been associated together in the
embassy that inaugurated the new papal policy with regard to the
Pataria, and, as Bishop of Lucca, Alexander had been more than once
employed as papal legate to Milan. This was the critical issue that led to
the breach between Pope and king, and it was the extension of the same
policy to Germany that produced the ill-will of the German episcopate
which is so noticeable at the beginning of Gregory’s papacy. That there
is a change of masters when Gregory VII becomes Pope is clear. The
policy is the same, but the method of its execution is quite different.
Hildebrand must have chafed at the slowness and caution of his prede-
cessor. When he becomes Pope, he is urgent to see the policy carried
into immediate effect. The hand on the reins is now a firm one, the con-
trolling mind is ardent and impatient. Soon the issue is joined, and events
move rapidly to the catastrophe.

Superficially the new Pope was not attractive. He was small of
stature, his voice was weak, his appearance unprepossessing. In learning
he fell short of many of his contemporaries; the knowledge of which he
gives evidence is limited, though very practical for his purpose. Thus he
had a close acquaintance with the collections of Decretals current in his
time’. Besides them he depended mainly on Gregory the Great, with
several of whose works he was obviously familiar.. Otherwise there is
practically no indication of any first-hand acquaintance with the works of
the Fathers or other Church writers. He adduces the authority of a few
passages from Ambrose and John Chrysostom in urging on Countess
Matilda of Tuscany the importance of frequent communion. Once only
does he quote from Augustine®, and then the reference is to the De
doctring christiana; the Civitas Dei, quoted 'so frequently by his sup-
porters and opponents alike, is not mentioned by him at all.

The chief authority with him was naturally the Bible. The words of
Scripture, both Old and New Testament, were constantly on his lips.

1 That many of these Decretals were forged is well known, but of course to
Gregory, as to all his contemporaries, they were not known to be other than genuine.

2 It has been shewn by Mirbt, Bernheim, and others that he follows closely the
views of Augustine, especially as expressed in the Civitas Dei; but when he quotes
his authority for these views it is the authority of Gregory the Great that he ad-
duces, It seems to me therefore that it is from Gregory that he absorbs Augustine,
not from a selection of Augustine as Mirbt thinks.
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But, though quotations from the New Testament are the more numerous,
it is the spirit of the Old Testament that prevails. His doctrine is of
righteousness as shewn in duty and obedience, rather than as expressed in
the gospel of love. The language of the Old Testament came most
naturally to him; he was fond of military metaphors, and his language
is that of a general engaged in a constant campaign against a vigilant
enemy. A favourite quotation was from Jeremiah, “Cursed be the man
that keepeth back his sword from blood,” though he usually added with
Gregory the Great “that is to say, the word of preaching from the rebuk-
ing of carnal men.” He was, in fact, in temperament not unlike a prophet
of the Old Testament—fierce in denunciation of wrong, confident in
prophecy, vigorous in action, unshaken in adversity. It is not surprising
to find that contemporaries compared him with the prophet Elijah. His
enthusiasm and his ardent imagination drew men to him; that he attracted
men is well attested. One feature his contemporaries remarked—the
brightness and keenness of his glance. This was the outward sign of the
fiery spirit within that insignificant frame, which by the flame of its
enthusiasm could provoke the unwilling to acquiescence and stimulate
even the fickle Roman population to devotion, It was kindled by his
conviction of the righteousness of his aims and his determination, in
which self-interest did not participate, to carry them into effect.

This had its weak side. He was always too ready to judge of men by
their outward acquiescence in his aims, without regarding their motives.
It is remarkable that with his experience he could have been deceived by
the professions of Cardinal Hugo Candidus, or have failed to realise the
insincerity of Henry IV’s repentance in 1078. Here he was deceived to
his own prejudice. It is not easy, however, to condone his readiness in
1080 to accept the alliance of Robert Guiscard, who had been under ex-
communication until that date, or of the Saxons, whom he had spoken
of as rebels in 1075, and who were actuated by no worthier motives in
1076 and 1080. In the heat of action he grievously compromised his
ideal. Another and a more inevitable result of his temperament was the
frequent reaction into depression. Like Elijah, again, on Mount Carmel
we find him crying out that there is not a righteous man left. Probably
these moods were not infrequent, though they could only find expression
in his letters to intimate friends such as Countess Matilda of Tuscany and
Abbot Hugh of Cluny. And the gentler tone of these letters shews him
in a softer light—oppressed by his burden, dependent solely on the help-
ing hand of the “pauper Jesus.” Tt was a genuine reluctance of which he
spoke when he emphasised his unwillingness at every stage of his life to
have fresh burdens, even of honour, imposed upon him. There is no
reason to doubt that he was unwilling to become Pope; the event itself
prostrated him, and his first letters, announcing his election and appeal-
ing for support, had to be dictated from his bed.

This was a temporary weakness, soon overcome. And it would be a
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mistake to regard him merely, or even mainly, as an enthusiast and a
visionary. He had a strong will and could curb his imagination with an
iron self-control. As a result he has been pictured most strangely as cold
and inflexible, untouched by human weakness, unmoved by human sym-
pathies. It is not in that light that we should view him at the Lenten
Synod of 1076, where he alone remained calm and his will availed to
quell the uproar; it was self-control that checked his impatience in the
period following Canossa, and that was responsible for his firmness and
serenity amid defeat and disappointment, so that he remained unconquered
in spirit almost to the end. But there was another influence too, the
experience of the years that preceded his papacy. As cardinal-deacon for
over twenty years, and Archdeacon of the Roman Church for thirteen,
his work had lain particularly among the secular affairs of the Papacy;
from this he had acquired great practical knowledge and a keen sense of
the actual. It coloured his whole outlook, and produced the contrast
between the theories he expressed and the limitation of them that he was
willing to accept. He had a clear vision both of what was essential and
of what was possible; it was later clouded by the dust of conflict, after
he had joined issue with the Emperor.

His early life had been spent in the service of the Church and the
Papacy. This service remained his single aim, and he was actuated, as he
justly claimed, by no feeling of worldly pride or self-glorification. He
naturally had a full sense of the importance of his office, and realised
both its potentialities and its responsibilities. To St Peter, who had
watched over the training of his youth, he owed his earliest allegiance;
as Bishop of Rome he had become the successor and representative of
St Peter. It was not the least of his achievements that he realised the
logical inferences that could be drawn from the Petrine authority; he was
careful to sink his own individuality, and to picture himself as the channel
through which the will of the Apostle was expressed to mankind. Every
communication addressed to the Pope by letter or by word of mouth is
received by St Peter himself ; and, while the Pope only reads the words
or listens to the message, St Peter can read the heart of the sender. Any
injury done, even in thought, to the Pope is thus an injury to the Prince
of the Apostles himself. He acts as the mouthpiece of St Peter, his sen-
tences arve the sentences of St Peter, and from St Peter has descended to
him the supreme power of binding and of loosing in"heaven and on earth.
So his power of excommunication is unlimited: he can excommunicate,
as in the case of six bishops with all their supporters at the Lenten
Synod of 1079, sine spe recuperationis. Similarly his power of absolution
is unlimited, whether it be absolution to the penitent, absolution from
all their sins to those who fight the battles of the Church against her
enemies, or absolution of the subjects of an excommunicated ruler from
the oath of allegiance they had taken to him. These are not the asser-
tions of a claim; they are the simple expression of his absolute belief.
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How supreme was his confidence is shewn in his prophecies. The authority
descended from St Peter extends over material prosperity in this life; yes,
and over life itself. Glory and honour in this life, as well as in the life to
come, depend on obedience to him, he assured the magistrates of Sardinia
in 1073. In 1078 he proclaimed that all who hindered the holding of a
synod in Germany would suffer not only in soul but also in body and
property, would win no success in war and no triumph in their lifetime,
And at Easter 1080 he pronounced his famous prophecy that Henry, if he
did not repent, would be dead or deposed before August. This is the
confidence of complete conviction.

But it was a delegated authority that he was exercising, and therefore
it must not be exercised arbitrarily. The obedience to God which he en-
forced on all Christians must be rendered by himself first of all. Obedience
to God implies obedience to the Church and to the law of the Church, to
the decrees of the Fathers, the canonical tradition. He shews no dis-
position to over-ride this; in fact he is careful to explain that he is
subject to its authority. Frequently he protested that there was nothing
new in his decrees. His decree against lay investiture was not new, not
of his own invention; in promulgating it he had merely returned to the
teaching and decrees of the Early Fathers and followed the prime unique
rule of ecclesiastical discipline. He did not make new laws; he issued
edicts which interpreted the law or prohibited the illegal practices that
had grown up in course of time. The Holy Roman Church, he says, has
always had and will always have the right of issuing new decrees to deal
with particular abuses as they arise. Its custom has always been to be
merciful, to temper the rigour of the law with discretion, to tolerate some
things after careful consideration, but never to do anything which con-
flicts with the harmony of canonical tradition.

Now the prime importance of this consideration of Gregory VID's
views is in its bearing on his relations with the temporal authority. He
started with the orthodox Gelasian view of the two powers each supreme
in its own department, and it is clear that at first he sees no contlict of
his ideas with this. In the ecclesiastical department of course he must be
absolute master. Archbishops, bishops, and abbots must acknowledge his
complete authority, obey his summons to Rowe, submit to his over-riding
of their actions, and not interfere with divect appeals to Rome. The
legates he sends act in his name. Anywhere they can call synods, preside
over them, and issue decrees on his behalf. But, as his own office is
divinely ordained, so he recognises is the royal office. In 1073 he speaks
of the two powers and compares them with the two eyes of the human
body; as these give light to the body, so the sacerdotium and imperium
should illumine with spiritual light the body of the Church. They should
work together in the harmony of pure religion for the spiritual good of
Christianity ; the spiritual end is the final object of both, in accordance
with the accepted medieval view. Obedience, therefore, is due to kings;
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he shews no indulgence with the Saxon revolt in 1073, and congratulates
Henry on his victory over the rebels in 1075. Over churches he continually
repeats that the lay power has a protective not a possessive function, but
he is anxious not to appear to be encroaching on imperial prerogative.
Though he is convinced that the practice of lay investiture is an abuse
that has arisen in the course of time, he recognises that it has come to
be regarded almost as a prescriptive right!; he is careful not to pro-
mulgate his decree against it in 1075 until he has consulted the king,
upon whose rights, he declares, he is anxious not to encroach. The
language of these early days is markedly different from that of his later
years. The normal contrast between medieval theory and practice is notice-
able at the beginning, when he is content to subordinate his theory to
practical considerations; in later years he is striving to bring his practice
up to the level of his theory. The difference lies not so much in a change
in his point of view?, as in a recognition of its real implications and of its
actual incompatibility with the orthodox Gelasian theory. This recogni-
tion was forced upon him by the circumstances of the struggle with the
king, without which he might never have adopted the extreme attitude
of his later years. His methods help to mark the difference. At first he
attempts to promote his aims by mutual agreement and negotiation;
afterwards he acts by decree, issuing his orders and demanding implicit
obedience.

The key to his development is to be found in his insistence on right-
eousness® as the criterion by which he tests his own actions and those of
all with whom he has to deal. Righteousness, with him as with Augustine,
consists in obedience to the commandments of God. Truth, obedience,
humility, are the marks of the righteous man, the servant of God, as
falsehood, disobedience, pride, are the marks of the wicked man, whose
master is the devil. If this is merely medieval commonplace, it becomes
something more in its application. It is when he has to deal with an
unrighteous king that he discovers the logical results of his opinions.
The Pope, as St Peter’s successor, has authority over the souls of men;
he has in consequence an awful responsibility as he will have to answer
for them before the tribunal of God. It isincumbent upon him to rebuke
those that err; it is he, in fact, that must be the judge of right and wrong,
and to this judgment all men, even kings, must be subject. Everyact of
a king must have the test of right and wrong applied to it, for it is a

1 In a letter to Bishop Anselm of Lucea in 1073 he indirectly recognises the royal
right of investiture.

% The recent work of Father Peitzand others has demonstrated that the Registrum
Gregorii VII is the actual Register of the Pope’s letters kept by the papal Chancery
(which must have done its work rather casually). This establishes the authenticity
of the Dictatus Papae of 1075, with its extreme claims, as a genuine expression of
papal theory at that time.

81 prefer to translate iustitia by ¢ righteousness” rather than “‘justice,” as I
think it conveys a more accurate rendering of Gregory VII's meaning.
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king’s duty to govern for the spiritual welfare of his subjects. Obedience
to God is the sign of the iustus homo, how much more of the iustus rex!
And so, if a king does not act as a tustus homo he at once becomes amen-
able to papal jurisdiction. The head of the spiritual department is
entitled accordingly to obedience from secular rulers. “As I have to
answer for you at the awful Judgment,” he writes to William I of Eng-
land?, “in the interests of your own salvation, ought you, can you avoid
immediate obedience to me?” Theimplication is that the obedience which
is expected from all Christians is obedience to himself.

‘When the great question came as to the sentence of a king who was,
in his view, manifestly unrighteous, there could be no doubt with him as
to the authority he could exercise. The theory of passive obedience to a
wicked king could not influence him or his supporters for a moment; a
king who aimed at his own glory had ceased to be the servant of God
and become the servant of the devil; he was no longer a king but a tyrant.
With the Pope, the judge of right and wrong, lay the sentence. Saul,
ordained by God for his humility, was deposed by Samuel, the representa-
tive of God, for his pride and disobedience. The Pope is through St Peter
the representative of God; as he has power to bind and loose in spiritual
things, how much more in secular! Henry had not merely been disobe-
dient; his pride had led him to attempt the overthrow of the Pope, a
direct outrage on St Peter himself. St Peter, therefore, through the Pope’s
mouth, pronounces sentence of excommunication and deposition. Gregory
has faced the logical outcome of his point of view. The two powers are
not equal and independent; the head of the ecclesiastical department is
dominant over the head of the temporal. And so, when the enemies of
Henry in Germany were contemplating the election of an anti-king to
succeed Rudolf, he sends them the wording of the oath that their new
choice must take to him——the oath of fealty of a vassal to his over-
lord.

Gregory found himself faced at his accession with a situation that
gave him every cause for anxiety, but much real ground for optimism.
In the twenty-four years following his recall to Rome by Pope Leo IX a
great advance had been made. The reformed Papacy had assumed its
natural position as leader and director of the reform movement. It had
vindicated the independence of its own elections against the usurpation
of the Roman nobles and the practice of imperial nomination, it was
asserting its absolute authorityin ecclesiastical matters over all avchbishops
and bishops, and it was beginning to recover its temporal power in Italy.
But its progress was hampered by difficulties and opposition from every

1 Reg. vir, 25. This is the letter in which he the relations bet
the two powers by the simile of the sun and moon. As in 1078 they both give light,
but no longer equal light.
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quarter. Papal decrees had been promulgated against simony and clerical
marriage, but there was more opposition to these decrees than obedience.
The absolute authority of the Pope over all metropolitans was not denied
in theory, but it had not been maintained in practice, and much resent-
ment was aroused by its exercise. The temporal possessions of the Pope
were continually exposed to the encroachments of the Normans, who would
acknowledge themselves vassals of the Papacy but paid no heed to its
instructions. And all these difficulties were complicated and controlled
by the relations of the Pope with the King of Germany, and by the clash of
their conflicting interests. The situation would have been easier had
Henry III been on the throne. He at any rate was an earnest promoter
of ecclesiastical reform. Henry IV was not even in sympathy with the
reform movement, and simony in episcopal elections had become frequent
once more; while he was as firmly resolved as his father that royal control
over all his subjects, lay and ecclesiastical, should be maintained, and this
implied royal control of nominations to bishoprics and abbeys both in
Germany and North Italy. Hence the crisis that had arisen with regard
to Milan just before Alexander II’s death. In the establishment of his
authority in the ecclesiastical department, Gregory was thus faced by the
opposition of the higher clergy (except in Saxony where the bishops as
a whole allied themselves with the local opposition to Henry), supported
by the king, and also of the lower ranks of the secular clergy, who con-
sidered that clerical celibacy was an ideal of perfection to which they
ought not to be expected to aspire. He was supported on the whole by
the regulars and often by the mass of the common people, who were
readily aroused to action, as at Milan, against the laxity of the secular
clergy.

%z, was evident to the Pope that his best chance of success lay in
obtaining the king’s support. Without it he could not coerce the higher
clergy; with it the decrees for Church reform could be made efficacious.
He regarded the royal power as the natural supporter of the Papacy, and
the protector of its temporal authority in South Ttaly against Norman
aggression. His imagination led him to visualise the magnificent concep-
tion of a united Empire and Papacy working together in harmony for the
same spiritual objects, and he was sanguine enough to believe that Henry
could be induced to take the same view. And so the first task he under-
took was to bring about a reconciliation with the king. To effect this
he sought assistance from every quarter—the Empress-mother Agnes,
Beatrice and Matilda of Tuscany, Dukes Rudolf of Swabia and Godfrey
of Lower Lorraine, Bishop Rainald of Como—from anyone in short who
might exercise influence over the king, and who might be expected to
influence him in the right direction. Henry yielded, but he yielded to
necessity, not to persuasion. In August he had with difficulty evaded the
Saxons by flight and had made his way south, where he was remaining
isolated and almost without support. The situation was in many respects
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similar to that at Canossa, and the king’s policy was the same on both
occasions—as his enemies in Germany had the upper hand, he must
propitiate the anger of the Pope, and this could only be done by a com-
plete outward submission. The letter Gregory VII received from the king
in September 1073 was as abject as the humiliation of 1077, without the
personal degradation of Canossa. The king confesses that he is guilty of
all the charges brought against him and asks for papal absolution; he
promises obedience to Gregory’s bidding in the matter of reform, especially
in regard to Milan, and expresses his keen desire for the harmonious co-
operation of the spiritual and temporal powers. The delight of Gregory
was unbounded when he received this letter, so full, he says, of sweetness
and obedience, such as no Pope had ever received from Emperor before.
He failed to realise, though he saw it clearly enough later, that the Saxon
situation was entirely responsible, and that Henry’s humility depended
on his position in Germany; he even did his best to bring Henry and the
Saxons to terms. To Henry’s appeal for absolution he responded with
enthusiasm, and early in the following year it was effected by an embassy
headed by two cardinal-bishops and accompanied by Henry’s mother
Agnes.

Assured of royal support, or at any rate relieved from the embarrass-
ment of royal opposition, he now took in hand the important questions
of Church reform and the assertion of his ecclesiastical authority. He
knew the hostility he had to face. In North Italy, Archbishop Guibert
of Ravenna had submitted himself to Alexander IT and promised obedience,
but little reliance could be placed on his promises; in general, the morals
of the clergy were lax, the episcopate was mutinous. In Germany, there
was an atmosphere of sullen resentment against the measures already taken
by Alexander, and of ill-will towards his successor. It was not until 1074
that the two leading metropolitans—Siegfried of Mayence, the German
Arch-Chancellor, and Anno of Cologne (ex-regent of Germany, now living
in retirement and devoted to good works)—wrote to congratulate Gregory
on his election; and there is no evidence to shew that any of the others
were more forward in this respect. Siegfried took the opportunity of
expressing his pleasure and congratulations in a letter which he wrote on
the subject of the dispute between the Bishops of Prague and Olmiitz,
Bohemian sees within his province. In this letter he complained of the
intervention of the late Pope in a matter which came within his own
Jjurisdiction; particularly that Alexander had allowed the Bishop of
Olmiitz to appeal direct to Rome, and had sent legates to Bohemia who
without reference to Siegfried had suspended the Bishop of Prague from
his office. This was a test case, and Gregory replied with great vigour.
He rebutted the arguments from Canon Law which Siegfried had urged,
and aceused him of neglect of his office and of arrogance towards the
Apostolic See. Siegfried’s timid attempt to assert himself was overwhelmed
by the Pope's vehemence, and he made no further effort to interfere with
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the papal settlement of the question. The Bishop of Prague obeyed the
Pope’s summons to Rome, and Gregory, by his lenient treatment of him,
gave the episcopate a lesson in the value of ready obedience.

This was a signal victory. He passed on to deal with the questions
of simony and clerical marriage. In the first synod he held in Rome, in
Lent 1074, he repeated the decrees of his predecessors against these abuses,
and proceeded to take measures for their enforcement in Germany. The
two cardinal-bishops, who had given absolution to the king and to his
excommunicated councillors at Baster 1074, had the further task imposed
upon them of summoning a synod of German clergy, promulgating the
decrees at this synod, and enforcing acquiescence in their execution. This
was a difficult task, rendered impossible by the overbearing manner of the
papal legates. They addressed themselves first to two of the leading arch-
bishops, Siegfried of Mayence and Liemar of Bremen, with a haughty
injunction to them to hold a synod. They met their match in Liemar.
A supporter of the reform movement, the methods of the Pope and his
legates roused his pride and independence. He refused to do anything
without previous consultation with the episcopate as a whole, and sneered
at the impracticable suggestion that he should hold a synod to which his
suffragans far distant in North Germany or in Denmark would not be
able to come’. Siegfried deprecated the whole business, but from timidity
rather than pride. He temporised for six months and at last called a
synod at Erfurt in October. As he expected, he was faced by a violent
outburst from the secular clergy, who fortified themselves against the
decree enforcing celibacy by the words of St Paul, and the synod broke up
in confusion. Another incident that happened at the same time well
illustrates the temper of the episcopate. Archbishop Udo of Tréves was
ordered by the Pope to investigate the charges brought against the Bishop
of Toul by one of his clergy. He held a synod at which more than twenty
bishops were present. They commenced by a unanimous protest against
the Pope’s action in submitting a bishop to the indignity of having to
answer before a synod to charges that any of his clergy might please to
bring against him. Needless to say, the bishop was unanimously acquitted.
In only one quarter, in fact, could the Pope find support—in Saxony.
Here the episcopate was allied with the lay nobility in opposition to
Henry, and it was part of its policy to keep on good terms with the Pope.
It is not surprising, then, to learn that Bishop Burchard of Halberstadt,
one of the chief leaders of the Saxons, wrote to Gregory to deplore the
unworthy treatment of the papal legates in Germany, and received his
reward in a warm letter of commendation from the Pope.

Gregory now began to take vigorous action to enforce his will. Arch-
bishop Liemar, defiant to the legates who had summoned him to appear
in Rome in November, was ordered by the Pope himself to come to the

1 Liemar gives a lively t of his altercation with the legates in a letter to the
Bishop of Hildesheim (Sudendorf, Reg. 1, 5).
o, 11,
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Lenten Synod of 1075. The same summons was sent to Archbishop
Siegfried, and to six of his suffragan bishops as well. The Pope further
issued circulars appealing especially to prominent laymen to assist him in
executing his decrees. Siegfried’s answer to Gregory’s summons was typical
of the timid man striving to extricate himself from the contest between
two violently hostile parties. Afraid to oppose the Pope’s will, and equally
afraid to enforce it, he excused himself from coming to Rome on the
ground of ill-health, pleaded lack of time for his inability to examine the
conduct of the six suffragans mentioned in Gregory’s letter, but declared
that he had sent on the Pope’s order with instructions to them to obey
it. He expressed his compliance with the decrees against simony and
clerical marriage, but urged moderation and discretion in their execution.

The synod sat at Rome from 24 to 28 February 1075. At this synod
the Pope suspended the absent and disobedient Liemar, and passed the
same sentence on the Bishops of Bamberg, Strasbourg, and Spires, three
of the six suffragans of Mayence whose attendance he had ordered; the
other three seem to have satisfied him, temporarily at any rate, by their
appearance or through representatives. Decrees were also passed against
simony and clerical marriage, with the special addition, in conformity with
Gregory’s policy, of a clause calling on the laity to assist by refraining
from attending the mass celebrated by an offending priest. In sending
the text of these decrees to Archbishop Siegfried?, he shewed that the
moderation urged by Siegfried was not in his mind at all. The decrees
are to be issued and enforced in their full rigour. Instructions to the same
effect were sent to other metropolitans and bishops, for instance to the
Archbishops of Cologne and Magdeburg, with injunctions to hold synods
to enforce the decrees. This was again pressed on Siegfried and distressed
him still further. He eventually replied to the Pope in July or August,
in a letter intended to be tactful and to shift responsibility from his
own shoulders. It was no use; Gregory was quite firm. He replied on
3 September, acknowledging the weight of Siegfried’s arguments but
declaring them of no effect when set in the balance against his pastoral
duty. Siegfried was forced to comply, especially as the submission of
the Saxons took away from him his chief excuse for delay. He held a
synod at Mayence in October, and, as before, it was broken up by the
turbulence of the secular clergy. But the whole question was now to be
transferred to a larger stage, and the next act in the drama is the
Council of Worms.

In this struggle with the German episcopate, in which matters were
rapidly coming to a crisis, Gregory had been able to act unhampered by
royal interference, and so far his policy of effecting a reconciliation with

1 Juffé, Mon. Greg. ep. coll. 8. The same letter was sent as well to Archbishop
Werner of Magdeburg (ép. coll. 4) and to Bishop Otto of Constance (ep. coll. 5). There
seems little doubt that these letters should be dated February 1075 and not, as by Jaffé,
March 1074.
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Henry had justified itself. But in North Italy, where he required the
active co-operation rather than the non-interference of the king, the
policy had not been so successful. Little, however, could be expected
from Henry when his position in Germany itself was so difficult, and for
two years Gregory seems to have persisted in his confidence in the king’s
sincerity. He did complain, indeed, in December 1074 that Henry had
not yet taken any action with regard to Milan, and he administered a
gentle warning as to the councillors he had around him. But the more
personal letter he wrote at the same time gives expression to his confi-
dence in the king. In this letter he detailed his plan of leading a vast
expedition to the East both to protect the Eastern Christians and to
bring them back to the orthodox faith; he is careful to seek Henry’s
advice and assistance in this, because in the event of his going he intends
to leave the Roman Church under Henry’s care and protection. If he
could trust the king to this extent, he was profoundly suspicious of his
councillors and of their confederates the Lombard bishops. At the Lenten
Synod of 1075, three Italian bishops were suspended for disobedience to
his summons, and five of Henry’s councillors, promoters of simony, are to
be excommunicated if they have not appeared in Rome and given satis-
faction by 1 June. At the same synod was passed the first decree against
lay investiture.

Against the practice of lay ownership of churches, great and small,
the reformed Papacy had already raised its protest, and the necessity of
obtaining suitable agents for the work of reform had turned its attention
to the method of appointment. While denying the right of the king to
control appointments, the Popes allowed him a considerable though un-
defined role, both as head of the laity and as the natural protector of
the Church. In this Gregory VII acquiesced, and where the appointments
were good from the spiritual point of view, as was the case in England
under William I, he was little disposed to question the method. It was
the insubordination of the episcopate in Germany and North Italy, and
especially the clash of papal and imperial claims at Milan, that led him
to take definite action against a royal control that led to bad appoint-
ments. The king, for his part, regarded bishoprics as being in his gift,
and allowed no bishop to exercise his functions until he had invested him
with ring and staff. To the Church party the use of these symbols be-
tokened the conferring by the king of spiritual functions; this was an
abuse the removal of which might lead to the restoration of true canonical
election. In Gregory VIDs eyes it was clearly not an end in itself, but
only a step towards the end, which was through free election by clergy
and people to obtain a personnel adequate for its spiritual functions and
amenable to papal authority.

" The importance of lay investiture had been early recognised by
Cardinal Humbert in his Liber adversus Symoniacos, but Gregory VII was
the? first Pope to legislate directly on the subject. The first decree
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prohibiting lay investiture (though not imposing any penalty on laymen
who invested) was passed at this synod in 1075. But it was never properly
published. Bishops elected and invested in 1075 and 1076 could plead
ignorance of its existence and the Pope accepted their plea. No German
writer seems to know of it, and we are indebted for its wording solely
to a Milanese writer, Arnulf, which gives weight to the suggestion that
the Milanese situation was principally responsible for the framing of the
decree. The fact was that Gregory knew that he was dealing with a long-
established custom, regarded by the king as a prescriptive right, and he
knew that he must walk warily. He first of all sent the text of the decree
to the king accompanied by a message to explain that it was no new step
that he was taking but a restoration of canonical practice, and urging
the king, if he felt his rights to be in any way infringed, to communicate
with him, so that the matter could be arranged on a just and amicable
footing. Gregory attempted to establish his point by negotiation, and
he seems to have imagined that the king would recognise the fairness of
his claim. Henry made no reply to these overtures, and the Pope does
not seem to have been immediately perturbed by this ominous silence. In
July he warmly praised the king for his zeal in resisting simony and
clerical marriage, which gives him reason, he says, to hope for still higher
and better things—acquiescence, doubtless, in the new decree. Just after
this, two ambassadors from Henry arrived in Rome with a strictly con-
fidential message to the Pope to be communicated to no one except the
king’s mother Agnes, or Beatrice and Matilda of Tuscany. This has been
conjectured, with great probability, to have had reference to the king’s
desire to be crowned Emperor by the Pope; if this be so we have a ready
explanation of his willingness to keep on good terms with the Pope, even
after his great victory over the Saxons in June. Gregory took some time
to reply, owing to illness; but, when he did, he warmly congratulated
the king on his victory over the rebels, and wrote in a tone of confidence
that they were going to work together in harmony.

This was the last time that he expressed any such confidence, and in
the meantime the situation in Italy, especially at Milan, had been getting
steadily worse. Revolt against the Pope was spreading in North Italy,
and Archbishop Guibert of Ravenna once more took the opportunity of
proclaiming the independence of his see. In Milan, Erlembald, the leader
of the Pataria and practical ruler of the city, had, in accordance with the
Pope’s appeal to the laity, forbidden the offending clergy to exercise their
functions, which were usurped by a priest of his own party, Liutprand.
A riot ensued in which Erlembald was killed and Liutprand mutilated.
Their enemies in triumph reported the facts to Henry, and asked him to
appoint a new archbishop in place of his previous nominee Godfrey, from
whom he had practically withdrawn support. That Henry for some time
ignored this request may have encouraged the Pope in the confidence

- that he expressed in August. But, with the situation in Germany be-
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coming increasingly favourable, Henry seems to have felt himself strong
enough to follow his own inclinations, and to listen again to those coun-
cillors from whom Gregory had been most anxious to separate him. His
two ambassadors, who were still waiting instructions from him in Rome,
suddenly received a message at the beginning of September to make public
what he had previously wished to be a close secret, a discourtesy to the
Pope which the latter rightly felt to be ominous. And at the same time
he sent an embassy into Italy which revealed a complete change in his
policy. It was headed by Count Eberhard of Nellenburg, who was almost
certainly one of the councillors placed under a ban by the Pope. Its first
object was to make an alliance with the Lombard bishops and to attempt
toally the king with the excommunicated Norman duke, Robert Guiscard.
Further, by royal authority, bishops were appointed to the vacant sees of
Fermo and Spoleto, sees which lay within the provincia Romana’. But
the main purpose of the embassy was to make a settlement of affairs at
Milan, so as completely to re-establish the old imperial authority.
Acceding to the request of the anti-Patarian party, Henry ignored both
his own nominee Godfrey and also Atto, whom the Pope recognised as
archbishop, and proceeded to invest one Tedald, who was consecrated
archbishop by the suffragans of Milan. As in 1072, Henry so long
compliant deliberately provoked a rupture on the question of Milan. It
was an issue in which imperial and papal interests vitally conflicted, and
now that he was master once more in Germany it was an issue that he
felt himself strong enough to raise. Henry had revealed himself in his
true colours. The Pope’s eyes were opened. He realised at last the meaning
of Henry’s submission in 1073, and that it was due not to sincerity but
to defeat. It was clear that compliance could be expected from Henry
only when his fortunes were at a low ebb, and that at such times no re-
liance could be placed on his promises. The Pope’s dream is at an end;
he is now awake to the realities of the situation, the bitter frustration of
all his hopes.

His tone to the usurper Tedald and his orders to the suffragan bishops
of Milan were sharp and uncompromising. With the king he tried the
effect of threats to see if they would succeed where persuasion had failed.
By the king’s own ambassadors he sent him a letter in which he summed
up the leading offences of Henry—he is reported to be associating with
his excommunicated councillors, and if this be true must do penance and
seek absolution; he is certainly guilty with regard to Fermo and Spoleto
and most culpable of all in his action at Milan, which was a direct breach
of all his promises and a proof of the falseness of his pretended humility
and obedience to Rome. A more mild rebuke follows for Henry’s silence
to his overtures regarding the investiture decree; if the king felt himself
aggrieved he ought to have stated his grievances.  Until he has given satis-
faction on all these points, the king must expect no answer to his previous

1 Hence Gregory’s complaint that they were men unknown to him.
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enquiry (again, doubtless, on the question of his coronation at Rome).
He concludes with a warning to the king to remember the fate of Saul,
who, like Henry, had displayed pride and disobedience after his victory;
it is the humility of David that a righteous king must imitate. The letter
was stern, but not uncompromising; the message given to the ambassadors
to deliver by word of mouth was more direct. It amounted to a distinet
threat that, failing compliance, Henry must expect the sentence of
escommunication, and possibly of deposition also, to be pronounced
against him from the papal chair. This verbal message was in effect an
ultimatum,

The embassy reached Henry early in January 1076. He could not
brook threats of this nature when policy no longer required him to yield
to them. He had been humble to the Pope only until he had defeated
his other foe; now that he was victorious, the need for humility was past,
and he could deal directly with the other enemy that was menacing the
imperial rights. His previous humiliation only made his desire for revenge
more keen, and his indignation demanded a speedy revenge. The bishops
he knew to be as bitter against the Pope as himself; and he summoned
them to a Council at Worms on 24 January. The short notice given in
the summons must have prevented the attendance of several, such as
Archbishop Liemar, who would gladly have been present; even so, two
archbishops, Siegfried of Mayence and Udo of Tréves, and twenty-four
bishops, subscribed their names to the proceedings. There was no need
for persuasion or deliberation. They readily! renounced allegiance to the
Pope, and concocted a letter addressed to him in which they brought
forward various charges (of adultery, perjury, and the like) to blacken his
character, but laid their principal stress on the only serious charge they
could bring—his treatment of the episcopate. The king composed a letter
on his own account, making the bishops’ cause his own, and indignantly
repudiating Gregory’s claim to exercise authority over himself, who as
the Lord’s anointed was above all earthly judgment, ordered him to de-
scend from the papal throne and yield it to a more worthy occupant. The
next step was to obtain the adhesion of the North Italian bishops,
which was very readily given at a council at Piacenza, and to Roland
of Parma was entrusted the mission of delivering to the Pope the
sentence of ‘deposition pronounced by the king and the bishops of the
Empire.

At Christmas 1075 had occurred the outrage of Cencius, who laid
violent hands on the Pope and hurried him, a prisoner, into a fortress of
his own. Gregory was rescued by the Roman populace, and had to inter-
vene to prevent them from tearing his captor in pieces. The horror
aroused at this incident gave an added reverence to the person of the Pope,
and it was in these circumstances, and while the Lenten Synod was about
to commence its deliberations, that Roland of Parma arrived. The message

1 Except Bishop Herman of Metz, who was doubtless coerced into signing,
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which he delivered to the assembled synod was an outrage beside which
that of Cencius paled into insignificance. It shocked the general feeling
of the day, which was accordingly prejudiced on the Pope’s side at the
commencement of the struggle. At the synod itself there was a scene of
wild disorder and uproar. The Pope, depressed at the final ruin of his
hopes and at the prospect of the struggle before him, alone remained calm;
he intervened to protect Roland from their fury, and succeeded at last in
quieting the assembly and recalling it to its deliberations. The verdict
was assured and he proceeded to pass sentence on his aggressors. Arch-
bishop Siegfried and the other German bishops that subscribed are
sentenced to deposition and separated from communion with the Church;
a proviso is added giving the opportunity to those who had been coerced
into signing to make their peace before 1 August. The same sentence is
passed on the Lombard bishops. Iinally he deals with the king in an

- impressive utterance addressed to St Peter, in whose name he declares
him deposed and absolves his subjects from their oath of allegiance; and
then he bans him from the communion of the Church, recounting his
various offences—communicating with the excommunicated councillors;
his many iniquities ; his contempt of papal warnings; his breach of the
unity of the Church by his attack on the Pope.

The hasty violence and the fantastic charges of the king and the bishops
contrasted very strikingly with the solemn and deliberate sentence of the
Pope. Confident himself in the justice of his action, there were some who
doubted, and for these he wrote a circular letter detailing the events that
led to Henry’s excommunication. The facts spoke for themselves, but
there were still some who continued to doubt whether in any circum-
stances the Pope had the right to excommunicate the king; to convince
these he wrote a letter to Bishop Herman of Metz (who had hastened to
make his peace with the Pope for his enforced signature at Worms), in
which he justifies himself by precedents, by the power given to St Peter,
and by the authority of Scripture and the Fathers. Itis rather a hurried
letter, in which he answers briefly and somewhat impatiently several
questions put to him by Herman. He makes it quite clear, however,
that he regards the spiritual power as superior to the temporal, and that
his authority extends over all temporal rulers. Henceforward there is no
sign of his earlier attitude which seemed to imply adherence to the
Gelasian standpoint; he is now the judge who decides whether the king
is doing that which is right (i.e. is worthy to be king), and the test of
right-doing is obedience to the papal commands. One point calls for re-
mark. It is only the excommunication that he justifies. The sentence of
deposition plays little part in 1076 ; it is not a final sentence as in 1080,
and even by Henry’s enemies in Germany, who considered this to be a
question rather for them to decide, little attention is paid to this part of

#the sentence, Probably in the Pope’s eyes it was subsidiary; deposition
and the absolving of the king’s subjects from their oath of allegiance was.
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a necessary consequence of excommunication in order to save from the
same penalty the subjects of the excommunicated king. As is clear from
his Jetter to Bishop Herman, he contemplated the absolution of the
king as a possibility in the near future, and he did not at present
contemplate the appointment of a successor to Henry.

The king received intelligence of the papal sentence at Easter, and im-
mediately summoned a council to meet at Worms on Whitsunday. The
crisis had been reached. The king had ordered the Pope to descend from
St Peter’s chair; the Pope treated the king as contumacious, excommuni-
cated him, and declared him to be no longer king. Which was to prevail?
The answer to this was quickly given. The papal ban was seen to be
speedily efficacious. It frightened the more timid of Henry’s adherents,
it impressed moderate men who had been horrified by the king’s attack on
the Pope. Moreover it gave the excuse for revolt to raise its head in
Saxony once more,and to win adherents from among the higher nobility
in the rest of Germany, alienated by the high-handed measures of the
king in his moment of triumph and resenting their own lack of influence
in the affairs of the kingdom. The situation in Germany is dealt with in
another chapter. Here it is enough to say that Henry found himself iso-
lated, and faced by a coalition far more dangerous to his power than the
revolt of 1078. His summons to councils at Worms and Mayence were
ignored, and the bishops of Germany were hastening to make their peace
with the Pope, either directly or indirectly through the papal legate,
Bishop Altmann of Passau. Only in North Italy were his adherents still
faithful, and with them it was not possible for him to join forces. The
imperial authority was humiliated between the encroachments of the
spiritual power on the one hand, and the decentralising policy of the
leading nobles on the other. At the Diet of princes held at Tribur in
October these two powers came to terms for mutual action. Two papal
legates were present, and the Pope’s letter of the previous month, in
which for the first time he contemplates the possibility of a successor to
Henry, was probably before the diet. He insists in that event on being
consulted as to their choice, requiring careful information as to per-
sonal character; he claims that the Apostolic See has the right of confirm-
ing the election made by the nobles. Such a right was not likely to be
conceded by them, but to obtain papal support they were willing to
satisfy him essentially. Henry was forced to send a solemn promise of
obedience to the Pope and of satisfaction for his offences, and to pro-
mulgate his change of mind to all the nobles, lay and ecclesiastical, of the
kingdom. The diet then arrived at two important decisions. Accepting
the justice of Henry’s excommunication, they agreed that if he had not
obtained absolution by 22 February they would no longer recognise him
as king. Secondly, they summoned a council to be held at Augsburg on
2 February, at which they invited the Pope to be present and to preside;
at this council the question of Henry’s worthiness to reign was to be
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decided and, if necessary, the choice of a successor was to be made. These
decisions were communicated to the Pope, and also to Henry, who was
remaining on the other side of the river at Oppenheim, carefully watched,
with only a few attendants, almost a prisoner.

The Pope received the news with delight and accepted the invitation
with alacrity. It meant for him the realisation of his aims and the
exhibition to the world of the relative importance of the spiritual and
temporal powers; Pope Gregory VII sitting in judgment on King
Henry IV would efface the unhappy memory of King Henry III sitting
in judgment on Pope Gregory VI thirty years before. He left Rome in
December and travelled north into Lombardy. But the escort promised
him from Germany did not arrive, and the news reached him that Henry
had crossed the Alps and was in Italy. Uncertain as to the king’s inten-
tions and fully aware of the hostility of the Lombards, he took refuge
in Countess Matilda’s castle of Canossa.

The king was in a desperate position. He could expect little mercy
from the council of his enemies at Augsburg in February. The conjunc-
tion of the Pope and the German nobles was above all things to be
avoided. The only resource left to him was to obtain absolution, and to
obtain it from the Pope in Italy, before he arrived in Germany. To effect
this a humiliation even more abject than that of 1073 was necessary: he
must appear in person before the Pope not as a king but as a penitent
sinner; 1t would be hard for the Pope to refuse absolution to a humble
penitent. His decision arrived at, he acted with singular courage and
resolution. He had to elude the close vigilance of the nobles and escape
from his present confinement; as they were guarding the other passes into
Italy, only the Mont Cenis pass was left to him, which was in the control
of his wife’s family, the counts of Savoy; but the winter was one of the
most severe on record, and the passage of the Mont Cenis pass was an
undertaking that might have daunted the hardiest mountaineer. All
these difficulties Henry overcame, and with his wife, his infant son, and
a few personal attendants he reached the plains of Lombardy. Here he
found numerous supporters, militant anti-Papalists, eager to flock to his
banner. It was a serious temptation, but his good sense shewed him that
it would ultimately have been fatal, and he resisted it. With his meagre
retinue he continued his journey until he arrived at the gates of Canossa,
where the final difficulty was to be overcome, the obtaining of the papal
absolution. To this end he strove to obtain the intercession of his god-
father Abbot Hugh of Cluny, of the Countess Matilda, of any of those
present whose influence might prevail with the Pope. And he carried
out to the full his design of throwing off the king and appearing as
the sinner seeking absolution; bare-footed, in the woollen garb of the
penitent, for three days he stood humbly in the outer courtyard of
Canossa.

There are few moments in history that have impressed later genera-
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tions so much?as this spectacle of the heir to the Empire standing in the
courtyard of Canossa, a humble suppliant for papal absolution. But it
is within the castle that we must look for the real drama of Canossa.
Paradoxical as it sounds, it was the king who had planned and achieved
this situation; the plans of the Pope were upset by this sudden appear-
ance, his mind was unprepared for the emergency. The three days of
waiting are not so much the measure of Henry's humiliation as of
Gregory’s irresolution. Could he refuse absolution to one so humble and
apparently so penitent? The influence of those on whom he was wont to
lean for spiritual help, especially the Abbot of Cluny, urged him to
mercy; the appeal of the beloved Countess Matilda moved him in the
same direction. But they only saw a king in penitential garb; he had
the bitter experience of the last two years to guide him, and what confi-
dence could he feel that the penitence of Henry was more sincere now,
when his need was greater, than it had been in 1078? He saw before him
too the prospect of the wrecking of all his hopes, the breach of his
engagement with the German nobles, which would probably result
from an absolution given in circumstances that neither he nor they had
contemplated. His long hesitation was due, then, to the contlict in his
mind; it was not a deliberate delay designed to increase to the utmost the
degradation of the king.

But at last the appeal to the divine mercy prevailed over all other
considerations. The doors were opened and Henry admitted to the Pope’s
presence; the ban was removed, and the king was received once more
into communion with the Church. From him the Pope extracted such
assurances of his penitence and guarantees for his future conduct as would
justify the absolution and at the same time leave the situation as far as
possible unaltered from the papal point of view. With his hand on the
Gospels the king took an oath to follow the Pope’s directions with regard
to the charges of the German nobles against him, whichever way they
might tend, and further by mno act or instigation of his to impede
Gregory from coming into Germany or to interfere with his safe-conduct
while there. The Pope sent a copy of this oath to the German nobles
with a letter? describing the events at Canossa. He realised that the
absolution of Henry in Italy would appear to them in the light of a be-
trayal of the compact he had entered into with them. His letter is an
explanation, almost an apology of his action; while he points out that

1 Or contemporary opinion so little.  Bismarck’s famous words ““zu Canossa gehen
wir nicht” indicate the aspect of Canossa that impresses the modern mind. But the
brief allusions to Canossa in contemporary writers only refer to the king’s absolution
and its political results; it did not oceur to them that the monarchy had been
degraded by Henry’s action. His seat on the throne had been shaken by the ex-
communication; he righted himself by his penance at Canossa.

2 This letter i(Reg. 1v, 12) is our only real authority for the details of Canossa.
Lampert of Hersfeld’s account is clearly based on the Pope’s letter, with characteristic
embellishments of his own invention.
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the non-appearance of the promised escort had prevented him from
reaching Germany, he is careful to insist firstly that it was impossible for
him to refuse absolution, secondly that he has entered into no engagement
with the king and that his purpose is as before to be present at a council
in Germany. He lingered, in fact, for some months in North Italy,
waiting for the escort that never came; at last he resigned himself to the
inevitable and slowly retraced his steps to Rome, which he reached at the
beginning of September.

Henry’s plan had been precisely fulfilled. He had counted the cost—
a public humiliation—and was prepared to pay the additional price in the
form of promises; he had obtained his end—absolution—and the results
he had anticipated from this were to prove the success of his poliey?. In
Lombardy he resumed his royal rights, but resisted the clamour of his
Italian adherents, whose ardour he most thoroughly disappointed; he
must still walk with great discretion, and Germany, not Italy, was his
immediate objective. Thither he soon returned, and the effects of his
absolution were at once revealed. By the majority of his subjects he was
regarded as the lawful sovereign once more. He had endured a grave
injury to imperial prestige, but he had administered an important check
to the two dangerous rivals of imperial power—the spiritual authority
and the feudal nobility.

The news of Henry’s absolution came as a shock to his enemies in
Germany, upsetting their plans and disappointing their expectations.
Nor were they comforted by the Pope’s effort to reassure them. They
decided, however, to proceed with their original purpose and to hold a
diet at Forchheim in March. Their invitation to the Pope to be present
at this diet must have contained a reference to their disappointment at
his action, for in his reply he finds it necessary to justify himself again,
laying stress also on their failure to provide an escort. This was still the
difficulty that prevented him from coming to Germany, but he sent two
papal legates who were present at Forchheim, and who seem on their own
responsibility to have confirmed the decision of the nobles and to have
given papal sanction to the election of Duke Rudolf of Swabia as king.

The election of Rudolf created a difficult situation, but one full of
possibilities for the Pope which he was not slow to recognise. He refused,
indeed, to confirm the action of his legates at Forchheim, but he recog-
nised the existence of two kings and claimed for himself the decision
between them. If he could establish this claim and obtain acquiescence
in his decision, the predominance of the spiritual power would be revealed
as a fact. His decision must not be hurried; it must be given only after
clear evidence and on the spiritual and moral grounds which were the
justification of the supremacy he claimed. Righteousness must be the
supreme test; he will give his decision to the king cui iustitia fuvet.

1 This is very clearly stated by the writer most favourable to him, Vita Heinrici
imperatoris, c. 8, SGUS, p. 16.

CH. IL.



2 The Pope's neutrality

Again and again he emphasised this, and that the marks of fustitia were
humility and obedience, obedience to the commandments of God and so
to 8t Peter,and through St Peter to himself. Obedience to the Pope was
to be the final test of worthiness to rule, and he gave one practical
application of this principle. He still continued for a time to cherish the
hope that he would preside in person over a council in Germany; when
this was proved impossible, his plan was to send legates to preside in his
place. From both kings he expected assistance. The king who was con-
victed of hindering the holding of the council would be deposed, and
judgment given in favour of the other; for as Gregory the Great had said,
“even kings lose their thrones if they presume to oppose apostolic
decrees.” Naturally his attitude gave intense dissatisfaction to both
Henry and Rudolf; neither felt strong enough to stand alone, and both
expected papal support. Henry urged the Pope to excommunicate the
traitor Rudolf, who had presumed to set himself up against God’s anointed.
The suppoyters of Rudolf were equally persistent. The Pope had absolved
them from their allegiance to Henry. In conformity with this they had
made a compact with him for joint action, a compact which they felt he
had broken by his absolution of Henry. They had persisted, however,
with the scheme and had elected Rudolf, and papal legates had been
present and confirmed the election. Moreover, a garbled version of
Canossa soon prevailed among them, which made it appear that the king
had been granted absolution on conditions (distinet from those in his oath)
which he had immediately broken, and was thereby again excommunicate.
In this view they were again supported by the papal legates, who continued
to embarrass the Pope by exceeding their instructions. Rudolf and his
supporters can hardly be blamed for interpreting the action of the legates
as performed on behalf of the Pope and by his orders. His continued
neutrality and his constant reference to two kings only bewildered and
irritated them. He persisted, however, in neutrality, undeterred by the
complaints of either side, determined to take no action until the righteous-
ness of one party or the absence of it in the other could be made apparent.
But there could never have been much doubt as to the final decision. He
always shewed complete confidence in Rudolf’s rectitude; his previous
experience could have given him little confidence in Henry. The three
days” hesitation at Canossa had ended when he allowed himself to be
assured of Henry’s penitence; the hesitation of the three years following
Canossa was to be resolved when he could feel complete assurance of
Henry’s guilt.

From 1077 to 1080 the decision in Germany is naturally the chief
object of the Pope’s attention. This did not divert his mind from the
important questions of Church government and papal authority, but to
some extent it hampered and restricted his actions; it would appear that
he was careful to avoid any cause of friction with Henry which might
compromise the settlement of the great decision. His authority was set
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at naught by the bishops of North Italy, who refused to execute his decrees
and defied his repeated excommunications. In Germany there is hardly a
trace of the struggle that had been so bitter in 1074 and 1075; this was
mainly due to the confusion arising from the state of civil war. Probably
too the German episcopate was not anxious to engage in another trial
of strength with the Pope. Their revolt at Worms had resulted in
bringing them in submission to the Pope’s feet, and their leader, Arch-
bishop Siegfried of Mayence, had given up all further thoughts of revolt
against him. He had even abandoned his royal master and had con-
secrated Rudolf as king; his instinct in every crisis for the losing side
remained with him to the end. In Gregory’s correspondence during this
period there is an almost complete absence of reference to ecclesiastical
affairs in Germany. At the same time it is the period of his chief legis-
lative activity. At the Lenten and November Synods of 1078, especially
at the latter, he issued a number of decrees dealing with the leading ques-
tions of Church discipline, most of which were subsequently incorporated
by Gratian into his Deerctum. The increased stringency of the measures
taken to deal with ecclesiastical offenders is the principal feature of these
decrees. Bishops are ordered to enforce clevical chastity in their dioceses,
under penalty of suspension. The sacraments of married clergy had
previously been declared invalid, and the laity ordered not to hear the -
mass of a married priest; now entry into churches is forbidden to married
clergy. All ordinations, simoniacal or otherwise uncanonical, are declared
null and void, as are the orders of those ordained by excommunicated
bishops. Naturally, then, the ordinations of simoniacal bishops are invalid;
an exception is made in the case of those ordained nescienter et sine pretio
by simoniacal bishops before the papacy of Nicholas II, who, after the
laying-on of hands, might be confirmed in their orders’. As to the en-
forcement of these decrees by the Pope we hear nothing; but they raised
issues which were to be seriously contested after his death, and his imme-
diate successors were eventually to take less extreme views. Further, the
Pope dealt with the unlawful intervention of the laity in ecclesiastical
affairs. Not only are the laity sternly prohibited from holding Church pro-
perty or tithes; a decree is also passed in November 1078 condemning the
practice of lay investiture, Itis noticeable that it only prohibits investi-
ture with the spiritual office, and that it enforces penalties only on the
recipients, not on the laity who invest. Finally, there were a number of
decrees connected with points of doctrine, the most important of which was
issued after considerable debate at the Lenten Synod of 1079, affirming
the substantial change of the elements after consecration. It was an
answer to the heresy of Berengar of Tours, who is compelled once more to
recant; Gregory as before shewed great leniency in dealing with him, and
actually threatened with excommunication anyone who should molest him.
1 Reg. vi, 89. Saltet, Les Réordinations, pp. 205 sq., fails to notice this im-
portant letter, and therefore forms a different conclusion as to Gregory’s attitude.
CH. 11,
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All this legislation, important as it was and fruitful in future contro-
versies, was subsidiary to the question of the German kingdom, which at
every synod took the leading place. Gregory was continually striving to
bring about the council in Germany over which his legates were to preside.
Both kings promised to co-operate and to abide by the decision of the
legates; both promised an escort to ensure the safe-conduct of the legates.
But nothing was done by either; Rudolf was doubtless unable, Henry
was certainly unwilling. There was in consequence a strong feeling at the
Lenten Synod of 1079 that the Pope should immediately decide for Rudolf.
Gregory,however, persevered and contented himself with renewed promises,
guaranteed by oath, from the ambassadors of both kings. Henry was be-
coming impatient. As his position in Germany grew more secure, his
need to conciliate the Pope became less urgent. At the Lenten Synod of
1080 his ambassadors appeared not with promises but with the demand,
accompanied probably by threats, that the Pope should immediately
excommunicate Rudolf; Rudolf’s ambassadors replied with a string of
charges against Henry, to prove his unrighteousness and insincerity. The
Pope could remain neutral no longer. Henry’s embassy had provided the
evidence he required to prove the king’s breach of faith. Against Henry
the decision was given.

The proceedings of the synod commenced with a renewal of the decree
against lay investiture, accompanied, now that negotiation with Henry
was at an end, by a further decree threatening with excommunication the
lay power that presumed to confer investiture of bishopric or abbey. A
third decree enforced the pure canonical election of bishops, and provided
that, where this was in any way vitiated, the power of election should
devolve on the Pope or the metropolitan. The synod terminated with
the pronouncement of the papal decision on the German kingdom. Again
in the form of a solemn address, this time with added effect to both
St Peter and St Paul, Gregory dwells on his reluctance at every stage in his
advancement to the papal chair, and recounts the history of his relations
with Henry during the three preceding years, marking the insincerity of
the king and his final disobedience in the matter of the council, which, with
the ruin and desolation he had caused in Germany, proved his unrighteous-
ness and unfitness to reign. Then follows the sentence—Henry, for his
pride, disobedience, and falsehood, is excommunicated, deposed from his
kingdom, and his subjects absolved from their oath of allegiance. Rudolf
by his humility, obedience, truthfulness, is revealed as the righteous man;
to him the kingdom, to which he had been elected by the German people,
is entrusted by the Pope acting in the name of the two Apostles, to whom
he appeals for a vindication of his just sentence.

The sentence has a ring of finality in it that was not present in 1076.
Henry is now deposed for ever and a successor appointed in his place. So it
is on the deposition that the main emphasis is laid, as it was on the excom-
munication in 1076. Gregory’s justification of his action is again addressed
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to Bishop Herman of Metz, though not written till the following year.
Unlike the similar letter of 1076 it shews no sign of haste or impatience;
it is a reasoned statement, full of quotations from precedent and authority,
and is concerned mainly with emphasising the complete subjection of the
secular to the spiritual power, for even the lowest in the ecclesiastical
hierarchy have powers which are not given to the greatest Emperors. It
is a mighty assertion of the unlimited autocracy of the Pope over all men,
even the greatest, on earth. And it was an assertion of authority in the
justice of which Gregory had the supremest confidence. In the sentence
he had prayed that Henry might acquire no strength in war, no victory
in his lifetime. He followed this up on Easter Monday by his famous
prophecy that Henry, if he did not repent, would be dead or deposed
before St Peter’s day. He felt assured that the easy victory of 1076 would
be repeated. But the situation was entirely different from that in 1076,
as also the issue was to be. Then opinion in Germany had been shocked
by the violence and illegality of the king in attempting to expel the Pope.
The papal excommunication had been obeyed as a just retribution; to the
sentence of deposition little attention had been paid. Assoon as the king
was absolved he received again the allegiance of all those who were in
favour of legitimacy and a strong central authority, and were opposed to
the local ambitions of the dukes who set up Rudolf. The Pope’s claim
to have the deciding voice was not regarded very seriously by them, and
still less attention was paid to his assertion of the complete autocracy of
the spiritual power. When Henry would do nothing to make possible
the council that the Pope so earnestly desired, his action was doubtless
approved by them; and when the Pope in consequence excommunicated
and deposed the king and appointed Rudolf in his place, he aroused
very wide-spread indignation. It is Gregory who is the aggressor now,
as Henry was in 1076; it is he that is regarded now as exceeding his
powers in attempting to dethrone the temporal head of Western Christen-
dom. The situation is completely reversed, and it is not too much to say
that as a result of the papal sentence Henry’s power in Germany became
stronger than it had been for some years.

Henry was probably more alive than Gregory to the real facts of the
situation. Rapidly, but with less precipitancy than he had shewn in 1076,
he planned his counter-stroke. A council of German bishops held at
Mayence on Whitsunday decreed the deposition of the Pope and arranged
another council to be held at Brixen on 25 June, where a successor to
Gregory was to be appointed. To this council the bishops of North Italy
came in large numbers; the king was present and many nobles both of
Germany and Italy, The bishops confirmed the Mayence decree and
unanimously declared Gregory deposed; to the royal power was entrasted
the task of executing the sentence. They also proceeded to the election
of a successor, and their choice fell on Archbishop Guibert of Ravenna,
the leader of the Lombard bishops in their revolt against papal authority.
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A man of strong determination, resolute in upholding the independence
he claimed for his see, he had been repeatedly summoned to Rome by the
Pope, and for his absence and contumacy repeatedly excommunicated.
Though violently attacked by papalist writers and likened to the beast in
the Apocalypse, no charges were made against his personal character; he
seems also to have been in sympathy with Church reform, as his decrees
shew. A stubborn opponent of Gregory, unmoved by papal excommuni-
cations, he was eminently the man for Henry’s purpose in the final struggle
that had now begun. For it was a struggle that admitted of no compro-
mise—king and anti-Pope wersus Pope and anti-king. St Peter’s day
came and Gregory’s prophecy was not fulfilled; in October Rudolf was
killed in battle. It was now possible for Henry to take in hand the
execution of the Brixen decree, and to use the temporal weapon to expel
the deposed Pope.

Even before the Council of Brixen met, Gregory had realised the danger
that threatened him. Spiritual weapons were of avail no longer; he must
have recourse to the aid of temporal power. The Romans, he knew, were
loyal to him and would resist the invader. In Tuscany he could rely
absolutely on the devotion of Countess Matilda, but against this must be
set the hostility of Lombardy. To restore the balance in his favour he
was driven to seek assistance from the Normans in South Italy. He knew
that they would welcome the alliance if he was willing to pay their price.
The issues at stake were so vital to the Papacy and the Church that he
felt justified in consenting to the price they demanded, though it involved
what in other circumstances he would have regarded as an important
breach of principle. To understand this it is necessary to review briefly
his relations with the Normans during the past seven years.

The relations of the Pope with the Normans were affected by two
considerations—the protection of papal territory, and the possible need
for their assistance. Robert Guiscard, Duke of Apulia, Calabria, and
Sicily, who was trying to form a centralised Norman state in South
Italy, had readily done homage to previous Popes in return for the
cession of territory, and had rendered valuable assistance to the Papacy
at Alexander I's accession. Gregory was determined to yield no more ter-
ritory. This and the reconciliation with Henry were the two chief objects
of his attention during the first few months of his papacy. He increased
the area of papal suzerainty by the addition of the lands belonging to
the surviving Lombard rulers in the south, especially Benevento and
Salerno; in return for his protection they surrendered them to the Pope
and received them back again as fiefs from the Papacy. Richard, Prince
of Capua, the only Norman who could rival Robert Guiscard, took the
same step, and Gregory was delighted at the success of his policy, which
was, as he himself declared, to keep the Normans from uniting to the
damage of the Church. Robert Guiscard, desiring to expand his power,
could only do so at the expense of papal territory. This, in spite of his
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oath, he did not scruple to do, and was in consequence excommunicated
at the Lenten Synods of 1074 and 1075. But the breach with Henry in
1076 caused the Pope to contemplate the desirability of Norman aid;
Robert made the cession of papal territory a necessary condition, and
negotiations fell through. Moreover Richard of Capua had in the mean-
time broken his allegiance and allied himself with Robert Guiscard, and
together they made a successful attack on various portions of the papal
territory. In Lent 1078 the Pope issued a bull of excommunication against
them once more. Richard died soon afterwards and on his death-hed was
reconciled with the Church; his son Jordan came to Rome and made his
peace with the Pope on the old terms. So once more Gregory had brought
about disunion; and a serious revolt of his vassals against Robert Guiscard,
which it took the latter two years to quell, saved the Pope from further
Norman aggression. The revolt was extinguished by the middle of 1080, at
the very moment that the Pope decided to appeal to Robert for aid. They
met at Ceprano in June. The ban was removed, Robert did fealty to the
Pope, and in return received investiture both of the lands granted him by
Popes Nicholas II and Alexander IT and of the territory he had himself
seized, for which he agreed to pay an annual tribute to the Pope. The
Pope thus confirmed what he is careful to call “an unjust tenure,” and
to gain Robert’s aid sacrificed the principle for which he had stood firm
in 1076. Whether justifiable or not the sacrifice was ineffectual. Robert
Guiscard welcomed the alliance because his ambitions were turned to the
East. Instead of obtaining the immediate help he required, the Pope had
to give his blessing to Robert’s expedition against the Eastern Empire.
The duke’s absence in Greece gave the opportunity for a renewed outbreak
of revolt among his vassals. This forced him to return and he was not
successful in crushing the revolt until July 1083; it was not till the
following year, when it was as much to his own interest as to the Pope’s to
check the successful advance of Henry, that he at last moved to Gregory’s
support. Up to this time the alliance, without bringing any advantage
to the Pope, had actually assisted the king. It gained for him two useful
allies, both of whom were anxious to hamper the power of Robert Guis-
card—dJordan of Capua and the Eastern Emperor Alexius. The latter
supplied Henry with large sums of money, intended for use against Robert,
but which the king was eventually to employ with success in his negotia-
tions with the Romans.

Robert Guiscard did at any rate, as previously in 1075, reject Henry's
proposals for an alliance. But he also disregarded the Pope’s appeals, and
set sail for the East at the very time that Henry was marching on Rome.
The Pope therefore had to rely on his own resources and the assistance
of Countess Matilda. ‘This did not weaken his determination; convinced
of the righteousness of his cause he was confident of the result. At the
Lenten Synod of 1081 he excommunicated Henry and his followers afresh,
and from this synod he sent his legates directions with regard to the
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election of a successor to Rudolf. He must not be hastily chosen; the
chief qualifications must be integrity of character and devotion to the
Church. The Pope also sent them the wording of the oath he expected
from the new king—an oath of fealty, promising obedience to the papal
will in all things. This was the practical expression of the theories he
enunciated at the same time in his letter to Bishop Herman of Metz
justifying the excommunication and deposition of Henry. It is important
as marking the culmination of his views, but it was without effect; at the
new election it seems to have been completely disregarded.

The weakness of the opposition in Germany made it possible for
Henry to undertake his Italian expedition. He came to assert his posi-
tion, and to obtain imperial coronation at Rome: by negotiation and
from Gregory, if possible, but if necessary by force and from his anti-Pope.
His first attempt was in May 1081; whether from over-confidence or
necessity he brought few troops with him. He announced his arrival in a
letter to the Romans, recalling them to the allegiance they had promised
to his father. The Romans, however, justified Gregory’s confidence in their
loyalty, and Henry was forced to retire after a little aimless plundering
of the suburbs. The situation was not affected by the election of Count
Herman of Salm at the end of 1081 as successor to Rudolf. Henry
could not reduce Saxony to submission, but he could safely ignore
Herman and resume his Italian design. He reappeared before Rome in
February 1082, preceded by a second letter to the Romans; this attempt
was as unsuccessful as the former one, and for the rest of the year he was
occupied with the resistance of the Countess Matilda in northern Italy.
He returned to Rome at the beginning of 1083 and settled down to
besiege the Leonine City, which he finally captured in June, thus gaining
possession of St Peter’s and all the region on the right bank of the Tiber
except the castle of Sant’ Angelo. This success shewed that the loyalty of
the Romans to Gregory was weakening; they were not equal to the strain
of a long siege, and the money supplied by the Emperor Alexius was
beginning to have its effect. At the same time a moderate party was
being formed within the Curia itself, which managed to obtain the papal
consent to the holding of a synod in November, at which the questions at
issue between Pope and king were to be discussed; Henry’s party was
approached and promised a safe-conduct to those who attended the synod.
Thus in both camps there were influences at work to procure a peaceful
settlement. The king himself was not averse to such a settlement. He had
moreover come to a private understanding with the leading Romans on
the matter of greatest importance to himself. Unknown to the Pope they
had taken an oath to Henry to obtain for him imperial coronation at
Gregory’s hands, or, failing this, to disown Gregory and recognise the anti-
Pope.

The attempt at reconciliation came to nothing. The Pope issued
his summons to the synod, but the tone of his letters, addressed only to
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those who were not under excommunication, shewed that he would not
compromise his views or negotiate with the impenitent. The king, who
had been further irritated by what he regarded as the treachery of certain
of the Romans in demolishing some fortifications he had constructed,
adopted an attitude equally intransigeant. He deliberately prevented
Gregory’s chief supporters from coming to the synod, and actually took
prisoner a papal legate, the Cardinal-bishop Otto of Ostia. The synod,
therefore, was poorly attended and entirely without result. But the
secret negotiations of Henry were more successful. He was about to leave
Rome, in despair of attaining his object, when a deputation arrived
promising him instant possession of the main city. With some hesitation
he retraced his steps to find the promise genuine and his highest hopes
unexpectedly fulfilled. On 21 March 1084 he entered Rome in triumph
with his anti-Pope. A council of his supporters decreed anew the deposition
of Pope Gregory VII, and on Palm Sunday Guibert was enthroned! as
Pope Clement III. On Easter Day the new Pope crowned Henry and
Bertha as Emperor and Empress, and Henry’s chief object was attained.
He had followed in the footsteps of his father—the deposition of Pope
Gregory, the appointment of Pope Clement, the imperial coronation—and
felt that he had restored the relations of Empire and Papacy as they existed
in 1046.

The Emperor proclaimed his triumph far and wide, and his partisans
celebrated it in exultant pamphlets. But their rejoicing was premature
and short-lived. Gregory VII was still holding the castle of Sant’ Angelo
and other of the fortified positions in Rome, his determination unmoved
by defeat. And at last his appeals to Robert Guiscard were heeded. The
Norman duke at the head of a large army advanced on Rome. As he
approached, Henry, who was not strong enough to oppose him, retreated,
and by slow stages made his way back to Germany, leaving the anti-Pope
at Tivoli. His immediate purpose had been achieved, and he had to
abandon Rome to its fate. He could not, like his father, take the deposed
Pope with him to Germany; the degradation of Gregory VII was to be
the work of the man who came to his rescue. The brutal sack of Rome by
the Normans lasted for three days, and put in the shade the damage done
to the city in former days by Goths and Vandals. When Robert Guiscard
returned south he took with him the Pope, whom he could not have left
to the mercy of the infuriated populace. Gregory would fain have found
a refuge at Monte Cassino; but his rescuer, now his master, hurried him
on (as if to display to him the papal territory that had been the price of
this deliverance), first to Benevento and then to Salerno. In June they
arrived at the latter place, where Gregory was to spend the last year of
his life, while the anti-Pope was able quietly to return to Rome and
celebrate Christmas there. At Salerno the Pope held his last synod,

1 It added to the weakness of Guibert’s position that the functions of the cardinal-
bishops at this ceremony were usurped by the Bishops of Modena and Arezzo.
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repeated once more his excommunication of Henry and his supporters, and
dispatched his final letter of justification and appeal to the Christian
world. The bitterness of failure hung heavily upon him. He, who had
prayed often that God would release him from this life if he could not be
of service to the Church!, had now no longer any desire to live. He
passed away on 25 May 1085, and the anguish of his heart found expres-
sion in his dying words: *“I have loved righteousness and hated iniquity?;
therefore I die in exile.”

The emphasis was on righteousness to the last. And it was justified.
Had he consented to compromise his principles and to come to terms with
Henry he could have maintained himself unchallenged on the papal throne.
The rough hand of the Norman had made his residence at Rome im-
possible; but without Norman aid it would have been equally impossible.
The Romans had deserted him; the king was master of the city. His end
might even have been more terrible, though it could not have been more
tragic. What impresses one most of all is not his temporary defeat,
but the quenching of his spirit. The old passionate confidence has gone;
though still convinced of the righteotusness of his cause, he has lost
all hope of its victory on earth. “The devil,” he wrote, “has won no
such victory since the days of the great Constantine; the nearer the day
of Anti-Christ approaches, the more vigorous are the efforts he is making.”
His vision was dimmed by the gloom of the moment, and this gave him
a pessimistic outlook that was unnatural to him and was not justified by
facts. The Papacy had vindicated its independence, had taken the lead in
Church reform, and had established the principles for which the reformers
had been fighting. It had also asserted its authority as supreme within
the ecclesiastical department, and exercised a control unknown before and
not to be relaxed in the future. This was largely the work of Gregory VII.
The great struggle too in which he was engaged with Henry IV was to
end eventually in a complete victory for the Papacy; his antagonist was
to come to an end even more miserable than his own. The great theories
which he had evolved in the course of this struggle were not indeed to be
followed up in practice by his immediate successors. But he left a great
cause behind him, and his claims were repeated and defended in the
pamphlet-warfare that followed his death. Later they were to be
revived again and to raise the Papacy to its greatest height; but they were
to lead to eventual disaster, as the ideal which had inspired them was for-
gotten. They were with Gregory VII the logical expression of his great
ideal-—the rule of righteousness upon earth. He had tried to effect this
with the aid of the temporal ruler; when that was proved impossible, he
tried to enforce it against him. The medieval theory of the two equal and
independent powers had proved impracticable; Gregory inaugurated the
new papal theory that was to take its place.

L As he tells Hugh of Cluny in 1075, 2 Psalm xlv, 8.
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The main interest of Gregory VII's papacy is concentrated on the
great struggle with the Empire and the theories and claims that arose out
of it. If his relations with the other countries of Europe are of minor
interest, they are of almost equal importance in completing our under-
standing of the Pope. He was dealing with similar problems, and he
applied the same methods to their solution; the enforcement of his
decrees, the recognition of his supreme authority in the ecclesiastical
department, co-operation with the secular authority, are his principal
objects. Conditions differed widely in each country; he was keenly alive
to these differences, shrewd and practical in varying his policy to suit
them. He had frequently to face opposition, but in no case was he
driven into open conflict with the secular authority. This must be borne
in mind in considering the claims which he advanced against the Empire,
which were the result of his conflict with the temporal ruler; where no
such conflict occurred, these claims did not emerge. Evidently then they
must not be taken to represent his mormal attitude; they denote
rather the extreme position into which he was forced by determined
opposition.

Gregory had himself been employed as papal legate to enforce the
reform decrees in France, and had thus been able to familiarise himself with
the ecclesiastical situation. The king, Philip I, had little real authority
in temporal matters, but exercised considerable influence in ecclesiastical,
as also did the leading nobles’. The alliance of monarchy and episcopate,
a legacy to the Capetians from the Carolingians, was of importance to the
king, both politically and financially. The rights of regalia and spolia,
and the simoniacal appointments to bishoprics, provided an impor-
tant source of revenue, which the king would not willingly surrender; he
was therefore definitely antagonistic to the reform movement. The
simoniacal practices of the king and his plundering of Church property
naturally provoked papal intervention. Remonstrance and warning were
of no effect, until at the Lenten Synod of 1075 a decree was passed
threatening Philip with excommunication if he failed to give satisfaction
to the papal legates. The threat was apparently sufficient. Philip was
not strong enough openly to defy the Pope and risk excommunication.
Co-operation of the kind that Gregory desired was impossible, but
Philip was content with a defensive attitude, which hindered the progress
of the papal movement but did not finally prevent it. At any rate there
is no further reference to papal action against the king, who seems to have
made a show of compliance with the Pope’s wishes in 1080, when Gregory
wrote to him, imputing his former moral and ecclesiastical offences to
youthful folly and sending him precepts for his future conduct. The

1 In France, unlike Germany, the lay control complained of was exercised as much
by the nobles as by the king. Gregory, who knew the local conditions, recognised that
it was often not the king but a noble, such as the Count of Flanders, whose influence
had to be counteracted.
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episcopate adopted an attitude similar to that of the king. The lay
influence at elections, the prevalence of simony and of clerical marriage,
had created an atmosphere which made the work of reform peculiarly
difficult. The bishops, supporting and supported by the king, were
extremely averse to papal control, but owing to the strength of the
feudal nobility they lacked the territorial power and independence of the
German bishops. They had to be content therefore, like the king, with a
shifty and defensive attitude; they resisted continually, but only half-
heartedly.

In Gregory VID's correspondence with the French Church there are
two striking features. In the first place his letters to France are, at every
stage of his papacy, more than twice as numerous as his letters to Ger-
many. These letters reveal the laxity prevailing in the Church, and the
general disorder of the country owing to the weakness of the central
government; they also shew the timidity of the opposition which made it
possible for the Pope to interfere directly, not only in matters affecting the
ecclesiastical organisation as a whole but also in questions of detail con-
cerning individual churches and monasteries. Secondly, while the Pope's
correspondence with Germany was mainly concerned with the great
questions of his reform policy, his far more numerous letters to France
have hardly any references to these questions. His methods were the
same in both countries: in 1074 he sent papal legates to France, as to
Germany, to inaugurate a great campaign against simony and clerical
marriage. The legates in Germany had met with determined resistance,
but those in France had pursued their work with such ardour and success
that the Pope established them eventually as permanent legates in France
—Bishop Hugh of Die being mainly concerned with the north and
centre, Bishop Amatus of Oloron with Aquitaine and Languedoc. To
them he left the task of enforcing compliance with the papal decrees; hence
the silence on these matters in his own correspondence. The legates,
especially Bishop Hugh, were indefatigable. They held numerous synods’,
publishing the papal decrees and asserting their own authority. Inevit-
ably they provoked opposition, especially from the lower clergy to the
enforcement of clerical celibacy, and their lives were sometimes in danger;
at the Council of Poictiers in 1078 there was even a popular riot against
them. The archbishops were naturally reluctant to submit to their
authority, but had to be content with a passive resistance. They refused
to appear at the synods, or questioned the legatine authority. The sen-
tence of interdict, which Hugh never failed to employ, usually brought
them to a reluctant submission.” Only Manasse, Archbishop of Rheims, for
whose character no writer has a good word, took a decided stand. He
refused to appear at the synods when summoned, and appealed against
the Pope’s action in giving full legatine authority to non-Romans. As he

1 Hugh of Flavigny (MGH, Seript. viu, pp. 4125qq.) gives an account of several
of these synods.
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continued obstinate in his refusal to appear before the legates, he was
deposed in 1080 and a successor appointed in his place; not even the
king’s support availed to save him. The action of the papal legates was
often violent and ill-considered. Hugh in particular was a man of rigid
and narrow outlook whose sentences never erred on the side of leniency.
The Pope repeatedly reminded him of the virtues of merey and discretion,
and frequently reversed his sentences. The legate was aggrieved at the
Pope’s leniency. He complained bitterly that his authority was not being
upheld by the Pope; offenders had only to run to Rome to obtain
immediate pardon. In the Pope’s mind, however, submission to Rome
outweighed all else; when that was obtained, he readily dispensed with
the penalties of his subordinates. An important step towards the strength-
ening of the papal authority was taken in 1079, when he made the
Archbishop of Lyons primate of the four provinces of Lyons, Rouen, Tours,
and Sens, subject of course to the immediate control of the Papacy; and
in 1082 the legate Hugh was, practically by the Pope’s orders, promoted
Archbishop of Lyons. The Pope, in his decree, spoke of the restoration
of the ancient constitution, but the Archbishop of Sens had by custom
held the primacy, and Lyons was now rather imperial than French in its
allegiance. A consideration of this nature was not likely to weigh with
the Pope; it was against the idea of national and independent churches,
which monarchical control was tending to produce, that he was directing
his efforts. If he was not able definitely to prevent lay control of elections
in France, he had firmly established papal authority over the French
Church. If his decrees were not carefully obeyed, the principles of the
reform movement were accepted; in the critical years that followed his
death, France was to provide many of the chief supporters of the papal
olicy.
P 'l?ljle situation with regard to England was altogether different.
Gregory’s friendship with King William I was of long standing. His had
been the influence that had induced Alexander II to give the papal
blessing to the Norman Duke’s conquest of England. William had
recognised the obligation and made use of his friendship. On Gregory’s
accession he wrote expressing his keen satisfaction at the event. William
was a ruler of the type of the Emperor Henry III. Determined to be
master in Church and State alike, he was resolved to establish good order
and justice in ecclesiastical as well as in secular affairs. He was therefore
in sympathy with Church reform and the purity of Church discipline and
government. He was fortunate in his Archbishop of Canterbury, Lanfranc,
whose legal mind shared the same vision of royal autocracy; content
to be subject to the king he would admit no ecclesiastical equal, and
successfully upheld the primacy of his see against the independent claims
of York. The personnel of the episcopate, secularised and ignorant,
needed drastic alteration; William was careful to refrain from simony
and to make good appointments, but he was equally careful to keep the
CH. 1L 6—2
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appointments in his own hands. He took a strong line against the
immorality and ignorance of the lower clergy, and promoted reform by
the encouragement he gave to regulars. Frequent Church councils were
held, notably at Winchester in 1076, where decrees were passed against
clerical marriage, simony, and the holding of tithes by laymen; but the
decrees were framed by the king, and none could be published without his
sanction. The work of Church reform' was furthered, as Gregory wished,
by the active co-operation of the king; the separation of the ecclesiastical
from the civil courts, creating independent Church government, was also
a measure after Gregory’s heart. The Pope frequently expressed his
gratification; the work of purifying the Church, so much impeded else-
where, was proceeding apace in England without the need of his interven-
tion. Disagreement arose from William’s determination to be master in
his kingdom, in ecclesiastical affairs as well as in secular; he made this
clear by forbidding papal bulls to be published without his permission,
and especially by refusing to allow English bishops to go to Rome. The
Pope bitterly resented the king’s attitude; a novel and formidable obstacle
confronted him in the one quarter where he had anticipated none.
Matters were not improved by the papal decree of 1079, subjecting the
Norman archbishopric of Rouen to the primacy of the Archbishop of
Lyons. So for a time relations were much strained, but an embassy from
William in 1080 seems to have restored a better understanding, and even
to have encouraged Gregory to advance the striking claim that William
should do fealty to the Papacy for his kingdom. There is good reason to
believe that the claim was made in 1080, and that it took the form of a
message entrusted to the legate Hubert with the letter he brought to
William in May 1080%. The king abruptly dismissed the claim on the
ground that there was no precedent to justify it. The Pope yielded to
this rebuff and made no further attempt, nor did William’s refusal inter-
fere with the restored harmony. Gregory was sensible, as he wrote in
1081, of the many exceptional merits in William, who moreover had
refused to listen to the overtures of the Pope’s enemies. And in one respect
William made a concession. He allowed Lanfranc to visit Rome at the
end of 1082, the first visit that is recorded of any English bishop during
Gregory’s papacy® It was only a small concession. For, while the reform
movement was directly furthered by royal authority in England, the
Church remained quasi-national under royal control; the introduction of
papal authority was definitely resisted.

In the remaining parts of Europe the Pope’s efforts were mainly
directed towards three objects—mmissionary work, uniformity of ritual, and
the extension of the temporal power of the Papacy. With backward

» Cf. EHR, xxvi, pp. 225 sqq: :

2 Ordericus Vitalis says that Lanfranc went to Rome in 1076, The statements in
Gregory’s letters, Reg. vi, 80 (1079) and vim, 43 (1082), ave sufficient contradiction
of this.
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countries such as Norway and Sweden, where the difficulty of the language
was an obstacle to the sending of Roman missionaries, he urged that
young men should be sent to Rome for instruction, so that they might
return to impart it to their fellow-countrymen. In Poland it was the
undeveloped ecclesiastical organisation that called for his attention; it
possessed no metropolitan and hardly any bishops, and he sent legates to
introduce the necessary reforms. The question of uniformity of ritual
arose with regard to the territory recently recovered to Christianity from
the Saracens, especially in Spain. The acceptance by the Spanish Church
of the Ordo Romanus was an event of great importance for Catholicism in
the future. Over Spain, and on the same grounds over Corsica and Sardinia
as well, the Pope claimed authority temporal as well as spiritual. They
were all, he declared, in former times under the jurisdiction of St Peter,
but the rights of the Papacy had long been in abeyance owing to the
negligence of his predecessors or the usurpation of the Saracens. Though
he does not state the ground for his assertion, it is doubtless the (forged)
Donation of Constantine to Pope Sylvester I that he had in his mind®.
He was more precise in his claims over Hungary. St Stephen had handed
over his kingdom to St Peter, as the Emperor Henry III recognised after
his vietory over IMungary, when he sent a lance and crown to St Peter.
King Salomo, despising St Peter, had received his kingdom as a fief
from King Henry IV; later he had been expelled by his cousin Géza.
This was God’s judgment for his impiety. In these cases Gregory was
trying to establish claims based on former grants. He was equally anxious
to extend papal dominion by new grants. He readily acceded to the
request of Dmitri that the kingdom of Russia might be taken under papal
protection and held as a fief from the Papacy; the King of Denmark had
made a similar suggestion to his predecessor, which Gregory tiied to
persuade the next king to confirm.

His positive success in this policy was slight. The interest lies rather
in the fact that he rested all these claims on grants from secular rulers;
in no case does he assert that the ruler should do fealty to him in virtue
of the overlordship of the spiritual power over all earthly rulers. This
was a claim he applied to the Empire alone, his final remedy to cure the
sickness of the world, and to prevent a recurrence of the great conflict in
which he was engaged. He seems to have been loth to resort to this
remedy until open defiance drove him to its use. It is not unlikely,
however, that he did contemplate the gradual extension over Western
Christendom of papal overlordship; but he conceived of this overlordship
as coming into being in the normal feudal manner, established by consent
and on a constitutional basis. In this way, when he could compel obedience
even from temporal rulers to the dictates of the moral law, his dream of
the rule of righteousness would at last be fulfilled.

1 Urban II in 1091 directly quotes Constantine’s Donation as the source of the
authority he claims over Corsica and Lipara,
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Gregory VII was dead, but his personality continued to dominate the
Church, his spirit lived on in the enthusiasm of his followers. The great
pamphlet-warfare, already in existence, became fuller and more bitter
over his final claims against the Empire. But his immediate successors
were concerned with the practical danger that threatened the Papacy.
They had to fight not for its supremacy so much as for the continued exis-
tence of its independence, once more threatened with imperial control.
With Henry, endeavouring to establish a Pope amenable to his wishes,
there could be no accommodation. Until his death in 1106 everything had
to be subordinated to the immediate necessities of a struggle for existence.
But in the rest of Europe the situation is entirely different. Nowhere was
Henry'’s candidate recognised as Pope, and outside imperial territory the
extreme claims of Gregory VII had not been put forward. In these
countries, therefore, the policy of Gregory VII was continued and de-
veloped, and, considering the extent to which the Papacy was hampered
by its continual struggle with the Emperor, the advance it was able to
make was remarkable, and not without effect on its attitude to the Empire
when communion was restored on the succession of Henry V to the throne.

‘When Gregory VII died, in exile and almost in captivity, the position
of his supporters was embarrassing in the extreme, and it was not until
a year had passed that a successor to him was elected. Nor was the
election of Abbot Desiderius of Monte Cassino as Pope Victor III of
hopeful augury for the future. Desiderius was above all things a peace-
maker, inclined thereto alike by temperament and by the position of
his abbey, which lay in such dangerous proximity to the encroaching
Normans. He had acted as peace-maker between Robert Guiscard and
Richard of Capua in 1075, and thereby assisted in thwarting the policy
of Gregory VII; in 1080 he had made amends by effecting the alliance
of Gregory with Robert Guiscard at Ceprano, But in 1082 he had even
entered into peace negotiations with Henry IV and assisted the alliance
of the latter with Jordan of Capua; hence for a year he was under the
papal ban. Possibly his election was a sign that the moderate party,
anxious for peace, had won the ascendency. More probably it indicates
the continued dominance of Norman influence. Robert Guiscard, indeed,
had died shortly after Gregory VII, but his sons Roger and Bohemond
in South Italy and his brother Roger in Sicily continued his policy,
affording the papal party their protection and in return enforcing their
will. And for this purpose Desiderius was an easy tool. The unfortunate
Pope knew himself to be unequal to the crisis, and made repeated attempts
to resign the office he had so little coveted. It was, therefore, a cruel
addition to his misfortunes that he was violently attacked by the more
extreme followers of Gregory VII, especially by the papal legates in
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France and Spain, Archbishop Hugh of Lyons and Abbot Richard of
Marseilles, who accused him of inordinate ambition and an unworthy use
of Norman assistance to obtain his election. Perhaps it was this opposi-
tion that stiffened his resolution and decided him at last in March 1087
at Capua, fortified by Norman support, to undertake the duties of his
office. He went to Rome, and on 9 May was consecrated in St Peter’s by
the cardinal-bishops, whose action was in itself an answer to his traducers.
But his reign was to be of short duration. Unable to maintain himself
in Rome, he soon retired to Monte Cassino, his real home, where he died
on 16 September. The only noteworthy act of his papacy was the holding
of a synod at Benevento in August, at which he issued a decree against
lay investiture, passed sentence of anathema on the anti-Pope, and excom-
municated Archbishop Hugh and Abbot Richard for the charges they
had presumed to bring against him.

For six months the papal throne was again vacant. At last, on
12 March 1088, the cardinals met at Terracina, and unanimously elected
Otto, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia, as Pope Urban II. The three years of
weakness and confusion were at an end, and a worthy leader had been
found. On the day following his election he wrote a letter to his sup-
porters in Germany, stating his determination to follow in the steps of
Gregory VII, and affirming solemnly his complete adhesion to all the acts
and aspirations of his dead master. To this declaration he consistently
adhered; it was in fact the guiding principle of his policy. Yet in other
respects he presents a complete antithesis to Gregory VII. He was a
Frenchman of noble parentage, born (about 1042) near Rheims, educated
at the cathedral school, and rising rapidly in ecclesiastical rank. Suddenly
he abandoned these prospects and adopted the monastic profession at
Cluny, where about 1076 he was appointed prior. Some two years later,
the Abbot Hugh was requested by Pope Gregory VII to send some of his
monks to work under him at Rome. Otto was one of those selected, and
he was made Cardinal-bishop of Ostia in 1078. From this time he seems
to have been attached to the person of the Pope as a confidential adviser,
and he was occasionally employed on important missions. He was taken
prisoner by Henry IV when on his way to the November synod of 1083.
Released the next year, he went as legate to Germany, where he worked
untiringly to strengthen the papal party. In 1085 he was present at a
conference for peace between the Saxons and Henry’s supporters and, after
the failure of this conference, at the Synod of Quedlinburg, where the
excommunication of Henry, Guibert, and their supporters was again
promulgated. On the death of Gregory VII he returned to Italy, and
was the candidate of a section of the Curia to succeed Gregory, who had
indeed mentioned his name on his death-bed. He loyally supported
Victor III, and in 1088 was unanimously elected to succeed him. Tall
and handsome, eloquent and learned, his personality was as different from
that of Gregory VII as his early career had been. In his case it was the
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gentleness and moderation of his nature that won admiration; we are told
that he refused at the price of men’s lives even to recover Rome. His
learning, especially his training in Canon Law, was exactly what was
required in the successor of Gregory VIL. He was well qualified to work
out in practice the principles of Church government inherited from his
predecessor, and to place the reconstructed Church on a sound constitu-
tional basis. The continual struggle with the Empire, which outlasted
his life, robbed him of the opportunity, though much that he did was to
be of permanent effect. It was in his native country, France, that his
talents were to be employed with the greatest success.

It is mainly in connexion with France, therefore, that we can trace
his general ideas of Church government, his view of papal authority and
its relations with the lay power. There is no divergence from the stand-
point of Gregory VII; he was content to carry on the work of his pre-
decessor, following the same methods and with the same objects in view.
Papal control was maintained by the system of permanent legates, and
Urban continued to employ Archbishop Hugh of Lyons, and Amatus
who now became Archbishop of Bordeaux. The former he had pardoned
for his transgression against Victor III and he had confirmed him as legate,
Hugh’s fellow-offender, Abbot Richard of Marseilles, was also pardoned
and was soon promoted to the archbishopric of Narbonne. But he was
not employed again as legate in Spain; this function was attached to the
archbishopric of Toledo. Germany too was now given a permanent legate
in the person of Bishop Gebhard of Constance. These legates were em-
powered to act with full authority on the Pope’s behalf, were kept informed
of his wishes, and were made responsible for promoting the papal

olicy.
P U);ban’s ultimate object was undoubtedly the emancipation of the
Church from the lay control that was responsible for its secularisation
and loss of spiritual ideals. He had to combat the idea inherent in feudal
society that churches, bishoprics, and abbeys were in the private gift of
the lord in whose territory they were situated. To this he opposed the
papal view that the laity had the duty of protecting the Church but no
right of possession or authority over it. Free election by clergy and people
had been the programme of the reform party for half a century, and even
more than Gregory VII did Urban II pay attention to the circumstances
attending appointments to bishopries and abbeys. At several synods he
repeated decrees against lay investiture, and forbade the receiving of any
ecclesiastical dignity or benefice from a layman. At the Council of
Clermont in 1095 he went further, prohibiting a bishop or priest from
doing homage to a layman. According to Bishop Ivo of Chartres, Urban
recognised the right of the king to take part in elections “as head of the
people,” that is to say the right of giving, but not of refusing, assent. He
also allowed the king's right to “concede™ the regalia—the temporal
pgssessions of the see that had come to it by royal grant; here again
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the right of refusing “concession™ is not implied. Ivo of Chartres was
prepared to allow the king a much larger part in elections than the Pope
conceded, and his interpretation of Urban’s decrees is, from the point of
view of the king, the most favourable that could be put upon them.
The Pope was undoubtedly advancing in theory towards a condition of
complete independence, but his decrees are rather an expression of his
ideal than of his practice.

In practice he was, like Gregory VII, much more moderate, and when
good appointments were made was not disposed to quarrel with lay
influence. His temperament, as well as the political situation, deterred
him from drastic action, for instance, in dealing with the Kings of England
and France. He tried every means of persuasion before issuing a decree
of excommunication against Philip I in the matter of his divorce; and
though he took Anselm under his protection, he never actually pronounced
sentence against William II. It was a difficult position to maintain.
His legates, especially the violent Hugh, followed the exact letter of the
decrees, and by their ready use of the penal clauses often caused embar-
rassment to the Pope. On the other hand, the bishops and secular clergy,
as was shewn in France over the royal divorce question, were too com-
plaisant to the king and could not be trusted. On the regular clergy he
could place more reliance, and it is to them that he particularly looked
for support. It is remarkable how large a proportion of the docu-
ments that issued from Urban’s Chancery were bulls to monasteries,
confirming their privileges and possessions, exempting them sometimes
from episcopal control, and taking them under papal protection (always
with the proviso that they shall pay an annual census to the papal
treasury); the extension of Cluniac influence with Urban’s approval
naturally had the same effect. Nor was his interest confined to Benedictine
monasteries; he gave a ready encouragement to the new orders in process
of formation, especially to the regular canons who traced their rule to
St Augustine. And so, at the same time that he was trying to secure for
the bishops freedom of election and a loosening of the yoke that bound
them to the lay power, he was narrowing the range of their spiritual
authority. Indirectly too the authority of the metropolitans was
diminishing; it was becoming common for bishops to obtain confirmation
of their election from the Pope, and in some cases consecration as well,
while the practice of direct appeal to Rome was now firmly established.
Moreover, the appointment of primates, exalting some archbishops at the
expense of others, introduced a further grading into the hierarchy, and
at the same time established responsibility for the enforcement of papal
decrees. The primacy of Lyons, created by Gregory VII, was confirmed
by Urban in spite of the protests of Archbishop Richer of Sens, who
refused to recognise the authority of Liyons; his successor Daimbert was
for a time equally obstinate, but had to submit in order to obtain conse-
cration. Urban extended the system by creating the Archbishop of Rheims
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primate of Belgica Secunda?, the Archbishop of Narbonne primate over
Aix, and the Archbishop of Toledo primate of all Spain. The Pope,
therefore, was modelling the ecclesiastical constitution so as to make his
authority effective throughout. A natural consequence of this was his
zeal for uniformity. He was anxious, as he had been as legate, to get rid
of local customs and to produce a universal conformity to the practice
of the Roman Church. This is evident in many of his decretals, those,
for instance, that regulated ordinations and ecclesiastical promotions or
that prescribed the dates of the fasts quattuor temporum.

While Urban II undoubtedly increased the spiritual authority of the
Papacy, he was far less concerned than Gregory VII with its temporal
authority. He certainly made use of the Donation of Constantine to assert
his authority in Corsica and Lipara, but he did not revive Gregory VII’s
claims to Hungary, nor did he demand from England anything more than
the payment of Peter’s Pence. It was not until 1095 that he received the
recognition of William II, and his mild treatment of that king, in spite
of William’s brutality to Archbishop Anselm, has already been mentioned.
In Spain and Sicily he was mainly concerned with the congenial task of
re-creating bishoprics and rebuilding monasteries in the districts recently
won from the infidel; he was careful to make papal aathority effective,
and to introduce uniformity to Roman practice by the elimination of
local uses. One great extension of temporal authority he did not disdain.
In 1095 King Peter of Aragon, in return for the payment of an annual
tribute, obtained the protection of the Holy See, and acknowledged his
subordination to its authority. Papal overlordship was recognised also by
the Normans in South Italy, and Roger, Robert Guiscard’s son, was
invested by Urban with the duchy of Apulia. The Normans, however,
were vassals only in name, and never allowed their piety to interfere with
their interests. In 1098 Urban was a helpless witness of the siege and
capture of Capua, and the same year Count Roger of Sicily obtained for
himself and his heirs a remarkable privilege. No papal legate, unless sent
a latere, was to enter his territory. The count himself was to hold the
position of papal legate, and, in the case of a papal summons to a Roman
Council, was allowed to decide which of his bishops and abbots should go
and which should remain. Urban owed much to Norman protection, but
he had to pay the price.

At any rate, at the time of his accession, Urban was safe only in
Norman territory. Guibert held Rome, and Urban’s adherents in the city
were few and powerless. Countess Matilda was loyal as ever, but all her
resources were needed for her own security. Lombardy was still strongly
anti-papal, while in Germany (apart from Saxony) there were hardly
half-a-dozen bishops who upheld the papal cause, and the rebel nobles
were absorbed in their own defence. But in North Italy the tide soon

1 The old Roman province. This gave the archbishop the title of primate, but
nothing more.
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began to turn. Already in 1088 the Archbishop of Milan had renounced
allegiance to Henry and had become reconciled with the Pope, who par-
doned his offence of having received royal investiture. There followed in
1089 the marriage of the younger Welf with the ageing Countess Matilda
of Tuscany, truly (as the chroniclers relate) not prompted by any weak-
ness of the flesh, but a political move which reflected little credit on either
party; the Duke of Bavaria, at any rate, was completely outwitted, but
the Papacy gained the immediate help it required. It brought Henry into
Italy to wage a campaign that was for two years successful, culminating in
the capture of Mantua, and a signal victory over Matilda’s troops at
Tricontai, in 1091, but he was now fighting to maintain his authority
in Lombardy, where it had previously been unchallenged. The final blow
came with the revolt of his son Conrad in 1093. Conrad, bringing with
him stories of fresh crimes to blacken his father’s name, was welcomed
by the papal party with open arms, and crowned (he had already been
crowned King of Germany) with the iron crown of Lombardy. A regular
Lombard League sprang into being with Milan at its head. The un-
fortunate father was in very evil plight, almost isolated at Verona,
unable, as his enemies held the passes, even to escape into Germany until
1097.

Success in North Italy reacted on Urban’s authority elsewhere. The
winter of 10881089 he had indeed spent in Rome, but in wretched cir-
cumstances, living on the island in the Tiber under the direction of the
Pierleoni, and obtaining the necessities of life from the charity of a few
poor women. Later in 1089 the expulsion of Guibert from Rome improved
the Pope’s position, but it was only a temporary improvement. The
hostile element (probably the recollection of 1084 was still smarting) was
too strong for him, and he had to retire south in the summer of 1090.
Though he managed to celebrate Christmas both in 1091 and 1092 in
the suburbs, he was not able to enter the city again until Christmas 1093,
Refusing to allow bloodshed to secure his position, he adopted the safer
method of winning the Romans by gold, instituting collections for this
purpose, especially in France. In 1094 Abbot Geoffrey of Vendéme, on
a visit to the Pope, found him living in mean state in the house of John
Frangipani, and supplied him with money with which he purchased the
Lateran from a certain Ferruchius left in charge of it by Guibert. From
this time Urban’s fortunes began to mend, and only the castle of Sant’
Angelo remained in the hands of the Guibertines. But his tenure ot
Rome was insecure; papal authority within the city was not popular,
while outside his enemies made the approaches dangerous for those who
came to visit the Pope. It was not surprising, then, that he took the
opportunity of the success of his cause in North Italy to commence the
northern tour which was to have such important results.

In Germany progress was made with difficulty. The bishops as a
whole were too deeply implicated in the schism to withdraw, and the
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papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, in spite of his undoubted
zeal, could make little headway. The deaths of Bishops Herman of
Metz and Adalbero of Wiirzburg in 1090, and of Abbot Willlam of
Hirschau and Bishop Altmann of Passau in 1091, robbed the papal
party of its staunchest supporters. But Henry’s absence in Italy and the
revolt of Conrad gave an opportunity to the two sections of opposition to
Henry in South Germany to unite for concerted action. At an assembly
held at Ulm in 1093 all present pledged themselves by oath to accept
Bishop Gebhard as the spiritual head, and his brother Duke Berthold as
the temporal leader, of the party; further, Dukes Berthold and Welf did
homage as vassals to the papal legate and thus recognised the overlord-
ship of the Pope. At the same time, the leading bishops in Lorraine
renounced obedience to the excommunicated Archbishop of Tréves and
brought a welcome reinforcement to the papal party. The improvement
in the situation is shewn by the largely-attended synod presided over by
Gebhard at Constance in the following Lent. Shortly afterwards Europe
was devastated by a pestilence, which was particularly severe in Germany.
The fear of death had a considerable effect in withdrawing adherents
from an excommunicated king, and the increasing sentiment in favour of
the lawful Pope was heightened by the commencement of the crusading
movement. The political situation, however, was less satisfactory than
the ecclesiastical. Duke Welf, foiled in his expectations of the results of
his son’s marriage with Matilda, reverted to Henry’s allegiance in 1095,
and Henry's return to Germany in 1097 prevented the revolt against him
from assuming greater proportions.

The reconciliation with the Church of so many that had been in
schism before made it urgently necessary to find an answer to the
question—in what light were to be regarded the orders of those who
received ordination from schismatics or simonists? Ever since the war on
simony began, the question of ordinations by simonists had agitated
the Church. Peter Damian had argued for their validity. Cardinal
Humbert had been emphatic against, and Popes Nicholas II and
Gregory VII had practically adopted his opinion. On one thing all alike
were agreed—there could be no such thing as reordination. In Hum-
bert’s view, simonists were outside the pale of the Church, and could
confer nothing sacramental; those who received ordination from them in
effect received nothing, and so, unless they afterwards received Catholic or-
dination, they had no orders at all. Urban was obviously at aloss for some
time, and his rulings were of a contradictory nature. He uses the
language of Humbert when he says in 1089 that he himself ordained
Daimbert, Bishop-elect of Pisa, as deacon, becanse Daimbert had
previously been ordained by Archbishop Werner of Mayence, heretic and
excommunicate, and “qui nihil habuit, nil dare potuit”; and again in
1091 when he ruled that Poppo, Bishop-elect of Metz, must be ordained
deacon by a Catholic bishop if his previous ordination had been simoniacal,
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because in that case it would be null’, But circumstances were too strong
for him, and even in 1089 he gave permission to his legate in Germany
to allow the retention of their orders to those who without simony had
received ordination from schismatic bishops, provided the latter had
themselves received Catholic ordination. It was at the great Council of
Piacenza in 1095 that he at last issued authoritative decrees on this
subject. Those ordained by schismatic bishops, who had themselves
received Catholic ordination, might retain their orders, if and when they
returned to the unity of the Church. Also those who had been ordained
by schismatics or simonists might retain their orders if they could prove
their ignorance of the excommunication or simony of their ordainers.
But in all cases where such ignorance was not alleged the orders were
declared to be altogether of no effect (omnino irritae). The meaning of
this is not clear, but evidently the validity of such orders is in fact recog-
nised, as the validity of the sacrament could not depend on the knowledge
orignorance of the ordinand. Some light is thrown by a letter of uncertain
date to one Lucius, provost of St Juventius. After having declared
the validity of the orders and sacraments of criminous clergy, provided
they are not schismatics, he goes on to say that the schismatics have the
Jorma but not the virtutis ¢ffectus of the sacraments, unless and until they
are received into the Catholic communion by the laying-on of hands.
This then was the bridge by which the penitent schismatic might pass into
the Catholic fold, and the ceremony of reconciliation, which included
the performance of all the rites of ordination save that of unction, was
laid down by him in letters written both in 1088 and 1097. Urban’s
position was neither easy to comprehend nor to maintain, and the anti-
Pope Guibert was on firmer ground when he condemned those who
refused to recognise the ordinations of his partisans. Urban’s successor was
able, when the death of Henry IV brought the schism to an end, to
assist the restoration of unity by a more generous policy of recogni-
tion.

As we have seen, in 1094, when the Pope was at last in possession of
the Lateran palace, his cause was victorious throughout Italy and gaining
adherents rapidly in Germany. In the autumn he left Rome and com-
menced his journey, which lasted two years and was not far short of a
triumphal progress, through France and Italy. He came first to Tuscany

1 Here in particular I disagree from the interpretation of Urban’s attitude given
by the Abbé Saltet (Les Réordinations, pp. 222sqq.). He uses these two instances as
evidence that, in the case of deacons as distinct from priests, ete., Urban insisted on
an entirely new ordination. But the reasons given by the Pope for his decisions in
these two cases have a general application and are not influenced by the fact that he
is dealing with ordinations to the diaconate only. Clearly none of their orders are
valid, Though on various points I cannot accept the Abbé’s conclusions, it is only
fair to add that, but for the illumination that he has thrown upon this most involved
subjeet, it would have been difficult to find one’s way at all.
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where he spent the winter, and then proceeded into North Italy which had
been persistent, under the lead of the bishops, in its hostility to the Pope,
and which, now that the episcopal domination was beginning to wane?,
was looking to the Pope as an ally against imperial authority. Even the
bishops, following the example of the Archbishop of Milan, were rapidly
becoming reconciled with the Pope. In March 1095 Urban held a Council
at Piacenza, which was attended by an immense concourse of ecclesiastics
and laymen. The business, some of which has already been mentioned,
was as important as the attendance. Praxedis, Henry IV’s second wife,
was present to shock the assembly with stories of the horrors her husband
had forced her to commit. These found a ready credence, and she herself
a full pardon and the Pope’s protection. The case of King Philip of
France, excommunicated for adultery by Archbishop Hugh at Autun
the previous year, was debated and postponed for the Pope’s decision in
France. Finally there appeared the envoys of the Emperor Alexius im-
ploring the help of Western Christendom against the infidel, and the
inspiration came to Urban that was to give a great purpose to his journey
to France. From Piacenza Urban passed to Cremona, where he met
Conrad, who did fealty to him and received in return the promise of im-
perial coronation. Conrad further linked himself with the papal cause by
marrying the daughter of Count Roger of Sicily shortly afterwards at
Pisa. It is easy to blame the Pope who welcomed the rebel son; but it is
juster to attribute his welcome as given to the penitent seeking absolution
and a refuge from an evil and excommunicated father. The fault of
Urban was rather that he took up the unfortunate legacy from Gregory VII
of attempting to establish an Emperor who would be his vassal, falling
thus into the temptation that was to be fatal to the Papacy. Urban in
this respect was as unsuccessful as his rival, who attempted to establish a
compliant Pope; Conrad lived on for six more years, but without a fol-
lowing, and he and Guibert alike came to their end discredited and alone.
In July the Pope entered France, where judgment was to be passed on
the king and the Crusade to be proclaimed. But the Pope’s energies were
not confined to these two dominant questions. He travelled ceaselessly
from place to place, looking into every detail of the ecclesiastical organi-
sation, settling disputes, and consecrating churches. Philip I made no
attempt to interfere with the papal progress, and the people everywhere
hailed with enthusiasm and devotion the unaccustomed sight of a Pope.
The climax was reached at the Council of Clermont in the latter half of
November, where both of the important questions were decided. The
king was excommunicated and the First Crusade proclaimed. Urban
recognised that he was again following in the footsteps of Gregory VII,
but his was the higher conception and his the practical ability that
realised the ideal. A less disinterested Pope might have roused the enthu-
siasm of the faithful against his enemy in Germany; personal considerations
! Cf. infra, Chap. v, pp. 219 sq., 222sq.
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might at least have checked him from sending the great host to fight
against the infidel when the Emperor still threatened danger, the King of
France was alienated by excommmnication, and the King of England was
anything but friendly. His disinterestedness had its reward in the posi-
tion the Papacy secured in consequence of the success of his appeal, but
this reward was not in Urban’s mind in issuing the appeal. Clermont was
followed by no anti-climax. The papal progress was continued in 1096,
the Crusade was preached again at Angers and on the banks of the Loire,
synods were held at Tours and Nimes, and the popular enthusiasm
increased in intensity. He had the satisfaction too of obtaining the sub-
mission of Philip.

When he returned to Italy in September, and, accompanied by
Countess Matilda, made his way to Rome, he was to experience even there
a great reception and to feel himself at last master of the papal city.
“Honeste tute et alacriter sumus” are the concluding words of his
account of his return in a letter to Archbishop Hugh of Lyons. And in
1098 the last stronghold of the Guibertines, the castle of Sant’ Angelo,
fell into his hands. But his joy was premature. It would seem that the
turbulent Roman nobles, who had tasted independence, were not willing
to submit for long to papal authority. It was not in the Lateran palace
but in the house of the Pierleoni that Urban died on 29 July 1099, and
his body was taken by way of Trastevere to its last resting place in the
Vatican.

But, on the whole, his last three years were passed in comparative tran-
quillity and honour. The presence of Archbishop Anselm of Canterbury,
in exile from England, added distinction to the papal Court. Received
with the veneration that his character merited, Anselm acted as champion
of Western orthodoxy against the Greeks at the Council of Bari in 1098.
And three months before his death Urban held in St Peter’s his last
council, at which the decrees of Piacenza and Clermont were solemnly
re-affirmed. Anselm returned to England with the decrees against lay
investiture and homage as the last memory of his Roman visit. They were
to bring him into immediate conflict with his new sovereign.

It was perhaps due to the unsettled state of Rome that the cardinals
chose San Clemente for the place of conclave; there on 13 August they
unanimously elected Rainer, cardinal-priest of that basilica, as Urban’s
successor, in spite of his manifest reluctance. The anti-Pope was hovering
in the neighbourhood and a surprise from him was feared, but nothing
oceurred to disturb the election. Rainer, who took the name of Paschal I1,
was a Tuscan by birth, who had been from early days a monk and, like his
predecessor, at Cluny. Sent to Rome by the Abbot Hugh while still quite
young, he had been retained by Gregory VII and appointed Abbot of San
Lorenzo fuori le mura and afterwards cardinal-priest of San Clemente. By
Urban I, in whose election he took a leading part, he had been employed
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as papal legate in Spain. Here our knowledge of his antecedents ceases.
So general was the agreement at his election that he was conducted at
once to take possession of the Lateran palace, and on the following day
was solemnly consecrated and enthroned at St Peter’s. Guibert was
dangerously close, but the arrival of Norman gold enabled the Pope to
chase him from Albano to Sutri; soon afterwards he retired to Civita
Castellana, and died there in September 1100. Two anti-Popes were set
up in succession by his Roman partisans, both cardinal-bishops of his crea-
tion—Theodoric of Santa Rufina and Albert of the Sabina—but both
were easily disposed of. Paschal, so far fortunate, was soon to experience
the same trouble as Urban II from the Roman nobles. The defeat of
Peter Colonna (with whom the name Colonna first enters into history) was
an easy matter. More dangerous were the Corsi, who, after being expelled
from their stronghold on the Capitol, settled in the Marittima and took
their revenge by plundering papal territory. Closely connected with this
disturbance was the rising of other noble families under the lead of a
German, Marquess Werner of Ancona, which resulted in 1105 in the
setting-up of a third anti-Pope, the arch-priest Maginulf, who styled
himself Pope Sylvester IV. Paschal was for a time forced to take refuge
in the island on the Tiber, but the anti-Pope was soon expelled. He
remained, however, as a useful pawn for Henry V in his negotiations with
the Pope, until the events of 1111 did away with the need for him, and

he was then discarded. The nobles had not ceased to harass Paschal, and:

a serious rising in 1108-1109 hampered him considerably at a time when
his relations with Henry were becoming critical. Again in 1116, on the
occasion of Henry’s second appearance in Italy, Paschal was forced to
leave Rome for a time owing to the riots that resulted from his attempt
to establish a Pierleone as prefect of the city.

The new Pope was of a peaceful and retiring disposition, and in his
attempts to resist election he shewed a just estimate of his own capacity.
Lacking the practical gifts of Urban II and Gregory VII, and still more
the enlightened imagination of the latter, he was drawn into a struggle
which he abhorred and for which he was quite unequal. Timid and
unfamiliar with the world, he dreaded the ferocia gentis of the Germans,
and commiserated with Anselm on being inter barbaros positus as arch-
bishop. He was an admirable subordinate in his habit of unquestioning
obedience, but he had not the capacity to lead or to initiate. Obedient
to his predecessors, he was obstinate in adhering to the text of their
decrees, but he was very easily overborne by determined opponents. This
weakness of character is strikingly demonstrated throughout the investi-
ture struggle, in which he took the line of rigid obedience to the text of
papal decrees. Probably he was not cognisant of all the complicated
constitutional issues involved, and the situation required the common
sense and understanding of a man like Bishop Ivo of Chartres to handle
it with success; Ivo had the true Gregorian standpoint. Paschal devised



His character 97

a solution of the difficulty with Henry V in 1111 which was admirable
on paper but impossible to carry into effect; and he shewed no strength
of mind when he had to face the storm which his scheme provoked.
A short captivity was sufficient to wring from him the concession of lay
investiture which his decrees had so emphatically condemned. When this
again raised a storm, he yielded at once and revoked his concession; at the
same time he refused to face the logic of his revocation and to stand up
definitely against the Emperor who had forced the concession from him.
The misery of his later years was the fruit of his indecision and lack of
courage. The electors are to blame, who overbore his resistance, and it is
impossible not to sympathise with this devout, well-meaning, but weak
Pope, faced on all sides by strong-minded men insistent that their extreme
demands must be carried out and contemptuous of the timid nature that
yielded so readily. Eadmer tells us of a characteristic outburst from
William Rufus, on being informed that the new Pope was not unlike
Anselm in character: “God’s Face! Then he isn’t much good.” The
comparison has some truth in it, though it is a little unfair to Anselm.
Both were unworldly men, drawn against their will from their monasteries
to a prolonged contest with powerful sovereigns ; unquestioning obedience
to spiritual authority was characteristic of them both, but immeasurably
the greater was Anselm, who spoke no ill of his enemies and shielded them
from punishment, while he never yielded his principles even to extreme
violence. Paschal would have left a great name behind him, had he been
possessed of the serene courage of St Anselm.

For seven years the tide flowed strongly in his favour. The death of
the anti-Pope Guibert in 1100 was a great event. It seems very probable
that if Henry IV had discarded Guibert,as Henry V discarded Maginulf,
he might have come to terms with Urban II. But Henry IV was more
loyal to his allies than was his son, and he refused to take this treacherous
step. It seemed to him that with Guibert’s death the chief difficulty was
removed, and he certainly gave no countenance to the anti-Popes of a day
that were set up in Rome to oppose Paschal. He was indeed quite ready
to recognise Paschal, and, in consonance with the universal desire in
Germany for the healing of the schism, announced his intention of going
to Rome in person to be present at a synod where issues between Empire
and Papacy might be amicably settled. It was Paschal, however, who proved
irreconcilable. In his letters and decrees he shewed his firm resolve to give
no mercy to the king who had been excommunicated and deposed by his
predecessors and by himself. Henry was a broken man, very different
from the antagonist of Gregory VII, and it was easy for Paschal to be
defiant. The final blow for the Emperor came at Christmas 1104, when
the young Henry deserted him and joined the rebels. Relying on the
nobles and the papal partisans, Henry V was naturally anxious to be
reconciled with the Pope. Paschal welcomed the rebel with open arms, as
Urban had welcomed Conrad.
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The formal reconciliation took place at the beginning of 1106. Born
in 1081, when his father was already excommunicated, Henry could only
have received baptism from a schismatic bishop. With the ceremony of
the laying-on of hands he was received by Catholic bishops into the
Church, and by this bridge the mass of the schismatics passed back into
the orthodox fold. The Pope made easy the path of reconciliation, and
the schism was thus practically brought to an end. The young king, as
his position was still insecure, shewed himself extremely compliant to the
Church party. He had already expelled the more prominent bishops of
his father’s party from their sees, and filled their places by men whom the
papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, had no hesitation in conse-
crating. But he shewed no disposition to give up any of the rights
exercised by his father, and Paschal did not take advantage of the oppor-
tunity to make conditions or to obtain concessions from him. Towards
the old king, who made a special appeal to the apostolic mercy, promising
complete submission to the papal will, Paschal shewed himself implacable.
There could be no repetition of Canossa, but the Pope renewed the
ambition of Gregory VII in announcing his intention to be present at a
council in Germany. The temporary recovery of power by Henry IV in
1106 prevented the holding of this council in Germany, and it was sum-
moned to meet in Italy instead. In the interval Henry died, and still the
Pope was implacable, refusing to allow the body of the excommunicated
king to be laid to rest in consecrated ground. It was a hollow triumph;
the Papacy was soon to find that it had exchanged an ageing and beaten
foe for a young and resolute one. The death of his father had relieved
Henry V from the immediate necessity of submission to the papal will.
He soon made clear that he was as resolute a champion of royal rights
as his father, and he faced the Pope with Germany united in his
support.

III.

‘With the death of Henry IV and the reconciliation of Henry V with
the Church, the schism that had lasted virtually for thirty years was at
an end. The desire for peace, rather than any deep conviction of imperial
guilt, had been responsible perhaps for Henry V’s revolt, certainly for his
victory over his father. By the tacit consent of both sides the claims and
counter-claims of the years of conflict were ignored; the attempt of each
power to be master of the other was abandoned, and in the relations
between the regnum and sacerdotium the status quo ante was restored.
On the question of lay investiture negotiations had already been started
before the schism began; they were resumed as soon as the schism was
healed, but papal decrees in the intervening years had increased the diffi-
culty of solution. Universal as was the desire for peace, this issue prevented
its consummation for another sixteen years. The contest of Henry V
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and the Papacy is solely, and can very rightly be named, an Investiture
Struggle’.

Gregory VII's decrees had been directed against the old idea by which
churches and bishoprics were regarded as possessions of laymen, and
against the practice of investiture by ring and staff which symbolised the
donation by the king of spiritual functions. He shewed no disposition
to interfere with the feudal obligations which the king demanded from the
bishops as from all holders of land and offices within his realm. But his sue-
cessors were not content merely to repeat his decrees. At the Council
of Clermont in 1095 Urban II had prohibited the clergy from doing
homage to laymen, and at the Lenten Synod at Rome in 1102 Paschal II
also prohibited the clergy from receiving ecclesiastical property at the
handsofal ayman, that is to say, even m\estltme with tcmpomhhea alone.
To Gregory investiture was not important in itself, but only in the lay
control ot spiritual functions which it typified, and in the results to which
this led—bad appointments and simony; the prohibition of investiture
was only a means to an end. To Paschal it had become an end in itself.
Rigid in his obedience to the letter of the decrees, he was blind to the
fact that, in order to get rid of the hated word and ceremony, he was
leaving unimpaired the royal control, which was the real evil.

He had already obtained his point in Irance, and was about to
establish it in England also. In France, owing to the weakness of the
central government, papal authority had for some time been more effective
than elsewhere; Philip I also exposed himself to attack on the moral side,
and had only recently received absolution (in 1104)after a second period
of excommunication. Relations were not broken off’ again, as the Pope
did not take cognisance of Philip’s later lapses. The king, at any rate,
was not strong enough to resist the investiture decrees. There was no
actual concordat; the king simply ceased to invest, and the nobles followed
his example® He, and they, retained control of appointments, and in
place of investiture ““conceded™ the temporalities of the see, usually after
consecration and without symbol; the bishops took the oath of fealty,
but usually did not do homage.

Paschal was less successful in England, where again political conditions
were largely responsible for bringing Henry I into the mood for compro-
mise. Henry and Paschal were equally stubborn, and on Anselm fell the
brunt of the struggle and the pain of a second exile. At last Henry was
brought to see the wisdom of a reconciliation with Anselm, and the Pope
relented so far as to permit Anselm to consecrate bishops even though

1 The controversial literature shews this very clearly. It is, from now onwards,
confined to the question of lay investiture. Up to this time it was the greater issues
rajsed by Gregory VII that had been mainly debated.

2 France was peculiar in this, that not only the king but also nobles invested even
to hishopries. Normandy was in a special position, and what is said with regard to
England should be taken as applying to Normandy also.
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they had received lay investiture or done homage to the king. This paved
the way for the Concordat of August 1107, by which the king gave up
the practice of investing with ring and staff and Anselm consented to
consecrate bishops who had done homage to the king. Thus what the
Pope designed as a temporary concession was turned into a permanent
settlement. The subsequent practice is seen from succeeding elections and
was embodied in the twelfth chapter of the Constitutions of Clarendon.
The king had the controlling voice in the election, the bishop-elect did
homage and took the oath of fealty, and only after that did the consecration
take place. In effect, the king retained the same control as before. The
Pope was satisfied by the abolition of investiture with the ring and staff,
but the king, though hating to surrender an old custom?, had his way-.on
all the essential points.

Paschal IT's obsession with the question of investiture is shewn in the
letter he wrote to Archbishop Ruthard of Mayence in November 1105,
aletter which is a fitting prelude to the new struggle. Investiture, he says,
is the cause of the discord between the regmum and the sacerdotium, but
he hopes that the new reign will bring a solution of the difficulty. Actu-
ally it was the new reign that created the difficulty. During the schism
papal decrees were naturally disregarded in Germany; royal investiture
continued uninterruptedly, and Henry V from the beginning of his reign
regularly invested with the ring and staff. But when Germany returned
to the Catholic fold, papal decrees became operative once more, and the
discrepancy between Henry’s profession of obedience to Rome and his
practice of investiture was immediately apparent. He was as determined
as his father that the royal prerogative should remain unimpaired, but
he shewed his sense of the direction the controversy was taking and the
weakness of the royal position by insisting that he was only investing with
the regalia®. This made no difference to Paschal, who refused all com-
promise on the exercise of investiture; his assertion of his desire not to
interfere with the royal rights, which had some meaning in Gregory VIT's
mouth, carried no conviction.  He must have been sanguine indeed if he
expected in Germany a cessation of investiture as in France; there was
nothing to induce Henry V even to follow the precedent set by his English
namesake. In Germany there was no parallel to the peculiar position in
England of 8t Anselm, the primate who put first his profession of obedience
to the Pope. Archbishops and bishops, as well as lay nobles, were at one
with the king on this question; even the papal legate, Bishop Gebhard
of Constance, who had endured so much in the papal cause, did not
object to consecrate bishops appointed and invested by Henry. And the
German king had legal documents to set against the papal claims—the

* His reluctance is seen in the jealous complaint he made in 1108 through Anselm,
that the Pope was still allowing the King of Germany to invest.

# This meant the important part, but not the whole, of the temporalities of
the see. R
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privileges of Pope Hadrian I to Charles the Great and of Pope Leo VIII
to Otto the Great—forged documents, it is true, but none the less useful.
It needed a change in the political atmosphere to induce Henry V to
concessions.

The council summoned by Paschal met at Guastalla on 22 October
1106. The Pope was affronted by the scant attention paid by German
bishops to his summons. Instead there appeared an embassy from Henry
claiming that the Pope should respect the royal rights, and at the same
time inviting him again to Germany. To the first message Paschal replied
by a decree against lay investiture, to the second by an acceptance of the
invitation, promising to be at Mayence at Christmas. He soon repented
of his promise, whether persuaded of the futility of the journey or wishing
to avoid the personal encounter, and hastily made his way into France,
where he could be sure of protection and respect. Here he met with a
reception which fell little short of that accorded to Urban; in particalar

“he was welcomed by the two kings, Philip I and his son Louis, who
accompanied the Pope to Chélons in May 1107, where he received the
German ambassadors with Archbishop Bruno of Tréves at their head. To
the reasoned statement they presented of the king’s demands Paschal re-
turned a direct refusal, which was pointed by the decree he promulgated
against investiture at a council held at Troyes on 23 May. At this council
he took action against the German episcopate, especially for their dis-
obedience to his summons to Guastalla: the Archbishops of Mayence
and Cologne and their suffragans, with two exceptions, were put under
the ban, and his legate Gebhard received a sharp censure. It was of little
avail that he invited Henry to be present at a synod in Rome in the
following year. Henry did not appear, and Paschal was too much occupied
with difliculties in Rome to take any action. But at a synod at Bene-
vento in 1108 he renewed the investiture decrees, adding the penalty of
excommunication against the giver as well as the receiver of investiture.

_ Clearlyhe was meditating a definite step against Henry. The king,however,
had a reason for not wishing at this moment toalienate the Pope—his desire
for imperial coronation. Accordingly during 1109 and 1110 negotiations
were resumed. An embassy from Henry proposing his visit to Rome was
well received by Paschal, who welcomed the proposal though remaining
firm against the king’s demands. At the Lenten Synod of 1110 he repeated
the investiture decree, but, perhaps to prevent a breach in the negotia-
tions, abstained from pronouncing excommunication on the giver: of
investiture. He had reiterated to Henry’s embassy his intention not to
infringe the royal rights. Had he already conceived his solution of 11112
At any rate he took the precaution of obtaining the promise of Norman
support in case of need, a promise which was not fulfilled®.

! Duke Roger of Apulia died on 21 February 1111, and the Normans were too
weak to come to the Pope’s assistance.. In fact they feated an imperial attack upon
themselves.
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In August 1110 Henry began his march to Rome. From Arezzo, at
the end of December, he sent an embassy to the Pope, making it clear
that he insisted on investing with the temporalities held from the Empire.
Paschal’s answer was not satisfactory, but a second embassy (from Acqua-
pendente) was more successful. It was now that Paschal produced his
famous solution of the dilemma—the separation of ecclesiastics from all
secular interests. If Henry would renounce investiture, the Church would
surrender all the regalia held by bishops and abbots, who would be con-
tent for the future w1th tithes and offerings. Ideally this was an admirable
solution, and it may have appeared to the unwmldly monk to be a
practical one as well. Henry must have known better. He must have
realised that it would be impossible to obtain acquiescence from those who
were to be deprived of their privileges and possessions. But he saw that
it could be turned to his own advantage. He adroitly managed to lay on
the Pope the onus of obtaining acquiescence; this the Pope readily un-
dertook, serenely relying on the competency of ecclesiastical censures to
bring the reluctant to obedience. The compact was made by the pleni-
potentiaries of both sides at the church of Santa Maria in Turri on
4 February 1111, and was confirmed by the king himself at Sutri on
9 February.

On 12 February the king entered St Peter’s with the usual prelimi-
nary formalities that attended imperial coronations. The ratification of
the compact was to precede the ceremony proper. Henry rose and read
aloud his renunciation of investiture. The Pope then on behalf of the
Church renounced the r¢gulia, and forbade the holding of them by any
bishops or abbots, present or to come. Immediately burst forth the storm
that might have been expected’. Not only the ecclesiastics, who saw the
loss of their power and possessions, but also the lay nobles, who anticipated
the decline in their authority consequent on the liberation of churches
from their control, joined in the uproar. All was confusion; the ceremony
of coronation could not proceed. Eventually, after futile negotiations, the
imperialists laid violent hands on the Pope and cardinals; they were
hurried outside the walls to the king’s camp, after a bloody conflict with
the Romans. A captivity of two months followed, and then the Pope
yielded to the pressure and conceded all that Henry wished. Not only
was royal investiture permitted; it was to be a necessary preliminary to
consecration. They returned together to St Peter’s, where on 18 April
the Pope handed Henry his privilege and placed the imperial crown upon

! The accounts published afterwards by both sides are contradictory as to the
actual order of events. The imperial manifesto declares that Henry read Lis privilege
and that the uproar arose when he called upon the Pope to fulfil his share of the
compact. The papal manifesto implies that neither privilege was actually read aloud.
The account that Ekkehard gives in his Chronicle (MGH, Seript. vi, p. 224 8q.) is that
the uproar occurred after the reading of both privileges. Whatever actually happened,
it is clear that the contents of the two documents were in some way made public.
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his head. Immediately after the ceremony the Pope was released; the
Emperor, who had had to barricade the Leonine city against the popu-
lace, hastily quitted Rome and returned in triumph to Germany.

The Pope had had his moment of greatness. He had tried to bring
the ideal into practice and to recall the Church to its true path; but the
time was not ripe, the violence of the change was too great,and the plan
failed. The failure was turned into disaster by the weakness of character
which caused him to submit to force and make the vital concession of in-
vestiture; for the rest of his life he had to pay the penalty. The extreme
Church party immediately gave expression to their feelings. Led by the
Cardinal-bishops of Tusculum and Ostia in Rome, and in France and
Burgundy by the Archbishops of Lyons and Vienne, they clamoured for
the repudiation of the “concession,” reminding Paschal of his own previous
decrees and hinting at withdrawal of obedience if the Pope did not retract
his oath. In this oath Paschal had sworn, and sixteen cardinals had sworn
with him, to take no further action in the matter of investiture, and
never to pronounce anathema against the king. Both parts of the oath
he was compelled to forswear, helpless as ever in the presence of strong-
minded men. At the Lenten Synod of 1112 he retracted his concession
of investiture, as having been extracted from him by force and therefore
null and void. The same year Archbishop Guy of Vienne held a synod
which condemned lay investiture as heresy, anathematised the king, and
threatened to withdraw obedience from the Pope if he did not confirm the
decrees. Paschal wrote on 20 October, meekly ratifying Guy’s actions.
But his conscience made his life a burden to him, and led him into various
inconsistencies. He felt pledged in faith to Henry, and wrote to Germany
that he would not renounce his pact or take action against the Emperor.
The unhappy Pope, however, was not man enough to maintain this
attitude. Harassed by the vehemence of the extremists, whose scorn for
his action was blended with a sort of contemptuous pity, he was forced at
the Lenten Synod of 1116 to retract again publicly the concession of 1111
and to condemn it by anathema. Moreover, Cuno, Cardinal-bishop of
Palestrina, complained that as papal legate at Jerusalem and elsewhere,
he had in the Pope’s name excommunicated Henry, and demanded confir-
mation of his action. The Pope decreed this confirmation, and in a letter
to Archbishop Frederick of Cologne the next year, he wrote that hearing
of the archbishop’s excommunication of Henry he had abstained from
intercourse with the king. Paschal had ceased to be Head of the Church
in anything but name.

If the events of 1111 brought humiliation to Paschal from all sides,
the Emperor was to get little advantage from his successful violence. The

1 Their efforts in France were, however, to a large extent discounted by the
moderate party with Bishop Ivo of Chartres as its spokesman, He deprecated the
action of the extremists, especially in their implied rebuke of the Pope, and emphati-
cally denied that lay investiture could rightly be stigmatised as heresy,
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revolt that broke out in Germany in 1112 and lasted with variations of
fortune for nine years was certainly not unconnected with the incidents of
those fateful two months. The Saxons naturally seized the opportunity
to rebel, but it is more surprising to find the leading archbishops and many
bishops of Germany in revolt against the king. Dissatisfaction with the
February compact, indignation at the violence done to the Pope, as
well as the ill-feeling caused by the high-handed policy of Henry in
Germany, were responsible for the outbreak; if Archbishop Adalbert
of Mayence was controlled mainly by motives of personal ambition,
Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg was influenced by ecclesiastical considera-
tions only. Henry’s enemies hastened to ally themselves with the extreme
Church party, and Germany was divided into two camps once more. Even
neutrality was dangerous, and Bishop Otto of Bamberg, who had never
lost the favour of Pope or Emperor, found himself placed under anathema
by Adalbert.

Animportant event in 1115, the death of Countess Matilda of Tuscany,
brought the Emperor again into Italy. He came, early in 1116, to enter
into possession not only of the territory and dignities held from the Em-
pire but, as heir, of her allodial possessions as well. Matilda, at some
time in the years 1077-1080, had made over these allodial possessions, on
both sides of the Alps, to the Roman Church, receiving them back as a
fief from the Papacy, but retaining full right of disposition’. This dona-
tion she had confirmed in a charter of 17 November 1102. Her free right
of disposal had been fully exercised, notably on the occasion of Henry’s
first expedition to Italy. Both on his arrival, and again at his departure,
she had shewn a friendliness to him which is most remarkable in view of
his dealings with the Pope. Moreover it seems to be proved that at this
time she actually made him her heir?, without prejudice of course to the
previous donation to the Papacy. The Pope must have been aware of the
bequest, as he made no attempt to interfere with Henry when he came
into Italy to take possession. The bequest to Henry at any rate prevented
any friction from arising on the question during the Emperor’s lifetime,
especially as ITenry, like Matilda, retained full disposal and entered into
no definite vassal-relationship to the Pope. Tor Henry it was a personal
acquisition of the highest value. By a number of charters to Italian towns,
which were to be of great importance for the future, he sought to con-
solidate his authority and to regain the support his father had lost. His
general relations with the Pope do mnot seem to have caused him any
uneasiness. It was not until the beginning of 1117 that he proceeded to
Rome, where he planned a solemn coronation at Easter and a display of
imperial authority in the city proper, in which he had been unable to set
foot in 1111.

1 A. Overmann, Grifin Mathilde von Tuscien, pp. 143-4.
2 Ib. pp. 43 ff. Overmann shews that this was a personal bequest to her relative
Henry, and was not made to him as Emperor or King of Germany.
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During the previous year Paschal's position in Rome had been
endangered by the struggles for the prefecture, in which a boy, son of the
late prefect, was set up in defiance of the Pope’s efforts on behalf of his
constant supporters the Pierleoni. The arrival of Henry brought a new
terror. Paschal could not face the prospect of having to retract his
retractation; he fled to South Italy. Henry, supported by the prefect,
spent Easter in Rome, and was able to find a complaisant archbishop to
perform the ceremony of coronation in Maurice Bourdin of Braga, who
was immediately excommunicated by the Pope. For the rest of the year
Paschal remained under Norman protection in South Italy, where he re-
newed with certain limitations Urban II’s remarkable privilege to Count
Roger of Sicily. Finally in January 1118, as Henry had gone, he could
venture back to Rome, to find peace at last. On 21 January 1118 he died
in the castle of Sant’ Angelo.

His successor, John of Gaeta, who took the name of Gelasius II, had
been Chancellor under both Urban II and Paschal IT,and had distinguished
his period of office by the introduction of the cursus, which became a
special feature of papal letters and was later imitated by other chanceries!.
His papacy only lasted a year, and throughout he had to endure a continual
conflict with his enemies. The Frangipani made residence in Rome im-
possible for him. The Emperor himself appeared in March, and set up the
excommunicated Archbishop of Braga as Pope Gregory VIIL In April
at Capua Gelasius excommunicated the Emperor and his anti-Pope, and so
took the direct step from which Paschal had shrunk, and a new schism
definitely came into being. At last in September Gelasius set sail for
Pisa, and from there journeyed to France where he knew he could obtain
peace and protection. On 29 January 1119 he died at the monastery of
Cluny.

The cardinals who had accompanied Gelasius to France did not
hesitate long as to their choice of a successor, and on 2 February Arch-
bishop Guy of Vienne was elected as Pope Calixtus II; the election was
ratified without delay by the cardinals who had remained in Rome. There
was much to justify their unanimity. Calixtus was of high birth, and was
related to the leading rulers in Europe—among others to the sovereigns
of Germany, France, and England; he had the advantage, on which he
frequently insisted, of being able to address them as their equal in birth.
He had also shewn himself to be a man of strong character and inflexible
determination. As Archbishop of Vienne he had upheld the claims of his
see against the Popes themselves, and apparently had not scrupled to
employ forged documents to gain his ends. He had taken the lead in
Burgundy in opposing the “concession” of Paschal in 1111, and, as we
have seen, had dictated the Pope’s recantation. But the characteristics
that made him acceptable to the cardinals at this crisis might seem to have

1 On this see R. L. Poole, The Papal Chancery, ch. 1v.
CH. I
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militated against the prospects of peace. The result proved the contrary,
however, and it was probably an advantage that the Pope was a strong
man and would not be intimidated by violence like his predecessor, whose
weakness had encouraged Henry to press his claims to the full. Moreover
the revival of the schism caused stch consternation in Germany that it
was perhaps a blessing in disguise. It allowed the opinions of moderate
men, such as Ivo of Chartres and Otto of Bamberg, to make themselves
heard and to force a compromise against the wishes of the extremists on
both sides.

Calixtus soon shewed that he was anxious for peace, by assisting the
promotion of negotiations. These came to a head at Mouzon on 23 Octo-
ber, when the Emperor abandoned investiture to churches, and a settle-
ment seemed to have been arranged. But distrust of Henry was very
strong among the Pope’s entourage; they were continually on the alert,
anticipating an attempt to take the Pope prisoner. So suspicious were they
that they decided there must be a flaw in his pledge to abandon investi-
ture; they found it in his not mentioning Church property, investiture
with which was equally repudiated by them. On this point no accommo-
dation could be reached, and the conference broke up. Calixtus returned
to Rheims to preside over a synod which had been interrupted by his
departure to Mouzon. The synod pronounced sentence of excommunication
on Henry V and passed a decree against lay investiture; the decree as
originally drafted included a condemnation of investiture with Church
property, but the opposition of the laity to this clause led to its withdrawal,
and the decree simply condemned investiture with bishoprics and abbeys.
A little less suspicion and the rupture with Henry might have been avoided.

Investiture was not the only important issue at the Synod of Rheims.
During its session the King of France, Louis VI, made a dramatic appeal
to the Pope against Henry I of England’. On 20 November Calixtus met
Henry himself at Gisors, and found him ready enough to make peace with
Louis but unyielding on the ecclesiastical questions which he raised him-
self. They were especially in conflict on the relations between the
Archbishops of Canterbury and York. Calixtus had reversed the decision
of his predecessors and denied the right of Canterbury to the obedience
of York, which Lanfranc had successfully established. Perhaps his own
experience led him to suspect the forgeries by which Lanfrane had built
up his case, or he may have been anxious to curb the power of Canterbury
which had rendered unsuccessful a mission on which he had himself been
employed as papal legate to England. Heinsisted on the non-subordination
of York to Canterbury; in return, he later granted to the Archbishop of
Canterbury the dignity of permanent papal legate in England. This may
have given satisfaction to the king; it also gave a foothold for papal
authority in a country which papal legates had not been allowed to enter
without royal permission.

1 See infra, Chap. xviu, pp. 603-4.
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For more than a year Calixtus remained in France. When he made
his way into Italy and arrived at Rome in June 1120, he met with an
enthusiastic reception ; though he spent many months in South Italy,
his residence in Rome was comparatively untroubled. The failure of the
negotiations at Mouzon delayed peace for three more years, but the
universal desire for it was too strong to be gainsaid. Two events in 1121
prepared the way. Firstly, the capture of the anti-Pope in April by
Calixtus removed a serious obstacle; the wretched Gregory VIII had
received, as he complained, no support from the Emperor who had exalted
him. Secondly, at Michaelmas in the Diet of Wiirzburg the German
nobles restored peace between Henry and his opponents in Germany,
and promised by their mediation to effect peace with the Church also.
This removed the chief difficulties. Suspicion of the king had ruined
negotiations at Mouzon; his pledges were now to be guaranteed by the
princes of the Empire. Moreover with Germany united for peace, the
Papacy could have little to gain by holding out against it; Calixtus
shewed his sense of the changed situation by the conciliatory, though
firm, letter which he wrote to Henry on 19 February 1122 and sent by
the hand of their common kinsman, Bishop Azzo of Acqui. Henry had
as little to gain by obstinacy, and shewed himself prepared to carry out
the decisions of the Diet of Wiirzburg and to promote the re-opening of
negotiations. The preliminaries took time. The papal plenipotentiaries
fixed on Mayence as the meeting-place for the council, but the Emperor
won an important success in obtaining the change of venue from this city,
where he had in the archbishop an implacable enemy, to the more loyal
Worms; here on 28 September was at last signed the Concordat which
brought Empire and Papacy into communion once more.

The Concordat of Worms* was a treaty of peace between the two
powers, each of whom signed a diploma granting concessions to the other.
The Emperor, besides a general guarantee of the security of Church
property and the freedom of elections, surrendered for ever investiture
with the ring and staff. The Pope in his concessions made an important
distinction between bishoprics and abbeys in Germaiy and those in Italy
and Burgundy. In the former he granted that elections should take place
in the king’s presence and allowed a certain authority to the king in dis-
puted elections; the bishop or abbot elect was to receive the r¢gulia from
the king by the sceptre, and in return was to do homage and take the
oath of fealty, before consecration. In Italy and Burgundy consecration
was to follow a free election, and within six months the king might bestow
the regalia by the sceptre and receive homage in return®. This distinction
marked a recognition of existing facts. The Emperor had exercised little

1 The original of the imperial diploma is in the Vatican archives. A facsimile of
it is given in MIOGF, Vol. v,

2 In both cases the words used are: “Sceptrum a te recipiat et quae ex his iure
tibi debet faciat.”
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control over elections in Burgundy, and had been gradually losing
authority in Italy. Two factors had reduced the importance of the Italian
bishoprics: the growing power of the communes, often acquiesced in by
the bishops, had brought about a corresponding decline in episcopal
authority, and the bishops had in general acceded to the papal reform
decrees, so that they were far less amenable to imperial control. As far
as Germany was concerned, it remained of the highest importance to the
king to retain control over the elections, as the temporal authority of the
bishops continued unimpaired. And here, though the abolition of the
obnoxious use of spiritual symbols satisfied the papal scruples, the royal
control of elections remained effective. But it cannot be denied that the
Concordat was a real gain to the Papacy. The Emperor’s privilege was
a surrender of an existing practice; the Pope’s was only a statement of
how much of the existing procedure he was willing to countenance®.

On 11 November a diet at Bamberg confirmed the Concordat, which
forthwith became part of the constitutional law of the Empire. In
December the Pope wrote a letter of congratulation to Henry and sent
him his blessing, and at the Lenten Synod of 11282 proceeded to ratify
the Concordat on the side of the Church as well. The imperial diploma
was welcomed with enthusiasm by the synod; against the papal concessions
there was some murmuring, but for the sake of peace they were tolerated
for the time. It was recognised that they were not irrevocable, and
their wording rendered possible the claim that, while Henry’s privilege
was binding on his successors, the Pope’s had been granted to Henry
alone for his lifetime. There were also wide discrepancies of opinion as
to the exact implication of the praesentia regis at elections and the
influence he could exercise at disputed elections. By Henry V, and later
by Frederick Barbarossa, these were interpreted in the sense most favour-
able to the king. Between Henry and Calixtus, however, no friction arose,
despite the efforts of Archbishop Adalbert to provoke the Pope to action
against the Emperor. Calixtus died in December 1124, Henry in the
following summer, without any violation of the peace. The subordination
of Lothar to ecclesiastical interests allowed the Papacy to improve its
position, which was still further enhanced during the weak reign of Conrad.
Frederick I restored royal authority in this direction as in others, and the
version of the Concordat given by Otto of I'reising represents his point
of view; the difference between Italian and German bishoprics is ignored,
and the wording of the Concordat is slightly altered to admit of in-
terpretation in the imperial sense. It is clear that the Concordat

1 See A. Hofmeister, Das Wormser Konkordat (Festschrift Dietrich Schifer zum
70 Geburtstug). Hofmeister, following Schilfer against Bernheim and others, insists
also that, though Henry’s privilege was to the Papacy in perpetuity, the Pope’s
was only to Henry for his lifetime. The Church party certainly adopted this view,
Iﬁut that it was recognised by the imperialists seems to be disproved by subsequent
istory.
2 ’I):he First Lateran Council.
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contained within itself difficulties that prevented it from becoming a
permanent settlement; its great work was to put on a legal footing the
relations of the Emperor with the bishops and abbots of Germany. What
might have resulted in connexion with the Papacy we cannot tell. The
conflict between Frederick I and the Papacy was again a conflict for
mastery, in which lesser subjects of difference were obliterated. Finally
Frederick IT made a grand renunciation of imperial rights at elections
on 12 July 1218, before the last great conflict began.

The first great contest between Empire and Papacy had virtually
come to an end with the death of Henry IV. Its results were indecisive.
The Concordat of Worms had provided a settlement of a minor issue,
but the great question, that of supremacy, remained unsettled. It was
tacitly ignored by both sides until it was raised again by the challenging
words of Hadrian IV. But the change that had taken place in the relations
between the two powers was in itself a great victory for the papal idea.
The Papacy, which Henry III had controlled as master from 1046 to 1056,
had claimed authority over his son, and had at any rate treated as an
equal with his grandson. In the ecclesiastical sphere the Pope had obtained
a position which he was never to lose. That he was the spiritual head of
the Church would hardly have been questioned before, but his authority
had been rather that of a suzerain, who was expected to leave the local
archbishops and bishops in independent control of their own districts.
In imitation of the policy of the temporal rulers, the Popes had striven,
with a large measure of success, to convert this suzerainty into a true
sovereignty. This was most fully recognised in France, though it was very
widely accepted also in Germany and North Italy. In England, papal
authority had made least headway, but even here we find in Anselm an
archbishop of Canterbury placing his profession of obedience to the Pope
above his duty to his temporal sovereign. The spiritual sovereignty of
the Papacy was bound to mean a limitation of the authority of the
temporal rulers.

Papal sovereignty found expression in the legislative, executive, and
sudicial supremacy of the Pope. At general synods, held usually at Rome
and during Lent, he promulgated decrees binding on the whole Church;
these decrees were repeated and made effective by local synods also, on
the holding of which the Popes insisted. The government was centralised
in the hands of the Pope, firstly, by means of legates, permanent or
temporary, who acted in his name with full powers: secondly, by the
frequent summons to Rome of bishops and especially of archbishops, who,

moreover, were rarely allowed to receive the pallium except from the

hand of the Pope himself. A more elaborate organisation was contemplated
in the creation of primacies, begun in France by Gregory VII and extended
by his successors; while certain archbishops were thus given authority
over others, they were themselves made more directly responsible to Rome.

OH. IX.
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And as papal authority became more real, the authority of archbishops
and bishops tended to decrease. The encouragement of direct appeals to
Rome was a cause of this, as was the papal protection given to monasteries,
especially by Urban II, with exemption in several cases from episcopal
control: Calixtus II, as a former archbishop, was less in sympathy with
this policy and guarded episcopal rights over monasteries with some care.
But the close connexion of the Papacy with so many houses in all parts
tended to exalt its position and to lower the authority of the local bishop
it had a further importance in the financial advantage it brought to the
Papacy.

Papal elections were now quite free. The rights that had been pre-
served to Henry IV in the Election Decree of Nicholas II had lapsed
during the schism. Imperial attempts to counteract this by the appoint-
ment of subservient anti-Popes had proved a complete failure. In episcopal
elections, too, progress had been made towards greater freedom. There
was a tendency towards the later system of election by the chapter, but at
present clergy outside the chapter and influential laymen had a consider-
able and a lawful share. In Germany and England the royal will was
still the decisive factor. It may be noticed here that the Popes did not
attempt to introduce their own control over elections in place of the lay
control which they deprecated. They did, however, frequently decide in
cases of dispute, or order a new election when they considered the previous
one to be uncanonical in form or invalid owing to the character of the
person elected; occasionally too, as Gregory VILin the case of Hugh and
the archbishopric of Lyons, they suggested to the electors the suitable
candidate. But the papal efforts were directed primarily to preserving
the purity of canonical election.

The Reform Movement had led to a devastating struggle, but in
many respects its results were for good. There was undoubtedly a greater
spirituality noticeable among the higher clergy, in Germany as well as in
France, at the end of the period. The leading figure among the moderates,
Bishop Otto of Bamberg, was to become famous as the apostle of Pome-
rania, and Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg was to be prominent not only in
politics but also for his zeal in removing the clergy from secular pursuits.
In the age that followed, St Bernard and St Norbert were able by their
personality and spiritual example to exercise a dominance over the rulers
of France and Germany denied to the Popes themselves.

There was indeed another side of papal activity which tended to lessen
their purely spiritual influence. 'The temporal power was to some extent
a necessity, for spiritual weapons were of only limited avail. Gregory VII
had apparently conceived the idea of a Europe owning papal suzerainty,
but his immediate successors limited themselves to the Papal States, ex-
tended by the whole of South Italy, where the Normans recognised papal
overlordship. The alliance with the Normans, so often useful, almost
necessary, was dangerous and demoralising. It had led to the fatal results
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of Gregory’s last years and was for some time to give the Normans a
considerable influence over papal policy, while the elaim of overlordship
of the South was to lead to the terrible struggle with the later Hohen-
staufen and its aftermath in the contest of Angevins and Aragonese. In
Rome itself papal authority, which had been unquestioned during
Gregory’s archidiaconate and papacy up to 1083, received a severe check
from Norman brutality ; it was long before it could be recovered in full
again.

8 The great advance of papal authority spiritual and temporal, its rise as
a power co-equal with the Empire, was not initiated indeed by Gregory VII,
but it was made possible by him and he was the creator of the new Papacy.
He had in imagination travelled much farther than his immediate suc-
cessors were willing to follow. But he made claims and set in motion
theories which were debated and championed by writers of greater learning
than his own, and though they lay dormant for a time they were not
forgotten. St Bernard shewed what spiritual authority could achieve.

"Gregory VII had contemplated the Papacy exercising this authority,
and his claims were to be brought into the light again, foolishly and
impetuously at first by Hadrian IV, but with more insight and deter-
mination by Innocent III, with whom they were to enter into the region
of the practical and in some measure actually to be carried into effect.
Gregory VII owed much to Nicholas I and the author of the Forged
Decretals; Innocent III owed still more to Gregory VIL
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CHAPTER III

GERMANY UNDER HENRY IV AND HENRY V.

Tue death of Henry IIT on 5 October 1056 was one of the greatest
disasters which the medieval Empire experienced. It is true that his
power had declined in the latter years of his reign, but the difficulties
before him were not so great that he himself, granted good health, could
not have successfully surmounted them. Imperial prestige had suffered,
especially from Hungary in the south-east; yet even the weak government
of the regency was soon able to restore, though it could not retain, its
overlordship. It was rather in the internal affairs of Germany and in the
Italian kingdom that the death of the great Emperor was fatal. The
German princes needed a master to keep them from usurping or claiming
independence of action. And in Italy the situation was critical, as
Henry III had recognised. Imperial authority was challenged in the
north and centre by Duke Godfrey of Lower Lorraine, the husband of
Beatrice of Tuscany, while in the south the rise of the Norman power
and the prospect of a secular sword on which the now regenerated Papacy
could rely put it in a position to shake off its subservience to its former
rescuer and protector, the Emperor. The more absolute Henry’s authority
had been, the greater the loss of imperial prestige should the Papacy be-
come independent. :

The heir to the throne was a boy not quite six years of age. Henry III
had averted the gravest danger to which monarchy was liable—the
danger of a vacancy in the kingdom—as his son Henry had already been
recognised and anointed as king. But he could not avert the lesser,
though often hardly less grave, evil of a regency. Probably in accordance
with the Emperor’s own wishes, and certainly following the usual
precedent, the Empress-mother Agnes was recognised as regent, a woman
distinguished only for her piety. Had she combined with this the firm
character of a Blanche of Castile, she might have made of her son a
Louis IX, but she failed alike to maintain imperial government and to
impress her piety on her son. For the few months that Pope Victor II
survived his master and friend, all indeed went well. His counsels brought
peace in Germany (especially in Lorraine and Bavaria), his influence it
was that caused the change in government to be effected with so little
disturbance, and during his lifetime Empire and Papacy were united in
the closest harmony. But with his death Agnes was left to depend on
the counsel of such of the bishops as enjoyed her favour: in particular
Henry of Augsburg, whose influence at court seriously weakened the
regency owing to the jealousy to which it gave rise.
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The effect of the five years and a half of Agnes’ regency was to pro-
duce a steady decline in the prestige and power of the central authority.
At fivst, indeed, there was an improvement on the eastern frontiers. The
birth of a son, Salomo, to King Andrew of Hungary had disappointed
the king’s brother Béla in his hopes of the succession. To counteract this
danger Andrew made peace with the Empire in 1058, and a marriage-
alliance was arranged between Salomo and Agnes’ daughter Judith.
This alliance, however, only produced disaster. An imperial army sent
in 1060 to the assistance of Andrew was severely defeated. Andrew him-
self was killed in battle, Salomo had to take refuge in Germany, and Béla
and his son Géza established themselves as rulers of Hungary. The Duke
of Poland, who had given a refuge and assistance to Béla, seized the
opportunity to throw off the imperial overlordship, and by his continual
alliance with the anti-German party in both Hungary and Bohemia was
able to maintain himself in a practically independent position. The Duke
of Bohemia, therefore, was on the side of the Empire?, and his loyalty was
to be of the greatest value, placed as he was in direct contact with the
duchies both of Saxony and Bavaria. During practically the whole of the
eighty years covered by the reigns of Henry IV and Henry V this
situation prevailed in the three countries. There was frequent civil war
in each of them, and the brothers of the ruler were constantly in revolt
against him, but, while the German party maintained itself in Bohemia,
the anti-German party was successful in both Hungary and Poland. To-
wards the end of the period Hungary became more concerned in Eastern
than in Western politics, though its contest with Venice for the coast of
Dalmatia introduced a further complication into the international
situation.

It was not surprising that the frontier-states refused obedience to a
government which could not enforce its authority within the kingdom.
The majesty of the imperial name was still sufficient to leave the
disposition of appointments, both lay and ecclesiastical, in the hands of
the Empress-regent. Agnes, too, was fortunate in the patronage that she
had to bestow, though singularly unfortunate in its disposal. The duchy
of Franconia, as before, remained in royal hands. When Swabia became
vacant by the death of Duke Otto in 1057, Agnes bestowed the duchy on
the Burgundian Count, Rudolf of Rheinfelden, and his marriage with the
king’s sister Matilda in 1059 was designed to bind him to the interests of
the court ; but Matilda died in 1060, and his subsequent marriage with
Adelaide, Henry IV’s sister-in-law, tended perhaps rather to rivalry than
to union with the king. To the leading noble in Swabia, Count Berthold
of Zihringen, was given the duchy of Carinthia in 1061 ; Carinthia, how-
ever, remained quite independent of its duke, and the local family of

1 In 1085 Vratislav II as a reward for his loyalty received the title of king; and

was crowned by Archbishop Egilbert of Tréves at Prague. The title was for his life-
time only, and did not affect his duties to his overlord.
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Eppenstein was predominant in the duchy. In Saxony, Agnes does not
seem to have attempted to interfere with the recognised claims of the
Saxons to independence within the duchy or with the hereditary right of
the Billung family, and on the death of Duke Bernard in 1059 his son
Ordulf succeeded without challenge. But it was probably with the aim of
obtaining valuable support in Saxony that in 1061 she handed over the
duchy of Bavaria, which had been entrusted to her own charge by
Henry IIL, to Count Otto of Nordheim. The dukes so appointed used
their new authority solely to further their own ambitious ends, and the
mother exalted her son’s most determined opponents. The leading
ecclesiastics were no more disinterested in their aims than the secular
princes. Archbishop Anno of Cologne was entering into relations with
the leading nobles in Germany, and with the Papacy and Duke Godfrey
in Ttaly, and was using his influence already in episcopal elections; his
nephew Burchard, who became Bishop of Halberstadt, was one of the
principals in every Saxon revolt. The Archbishop of Mayence, Siegfried?,
was a man of little resolution, whose weakness of character prevented him
from playing the part in German history to which his office entitled him.
The most serious rivalry to Anno came from the north, where Archbishop
Adalbert of Bremen was establishing a dominant position, partly by
taking the lead in missionary work in Scandinavia and among the Slavs,
partly by the extension of his secular authority so that even nobles were
willing to accept his overlordship in return for his powerful protection.
His ambition, however, aroused the hostility of the Billung family, and
was directly responsible for the first disturbances in Saxony.

It was in Italy that imperial authority was displayed at its weakest.
Here the death of Henry III had enabled Duke Godfrey of Lower
Lorraine to establish an influence which the German government was
unable to challenge The election of his brother Irederick as Pope
Stephen IX in 1057 was serious in itself, besides the fact that it marked
the end of the imperial control of papal elections. The Empress-regent,
indeed, ratified this election, as well as that of Nicholas IT in 1059, but
even her piety took alarm at the Papal Election Decree and the alliance
with the Normans, It shews how serious the situation was when Agnes
could feel herself bound to oppose the reform party and recognise
Cadalus as Pope in 1061, an action which only damaged imperial prestige
still further, since she was unable to give him any support. On the other
hand, Duke Godfrey intervened, probably in collaboration with Anno,
compelling the rival Popes to return to their dioceses to await the decision
of the German government.

But it was not the decision of Agnes that was to settle this question.
The regency had alrcady been taken out of her hands. Dissatisfaction

! He was appointed by Agues in 1060; as he was of high birth, he may have
been designed to counter the ambitions of Anno
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with the weak government of a woman and a child had been for some
time openly expressed, especially by those princes whose selfish ambition
had contributed greatly to this weakness. Archbishop Anno had been
intriguing to get control of the government, and the plot that he contrived
was probably carried out with the connivance of Duke Godfrey. The
plot culminated at Kaiserswerth on the Rhine in April 1062, when Anno,
with the assistance of Duke Otto of Bavaria and Count Ekbert of
Brunswick, beguiled the young king on hoard a boat, took possession of
his person and of the royal insignia, hurried him by river to Cologne,
and there took charge of the government in his name. Agnes made
no attempt to recover her lost authority, and retired at once to the
life of religion to which indeed she had dedicated herself the previous
ear.

v For two years Anno retained control, and used his authority to
enrich his province and to advance his relatives’, He thought it politic,
indeed, when the court was in Saxony in 1063, to -associate Archbishop
Adalbert in the government, and in a diploma of 27 June Adalbert is
described as patronus, Anno as magister of the young king, This was the
title under which he usually appears; the way in which he performed his
tutorship may be inferred from the charges, so constantly repeated after-
wards, of the vicious life of Henry’s early years. Italian affairs in par-
ticular engrossed Anno’s attention. In concert with Duke Godfrey he
had certainly decided for Alexander IX and against Cadalus, but it was
important that the German government should formally have the decisive
voice. At the diet of Augsburg in 1062, and finally at the synod of
Mantua in 1064, Anno dictated a decision in favour of Alexander. But
in this he clearly over-reached himself, and the Papacy, which was
asserting its independence of imperial authority, did not accept the
position that a German archbishop could have the decisive voice in
a papal election. Both in 1068 and in 1070 Anno received a lesson at
Rome as to who was master and who servant. And his absence at Mantua
gave the opportunity to his rival in Germany. Anmo returned to find
himself superseded by Adalbert.

For another two years the control rested with Adalbert, who had won
increased fame by a victory in Hungary which temporarily restored
Salomo. - The regency, indeed, came to an end when in his fifteenth year
the young king came of age and girded on the sword at Worms on
29 March 1065. But the archbishop remained master, and made
imperial policy subservient to his own ambitions. He received lavish
grants from the royal domain in Saxony, and further impoverished the

! On 14 July 1063 a royal charter granted one-ninth of the royal revenues to
the Archbishop of Cologne to be distributed among the monasteries of his province.
On 81 August 1063 Archbishop Engelhard of Magdeburg died, and Anuo’s brother
Werner (Wezil) was appointed to succeed him; he was only second to Anno’s
nephew Burchard in instigating revolt in Saxony.
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crown by a bountiful distribution of royal abbeys, mainly among bishops.
The coming-of-age of the king was to have been followed by his imperial
coronation at Rome, but this was prevented by Adalbert, who feared that
Godfrey and Anno would regain influence over the king in Italy. His
ambition brought about his sudden downfall. Anno was able to engineer
another coup d'état with his old associates, and to unite the leading
bishops and nobles on his side. At the diet of Tribur, in the beginning
of 1066, Henry was compelled to dismiss Adalbert. Though he had used
his authority for merely selfish aims, the principality he had erected
might have done great service to the cause of imperial unity in limiting
the independence of the Saxons, but it collapsed with his fall. The
Billungs, under Duke Ordulf’s son Magnus, took advantage of his
humiliation to drive him from Bremen, and the collapse of the German
missions, which he had done so much to foster, among the Slavs and
Scandinavians both completed the ruin of his prestige and diminished the
sphere of imperial authority.

From the fall of Adalbert may be dated the commencement of
Henry IV’s personal government. Anno made a bid for power once more,
but the murder of his nephew Conrad, whose appointment to the arch-
bishopric of Tréves he had just secured, combined with a serious illuess
to force him into the background. Henceforward he devoted himself to
his province, using his remaining energies in the foundation of monasteries
and the reform of monastic discipline ; rather more than a century later
his name was enrolled among the saints of the Church. There was no one
else ambitious or bold enough to succeed Adalbert. The lay princes could
only be roused to take an interest in imperial affairs when their indepen-
dence of action was threatened or when the actual safety of the kingdom
was at stake. A dangerous illness of the king caused alarm as to the
succession, and they united to bring about his marriage with Bertha of
Turin, to whom he had already been betrothed for ten years. The
imperial coronation was again contemplated, and indeed welcomed by the
Pope who was desiring imperial assistance against the Normans, but was
again prevented, this time by Duke Godfrey. Godfrey, alarmed at the
prospect of a revival of imperial authority in Italy, anticipated the
imperial expedition by himself marching against the Normans. His lack
“of success compelled the Pope to come to terms with the Normans once
more. By Godfrey’s action the German king lost all the advantage he
might have obtained from intervening as protector of the Papacy; the
attempt to interfere in the papal election had already been unsuccessful,
and imperial prestige in Italy was thus completely ruined when Henry
took over the reins of power.

The regency of the kingdom, in the hands of a weak woman and of
ambitious metropolitans, had had disastrous results for the central
authority. Nor was there much change during the early years of Henry IV’s
direct rule. The accounts of his enemies continually refer to the excesses
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at any rate of his youth. The exaggeration of these accounts is evident,
but there is probably a substratum of truth, and the chief blame must fall
on Anno and Adalbert, if not on Agnes as well. The marriage with
Bertha, it was hoped, would prove a steadying influence. The king, how-
ever, was a reluctant, if not an unfaithful, husband, and visited his dislike
of the marriage upon his wife. In 1069 he even attempted to obtain a
divorce, but the Papacy intervened, and the papal legate, Peter Damian,
who never minced his words, compelled the king to receive back his wife.
This seems to have been the turning-point in the reign. From this time
he was a constant and an affectionate husband, and from this time he
clearly abandoned the path of pleasure and .devoted himself assiduously
to the task of government.

The history of Germany under Henry IV and Henry Vis in the main
a record of civil war, producing confusion and disorder throughout the
country and involving untold hardships and miseries for the lower classes.
The king was faced with formidable opposition even before the Papacy
joined the ranks of his foes. To realise this, as well as to note the changes
that resulted in Germany as a whole, it is necessary at the outset to survey
briefly the political and social structure of Germany. Difficult too as it is
to distinguish between the theoretical and the actual, some attempt must
be made to do so; particularly as the theoretical derives from the past,
and the past ideas, even in this period of change, still have their effect in
determining the relations of the various parts of the constitution to one
another. In the first place, the king held a unique position, obscured as
it often was by the actual weakness of the ruler. In theory he owed his
throne to election by the nobles, but in fact the hereditary principle was
dominant. Henry IV always insisted on his ius hereditarium against the
claims of Pope and nobles, and it was not until the death of Henry V
that the elective idea, asserted already in 1077 and 1081 at the elections of
the anti-kings Rudolf and Herman, won a victory over the hereditary.
The king alone held office dei gratia, and this was marked by the religious
ceremony of unction and coronation. He was supreme liege lord, com-
mander-in-chief, the source of justice, the enforcer of peace; these
attributes were symbolised by the royal insignia—crown, lance, sceptre,
sword, etc.—the possession of which was so important, as was evidenced
in the contest of Henry V with his father in 1105-6 and again in the
events which occurred after Henry V’s death. Further, there were vested
in him the sovereign rights’—lordship of towns, offices, jurisdictions, mints,
tolls, markets, and the like—all of which were coveted for their financial

1 All that came under the heading of regalia. These were defined by Frederick
Barbarossa’s lawyers at Roncaglia. Cf. also the definition of them in Paschal II's
privilege to Henry V of 12 February 1111 (MGH, Constitutiones, Vol. 1, No. 90,
pp. 141 sq.).
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advantages, and these could only lawfully be exercised after the grant of
a charter from the king.

Such a position carried with it potentialities towards absolutism, and
in the case of a strong ruler like Henry III the trend was in that direction.
But to this theoretical supremacy were attached definite limitations as
well. The king was subject to law, not above it, and as supreme judge
it was his duty to do justice ; the breach of this obligation, his opponents
declared, justified rebellion against him. In great issues affecting the
kingdom, or the person and property of a prince of the kingdom, the
king had to act by consent, to summon a diet of the princes and in effect
to be guided by their decision. These ¢ princes”—dukes, margraves,
counts, bishops, abbots of royal abbeys—owed their status originally to
their official position. With the office went land, and as the lay nobles
ceased in fact to be royal officials their landed position becomes the more
important. The period of transition is a long one, but the change
is especially rapid during the second half of the eleventh century;
naturally public recognition of the change lags behind the fact. One
result of this change from an official to a landed status was the decline
in rank of those nobles who held their fiefs from duke or bishop and not
directly from the king.

Among these lay princes, the dukes held a place apart, differing from
the counts not only in priority of rank. They had owed their position
originally not to appointment by the king but to election by the people
of the tribe, and this origin was still perpetuated in the claim of the
nobles of Bavaria to be consulted in the appointment of their duke. At
the same time the king was especially concerned to insist on the depen-
dence of these offices upon himself; he did not even feel himself obliged
to fill a vacancy in one of them within the year and a day that was
customary with other offices. Franconia during this period remained in
his hands, except that the Bishops of Wiirzburg were given ducal rights
in the eastern portion; Swabia after Rudolf’s deposition for treason in
1077 remained vacant for two years. On the other hand, in Saxony,
where the duke indeed had only a limited authority, the hereditary right
of the Billung family was not contested.

Of the counts (grafen), the margraves (markgrafen), important
especially for the defence of the eastern frontiers, retained exceptional
Jjudicial and military privileges, and in some cases maintained their inde-
pendence even of the dukes, The counts-palatine (pfilsgrafin) too
retained their old position. They were four in number, one for each
of the tribes that formed the original stem-duchies—Franks, Swabians,
Bavarians, Saxons—and they acted in theory as representatives of royal
Jjustice within the duchies and as the administrators of the royal domains.
Of these the Count-Palatine of the Franks, who had his seat at Aix-la-
Chapelle and was known now usually as Count-Palatine of Lorraine, though
later as Count-Palatine of the Rhine, was the most important. There was
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no duke in Franconia to usurp his authority ; he was, beneath the king,
supreme judge, and commonly acted during the king’s absence as his
representative. But there was, on the other hand, a great change in the
position of the ordinary counts. There were few whose authority extended
over the whole of a gau or pagus, as had formerly been usual; of these
few, some, whose control extended over more than one gau, came to be
distinguished in the twelfth century, for example the Count of Thuringia,
by the new title of landgrave (landgraf’). In most cases the county had
been divided up, often by division among sons, into several districts each
of them under a count, often of quite small extent. The family residence,
soon converted into a castle, gave the count his name, and, whatever
other dignities the counts might acquire, they never lost their connexion
with the duchy of their origin’. Their political importance, therefore,
varied in proportion to the extent of their lands, and in fact there
was little distinction between those who had merely the title of count
and ordinary freemen with free holdings.

The increasing importance of landed-proprietorship in the status of
nobles had its effect in tending to depress the majority of ordinary free-
men to a half-free status. In the country districts there was little real
distinction between the half-freeman and the freeman who held from
a noble in return for services in work and kind, and who had lost the right
of bearing arms. On the other hand, the rise of the class of ministeriales,
especially when they held land by military tenure, forming as they did an
essential element in the domain of every lord, lay and ecclesiastical, gave
an opening to freemen by joining this class to increase their opportunities
at the expense of a lowering of status. It was a particular feature of the
period. Conrad II had especially encouraged the formation of this class
of royal servant, and on it his successors continued to rely.

As in the countryside, so in the towns there was a tendency to
obliterate the distinction between the free and half-free classes, though
in the towns this took the form of a levelling-up rather than a levelling-
down, The “free air” of the towns, the encouragement to settlers, the
development of trade especially in the Rhine district, as well as the pro-
tection of the town walls, caused a considerable increase in their
population ; they acquired both constitutional and economic importance.
Some towns were royal towns, but all were under a lord, usually a bishop,
and it was to the bishops that the trading element in the town owed its
first privileges. It was to the bishop’s interest to obtain for his town from
the king special rights such as the holding of a market and exemption
from tolls in royal towns, and all charters to towns till the latter part of
the eleventh century are granted through the bishops. - The first sign of
a change is in the charter of Henry IV to Worms in 1074. The privileges

1 The original home of the Welfs was Altdorf in Swabia. So it was to a diet of

 Swabian nobles that Henry the Lion, Duke of Bavaria and Saxony, was first sum-
moned to answer the charges against him.
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granted are of the usual nature —exemption from toll in certain (in this
case, specified) royal towns. But for the first time the charter is given
not to the bishop but to the townsmen, and they are described, for the
first time, not as “negotiatores” or “mercatores™ but as “cives.” The
circumstances attending the grant of this charter?, including the welcome
to the king, the well-equipped military support given to him, the pay-
ment by the community of a financial aid, the reception and preservation
of the charter, all imply a town-organisation of a more advanced nature
than previous charters would have led us to expect. The Jews played an
important part in these early trading communities, and they are specially
mentioned in the charter to Worms; so too the Bishop of Spires in 1086
for the advantage of his town was careful, as he states, to plant a colony
of Jews and to give them special privileges, which were confirmed by the
king in 10902 If Worms was the first town which gives evidence of an
organisation independent of its bishop, it was soon followed by others
where the bishop as at Worms was hostile to the king. The rising of the
people at Cologne against Archbishop Anno in 1074, the expulsion of
Archbishop Siegfried and the anti-king Rudolf from Mayence in 1077,
the expulsion of Bishop Adalbert from Wiirzburg the same year and the
defence of the city against Rudolf, and, above all, the devotion of the
Rhine towns to Henry IV during his last years, shew clearly a wide
extension of this movement?.

The townsmen, then, were coming into more direct relations with the
king. As far as the nobles were concerned, the change is rather in the
contrary direction. The duty of fidelity to the head of the State was still
a general conception ; even ecclesiasties who scrupled to take an oath of
liege-fealty to the king did not disavow this obligation. The oath of
fealty was not taken by the people as a whole, but only by the princes of
the kingdom, whether to the king or to his representative, and they took
the oath in virtue of their official capacity and as representing the whole
community?, It mattered not whether they held fiefs from the king
or from another noble; it was not the fief but the office, through which
the royal authority had heen, and in theory still was, asserted, that
created the responsibility on behalf of the people within their spheres of
control. So the relation of the king with the nobles was not yet strictly

1 See H. Wibel, Die dltesten deutschen Stadtprivilegien (drchiv fiir Urlunden-
JSorschung, 1918, Vol. vi, pp. 234 sqq.).

2 Altmann and Bernheim, dusgewdhite Urkunden zur Erliuterung der Verfass-
ungsgeschichte Deutschlands, pp. 158 sqq.

3 In Flanders, Cambrai set the le by founding a in 1077. Here
the movement was also directed agm\st the bxslmp, but in this case it was, ag at
Milan, allied with the Church reform movement. See Pirenue, Histoire de Belgique,
Vol. 1, pp. 192 sq. In Germany proper the movement was definitely royalist in
character.

¢ Cf. Waitz, Deutsche Ver hichte, Vol. v1 (ed. Seeliger), pp. 487 sqq.;
G. von Below, Der deutsche Staat des Mittelalters. ,» Vol. 1, pp. 232 sqq.
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a feudal relation. It was not to become so until the end of the twelfth
century, when the status of prince was confined to those nobles who held
directly from the king. The feudum was not yet the all-important thing,
at any rate in theory and law. There were many fiefs without military
service, some without service at all ; there were vassals too without fiefs.
But these became, more and more, exceptional cases, and rapidly the
change from the official to the feudal status was being accomplished
in practice. Always the grant of a fief had accompanied the bestowal of
an office ; and, as the fiefs had become hereditary, so too had the offices.
In the majority of cases, offices and fiefs had become identified, and the
official origin was preserved in little more than the title.

In fact, the great nobles were no longer royal officials but territorial
magnates with alods and fiefs to which their children (sons if possible,
but failing them daughters) succeeded, and their aim was to loosen the
tie which bound them to the sovereign and to create an independent
position for themselves. Two circumstances combined to assist them in
this ambition—the rise of the class of ministeriales and the continual
civil war. The military fief became the normal type,and every important
noble had his band of armed and mounted retainers. He soon had his
castle, or castles, as well, built in defiance of the king ; for castle-building
was a sovereign right, which only the stress of civil war enabled the noble
to usurp. Medieval society was based especially on custom and precedent.
If the central authority was weak, the nobles began at once to encroach ;
usurpations were in a few years translated into rights, and it was difficult,
if not impossible, for the king to recover what had been lost. Moreover,
while the counts had ceased to be royal officers, the system of maintain-
ing the royal control by missi had long disappeared. This made a fixed
seat of government impossible. The king himself had to progress cease-
lessly throughout his dominions to enforce his will on the local magnates.
There was no system of itinerant justices, and, except in the royal
domains, no official class to relieve the direct burden of the central
government. So there was no permanent machinery which could function
normally ; everything depended on the personality of the ruler.

But from the point of view of the king there were compensations.
Each noble played for his own hand, and there was rarely any unity of
purpose among them. It was from the dukes that the king had most to
fear, and with regard to them he started with many advantages. They
had no claim to divine appointment, no royal majesty or insignia, no
sovereign rights but such as he had granted. The nobles in each duchy
held office in theory from the king, to whom, and not to the duke, they

1 This is true even of the counts-palatine, with the exception of the Count-
Palatine of the Rhine who still retained much of his old official position ; for instance,
when Henry IV went to Italy in 1090, the Count-Palatine of the Rhine was appointed
co-regent of the German kingdom with Duke Frederick of Swabia. So too when
Henry V went to Italy in 1116.
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had sworn liege-fealty?, and they were far more jealous of the assertion
of the ducal, than of the royal, authority over them. Moreover the duke
by virtue of his office acquired little, if any, domain in his duchy® Where
his family possessions lay, there alone, in most cases, was he really power-
ful. Agnes in her appointments had at any rate shewn herself wise
in this, that she had appointed as dukes nobles whose hereditary lands
lay outside the duchies to which they were appointed. Berthold of Ziih-
ringen, the most powerful noble in Swabia, was a nonentity as Duke in
Carinthia; Otto of Nordheim, one of the leading nobles in Saxony, could
not maintain himself in his duchy of Bavaria when he revolted in 1070.
In other words, the noble depended on his domain, and this is equally
true of the king. There was no direct taxation?® as in England, and the
king had in a very real sense to live of his own. The royal domain® was
scattered throughout the kingdom; in each duchy there were royal
estates and royal palaces, though the largest and richest portion lay in
eastern Saxony, stretching from Goslar to Merseburg, the inheritance of
the Saxon kings. In the first place, it supplied the needs of the royal
household, and this, as well as the maintenance of royal authority, made
necessary the continual journeyings of the king and his court. The
domain, too, provided a means whereby the king could make grants of
lands whether in reward for faithful service or, more usually, in donations
to bishoprics and abbeys. And, finally, in these manors, as also in the
manors of nobles and ecclesiastics, there emerged out of the mass of half-
free tenants a class of men who played an important and peculiar réle in
Germany, These royal ministeriales were employed by the king in adminis-
trative posts, as well as in the management of his estates; they were
armed and mounted, and provided an important part of the king’s army.
On them he began to rely, therefore, to counteract the growing indepen-
dence of the greater nobles, both in his Council and on military expeditions.
In return, they were granted fiefs, and rose often to knightly rank®,

1 A duke or other noble might obtain an oath of fealty from his vassals, but
there should, by right, be in it a saving clause, preserving the superior fealty due
to the king.

2 Cf. Waitz, op. cit. Vol. v, pp. 133 sq.

3 Unless the bede comes under this category. But all nobiles were exempt from
tlns, and other e‘cemptmus had been e anted by charter.

4 Cf. M. Sti ng, Das de he Kini; im 11 und 12 Juhrhundert ; B. Heusinger,
Servitium regis in der deutschen Kaiserzeit (Avchiv fiir Urkundenforschung, Vol. vi,
pp- 26-159). Between the royal and the private domain of the king as a rule little
distinetion was made. But the issue sometimes arose, notably on the question of the
inheritance of the Hohenstaufen from Henry V'; see infra, p. 336.

5 Eventually this had its result in the rise of a number of new noble families to
take the place in German history of older ones that had become extinet. One leading
cause for the disappearance of old noble families—the ecclesiastical career (with its
enforced celibacy) which in the abbeys especially had heen almost a prerogative of the
nobility—is very clearly demonstrated by A. Schulte, Der Adel und die deuische Kirche
im Mittelalter (Kirchenrechtliche Abhandlungen, ed. U. Stutz, x1, uxiv).
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sometimes even to episcopal. The same process was occurring in the
domains of the nobles. The ecclesiastical nobles had probably set the
example?, which was followed by the secular nobility and by the king.
As it provided him with the possibility of making himself self-sufficient and
so independent of princely support, it provided them too with a means of
furthering their independence of him.

The royal domain, then, plays a central part in the policy of the
Salian kings, as it was to do with the Capetians in France. During the
regency it had been grievously depleted. But there were many ways
in which it could be increased and in which gaps could be made good—
by inheritance, by exchange, by conquest, by escheat. There were also
other sources of royal revenue, notably the sovereign rights, of justice
and the like, which were assumed by the king wherever he might happen
to be and which were frequently lucrative. From the towns too, as well
as from the domain, he could levy contributions?, and, as has been indicated
ahove, could look to them for valuable support especially in time of war.
The loyalty and devotion of the Rhine towns is most marked, particularly
when the episcopal lord of the town was disloyal. But onlyin a few cases
was the bishop himself among the king’s enemies, and so a direct alliance
with the townsmen, which might have been as useful to the German
monarchy as it was to the French, occurred only in isolated cases. It was
not to the king’ interest to make the bishops antagonistic.

For the alliance with the episcopate had, from the time of Otto I,
been a cardinal factor in the policy of the king of Germany. The political
importance of the ecclesiastical nobles was evident: on them, as well as on
ministeriales and lesser nobles, the king relied both for his Council and
government? and for his military expeditions. They could never make
their offices and fiefs hereditary, and they could be depended upon as
a counterpoise to the dangerous power of the dukes; while in the con-
tinual civil wars of this period the summons to the host was not of much
avail, nor could it be made effective without the consent of the nobles.
But they were equally valuable to the king from the economic point of
view, In the first place, the royal abbeys made annual payments in kind,
which began to be converted into money payments or at any rate to

! Compare with this the prominent part played by ecclesiastics in the drift
towards feudalism in Saxon England (supra, Vol. 1, pp. 8375-7). The great differ-
ence is that in Germany it was an unfree class to whom these military fiefs were
granted.

2 The tax known as ““hede” (petitio, precarin)—originally, as its name shews, a
voluntary contribution. On the nature of this tax see G. von Below, op. ¢it.

p. 85 sqq., and generally for the tnxatmn of towns, K. Zeumer, Die deutsche
Stiidtesteuern (Staats- und i haftliche For ed. G. Schmoller;
Vol. 1, No. 2).

3 The lay nobles would take part only if they happened to be present, or if they
were summoned to diets on important issues of state or to judge one of their
number. " The great offices of the household were held by dukes, but had become
merely titular and ceremonial.
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be reckoned on a monetary basis early in the twelfth century; from these
abbeys, too, when he visited them, he could claim hospitality. There
is no evidence that the episcopal services included fixed payments in kind,
but the obligation seems to have been imposed upon the bishops of main-
taining the king and his retinue during the king’s stay in their towns,
whether or no these contained a royal palace. It is at any rate noticeable
how prominently they figure in the itineraries of the Salian kings'. And
on the death of a bishop the king exercised his rights of regadia and took
possession of the revenues of the see during the vacancy, and sometimes
of spolia as well, seizing the personal effects of the dead bishop. These
great ecclesiastical offices were regarded by the king as very distinctly
part of his personal possessions®. His lavish grants to them of territory
were therefore not lost to the Crown, and the ecclesiastical as distinct from
the lay nobles remained essentially royal officials. Royal control of
appointments to bishoprics and abbeys was a reality and at the same
time a necessity ; and the royal chapel, which was a natural centre for the
training of ecclesiastics, was also a stepping-stone to advancement. From
among the royal chaplains, trained under the king’s eye and experienced
often in the work of his chancery, appointments were commonly made to
vacant bishopries.

This was bound to lead sooner or later to conflict with the reformed
Papacy, though the conflict might have been delayed and would certainly
have been less fatal in result had not this control of the German king in
ecclesiastical matters been extended to Italy and to the Papacy itself. To
the crown of Germany were attached the crowns of Burgundy and Italy,
and finally the imperial crown as well. These additional dignities brought
little real advantage to the German king. In Burgundy, the royal
authority was slight and rarely asserted ; it was, however, of some impor-
tance to the Emperor that his suzerainty and not that of the French king
should be recognised. In Ttaly, the royal domain and episcopal support
were sometimes of definite advantage, but usually the interest of the king
in his Ttalian kingdom prejudiced his position in Germany. And the
imperial title was a similar handicap®. It magnified the importance of his
office and gave him increased prestige, but it added enormously to his
responsibilities and prevented him from concentrating on his real interests.
The imperial title added nothing to the royal authority in Germany. In
a sense it added nothing in Italy either. The title “ rex Romanorum”
was used before imperial coronation occasionally by Henry IV, frequently

! B. Heusinger, op. cit. Cf. especially, p. 70, “Fiir das 11 Jahrhundert ergibt
sich also, dass das deutsche Konigtum in stirkstem Masse, vielleicht iiberwiegend
auf den bischiflichen Servitien ruhte.”

2 Cf. U. Stuts, Die Eigenkirche ols Element des mittelalterlich-yermanischen
Iurchemnhtm, P 32 sqq.

4 See, for a di of this questi da tion of opp
the revival of the Empire by Otto I G. von Below, op. cit. pp. 353-869.
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by Henry V, and as Emperor-designate the king acted with full imperial
authority in Italy and with regard to the Pope. But the imperial crown
was the right of the German king, to his mind an essential right, and it
was by virtue of this right that he claimed the control from which
the Papacy was now beginning to free itself, with results fatal to the
monarchy in Germany.

The task that Henry IV set before himself was to undo the damage
that had been wrought during his minority and to restore imperial
authority both in Germany and Italy; he was determined to be master
as his father had been at the height of his power. In Germany, he had
first of all to build up the royal domain, to force the nobles to a direct
subordination to his will, and to break down the independence of Saxony.
In Italy, where imperial authority was practically ignored, there were the
special problems of Tuscany?, the Normans, and above all the Papacy.
But, determined as he was to revive the authority over the Papacy that
his father had exercised from 1046 until his death, the question of Ger-
many had to come first, and so for a time he was willing to make
concessions. Control of the Church in Germany and Italy was so essential
to him that he could not be in sympathy with the reform policy of the
Papacy. This was now beginning to be directed not only against the
simony and secularisation that resulted from lay control but against the
lay control itself; and it was a definite feature of that policy to demand
from the higher clergy an obedience to papal authority which could not
fail to be prejudicial to the royal interests. But at present the king was
anxious to keep on good terms with the Pope; as he was obedient to his
orders on the divorce question in 1069, so in 1070 he allowed Charles,
whom he had invested as Bishop of Constance, to be deposed for simony,
and in 1072 Abbot Robert of Reichenau to suffer the same penalty® The
Papacy was given no indication of his real intentions.

His compliant attitude to the Papacy on this question was in accor-
dance with his general policy. He worked patiently for his ends, and
strove to do the task first that lay within his power, careful to separate
his adversaries and to placate one while he was overcoming the other.
Adversity always displayed him at his best. Again and again he revived
his fortunes, shewing a speedy recognition and making a wise use of the

1 The death of Duke Godfrey in 1069 removed one great obstacle from Henry's
path. His son Godfrey (Gibbosus) succeeded to the duchy of Lower Lorraine and
was already the husband of Countess Matilda. But he quarrelled with his wife and
confined his interests to his German duchy, where he remained loyal to Henry.

2 In these cases, as also in the case of Bishop Herman of Bamberg in 1075,
when his attitude to the Pope was dictated by the same motives, lie protested his
own innocence of simony in the appointments, There is no evidence against him.
Probably the offenders had paid money to court-favourites, whose influence had
secured the appointments,
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possibilities at his disposal, dividing his enemies by concessions and by
stimulating causes of ill-feeling between them, biding his time patiently
till his opportunity came. Nor was he prevented from following out his
plan by considerations of personal humiliation. Not only at Canossa but
also in 1078 a personal humiliation was his surest road to success, and he
took it. He was not the typically direct and brutal knight of the Middle
Ages, and he was not usually successful in battle; he generally avoided a
pitched battle, in contrast to his rival Rudolf, to whom he really owed
his one great victory in the field—over the Saxons in 1075. He recog-
nised his limitations. His armies were rarely as well-equipped as those of
his opponents: they were often composed of ministeriales, royal and
episcopal, and of levies from the towns, which were not a match for the
Saxon knights; also he had more to lose than they had by staking all on
the result of a battle. In an unstatesmanlike generation he shewed many
statesmanly qualities, which was the more remarkable in that he had
received so little training in the duties of his office. His enemies, when
they comment with horror on his guile and cunning, are really testifying
to these qualities; for it was natural that they should give an evil name
to the ability which so often overcame their perfidy and disloyalty.

But, as his greatness is best seen in adversity, so in the moment of
victory were the weaknesses of his character revealed. He allowed himself
to be overcome by the arrogance of success both in 1072 and 1075.
Having decisively defeated his Saxon enemies, he made a vindictive use
of his victory, when clemency was the right policy; by his arbitrary
actions he alienated the other nobles whose assistance had ensured his
success, and they formed a coalition against him to anticipate his too
clearly revealed intentions against themselves. His victory gave him so
false a sense of security that on both occasions he chose the moment to
throw down the challenge to the Pope, entirely miscalculating both the
reality of his position in Germany and the strength of his new adversary.
He profited by his lesson later, but never again did he have the same
opportunity. He certainly shewed a clear sense of the strength of the
papal position in the years 1077-1080, and also of the means by which this
strength could be discounted. On the whole he was a good judge of the
men with whom he had to deal. It may appear short-sighted in him to
pardon so readily a man like Otto of Nordheim and to advance him to a
position of trust in 1075; but he was faced with treachery on every side
and he had to attempt to bind men to his cause by their interests. At
any rate he was successful with Otto’s sons, and -also even in detaching
Duke Magnus himself from the party of Rudolf. The only occasions
when he was really overwhelmed were when the treachery came from his
own sons, and there is no more moving document in this period than his
letter to King Philip of France, in which he relates the calculated perfidy
and perjury of his son Henry V. For he was naturally of an affectionate and
sympathetic disposition, a devoted father and a kind master, especially to
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the non-noble classes throughout his dominions. Even if we discount the
glowing panegyric of the author of the Vita Heinrici IV, we cannot ignore
the passionate devotion of the people of Litge, who, scorning the wrath
of all the powers of Church and kingdom, refused to dissemble their grief
or to refrain from the last tokens of respect over the body of their beloved
master. That tribute was repeated again at Spires; and, though for five
years his body was denied the rites of Christian burial, few kings have
had so genuine a mourning.

The reconciliation of Henry with his wife in 1069 marked a definite
stage in his career. From this time he devoted himself wholeheartedly
to affairs of state, and his policy at once began to take shape. - The par-
ticularist tendencies of the Geerman princes in general had to be overcome,
but the extreme form which particularism took was to be found in Saxony.
Saxony, ever since it had ceased to supply the king to Germany, had
held itself aloof and independent. In various ways was its distinctive
character marked. It held proudly to its own more primitive customs,
which it had translated into rights, and the maintenance of which had
been guaranteed to it by Conrad II and Henry III; especially was the
royal system of justice, with inquest and oath-takers, foreign to Saxon
custom?, which stood as a permanent bar to unity of government. These
customary rights formed a link between the classes in Saxony, giving it
ahomogeneity lacking in the other duchies. Allodial lands were more ex-
tensive here than elsewhere, and the nobles accordingly more independent.
Among them the duke took the leading place, but only in precedence.
Margraves and counts did not recognise his authority over them; onthe
other hand, the ducal office was hereditary in the Billung family, and so
it was not at the free disposal of the king. Finally, beneath the nobles,
the proportion of free men was exceptionally high; they were trained to
arms, and, though they usually fought on foot, were formidable soldiers
in an age when cavalry was regarded as the decisive arm. - It was a bold
policy for :a young king to attempt, at the beginning of his reign, to
grasp the Saxon nettle. It was essential that he should obtain assistance
from the other duchies, and this he might expect. The Saxons looked
with contempt on the other German peoples, who in their turn were
jealous of the Saxons and irritated by their aloofness. The ill-feeling
between the two was always a factor on which he could count.

But the determination of Henry IV to attack the problem of Saxony
had a further and more immediate cause. The effects of his minority had
not merely been to give the opportunity to particularism, here as else~
where. It had been disastrous also to the royal domain, that essential
basis of royal power, which had suffered from neglect or deliberate
squandering at the hands of the unscrupulous archbishops who had con-
trolled the government for their own advantage. The first task of the

1 K. Hampe, Deutsche Kuisergeschichte im Zeitalter der Sulier und Stoufen, p: 40.

CH, 111,




128 The importance of the royal domain in Saxony

young king was to concentrate on the domain, to fill up gaps and make
compact areas where possible, to take effective measures to recover services
that had been lost, and finally to protect it against further usurpation.
It was natural that his attention should first be directed to eastern Saxony
and Thuringia, where lay by far the richest portion of the domain’, and
which afforded the best opportunity for creating a compact royal territory.
It was here, moreover, that the domain had suffered most; it had not
only been wasted by grants, but also services had been withheld?, minis-
teriales had usurped their freedom?, and probably neighbouring lords had
made encroachments. One of Henry’s first measures was the building of
castles on an extensive scale in this region, designed primarily for the
recovery and maintenance of the domain and the services attached to it
and having at the same time the strategic advantage of being situated so
as to divide the duchy and in case of revolt to prevent a coalition of
Saxon princes, This was a menace to the independent spirit of the Saxons,
and he irritated them still more by appointing royal ministeriales from
South Germany?® as officials in the domain-lands and as garrisons in the
castles. There were clearly grievances on both sides, which only made the
subsequent contest the more bitter. The Saxons had infringed royal
rights by neglect and usurpation. The South German ministeriales in
their turn shewed little respect for Saxon customs, and acted in an op-
pressive manner in making requisitions and forcing labour. And probably
the Saxons were right in their suspicion that the king would take every

1 This is evident from the Indiculus curiarum ad mensam regis Romanorum perti-
nentium (best text in New. Arch. Vol, xur, pp. 572-4). A comprehensive survey of
this has been made by B. Heusinger, Servitium regis (Archiv fir Urkundenforschunyg,
Vol. vim, pp. 26-159). M. Stimming, Das deutsche Kini Pp- 86 sqq., has elabo-~
rated the central importance of the domain on Henry’s policy in Saxony and on the
subsequent Saxon revolt. J. Haller, Dus Verzeichnis der Tufelgiiter des rimischen
Kinigs (New. Areh. Vol. xvy, pp. 48-81), rejects the accepted date (1065) of the Indi-
culus and dates it 1185. His arguments seem to me to be untenable, and to raise
more difficulties than they solve. I am convinced that it was drawn up at any rate
for one of the last two Salian kings, and that it is a rough draft prepared at a time
when an imperial coronation was anticipated. Anyhow, the statement in the text
is not really atfected by the date of the Indiculus.

2 Lampert of Hersfeld, sub 1066, ed. Holder-Egger, SGUS, p. 100.

3 Bruno, c. 16, ed. Wattenbach, SGUS, p. 11.  Cf. Stimming, op. cit. p. 93.

4 Cf. Stimming (op. cit. pp. 98 sqq.), who supports the view that the policy was
originated by Archbishop Adalbert of Bremen. He also points out the contiguity
of the chief leaders of the Saxon revolt, bishops as well as lay nobles, to the royal
domain.

5 The Saxons especially complained of the low-born ““Swabians” employed by
the king on official and: garrisou duty in their duchy. The term Swabian in their
mouth seems to be a generic term for the rest of Germany (or, at any rate, for
Franconia and Swabia), just as in southern Europe we find Alemannia used for
Germany (cf. Gregorii VII Reg. ux, 15), a use which has been continued to the
present day in France. There cannot have been many royal ministeriales in the
duchy of Swabia.
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opportunity of increasing the royal domain at their expense, and that he
was anxious to suppress their customary rights which stood in the way of
the centralising policy of the monarchy.

It is significant in this connexion, firstly, that the two nobles men-
tioned as Anno’s colleagnes in his coups d’état at Kaiserswerth in 1062
and at Tribur in 1066 were Otto of Nordheim and Ekbert of Brunswick,
whose allodial territories were adjacent to the main portion of the royal
domain and were so extensive as to make them, next to the duke, the
most powerful nobles in Saxony. Otto was already Duke of Bavaria,and
in 1067 Ekbert was appointed Margrave of Meissen; on his death in
1068 his son Ekbert IT succeeded to the margravate as well as to Bruns-
wick. Similarly adjacent, and equally concerned in the great revolt of
1078, were Anno’s two relatives, Archbishop Werner of Magdeburg and
Bishop Burchard of Halberstadt. In the second place, the actual outbreak
of civil war, which was to be henceforth almost continuous, had its origin
in the downfall of Duke Otto in 1070. Probably Henry rather seized
than created the opportunity. Otto’s military skill had been of consider-
able assistance to him on more than one occasion, and there is no actual
evidence either to justify the charge of treachery brought against Otto
or to convict Henry of a deliberate intention to ruin the duke. A diet
at Mayence left the decision to the test of battle between Otto and his
low-born accuser. Otto refused to submit to the indignity of such a
contest, and was accordingly condemned in his absence by a diet of Saxon*
nobles at Goslar and deprived of his possessions in Saxony. His duchy
was forfeited and, at the special instance of Duke Rudolf of Swabia, was
given by Henry to Welf, the first of the new line of that name? The
fall of Otto was not viewed with alarm in Upper Germany; the replace-
ment of a Saxon by a Swabian noble was rather a cause for congratulation.
The ill-feeling of the rest of Germany towards Saxony was very pronounced,
and only identity of interest against the king could lead to common
action.

In Saxony, however, where Otto immediately took refuge, he obtained
the powerful support of Magnus, son and heir of Duke Ordulf. This
brought the king into direct conflict with the Billung family. The rebels
were not able to resist for long—rvevolt was not yet organised—and they
had to submit unconditionally to the king in 1071, Otto, after a year’s
detention, was released, and was allowed to retain his hereditary
possessions in Saxony; Magnus was kept in close confinement at the
castle of Harzburg. In this can be seen the influence of Archbishop

1 As he was of Saxon origin, his case, in d. with itutional practi
had to be decided by Saxons.

2 The male line had died out with Welf IIl, whose sister Cuniza (Cunegunda)
had married Marquess Azzo of Este. Their son Welf IV, who had become Duke of
Bavaria, had acquired his uncle’s estates in Germany, which lay in Swabia and on
the borders of Bavaria.
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Adalbert, who in the last year of his life entered into public affairs again
to revenge himself for the humiliations he had suffered from the Billungs
in 1066. He brought about a meeting with King Svein of Denmark, and
a regular coalition was concerted against the Billungs. The king’s
interests were all in the same direction. Magnus, by his marriage with
the sister of Géza, cousin and rival of Henry’s brother-in-law Salomo, had
allied himself with the anti-imperial party in Hungary. Moreover, when
Duke Ordulf died in 1072, Magnus was recognised as duke throughout
Saxony. Henry did not deny Magnus’ right of succession, but it was the
more necessary to him to retain so important a hostage. The king’s
policy in Saxony could now be definitely advanced in both directions.
The building of the castles was continued and extended, and the king
took possession of Liineburg, the chief town of the Billungs, and placed
in its castle a garrison of seventy men under Count Eberhard of Nellen-
burg.

The victory had been an easy one: too easy, because it deluded him
as to the strength of the forces he had to counteract. Saxony was
thoroughly alarmed, and in the mood for a more serious revolt than the
previous one; with Magnus in his hands, Henry perhaps discounted this
danger. But the other German princes were alarmed too. Henry had
shewn his hand too plainly, and it was a fatal misjudgment that led him
to rely on their further concurrence against the Saxons. To him, however,
it seemed that he had recovered his position in Germany, and that the
necessity to humour the Pope no longer existed. It can hardly be due to
chance that at this very time he threw down a deliberate challenge to the
Pope, to whose injunctions he had previously so meekly submitted, over
the archbishopric of Milan. Just before his death, at the Lenten synod of
1078, Alexander II replied by excommunicating the counsellors of the
king. Henry did not refrain from communion with them, and so, when
Alexander died and Gregory VII became Pope, there was a breach
between the German king and the Roman Church.

In spite of his commitments in Saxony and Italy, Henry chose the
occasion for an emphatic assertion of imperial majesty in another quarter.
In 1071 the Dukes of Poland and Bohemia had been summoned to appear
before the king at Meissen, and had received the royal command to keep
the peace. This was significant of the recovery that Henry had already
effected, and, when the Duke of Poland disobeyed the injunction in 1078,
it was necessary to take immediate measures to punish him. The king
accordingly summoned an expedition against Poland to assemble on
22 August, and came to Goslar himself, probably to ensure obedience to
the summons. The expedition was not destined to take place. Under
cover of the assembling of troops for the Polish campaign, a formidable
conspiracy was organised in eastern Saxony. The bishops, led by Werner
of Magdeburg and Burchard of Halberstadt, played a leading part. All
the chief nobles were concerned in it, especially Margrave Ekbert of
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Meissen and the Margraves of the North and East Marks. Count Otto of
Nordheim was soon induced to join. Count Herman, uncle of Magnus
and so the acting-head of the Billung family, needed no inducement.
Moreover, the Thuringians, equally affected by the building of the
castles, with customary rights of their own to defend, and having a
private grievance arising out of the claims of the Archbishop of Mayence
to the payment of tithes?, soon threw in their lot with the Saxons. Their
plans were concerted to anticipate the date for the expedition, and so to
take Henry by surprise before the troops from the rest of Germany were
assembled.

The plot was successful. Taken completely by surprise, the king sought
refuge in his castle at Harzburg, but the sudden appearance of a large
Saxon army made his further stay there impossible. On the night of
9-10 August he made his escape with a few followers, and after four days
of hardship and peril arrived at the monastery of Hersfeld. Count
Herman had recaptured Liineburg and taken captive the royal
garrison; to effect their release the king on 15 August had to consent to
the surrender of Magnus; the castles were now closely besieged, and his
hold on Saxony was lost. But the day appointed for the Polish expedition
(22 August) was close at hand. The army was assembling, and he
determined to use it against the Saxons. He summoned the princes to
meet him at the village of Kappel near Hersfeld, to obtain their consent
to this change of plan. And now the fundamental insecurity of his
position was to be revealed to him. The princes debated, and finally
decided to postpone the expedition to October. They were determined to
make it clear that on their will was the king dependent, and the royal
authority suffered a blow more serious than defeat in battle. Henry had
to submit, and he retired to the Rhine district, conscious that the
initiative had passed from his hands. There he came to a wise decision.
Germany must for the time engage his whole attention; the challenge to
the Papacy must be postponed to a more favourable opportunity. He
wrote, accordingly, to the Pope a humble letter acknowledging his faults
and asking for absolution. The Pope, as anxious as Henry for peace,
welcomed this apparent repentance, and the breach was healed. This left
the king free to concentrate on Germany. Enlightened at last as to the
true state of affairs, he shewed remarkable judgment in appreciating the
factors that could be turned to his advantage, and great patience and skill
in so making use of them that he was able: gradually to build up again
the shaken edifice of royal power.

He had, first of all, to endure further humiliation. The princes met
in October for the deferred expedition, but having obtained the upper
hand they were determined to maintain it; in place of an expedition they

1 A synod at Erfurt at the beginning of 1073 had just decided this questwn in
the archibishop’s favour.
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instituted negotiations on their own account with the Saxons. Henry had
no choice but to acquiesce; he was sovereign in name only. But at this
crisis he found assistance in a new quarter. Coming to Worms, whose
bishop, Adalbert, was his constant foe for more than thirty years, he
met with an enthusiastic reception from the citizens, who expelled their
bishop on news of the king’s approach. In return he granted them, on
18 January 1074, the first charter given directly to the citizens of a
town’, and in the preamble he expressed his gratitude for the loyalty which
set so striking an example amid the disloyalty of all the magnates of the
kingdom. The action of Worms was contagious, and from this time he
was able to rely on the support of the Rhine towns, whatever the attitude
of the bishops. The serious rising of the trading classes at Cologne in
1074, on the occasion of the Easter fair, against Archbishop Anno, was
probably inspired by the example of Worms®. The towns indeed had
everything to gain from royal favour. A strong central authority, able to
enforce peace and order throughout the kingdom, was a necessity if trade
was to flourish and expand, and from the king alone could the privileges
dear to the trading classes be obtained.

The king’s circumstances were immediately improved, and he was
able, in spite of the aloofness of the leading nobles, to raise an army and
march north again; he was accompanied by a number of bishops, who in
view of the independent action of the towns found it to their interest to
render material support to the king once more. But he was not yet
strong enough to meet the Saxons in the field, and was forced to come to
terms with them, which were confirmed in an assembly at Gerstungen on
2 February 1074. The castles built by both sides during his reign were
to be destroyed, a general amnesty was to be proclaimed, and the Saxons
returned to his allegiance on condition that in matters concerning their
duchy the king should be advised by Saxons only. He had to pardon the
rebels, but the peace was a sign of recovered authority. The South
German dukes had no part in it, and did not readily forgive the Saxons?
for thus depriving them of their control of the king’s actions., Henry by
this peace divided his enemies in Germany.

The peace had an immediate result in the changed attitude of the
dukes, who were reconciled with Henry just after Easter, at the same
time that he made his formal reconciliation with the Pope. In the mean-
time, an outrage had occurred which he was able to turn to his own
advantage. In accordance with the peace terms at Gerstungen, the forti-
fications of Harzburg had been destroyed; but the church and other
ecclesiastical buildings remained intact. The local peasantry, indignant

1 See supra, pp. 119-120. .

2 Lampert of Hersfeld, ed. Holder-Egger, SGUS, p. 187, In this case, as with
Adalbert at Worms, the loyalty of Anno was certainly suspect. It was his friends
and relatives who were primarily responsible for the Saxon revolt.

3 Bruno, cc. 31 and 44, ed. Wattenbach, SGUS, pp. 20, 29.
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that a stone of this obnoxious place should be left standing, took the law
into their own hands and violently demolished the sacred buildings, even
in their passion going so far as to scatter to the winds the bones of Henry’s
son and brother who had died there in infancy. The Saxon nobles
protested that the crime was the work of a few ignorant peasants (though
indeed they took no steps to punish them), but Henry was determined to
fasten the guilt of it on the whole people, and proclaimed far and wide
that the Saxons had broken the peace. He was able to use this argument
with effect upon the South German princes, who were already irritated
against the Saxons on their own account. Before the year was out he had
succeeded in obtaining their agreement to an expedition against the
Saxons in the following spring. .

Hungary had, meanwhile, occupied Henry’s attention. The rivalry
between King Salomo, Henry’s brother-in-law, and his cousin Géza had
resulted eventually in the success of Géza. Salomo with his wife took
refuge in Germany, placed his kingdom under Henry’s overlordship, and
appealed to him for help. Henry led an expedition into Hungary in the
autumn, but without success, and imperial authority was not recovered.
The Pope tried to avail himself of the opportunity, giving his support to
Géza and declaring Salomo’s deposition a judgment of God upon him for
handing over to the Empire a kingdom which was subject to St Peter.
But Géza, though he had sought papal aid while his position was still
insecure, was determined to be free of Pope and Emperor alike and to

- break every link which bound Hungary to the West; and in the following
year he had himself crowned king with a crown which he received from
the Eastern Emperor, Michael VIL

The opening months of 1075 were occupied with preparations for the
reduction of Saxony. The Saxons in alarm endeavoured to appease the
king; they further claimed to be judged by a diet of all the nobles, and
appealed to the South German princes, trying to establish direct negotia-
tions with them as in 1078. Their efforts were wholly unavailing: the
king was determined to be revenged, the nobles could not forgive the
peace made without their concurrence. Henry issued his summons to the
host, which assembled at Bredingen on 8 June; never again was he to be
at the head of so powerful and representative an army. The Dukes of
Swabia, Bavaria, Carinthia, Upper and Lower Lorraine, and Bohemia
were all present with strong contingents, and all the other leading nobles,
lay and spiritual’. On 9 June, the day after the army had assembled, the
king by a forced march surprised the Saxons encamped by the river
Unstrut. Duke Rudolf, claiming the Swabian privilege of fighting in the
van of the royal host, led the charge, supported by Duke Welf with the
Bavarians. It was a battle of knights, and, when the superior numbers
of the king’s army had finally decided the issue, the Saxon foot-soldiers

! Except of course Archbishop Anno, who pleaded age and infirmity. He died
the following December.
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suffered severely. The losses indeed were heavy on both sides, but the
king won a decisive victory and advanced to the invasion of Saxony. Lack
of provisions caused him to disband his troops in July, and another ex-
pedition was arranged for October. On 22 October the army assembled
at Gerstungen, but this time the Dukes of Swabia, Bavaria, and Carinthia
were absent, on the insufficient plea of their losses in June. The king,
however, was strong enough without them, and was probably not sorry
to be independent of them. The Saxons had lost their cohesion; the
common soldiers in particular felt that they had been selfishly sacri-
ficed on the Unstrut. The nobles, therefore, made an unconditional
surrender, throwing themselves on the king’s mercy. Contrary to expecta-
tion, but in accordance with his fixed determination, he treated them
with great severity: all the leaders, both laymen and ecclesiastics, were
imprisoned in different parts of Germany, entrusted to the custody of
South German nobles. Much of their territory was confiscated and given
to his supporters or added to the royal domain, and the building of the
castles was taken in hand once more. When the king disbanded his army
in November, he seemed to have won a complete triumph.

The situation was remarkably similar to that in 1072. The Saxon
rebels had been forced to an unconditional surrender and their leaders
were in captivity. Now, as then, the situation at Milan gave the oppor-
tunity to the king, at what seemed a particularly favourable moment, to
re-assert imperial authority in Italy by a direct challenge to the Pope.
The defeat of the Pataria and the election of Tedald by the suffragan
bishops of Milan had occurred earlier in the year, but Henry was then
perhaps contemplating imperial coronation, and even the victory on the
Unstrut had not achieved the submission of Saxony. When this was
certain, he invested Tedald with the archbishopric and sent the embassy
to Italy which was, probably designedly, responsible for the rupture with
the Pope. Once more his position in Germany seemed strong enough to
justify the recovery of the authority that had been lost in Italy. And
the moment secemed to be well-chosen, because he could count on the
enthusiastic support of the episcopate in Germany and in North Italy in
any venture against Gregory VIL. But he had grievously miscalculated
the strength of the spiritual power and the greatness of his opponent,
and once more he had misunderstood, or foolishly disregarded, the real
feelings of the German princes. The absence of the three dukes from the
final campaign against the Saxons was ominous, and was certainly not
sufficiently accounted for by their plea of the losses they had suffered in
the June campaign. As before, it was the completeness of the royal
victory, and the arbitrary use that Henry made of it, that caused them to
stand aloof. Though their absence was at the time satisfactory to him,
he ought to have realised its import and that they too neceded to be
mastered before he could take in hand the new task of Italy and the
Papacy.
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The king spent Christmas 1075 at Goslar, and the nobles there
present took an oath to accept his son Conrad, born in February 1074,
as his successor. Some measure of leniency was shewn in allowing the
exiled Saxon bishops to return to their sees pending trial, but of the
lay princes Count Otto of Nordheim alone received the king’s clemency,
and he was even advanced to high office and power in his native land.
-The king was still at Goslar at the beginning of January 1076 when the
papal embassy arrived with the verbal message threatening excommuni-
cation if the king refused obedience. This was as unexpected as it was
distasteful to the royal dignity. In an uncontrolled passion, which was
unusual with him, he summoned the Council of Worms that pronounced
Gregory’s deposition, and dispatched to Piacenza and then to Rome the
messenger to the Lenten synod. Before the papal sentence at the synod
reached the king, the murder of Duke Godfrey of Lower Lorraine in
February had deprived him of one of his staunchest adherents, and of a
strong support of the Empire on its western frontier, where Robert the
Frisian, successful in Flanders, whose intrigues probably brought about
the murder of Godfrey, was a constant menace. Still confident in his own
position, Henry bestowed the duchy on his infant son Conrad, and
Godfrey’s nephew and heir, Godfrey of Bouillon, had to be content with
the Mark of Antwerp.

Then at Easter came the news of the Lenten synod and its decrees,
and both the strength of the spiritual power and the weakness of his own
position were speedily revealed to the king. The excommunication had
an immediate effect in alienating from him his lay subjects. The German
bishops, too, who had welcomed the deposition of the Pope, trembled
before the papal sentence and again hastily abandoned the cause of the
king. Accordingly his summons to diets at Worms and Mayence were
practically disregarded, and he was rapidly becoming isolated. His weak-~
ness was the Saxon opportunity. The Saxon leaders were able to effect
their escape from captivity, or were deliberately released by the nobles to
whose custody they had been entrusted. Bishop Burchard took the lead
in a new revolt, and, Otto of Nordheim turning traitor once more, the
whole of East Saxony was in arms. Henrys one faithful ally, Duke
Vratislav of Bohemia, was driven from Meissen by Margrave Ekbert. The
victory of 1075 had been completely undone. And, finally, the dukes of
Upper Germany saw their opportunity and took it. Acting in unison
they had been able to make their intervention effective whether against
the king or against the Saxons. Satisfied with the Saxon defeat in June
1075, they had abstained from the further expedition in October, but the
king’s ability to bring the Saxons to submission without their aid, and
his high-handed treatment of them when he had obtained the mastery,
must have already determined them to throw their weight into the
balance against him. The excommunication and its results gave them the
decisive voice in the government of the kingdom. Meeting at Ulm, they
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decided on a diet at Tribur, where the future of the kingdom was to be
debated and the royal authority made subservient to particularist interests.
To this diet the Saxon nobles were invited, and the grievances of 1074
were forgotten.

The diet met at Tribur on 16 October 1076. The Saxons came in
force, and the papal legates were present, to give spiritual sanction to the
triumph of the nobles. The king, to whom this assembly was in the highest
degree dangerous, arrived at Oppenheim on the other side of the Rhine
with an army. But his chief supporters deserted him to obtain absolution
from the papal legates, and he was abandoned to the tender mercies of
the diet. The Saxons advocated his deposition and the appointment of
a new king. For this revolutionary step the other princes were not yet
prepared. The choice of a successor would raise difficulties and jealousies
that might dissolve the harmony, and such an action would compromise
the high moral pose which they had adopted in their attitude against
Henry. The deliberations of the diet were complicated too by the ill-
feeling, with difficulty restrained; which still persisted between Saxons and
South Germans. But in one respect they were all of one mind: the king
must be humiliated, and the government of Germany must be subject to
the dictation of the princes. Towards the victory over the king, the papal
sentence first, the papal legates later, had largely contributed. The
nobles were anxious to retain the valuable papal support, and to represent
themselves as fighting for the cause of right against a wicked king. The
Papacy, therefore, must be given an important share in the fruits of
victory. So, first of all, the king was forced to publish his repentance and
his promise of obedience and amendment for the future—to do justice in
both the papal and the feudal sense. The diet then proceeded to make
two important decisions. Firstly, recognising the validity of the papal
sentence, they decreed that Henry would lose his kingdom if he failed to
obtain absolution within a year and a day® of his excommunication
(22 February); secondly, recognising the papal claim to a principal share
in the final judgment, they invited the Pope to a council at Augshurg on
2 February 1077, where under his presidency the future of the kingdom
was to be decided.

This shews the lengths to which the nobles were prepared to go for
their own selfish interests to satisfy papal claims which in different
circumstances they were fully prepared to repudiate. It also shews that
the Pope held the key to the whole situation, a fact which he and Henry
alike were swift to recognise. If it promised the immediate realisation of
the Pope’s highest ideals, it at the same time revealed to the king the
avenue of escape from his dangerous position. The conjunction of his
enemies in Germany meant the final ruin of his power; if he could obtain
absolution from the Pope in Italy, he not only removed opposition from

1 The regular period of grace, the period too within which a vacant office had to
be filled up. This treatment of the royal office by the nobles is significant.
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that quarter for a time but also deprived the German nobles of their most
effective weapon against him. With this aim in view he made his escape
and his memorable journey over the Mont Cenis pass, finally arriving
in January 1077 outside the fortress of Canossa. Here by his humiliation
and outward penitence he was able to force the Pope to grant him absolu-
tion, and the purpose of his journey was achieved. Though the importance
of the royal humiliation has been grossly exaggerated, it is equally absurd
to proclaim the absolution at Canossa as a striking victory for the king.
He had been forced to accept the justice of the papal excommunication,
and consequently the right of the Pope to sit in judgment upon him, and
by this acceptance the relations of the two powers had been fundamentally
altered. The absolution was in a sense a recognition of the king’s defeat;
on the other hand, it limited the extent of the defeat and prevented a
far worse calamity.

Yet, as far as Henry’s enemies in Germany were concerned, it was a
real victory for the king, and they were staggered at the news. The
absolution of Henry they regarded as a betrayal of their cause, and they
expressed their indignation as strongly as they dared. They could not,
indeed, risk alienating the Pope, whose alliance was so necessary to them;
but they were not impressed by his optimistic view that the decision to
hold the council in Germany still held good. They did what they could,
however, to nullify the effect of the absolution. 'The story soon became
current among them that the absolution had been granted on certain
conditions which Henry immediately broke, so that it became void and
the king returned to his state of excommunication’. The papal legates,
though not the Pope, gave encouragement to this view.

Their more immediate need, however, was to complete what had been
begun at Tribur, and, with papal co-operation if possible, to prevent the
restoration of Henry’s authority in Germany and so to counteract the
disastrous effects of Canossa. A preliminary meeting at Ulm, in issuing
summons to a diet at Forchheim in Franconia, where the last of the
German Carolingians (Louis the Child) and theé first of his successors
(Conrad I) had been elected, shewed that the Saxon proposals had been

1 Bruno, c. 90, SGUS, pp. 66-7, states this very definitely, and it confuses not only
his narrative but also his chronology. As the excommunication of 1076, according
to his view, prevailed throughout, he makes no mention of that of 1080, and places
together in 1076 the documents of both dates. Neither his editor in SGUS,
W. Wattenbach, nor K. Heidrich, who in New, 4rch. Vol. xxx investigated the dating
of the numerous documents in Bruno, noted that this essential misunderstanding,
whether wilful or ignorant, of the facts of Canossa is responsible for his muddled
chronology. A complete revision of Bruno’s chronology from this point of view is
badly needed. I should like to call attention to the possibility that Henry’s letter
to the Romans (in Bruno, c. 66, and nowhere else) was written in 1080 and not in
1076. 1 cannot go into the whole question here, but two points may be mentioned :
(1) any manifesto (as that in c. 78) dealing with 1080 would have been dated by
him to 1076; (2) there is no evidence that Henry appealed to the Romans in 1076,
though he did so regularly in 1080 and following yeaxrs.
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accepted. The diet met on 18 March and, in the presence and with the
approval of two papal legates, Duke Rudolf of Swabia, with all the
customary formalities of procedure, was designated and elected king.
This was a reactionary and indeed a revolutionary step, recalling the
anarchy of the later Carolingians. The electoral right of the nobles,
when it was not a mere formality, had been strictly limited in practice. -
Ever since the Saxon kings had restored the monarchy, the hereditary
principle had been dominant; when there was no son to succeed, the king
had been chosen from a collateral branch of the royal family. Now the
electors usurped a plenary power—the power to depose the established
king and to exercise complete freedom of choice as to his successor.
Behind this lay the theory that the relation of king and nobles was one
of contract, and that an unlawful exercise of his power justified the breach
of their oath of fealty. The bishops at Worms in 1076 had taken this
line with regard to the Pope. It was a natural development of feudal
ideas, which were not, however, to prevail in the Church as they did in
the kingdom. There were other points of novelty in this election. In the
first place, the formal right of election, which was the prerogative of all
the princes, was here assumed by a small minority. This minority included,
indeed, the Archbishop of Mayence, whose right to the prima wox was
uncontested’, numerous Saxon nobles, and the three South German dukes;
perhaps these latter, in anticipation of fourteenth-century conditions,
regarded themselves as adequate to represent their duchies. Secondly,
the presence of the papal legates was a recognition of the Pope’s claim
to a share in the election. And, finally, the electors emphasised the con-
tractual nature of the royal office, and ensured the maintenance of their
own control, by imposing conditions on the king of their choice: Rudolf
had to renounce the hereditary right of his son and royal control of
episcopal elections, while he also made a promise of obedience to the
Pope. But the German princes at Forchheim got no advantage from
their triumphant particularism; the revolt gained no additional supporter
from the fact that its leader styled himself king. On the contrary, their
attempt to ride roughshod over tradition and legitimacy put Henry in
a strong position; the bishops (except in Saxony), the lesser nobility,
the peasantry, and above all the towns, preferred a single ruler, however
absolute, to a government dominated by the selfish mtelesfs of the. princes.
All the more, then, had Rudolf and his party to depend on the
support of the Church. The Pope certainly recognised the electoral
rights of the princes, and accepted the election of Rudolf as a lawful
election. He did not, however, recognise their power to depose Henry;
this he regarded as a matter for his own decision, and in the meanwhile
spoke continually of fwo kings. Yet his legates had been quite decided
1 Cf. Wipo’s account of the election of Conrad II (c. 2, SGUS, p. 14), and the

. statement of Frederick Barbarossa (Otto et Rahewin, Gesta Friderici imperatoris, Bk.
i, ¢. 17, SGUS, p. 188).
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in their support of Rudolf, and the rebels naturally inferred that the Pope
would abide by their decision®.

Meanwhile Henry had resumed his royal functions in Lombardy,
though he had to act with extreme caution. The Lombards resented his
refusal to take direct action against the Pope, and Milan, in opposition
to its archbishop, had reverted to the papal alliance; nor could he obtain
coronation at Pavia with the iron crown of Lombardy. He dared not,
moreover, alienate the Pope, while policy made it essential to prevent
the journey to Germany on which the Pope had set his heart. Then came
the news of the election at Forchheim, and he had to return at once to
Germany to counter the revolutionary government of the princes. The
sentiment in favour of the lawful ruler, now that he was restored to com-
munion, was immediately made evident. As before, the Rhine towns set
the example, beginning with a riot at Mayence where Rudolf was crowned
and anointed king by Archbishop Siegfried on 26 March. Rudolf was
compelled to abandon Mayence and make his way to Saxony, where alone
he could maintain himself as king. In Saxony, with few exceptions, the
lay and ecclesiastical nobles were on his side, and to Saxony was his
kingdom confined®. Elsewhere the balance was predominantly in favour
of Henry, especially in the south-east. As Rudolf was still in the Rhine
district, Henry veturned to Germany by way of Carinthia and Bavaria,
in both of which duchies he received an enthusiastic welcome. Carinthia,
where Duke Berthold had always been ignored, was wholly on his side;
on Bavaria he could also rely, except for the hostility of Margrave Liut-
pold of Austria and two important ecclesiastics, Archbishop Gebhard
of Salzburg and Bishop Altmann of Passau, who however could not
maintain themselves in their sees. On Duke Vratislav of Bohemia he
could count for loyal assistance, and though King Ladislas I of Hungary,
who married a daughter of Rudolf, was hostile, he gave no assistance to
Henry’s opponents. Burgundy, in spite of Rudolf’s possessions there,
was apparently solid for Henry, as were the Rhine towns. In Swabia the
position was more equal. The bishops and lesser nobles were mainly on
Henry’s side, but Berthold and Welf had considerable power in their
ancestral domains; and the great reforming Abbot, William of Hirschau,
organised a strong ecclesiastical opposition which was to be continually
dangerous to Henry; his work was to be carried still further by one of
his monks, Gebhard, son of Duke Berthold, who as Bishop of Constance
and papal legate was more than anyone else responsible for the existence
and gradual increase of a strong papal party in South Germany. The

! The Pope, though not endorsing, did not actually disown his legates’ actions;
s0, as Vita Heinrici imperatoris (c. 4, SGUS, pp. 17-18) says, his silence was taken
to give consent.

2 Bruno (e. 121, SGUS, p. 93) speaks of ‘“Saxoniae regnum.” So too in the two
papal letters quoted in ce. 118 and 120 (é. pp. 90, ‘)2), Gregory addresses the prmces
““in Teutonico atque in 8 ico regno and “Rod ue
secum in regno Saxonum commanentibus.”

q
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struggle was thus in the main between Saxony and Thuringia under
Rudolf and the rest of Germany under Henry, though in Swabia Berthold
and Welf were able to maintain themselves and were supported, in spite
of the Pope’s neutrality, by an advanced section of Church reformers.

Henry’s first move after Rudolf’s withdrawal was to raise a force of
Bavarian and Bohemian troops and invade Swabia, which suffered terribly
from the constant depredations of both sides, neither of which was able
to obtain complete mastery. At the end of May he held a diet at Ulm,
where the three rebel dukes of South Germany were formally deprived of
their duchies. Carinthia was given to Liutold of Eppenstein, head of the
most important family in the duchy. Bavaria and Swabia he retained for
the time in his own hands. But in 1079 he founded the fortunes of the
Hohenstaufen family by appointing to the duchy of Swabia the Swabian
Count of Staufen, Frederick, to whom he married his daughter Agnes’.
From him he obtained loyal support,and Rudolf vainly attempted to create
a counter-influence in the duchy by having his son Berthold proclaimed at
Ulm as duke, and by marrying his daughter Agnes to Berthold, son of
Duke Berthold (who had died at the end of 1078).

During these years Rudolf was bitterly disappointed in his expecta-
tion of a direct intervention of the Pope against Henry. The papal
legates were as emphatic as he could wish, both at Forchheim in March
and at Goslar in November 1077, when the Cardinal-deacon Bernard
united with Archbishop Siegfried in excommunicating Henry; but they
were not upheld by their master, who persisted in his neutrality. Henry,
during the same period, shewed himself in diplomacy to be far astuter
than his impetuous rival. He was successful in preventing a conference
of nobles on both sides, which Rudolf tried to arrange in 1078 in recol-
lection of the success of this policy in 1078. He contrived, moreover, to
prevent a coalition between the forces of Rudolf and his South German
allies, though he failed to defeat them separately as he had hoped. On
7 Angust 1078 he fought an indecisive battle with the troops of Rudolf
at Melrichstadt in Franconia, where, though his own losses were the
heavier, his enemy was forced to retire; and, on the same day, an army
of peasants, hastily recrnited from Franconia, was decisively defeated on
the Neckar by Dukes Berthold and Welf. But Henry maintained himself
at Wiirzburg, and so prevented the threatened junction of the enemies’
forces, Above all he was successful in keeping the Pope neutral, while at
the same time disappointing Gregory’s hopes of making his judgment
decisive between the two kings. He was not, however, on this account
any the more compliant with the ecclesiastical decrees. He continued to
appoint, as it was essential to him that he should appoint, and invest to
bishoprics and abbeys vacant by death or occupied by supporters of his

=

1 In these two appointments Henry abandoned the poliey of ap ingan
ag duke. He now needed powerful dukes who could be relied on to support him.
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opponent. Rudolf imitated his example, though he was careful to leave
episcopal elections free, and so, besides the rival kings in the kingdom
and dukes in the duchies, there were rival bishops in several sees. Germany
was devastated by civil war, in which the peasants, especially in Swabia,
suffered the greatest hardships, and the trading opportunities of the towns
were severely handicapped. The whole country sighed for peace and order,
and it was becoming increasingly evident to the majority that in Henry’s
victory lay the best hope of this being attained.

So in 1080 he was able to carry the war into the enemy’s country and
invade Saxony. The battle of Flarchheim in Thuringia (27 January) was
indecisive and Henry had to retire again to Bavaria; but his diplomacy
was successful in detaching from Rudolf’s cause the leaders of the Billung
family, Duke Magnus and his uncle Herman, and also Margrave Ekbert
of Meissen. And now the time had arrived when the Pope was to make
the fateful decision that was to prolong and embitter the struggle of
which Germany was already so weary. The moment seems to have been
chosen by Henry himself. His envoys to the Lenten synod of 1080 were
instructed no longer to appeal, but to threaten the Pope, and Henry had
doubtless foreseen the result. He could hardly expect a judgment in his
favour, but an adverse decision, while it would be welcomed by few,
would be regarded with indignation by the vast majority. Ie contrived
in fact to throw upon the Pope the odium of starting the new struggle.
The sentence of Gregory VII not only upset the hopes of peace; it also
outraged German sentiment in its claim to depose the king and to set up
a successor in his place. The German bishops of Henrys party met at
Bamberg (Easter) and renounced obedience to Gregory ; a diet attended
by king, nobles,and bishops assembled at Mayence (Whitsun) and repeated
this renunciation; and finally, in an assembly mainly of North Italian
bishops at Brixen® on 25 June, Gregory was declared deposed and :Arch-
bishop Guibert of Ravenna, nominated by Henry, was elected to succeed
him. With his compliant anti-Pope, Henry could now entertain the
prospect, impossible in 1076, of leading an expedition into Italy to
establish his will by force.

But he could not leave Germany with Rudolf still powerful in Saxony,
and be hastened back from Brixen to settle the issue with his rival. In
the antumn he collected an army and marched through Thuringia to the
Elster; there, in the neighbourhood of Hohen-Mblsen, a battle was
fought, in which Henry was defeated. But this was more than compen-

1 The choice of Brixen is curious. One would expect to find the meeting-place of
an Italian assembly within the Italian kingdom, and the presence of the Italian chan-
cellor, Bishop Burchard of Lausanne, points in the same direction. But, thongh it
is always difficult to fix the exact frontier-line, it seems clear that Brixen was on the
German side.  Perhaps, as Gi ht suggests (Geschichte der deutschen Kaiserzeit,
Vol. 111, p. 502), Brixen was chosen k of its isolation and security and the
undoubted loyalty of its bishop. 3 :
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sated by the mortal wound which Rudolf received, from the effects of which
he died on the following day. To many this appeared as the judgment
of God, not only on Rudolf but on the Pope as well. Though Henry was
still unable to win over Saxony by force or negotiations, his position was
sufficiently secure in Germany; now at last he could give his whole
attention to the decisive contest with the Pope. From the spring of 1081
to the summer of 1084 he was in Italy. He succeeded in defeating his
great adversary, he established Guibert as Pope Clement III, and by him
was crowned Emperor in St Peter’s. At Rome he seemed to have realised
his ambition and to have raised himself to his father’s height. But he was
forced to retire before the arrival of the Normans, he could not overcome
the resistance of Countess Matilda, and his Pope did not receive the
recognition necessary to make him a useful tool. Imperial authority had
been revived in Italy, but not so effectively as he had contemplated.

In Germany, his enemies took advantage of his absence to elect a
successor to Rudolf. The obvious candidate was Otto of Nordheim, whose
military skill had been conspicuous throughout. But, partly owing to
jealousy among the leaders, partly perhaps from the desire to obtain
western support, their choice fell on the Lotharingian Count Herman of
Salm, brother of Count Conrad of Luxemburg and nephew of Herman,
Count-Palatine of the Rhine. At any rate, he failed to win over his
powerful relatives, and his kingdom, like that of Rudolf, was confined to
Saxony. He had neither the ducal prestige nor the military prowess of his
predecessor, nor does he seem to have entered into relations with the
Pope; there was nothing to recommend this feeble rival of Henry.
Towards the end of 1082 he did indeed advance south into Swabia, and
the possibility of his leading an expedition into Italy caused Henry some
anxiety. But it came to nothing; the death of Margrave Udo of the
North Mark in 1082 and in January 1083 of Otto of Nordheim, whose
sons were too young to play any part, deprived him of his chief military
support. On the news of Otto’s death he hastily returned to Saxony,and
henceforward was of no account. So insignificant did he become that in
1088 he retired to his native Lorraine, and shortly afterwards was killed
in front of a castle he was besieging.

It was the Church party that formed the chief danger to Henry when
he returned to Germany in 1084, Archbishop Siegfried of Mayence had
died in February, but his authority in his province had long disappeared ;
like the two anti-kings he had been forced since 1080 to remain in
Saxony. To succeed him Henry appointed Werner (Wezil) as archbishop
and arch-chancellor; in the latter office Siegfried had not been super-
seded—it was clearly a merely titular dignity, and the chancellor did the
real work. The organisation of a papal party was actively conducted by
the legate Otto, Cardinal-bishop of Ostia and afterwards Pope Urban II.
With the assistance of Abbot William of Hirschau he combined monastic
reform with opposition to Henry. The election of Gebhard as Bishop of
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Constance in December was an important result of their joint efforts; for
Gebhard later succeeded Otto as permanent legate, and was probably
Henry’s most dangerous enemy in Germany for the rest of his reign. In
the work of reform, not only did numerous Swabian monasteries adhere
to the rule of Hirschau, but the reform attracted laymen of the upper
classes who came in numbers to the monastery as conversi. From Swabia
Otto went on to Saxony. Here his influence was decisive against peace,
the desire for which led to a meeting of princes of both sides at Gerstun-
gen in January 1085. The Church party used the excommunication of
Henry and his supporters to prevent a reconciliation. In this the legate
was prominent, and still more so at a partisan synod held at Quedlinburg
just after Easter. The excommunication of the anti-Pope and his
adherents was a matter of common agreement, but Otto had the cause
of Church reform and reorganisation equally at heart. Decrees were
passed asserting the primacy of the Apostolic See and the supremacy of
papal jurisdiction ; others enforced Roman against local customs and
strengthened the central authority by creating uniformity ; finally, a few
upheld the main principles of Church reform. It was at this point that
a cleavage of interests became manifest. The Saxon nobles, who had been
most zealous for Church reform when it was a useful weapon against
Henry IV, firmly resisted it when it meant the restoration by them of
churches and ecclesiastical property in their possession. Otto discovered
that the bishops supported their secular allies in this, and that political
interests in Saxony over-rode religious considerations.

While discord was thus beginning to make its appearance in Saxony,
Henry was establishing his hold more firmly in the rest of Germany. At
an imperial diet held at Easter 1085 at Mayence, the deposition of
Gregory VII and his supporters and the election of Guibert were con-
firmed, and the Peace of God was proclaimed. Already in 1081 Bishop
Henry of Liége had proclaimed the Peace in his diocese, and in 1083
Archbishop Sigewin of Cologne had done the same in his province.
Henry had ratified their action, and now extended it to the whole
kingdom. It was a sign, perhaps, of royal weakness that he could not by
his own authority enforce the maintenance of peace, but had recourse to
an expedient adopted in days of anarchy and royal impotence by the
Church in France and Burgundy. It was also an unfortunate moment to
choose in which to appeal to the sanction of the Church, when many of
his subjects regarded him and his followers as schismatics. But it seemed
for a time as if peace would result. Lorraine, which he visited in June,
was wholly loyal ; Henry confiscated the territory held there by Matilda,
and allotted it mainly to Godfrey of Bouillon and Bishop Dietrich of
Verdun. There followed a much greater triumph in July, when, taking
advantage of the divisions in Saxony to win over the lay nobles, he was
able for the first time for many years to enter the duchy in peace, and to
progress as far as Magdeburg.
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His success, however, was short-lived, and for this his failure to
appreciate the Saxon temper was responsible. Many bishops were still
hostile, especially the Archbishop of Magdeburg, and Henry proceeded
to appoint bishops of his own party to replace them. Nothing was more
caleulated to cause a revulsion of feeling among the lay nobles than this
exercise of royal authority without their concurrence, and the introduction
of aliens into episcopal office in the duchy. Accordingly in September
Henry was forced to abandon Saxony once more. In the following year
(1086) Welf and his Swabian adherents were able to join forces with the
Saxons and to besiege the important town of Wirzburg. Henry, hasten-
ing to its relief with an army mainly composed of peasants and levies from
the towns, was severely defeated at the battle of Pleichfeld on 11 August.
It was not the usual encounter of knights. The troops of Welf and of
the city of Magdeburg dismounted and fought on foot, with the cross as
their standard and encouraged by the prayers of the Archbishop of
Magdeburg®. As a result of the battle, Wiirzburg was captured and its
Bishop, Adalbero, was restored, though only temporarily, to his see. The
position of affairs, so favourable to Henry the previous year, seemed to
have been entirely reversed. But his enemies were not able to gain any
permanent advantage from their victory, or even to retain Wirzburg for
long. Negotiations were resumed, to break down continually over the
impediment of Henry’s excommunication and his recognition of the
anti-Pope. At last, in the summer of 1088, a renewal of discord in
Saxony caused a reaction in Henry’s favour, and in a short time, for
good and all, the revolt in Saxony was ended.

The most powerful noble in Saxony at this time was Margrave Ekbert
of Meissen% Of violent and audacious temper, like his father, he had
taken the lead in welcoming the king in Saxony in July 1085 and in
expelling him two months later. His Mark had previously been transferred
by Henry to Duke Vratislav of Bohemia, who received the title of king
in 1085; but Vratislav was unable to enter into possession of it. In 1087
Ekbert came to terms again with Henry, perhaps as the result of a
Bohemian invasion. But he immediately broke his word, having conceived
the bold scheme of getting himself appointed king in place of the helpless
Herman. This was too much for his jealous confederates. The bishops in
particular rejected his scheme, and the murder of Bishop Burchard of
Halberstadt, who had been in the forefront of every Saxon rising
against Henry, was believed to be Ekbert’s revenge for his rebuff. The
ambition and violence of this noble were more dangerous than the royal
authority; the rest of Saxony hastened to make its peace with the

1 This battle is deseribed in some detail by the chronicler Bernold (MGH, Seript.
Vol. v, p. 445) who was himself present.

* The Billung family, since their adhesion to Henry in 1080, seem to have taken
little part in public affairs. Duke Magnus remained loyal to Henry, and he is men-
tioned as present at the coronation of Henry’s son Conrad as king in 1087,
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Emperor?, and, while safeguarding its own independence, recognised him
as king of Germany. The bishops indeed would not recognise Guibert;
they compromised by regarding Urban II as the rightful Pope, and at the
same time disregarding his excommunication of Henry. Ekbert was
isolated, and was condemned at a Saxon diet held at Quedlinburg in
1088; at Ratisbon in 1089 he was proscribed as a traitor, and on
Margrave Henry of the East Mark (Lusatia) was conferred the margravate
of Meissen. Ekbert remained defiant, and even posed as the champion of
the Church against Henry; at the end of 1088 he inflicted a severe defeat
on the king in front of his castle of Gleichen. But he was murdered
in 1090, and so all opposition in Saxony came to an end. His county of
Brunswick passed to his sister Gertrude, who married, as her second
hushand, Henry the Fat, the son of Otto of Nordheim.

The years 1088-1090 mark the climax of Henry’s power in Germany.
Except for Margrave Ekbert, against whom he had the assistance of the
rest of Saxony, and the few Swabian counts that supported Welf, he was
universally recognised as king. The succession had been secured by the
coronation of his son Conrad as king in May 1087. The Church party
was dispivited and quiescent, and it lost its chief champion in Bavaria
with the death of Archbishop Gebhard of Salzburg in 1088. In Lorraine,
in 1089, Bishop Herman of Metz was reconciled with the king and
restored to his see, and the duchy of Lower Lorraine was conferred on
Godfrey of Bouillon. To the see of Cologne, vacant by the death of
Archbishop Sigewin, Henry appointed his chancellor Herman; and,
during his stay at Cologne for this purpose, he was married (his first wife,
Bertha, had died in 1087) to Praxedis (Adelaide), daughter of the Prince
of Kiev and widow of Margrave Henry of the North Mark. The marriage
was celebrated by Archbishop Hartwig of Magdeburg, with whom, in
spite of his prominent share in the king’s defeat at Pleichfeld in 1086,
Henry was completely reconciled. The archbishop, however, refused to
recognise the anti-Pope, and this was the chief weakness in Henry's
position. It seems that on more than one occasion he could have come
to terms with the Church party and returned to communion, had he
consented to abandon Guibert. He was himself unwilling both to betray
so faithful a servant and to discard so useful a tool; while many of his
chief supporters and advisers among the bishops, feeling that their own
fate was implicated in that of Guibert, influenced him in the same
direction. He might also have expected the ultimate success of his anti-
Pope. There was nothing to lead him to anticipate the fatal results to
himself of the election of Urban II as Pope in March 1088, Urbau, like
his predecessor, had to live under Norman protection, and Guibert
remained securely in possession of Rome.

! But it seems almost certain that he cannot have recovered full possession of the
royal domain. Probably the situation in Saxony was & return to the status quo of
1069. ; :
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146  His disastrous expedition to Italy, 1090-1097

As in 1072 and 1075, the position in Germany appeared favourable
for the recovery of authority in Italy; and again a situation had arisen
vitally affecting imperial interests. In 1089, Countess Matilda of Tuscany,
now over forty years of age, devoting herself to furthering the political
advantage of the Papacy, had mamied the younger Welf, a lad of
seventeen. The elder Welf, having lost his Saxon allies, had turned his
ambitions to the south, and hoped for great things from this marriage.
His Ttalian inheritance adjoined the territories of Countess Matilda,
and he doubtless anticipated for himself a position in Italy such as Duke
Godfrey, the husband of Matilda's mother Beatrice, had held during the
minority of Henry IV. The Emperor came into Italy in April 1090 to
counteract the dangerous effects of this alliance, and at first met with
considerable success. But the papal party was rapidly gaining strength,
and unscrupulous in its methods worked among his family to effect his
ruin. The revolt of Conrad in 1093 under Matilda’s influence, accompanied
by a league of Lombard cities against the Emperor, not only reduced
him to great straits but even cut off his retreat to Germany. The next
year another domestic blow was struck at the unfortunate Emperor. His
wife Praxedis, suspected of infidelity to her husband, escaped to take
refuge with Matilda and to spread gross charges against Henry. False
though they doubtless were, they were eagerly seized upon by his enemies,
and the Pope himself at the Council of Piacenza in 1095 listened to the
tale and pardoned the unwilling victim. Praxedis, her work done,
disappears from history; she seems to have returned to Russia and to
have died as a nun. Her husband, stunned with the shock of this double
treachery of wife and son, remained in isolation at Verona. But the
conflicting interests of Welf and the Papacy soon broke up the unnatural
marriage-alliance. Matilda separated from her second husband as she had
done from her first, and the elder Welf, who had no intention of merely
subserving papal interests, took his son back with him to Germany
in 1095. The next year he made his peace with the Emperor; the road
to Germany was opeued again, and in the spring of 1097 Henry made
his way by the Brenner Pass into Bavaria.

The long absence of Henry in Italy had less effect than might have been
expected on his position in Germany. Saxony remained quiet, and the
government by non-interference was able to ensure the loyalty of the lay
nobles, among whom Henry the Fat, with Brunswick added to Nordheim
by his marriage with Gertrude, now held the leading place. In Lorraine
the Church party won a success in the adhesion of the Bishops of Metz,
Toul, and Verdun to the papal cause. Otherwise the only centre of dis-
turbance was Swabia. The government of Germany during Henry's
absence scems to have been entrusted to Duke Frederick of Swabia, in
conjunction with Henry, Count-Palatine of the Rhine, who died in
1095. In 1091 the death of Berthold, son of the anti-King Rudolf,
brought the house of Rheinfelden to an end. He was succeeded both in
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his allodial territories and in his pretensions to the duchy of Swabia by
his brother-in-law Berthold of Zihringen, son of the former Duke of
Carinthia, a far more formidable rival to Duke Frederick. The successes
of Henry in Italy in 1091, combined with the death of Abbot William
of Hirschau, brought to the king’s side many adherents in Swabia. But
the disasters of 1098 caused a reaction, and the papal party began
to revive under the lead of Bishop Gebhard of Constance, Berthold’s
brother. An assembly held at Ulm declared the unity of Swabia under
the spiritual headship of Gebhard and the temporal headship of Berthold,
and a land-peace was proclaimed to last until Easter 1096, which Welf
with less success attempted to extend the next year to Bavaria and
Franconia. The Church party took the lead in this movement, and papal
overlordship was recognised by Berthold and Welf, who did homage to
Gebhard as the representative of the Pope. This coalition was entirely
ruined by the breach of Welf with Matilda, which led to his reconciliation
with Henry and to a complete severance of his alliance with the Papacy.

The comparative tranquillity during Henry’s absence was due, not to
the strength of the government but in part to its weakness, and above all
to the general weariness of strife and the desire for peace. To this cause,
too, must be attributed the feeble response that Germany made when in
1095 the summons of Urban II to the First Crusade resounded through-
out Europe. Some, and among them even a great ecclesiastic like
Aurchbishop Ruthard of Mayence, were seized with the crusading spirit
so far as to join in the massacre of Jews and the plunder of their property.
But, except for Godfrey of Bouillon, who had been unable to make his
ducal authority effective in Lower Lorraine, no important German noble
actually went on crusade at this time. Indeed, it does not seem that the
position of Henry was to any material extent affected by the Crusade.
But, if the immediate effect was negligible, it was otherwise with the
ultimate effect. Important results were to arise from the circumstances in
which the crusading movement was launched—the Pope, the spiritual
héad of Christendom, preaching the Crusade against the infidel, while
the Emperor, the temporal head, remained helpless in Italy, cut off from
communion with the faithful. Gregory VII in 1074 had planned to lead
a crusade himself, and wrote to Henry IV that he would leave the Roman
Church during his absence under Henry’s care and protection. This plan
was typical of its author, though it was a curious reversal of the natural
functions of the two heads of Christendom. Had Pope and Emperor been
working together in the ideal harmony that Gregory VII conceived, it
would certainly have been the Emperor that would have led the crusaders
to Palestine in 1095, and under his suzerainty that the kingdom of
Jerusalem would have been formed. As it was, the Papacy took the
lead; its suzerainty was acknowledged; in the war against the infidel it
arrogated to itself the temporal as well as the spiritual sword. And not
only was the Emperor affected by the advantages that accrued to his
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great rival. His semi-divine character was impaired; when he failed to
take his natural place as the champion of the Cross, he prejudiced his
claim to be the representative of God upon earth.

At any rate, on his return to Germany Henry found but slight
opposition to his authority. The reconciliation with Welf was confirmed
in a diet at Worms in 1098, and was extended to Berthold as well. Welf
was formally restored to his duchy, and the succession was promised to
his son. The rival claims to Swabia were settled: Frederick was confirmed
in the duchy, Berthold was compensated with the title of Duke (of
Zihringen) and the grant of Zurich, to be held as a fief directly from the
Rmperor. At the price of concessions, which implied that he had re-
nounced the royal ambitions of his earlier years, Henry had made peace
with his old enemies, and all lay opposition to him in Germany ceased.
At a diet at Mayence the princes elected his second son Henry as king,
and promised to acknowledge him as his father’s successor; the young
Henry took an oath of allegiance to his father, promising not to act with
independent authority during his father’s lifetime. For the Emperor,
though anxious to secure the succession, was careful not to allow his son
the position Conrad had abused. The young Henry was anointed king
at Aix-la-Chapelle the following year; on the sacred relics he repeated
the oath he had taken at Mayence, and the princes took an oath of fealty
to him.

Ecclesiastical opposition remained, but was seriously weakened by the
defection of Berthold and Welf. It gained one notable, if not very
creditable, adherent in the person of Ruthard, who had succeeded Werner
as Archbishop of Mayence in 1089. The crusading fervour had manifested
itself, especially in the Rhine district, in outbreaks against the Jews, who,
when they were not murdered, were maltreated, forcibly baptised, and
despoiled of their property. Henry on more than one occasion had shewn
special favour to the Jews, who played no small part in the prosperity of
the towns. Immediately on his return from Italy, he had given permission
to the victims to return to their faith, and he was active in recovering for
them the property they had lost. Mayence had been the scene of one of
these anti-Jewish outbreaks, and the archbishop was suspected of com-
plicity and of having received his share of the plunder. Henry opened an
enquiry into this on the occasion of his son’s election, to which the
archbishop refused to submit and fled to his Thuringian estates. Apart
from this, there is, until 1104, a period of unwonted calm in Germany,
and in consequence little to record. During these years the chief interest
lies in Lorraine, owing to the ambition of Count Robert II of Flanders
and the recrudescence of a communal movement at Cambrai. Defence
against the count was its object, and so the commune received recognition
from the Emperor and Bishop Walcher; but it found itself compelled
to come to terms with the count, who made peace with Henry in 1103.

Having enjoyed independence, the commune continued to exist, and



The revolt of Henry V- 149

entered into a struggle with the bishop, who was handicapped by a rival
and pro-papal bishop., For a time it maintained its independence, until
in 1107 it was overthrown by Henry V and episcopal authority restored.

Henry, then, might seem to have at last accomplished his object in
Germany, and by the universal recognition of his authority to have
achieved the mastery. But in reality he had failed, and the peace was
his recognition of failure. For it was a peace of acquiescence, acquiescence
on both sides, due to weariness. The nobles recognised him as king, and he
recognised the rights they claimed. Not as subjects, but almost as equals,
the Saxons, Welf, Berthold, had all made terms with him. No concessions,
however, could reconcile the Papacy. The death of Urban II in 1099
made no difference; his successor, Paschal II, was even more inflexible.
There seemed a prospect of peace when the anti-Pope Guibert died in
1100, and a diet at Mayence proposed an embassy to Rome. The follow-
ing year Henry proposed to go to Rome himself. In January 1108, at
another diet at Mayence, besides promulgating a land-peace for the
Empire for four years, Henry announced his intention, provided he could
be reconciled with the Pope, of going on pilgrimage to the Holy Land.
But to all these proposals the Pope turned a deaf ear. Henry had been
excommunicated and deposed, and the sentence was repeated by Paschalin
1102. There was no hope of ending the schism during Henry IV’s lifetime.

This state of affairs led to the final catastrophe. To no one did the
situation give so much cause for dissatisfaction as to the heir to the
throne—the young Henry V. The longer his father lived the weaker he
felt would be the authority to which he would succeed. Self-interest de-
termined him, in defiance of his oath, to seize power before matters
became worse. He knew that he might expect the reconciliation with the
Pope that was denied to his father, and that the Germans would willingly
accept the leadership of one who was at the same time lawful king and
in communion with the Pope. Probably the disturbances that broke out
at Ratisbon while the court was staying there at the beginning of 1104
decided him in his purpose. Many nobles had disliked the promulgation
of aland-peace, which interfered with their customary violence; then the
murder of a Bavarian count by one of his own ministeriales, and the
Emperor’s neglect to punish the offender, provoked such discontent that
Henry IV found it wiser to leave Bavaria and go to Lorraine. Henry V
went with him, but he had already the nucleus of a party and began to
mature his plans. In Lorraine his father was among friends, but when at
the end of the year he marched north to punish a breach of the peace
by a Saxon count, the young Henry decided that the moment was ripe
for his venture. At Fritzlar on 12 December he escaped by night and
went rapidly south to Ratisbon, where he placed himself at the head of
the discontented nobles. His father, abandoning his expedition, returned
to the Rhine; he was broken-hearted at his son’s treachery and made
frantic appeals to him to return. Henry V sanctimoniously refused to
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listen to an excommunicated man, and made overtures to the Pope which
were immediately successful.

The revolt was well-timed, and events turned out as Henry V had
planned. The papal legate, Bishop Gebhard of Constance, met him in
Bavaria and gave him the papal absolution. The Saxon and Thuringian
princes, with whom was the exiled Archbishop Ruthard of Mayence, sent
him an invitation which he eagerly accepted, and with the papal legate
at his side he arrived at Quedlinburg for Easter 1105. A synod was
held at Nordhausen on 21 May, at which he adopted an attitude of
humility that was immediately successful. The Church party was won
over by his action against imperialist bishops, and by his placing in the
forefront the excommunication of his father as the cause of his revolt;
the lay princes were equally attracted by his promise to act always in
accordance with their direction.  He could now count on Saxony wholly,
and largely on Bavaria; Duke Welf seems on the whole to have remained
neutral. He was fortunate, too, in the death this year of his brother-in-
law, Duke Frederick of Swabia, whose sons were too young to intervene.

He now took the field against his father, and marched on Mayence
with the intention of restoring the archbishop. But the Rhine towns
stood firm in their loyalty, and, after taking Wiirzburg, he was forced to
retire to Ratisbon. His father followed hard on his tracks, retook
Wiirzburg, and nearly surprised the son at Ratisbon. Here the Emperor
was reinforced by Margrave Liutpold of Austria and Duke Bofivoi of
Bohemia. Henry V marched against him, and managed to entice from his
father his two chief supporters. The Emperor found himself abandoned on
all sides, and had to make a hurried escape to avoid capture. After an ad-
venturous and perilous flight through Bohemia and Saxony, he arrived
safely at Mayence at the end of October. Driven from there by his son’s
approach, he took refuge at Cologne,and then followed the second and most
shameful treachery of the young Henry®. Promising to assist his reconcilia-
tion with the Pope, he persuaded his father to meet him and accompany
him to Mayence. Nothing was wanting that hypocrisy could suggest—
tears, prostration at his father’s feet, solemn and repeated pledges of safe-
conduct. By these means he induced him to dismiss his retinue, and, on
arriving at Bingen, represented the danger of going to Mayence and enticed
him into the castle of Bockelheim, where he kept him a close prisoner. At
Christmas a diet was held at Mayence in the presence of papal legates, who
dominated the proceedings. The Emperor was brought before the diet, not
at Mayence where the townspeople might have rescued him, but at Ingel-
heim; crushed in spirit by his sufferings in prison and in fear for his life, he
surrendered the royal insignia, promising a humble confession of his mis-
deeds and even resignation of his throne. It was a scene that moved the
lay nobles to compassion, but the legates, having gained their ends,

1 K. Hampe, Deutsche Kaisergeschichte im Zeitalter der Salier und Stawfen, p. 70,
calls it “the most devilish deed in all German history.”
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declared themselves not competent to grant absolution. Henry V was
equally obdurate, and his father was kept in confinement at Ingelheim.
An invitation was sent to the Pope inviting his presence at a synod in
Germany. Henry V for his own purposes was \vllhnO‘ to allow the papal
decision so much desired by Gregory VIL

But the year 1106 saw a change of fortune. The Emperor escaped
from captivity and was strongly supported in Lorraine and the Rhine
towns. In the spring Henry V was severely defeated outside Litge by a
coalition of Duke Henry of Lower Lorraine, Count Godfrey of Namur,
and the people of Litge; in the summer he signally failed before Cologne.
In face of this devoted loyalty to his father he was powerless; then sud-
denly death came to his aid, and the opposition collapsed. The Emperor,
worn out by sorrow and suffering, fell ill at Liége and died on 7 August.
On his death-bed he sent his last message to his son, requesting pardon
for his followers and that he might be buried beside his father at Spires.
His dying appeal was disregarded. Henry V deposcd the Duke of Lower
Lorraine, and appointed Godhey of Brabant in his place; the town of
Cologne was fined 5000 marks. The Pope refused absolution and Chris-
tian l)uual to the excommunicated Emperor. The people of Litge, in
defiance of king and Pope, had given his body a royal funeral in their
cathedral amid universal lamentation; the papal legates ordered its
removal. It was taken to the cathedral at Spires, where again the people
displayed their grief and affection. The bishop ordered it to be removed
once more to an unconsecrated chapel. Five years later, when Henry V
wrung from the Pope the cession of investiture, he also obtained absolu-
tion for his father, and on 7 August 1111 the body of Henry IV was at
last solemnly interred bes1de those of his father and grandfather in the
cathedral he had so richly endowed at Spires.

The story of this long reign of fifty years reads like a tragedy on
the Greek model. Mainly owing to conditions for which he was not
responsible, Henry was forced to struggle, in defence of his rights, against
odds that were too great for him, and finally to fall a victim to the
treachery of his son. The mismanagement of the imperial government
during his minority had given the opportunity for particularism in
Germany and for the Papacy in Italy to obtain a position from which
he could not dislodge them. As far as Germany was concerned, he might
have been successful, and he did at any rate acquire an important ally
for the monarchy in the towns, especially in the Rhine district. How
important it was is seen in 1078-4, when the example set by Worms
turned the tide that was flowing so strongly against him; and, more
notably still, in the resistance he was able to make to his son in the last
year of his life. But the reason that prevented his making full use of this
alliance prevented also his success in Geermany. The fatal policy of Otto I
had placed the monarchy in a position from which it could not extricate
itself. Essentially it had to lean on ecclesiastical support, and from this
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two results followed. In the first place, as the important towns were
under episcopal authority, a direct alliance with them took place only
when the bishop was hostile to the king. Secondly, the success of Otto I's
policy, in Germany as in Italy, depended now on the Papacy being sub-
servient, or at least obedient, to imperial authority. The Papacy re-
generated by Henry III, especially with the opportunities it had had
during Henry IV’s minority, could not acquiesce in its own dependence
or in the subordination of ecclesiastical appointments to lay control. A
contest between sacerdotium and imperium was inevitable, and, as we can
see, it could only have one end. Certainly it was the Papacy that caused
the failure of Henry IV. He was unfortunate in being faced at the
beginning by one of the greatest of all the Popes, and yet he was able
to defeat him; but he could not defeat the Papacy. It was the long
schism that partly prompted the revolt of Henry V, and it was the desire
to end it that won him the support of most of Germany. Papal excom-
munication was the weapon that brought Henry IV to his tragic end,
and avenged the death in exile of Gregory VIL. And, apart from this,
it was owing to the Papacy that his reign in Germany had been unsuc-
cessful. He made peace with his enemies, but on their conditions; and
the task that he had set out so energetically to achieve—the vindication
of imperial authority—he had definitely failed to accomplish.

With the passing of the old king, many others of the leading actors
disappear from the scene. Especially in Saxony, old houses were becoming
extinct, and new families were rising to take their place in German
history. The Billungs, the Counts of Nordheim, the Ekberts of Brunswick,
had each in turn played the leading part against the king; and now the
male line had failed in all these families, and the inheritance had fallen
to women. In 1090 by the death of Ekbert IT the male line of the
Brunswick house became extinct; his sister Gertrude was left as heiress,
and she married (as her second husband) Henry the Fat, the elder son of
Otto of Nordheim. He was murdered in 1101, his brother Conrad suffered
the same fate in 1103, and the elder daughter of Henry and Gertrude,
Richenza, became eventually heiress to both these houses’. Lothar, Count
of Supplinburg, by his marriage with Richenza in 1100, rose from an
insignificant position to become the most powerful noble in Saxony. In
1106 died Duke Magnus, the last of the Billungs. His duchy was given
by Henry V to Lothar, his family possessions were divided between his
two daughters: the eastern portion went to the younger, Eilica, who
married Count Otto of Ballenstiidt and became the mother of Albert the
Bear, the Saxon rival of the Welfs; the western portion to the elder,
Woaulfhild, who married Henry the Black, son of Duke Welf of Bavaria.

! Gertrude had been married first to Count Dietrich of Katlenburg; on the death
of Henry the Fat she married Henry of Eilenburg, Margrave of Meissen and the
East Mark. He died in 1103, and his posthumous son Henry died childless in 1128
Gertrude herself died in 1117.



153

Germany

ilies in

f new noble fam

rise o

The 7

2SSOIBQIRY T YOLIOPAL]

Surstoayg jo doysig BLIISTY 3O *( 11 TV JO I vIqeAg JO "q
noe,uo K aomﬁiaanh. Arwogy ?555 mﬂr pexao)) Sursy ﬁcm.—wﬁh —— qpup

_ 1 equggo -q

eISOY 3O W ‘uaynelg yo )

“prodynyr —— “w @ mv_.wm< (D “w “Yorepary Joeg wa_a KLxuoyy
| |
swabuaquagng AI AUNG] ONIY] uafnoIsuYory sfio
Auoxeg Jo 'q w.:ﬁnuvnﬁm JOCN  YPrasunig jo ouQ
“equy jo pieuieg ‘o0 |
—_— Auoxeg pue vLreAq JO °(I
aeag oY1 1R ‘uory Q_E Aruapy
puE[OF apnaer) _ ‘w pnoig oYy Arueyy

Jo yoreyq w erydog
!

opnIey

€01T 90 1011 ‘92

aoaadwgy asye] _

ezuatory ‘w ‘Smquipddng jo ) “Teioy
L e

_ LIIT *90 0601 "9°

peauo)  1ey oy Atueyy “u apRuIey T HOGH

rll—l]ltl
€801 "0
(021901 “vreavg 30 (1)
WRYPION J6 )
ns_w.o
URYPLONT

lmllL
8901 "q0
“uassIOIY JO ‘I
«vﬂbmbamﬂﬁkm -«O .O
1 31093

0Z1T 90
1PAASURITH JO ONQ " BILH DI " ORI oyidauey - ‘A P
| |
9011 *g0 ‘Luoxeg Jo °(f 1011 ﬁ. ‘eureseq jo '@
‘snudepy ATIPM

CH. XII,

quzdd UDIS sbunjpg 1M



154 The character of Henry V-

Thus were laid the foundations of the Welf power in Saxony; the struc-
ture was to be completed when the son of Henry and Wulthild, Henry
the Proud, married Gertrude, daughter and heiress of Lothar and
Richenza; for the house of Supplinburg also failed in the male line.
Duke Welf of Bavaria himself died on crusade in 1101, and his duchy,
now hereditary, passed to Welf V, Countess Matilda’s hushand, and on
his death in 1120 to his brother Henry the Black. Finally, in 1105, Duke
Frederick of Swabia died and was succeeded by his son Frederick II; while
his widow Agnes, daughter of Henry IV, married in 1106 Liutpold III,
Margrave of Austria, and so became the ancestress of Babenbergers as
well as Hohenstaufen?,

Henry V, born in 1081, had been elected king in 10985 so that, young
as he still was, he had already been associated in the government for
eight years, He will always, apart from the Concordat of Worms, be
remembered primarily for his treatment of his father and, five years later,
of the Pope; in both these episodes he shewed himself brutal and un-
scrupulous. Perhaps to modern minds the studied treachery and hypocrisy
of 1105-6 will appear more repulsive than the direct and unconcealed
violence of 1111; his contemporaries, however, viewed the two incidents
quite differently, regarding rather the nature of the victim than the
quality of the crime. His action in deposing his excommunicated father
met with fairly general approval; while the horror inspired by his treat-
ment of the Pope did considerable damage to his prestige. He was not
capable, like his father, of inspiring devotion, but he could inspire respect.
For he was forceful, energetic, resourceful, and he did for some time
manage to dominate the German nobles. With more prudence too than
his father he conserved imperial resources, and, except in Italy in 1116
when policy demanded it, he was very sparing of grants from the royal
domain, even to bishops. Of diplomatic cunning he frequently gave proof,
especially in the circumstances of his revolt and in his negotiations with
Paschal IL  In particular he had a strong sense of the importance of in-
fluencing opinion. "There was nothing unusual in the manifestoes he issued
in justification of his actions on important occasions, but he went farther
than this. He prepared the way. The publication of the anonymous
Tractatus de inoestitura porum in 1109 preluded his embassy to
Paschal II by expounding to all the righteousness of the imperial claims.
And he went beyond manifestoes,  When he started on his journcy to
Rome in 1110, he took with him David, afterwards Bishop of Bangor,
as the official historian of the expedition. - David’s narrative has unfor-
tunately not come down to us, but it was made use of by others, especially

! She had in all 23 children. By her first marriage she became mother of King
Conrad IIT and grandmother of Frederick Barbarossa; by her second marriage she
became mother of Henry Jasomirgott, the first Duke of Austria, and of the historian,
Bishop Otto of Freising.
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by the chronicler Ekkehard. It was assuredly propaganda, not history;
but it was an. ingenious and novel way of ensuring an authoritative
description of events calculated to impress contemporary opinion.

To prevent the further decline of imperial authority, he had allied
himself with the two powers responsible for that decline. His real policy
was in no whit different from that of his father, so that he was playing
a hazardous game; and it is doubtful whether, even from his own purely
selfish standpoint, he had taken the wisest course. To obtain the
assistance of the Pope, he had recognised the over-riding authority of the
sacerdotium ; he had justified his revolt against his father on the ground
of the unfitness of an excommunicated man to be king, and had used the
papal power of absolution to condone his perjury. To obtain the co-
operation of the nobles, he had to abandon for a time the support of the
towns and the reliance on the ministeriales which had been so valuable to
his father. The nobles were, as usual, anxious to make their fiefs and
offices hereditary, to obtain the recognition of independent powers, and
to prevent the establishment of an over-riding royal justice. This they
expected to ensure by the participation in the government that Henry
had promised, and in this he humoured them for the time. Their names
appear as witnesses to royal charters; all acts of government, even the
nomination of bishops, are done consilio principum. For their support was
still necessary to him, and he skilfully made use of it to oppose a united
Germany to the claims of his other ally, the Pope. He had allowed the
legates to sit in judgment on his father, and to wreak their vengeance to
the full ; he had shewn himself zealous in deposing schismatic bishops at
their dictation. All this was to his interest ; but, his father dead, he was
not long in throwing off the mask. It was essential that the bishops
should be loyal subjects, and so he was careful to control elections ; and,
worst of all to the mind of Paschal II!, he refused to discontinue the
practice of lay investiture. In this, and against all claims of the Pope to
interfere in the affairs of Germany, he had the nobles, lay and ecclesias-
tical, almost to a man enthusiastically on his side.

For the first five years of his reign the issue with the Pope was the
leading question. Apart from Count Robert of Flanders, against whom
Henry had to lead an expedition in 1107, there was no serious disturbance
in Germany. In 1108-9 he was principally occupied on the eastern
frontiers, where he successfully asserted himself in Bohemia but failed
signally in his attempt to intervene in Hungary and Poland. All this time
negotiations with the Pope had been in progress, without any satisfactory
result, and at last in 1110 Henry decided to go to Rome to effect a
settlement in person and to obtain the imperial crown. At the diet at
Ratisbon at which he announced his intention, the nobles unanimously

1 It is perhaps remarkable that Paschal in 1105, when he had the chance, did not
take the opportunity to obtain assurances from Henry V on investiture or on any
other point.
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pledged themselves of their free will to accompany him. The summons
to the expedition was universally obeyed, and it was at the head of an
imposing army that he entered Italy in August. The absence of incident
in Germany in these years, and the ready response to the summons, shew
the unity of the country both under the king and against the Pope. The
events of 1110-11 established his authority in Italy and over the Pope as
well. He wrung from the Pope the concession of investiture and received
from him the imperial crown. Countess Matilda shewed herself well-
disposed ; the Normans in South Italy were overawed by the size of his
army. At the end of 1111 his power in both kingdoms was at its height.

But it rested on insecure foundations. He had dominated the Pope by
violence,and had extracted from him a concession which provoked the un-
yielding hostility of the Church party. Already in 1112 Paschal retracted
his concession, and in Burgundy in the same year Archbishop Guy of
Vienne declared investiture to be a heresy and anathematised the Emperor,
undeterred by the efforts of Henry to rouse the nobles and bishops of
Burgundy against him; while Archbishop Conrad of Salzburg, who had
always opposed Henry’s ecclesiastical policy, abandoned his see and took
refuge with Countess Matilda. Moreover, Henry’s government of Germany
was only government by consent ; it depended on the good-will of the
princes. Some of the bishops were alienated by his treatment of Paschal IT ;
the lay nobles, who had concurred in his ecclesiastical policy, were justly
apprehensive of the independence and high-handedness of his actions
in 1111.

He was determined to free himself from their tutelage, now that they
had served his purpose. So he returned to the policy of his father of
relying on ministeriales and lesser nobles, whose share in the government,
dependent as they were on his favour, would be effective in his interests
and not in their own. Above all, he concentrated on the royal domain,
and was so sparing in his grants that he gave the appearance of miser-
liness. He had not followed the common practice of making himself
popular by large donations on his accession. He bountifully rewarded
faithful service,but that was all. Such grants as he made to ecclesiastical
foundations were usually of little importance and for purely religious
purposes. The bishops fared especially badly under his regime, but, with
the working of the leaven of reform and the inereasing authority of the
Papacy, they were becoming less reliable as agents of monarchical govern-
ment. To him, as to his father, the building of castles was a necessary step
to protect the royal estates from the continual encroachments of the nobles.
They too had adopted the same method of protecting their own domains,
and against this usurpation of his prerogative he used his best endeavours,
on the whole not unsuccessfully, It was, however, one of the causes of
friction between him and his two chief enemies—Duke Lothar of Saxony

_and Archbishop Adalbert of Mayence. Like his father again, the rich
domain in Saxony at first attracted his main attention; it was there that
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he went immediately after the successful inauguration of his revolt in
Bavaria in 1105. But after his defeat in 1115 Saxony had to be abandoned.
He then turned to a new quarter, to the south-west, where lay the rich
lands of the middle and upper Rhine. We find him engaged in exchanges,
revocations of previous grants, even confiscations, which all point to the
policy of creating in this new region a centralised and compact domain,
Finally, he attempted to revive the alliance with the towns. Especially
to Spires in 1111 and to Worms in 1114 he gave important charters?,
which raised the status and independence of the citizens by removing the
most vexatious of the seignorial powers over their persons and property.
He could not, however, count on their loyalty. Worms revolted more
than once, Mayence was won over by privileges from its archbishop,
Cologne was sometimes for and sometimes against him. He was unable
to win their confidence fully or to inspire the devotion that had been so
serviceable to his father.

In all this he was engaged in building up his resources, and in
attempting to establish a basis for the royal authority which would make
it independent of princely support. But he was by no means content
merely to shake off their control. He was determined to enforce the
recognition of his sovereign rights, and opposition only enraged him and
revealed the arbitrary tendency of his ideas. In January 1112, at Merse-
burg, he intervened as supreme judge to prohibit the unjust imprisonment
of Count Frederick of Stade by Duke Lothar of Saxony and Margrave
Rudolf of the North Mark. When they refused obedience to his judg-
ment, they were deprived of their dignities, which were only restored
after they had made submission and released Frederick. Two other
Saxon counts were punished with close confinement for a breach of the
peace. In July, at Mayence, he exercised another sovereign right in
sequestrating the fiefs of Count Udalric of Weimar who had died with-
out heirs; he also, it seems, with the consent of a diet, added the
allodial territory to the royal domain. Siegfried, Count-Palatine of the
Rhine, claimed to succeed as next-of-kin to Udalric; and, in his disap-
pointment, he started a conspiracy among the Saxon and Thuringian
nobles, which was joined by Lothar and Margrave Rudolf, and eventually
the whole of Saxony was ablaze with revolt. Finally, as Henry was pre-
paring an expedition to Saxony, came the breach with his former
chancellor, now the greatest ecclesiastic in the land, Archbishop Adalbert
of Mayence®

1 F. Keutgen, Urkunden zur stidtischen Ve hichte, Berlin, 1901, pp.
14 sqq.

2 The province of Mayence covered nearly half the German kingdom. It included
14 (or, if Bamberg is taken into account, 15) suffragan bishoprics and extended as
far as southern Saxony and Bohemia, and southwards to Chur at the Italian frontier.
The archbishop had precedence over all nobles, lay and ecclesiastical, and as the
leading official played the principal part at royal elections. The potentialities of this
exalted office had been obscured by the mediocrity of the three previous archhishops
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Adalbert, son of Count Sigehard of Saarbriicken, owed his rise to fame
almost entirely to the favour of Henry V. By him he had been appointed
chancellor in 1106, before the death of Henry IV, and had received
lavish preferment and grants from his master. On Archbishop Ruthard’s
death in 1109, Adalbert was nominated as his saccessor by the king, who,
perhaps because he did not wish to be deprived of Adalbert’s assistance
on his important expedition to Italy, deferred investiture; the see
remained vacant for two years, during which Henry, by virtne of his
rights of regalia, doubtless enjoyed its revenues. On his return to
Germany in 1111, he immediately invested Adalbert, who thereupon
entered into possession of the temporalities of the archbishop, though not
yet consecrated. At once a change was manifest. As chancellor he had
been an ardent imperialist, the right-hand man of the king, who recognised
his services and rewarded them with his confidence and with material
benefits. He was probably the chosen instrument of Henry’s policy
of emancipation from the control of the nobles. But as archbishop his
interests diverged, his ambition led him to independence, and the cause
of the princes became his. He took a strong Church line, and professed
an ultra-papalist standpoint, though it was he who had been chiefly con-
cerned in all the leading events of 1111 it was interest and not principle
that influenced his change of view. Personal ambition was the mark of
his career. His great aim was to establish an independent principality.
At first he planned this in the Rhine district, and, as this brought him
into contact with the royal domain, he was soon in conflict with the king.
Thwarted in this endeavour, he later turned his attention with more
success to the eastern possessions of his see, in Hesse, Thuringia, and
Saxony?

In November 1112 the breach took place which definitely ranged
Adalbert on the side of the king’s enemies. It was only a year after his
investiture, but Adalbert bad already had time to realise his new
environment and to adopt his new outlook. It is probable that a leading
cause of friction was the king’s exercise of the rights of regulia during the
two years” vacancy®. The final cause seems to have been a quarrel over
two castles in the palatinate, which Adalbert refused to abandon. At
any rate the breach was complete, and the king’s indignation, which
found expression in a violent manifesto’, was unbounded. He, like

in this period—Siegfried, Werner, and Ruthard. Adalbert seized upon them at once,
and founded the greatness of his successors.

L Cf. K. H. Schmitt, Erzbischof Adalbert I von Mainz als Territorialfirst
(Arbeiten zur deutschen Rechts- und Verfassungsgeschichte, No. 1), Berlin, 1920,

2 Meyer von Knonau, Jahrbiicher Heinrichs IV und V, Vol. vi, p. 263. Doubtless
Henry IV had exercised the same rights during the exiles of Siegfried and Ruthard,
and it is probable that there had resulted serious encroact on the temporalities
of the see, which Adalbert was attempting to recover.

3 Published by Giesebrecht, Geschichte der deutschen Kaiserzeit, Vol. i, pp.
1269 sq. .
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Henry II of England afterwards, raised his faithful chancellor to be the
leading archbishop of his kingdom, expecting to gain a powerful supporter,
and found in him his most dangerous opponent. Adalbert set off to join
his new associates in Saxony; the king was marching thither at the same
time, and their ways converged. The quarrel broke out afresh. Adalbert
firmly refused to yield what he held ; he was taken prisoner and exposed
to severe privations. This arbitrary act, in which the judgment of the
princes played no part, increased the alarm and suspicion which had
already caused revolt to break out in Saxony.

The first revolt against Henry V was ill-organised, and was effectively
suppressed in 1118. The royal army under Count Hoier of Mansfeld won
a decisive victory at Warmstadt near Quedlinburg. Siegfried died of
wounds, and the palatinate of the Rhine was conferred on Henry’s faith-
ful supporter, Count Godfrey of Calw. Count Wiprecht of Groitsch was
taken prisoner and condemned to death; the sentence was commuted to
three years’ imprisonment, but his possessions were confiscated and his
two sons rendered homeless. Of the other leaders, Count Louis of
Thuringia and Bishop Reinhard of Halberstadt made submission and
received the royal pardon. Henry was triumphant, and hoped that
Adalbert would have learnt from their failure and his own sufferings the
folly of vesistance; the archbishop was brought before the king at
Worms, but he refused to yield and was taken back to his prison. The
next year, on 7 January 1114, the Emperor celebrated his victory by his
marriage at Mayence with Matilda, the eleven-year-old daughter of
Henry I of England. To Mayence came Duke Lothar to make humble
submission and to be restored to favour. But the concord was immediately
broken by Henry's sudden and arbitrary imprisonment of Count Louis
of Thuringia. This further breach of the custom, by which the nobles
claimed to be condemned only by the sentence of their peers, roused
wide-spread resentment, and in other quarters besides Saxony. To

Henry’s arbitrary treatment of the archbishop and the count may be -

ascribed the disasters that immediately followed.

They started in an unexpected quarter. Henry had just commenced
a punitive expedition against the Frisians in May, when the town of
Cologne suddenly revolted. It was not left alone to face the wrath of the
Emperor. Not only the Archbishop, Frederick, but also the leading
nobles of Lorraine, the lower Rhine, and Westphalia joined in the
insurrection. Henry failed before Cologne, and on 1 October was
decisively defeated at Andernach in Westphalia. The news of his defeat
gave the necessary encouragement to the disaffected nobles in East Saxony
and Thuringia, This time the revolt was better organised, with Duke
Lothar at the head, and all the other nobles, lay and ecclesiastical,
participating. The two armies met at Welfesholze on 11 Februoary 1115,
and again Henry suffered a severe defeat. Utterly discomfited, he was
forced to abandon Saxony and retire to Mayence, where he negotiated for
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peace; but Lothar refused his terms. And meanwhile the Saxons revived
their old alliance with the Church party, which was able to take advantage
of Henry's defeat to raise its head in Germany once more. First the
Cardinal-bishop Cuno pronounced excommunication on Henry at Cologne
and in Saxony; then the Cardinal-priest Theodorie, who had been sent as
papal legate to Hungary, came by invitation to a diet at Goslar, and re-
peated the same sentence. n the north and north-west Henry was practi-
cally friendless. But he wasnot reduced to the humiliation of his father in
1073 and 1076. The southern nobles did not join in the revolt; and,
though only his nephew Duke Frederick of Swabia was actively on his
side, the other leading princes at any rate remained neutral. They did
not make use of his weakness to acquire a share in the government.

At this moment the death of Countess Matilda of Tuscany (24 July)
made it imperative for Henry to proceed to Ttaly to make good his claim
to her inheritance. It was all the more necessary to procure peace in
Germany. A diet for this purpose was summoned to meet at Mayence
on 1 November. Henry waited there in vain; his encmies refused to
appear, and only a few bishops obeyed the summons. Taking advantage
of his weakness, the people of Mayence suddenly assailed him in force and
compelled him to release their archbishop, giving securities for his good
behaviour; and at Spires in December Adalbert was reconciled with the
Emperor, taking an oath of fealty and giving his nephews as hostages.
The hardships suffered during his three years’ imprisonment had not
daunted the spirit of the archbishop. Neither his oath nor the safety of
his nephews deterred him from his purpose of active hostility. He went
at once to Cologne, where the bishops under Archbishop Frederick, the
nobles under Duke Lothar, were awaiting the arrival of the Cardinal-
legate Theodoric to complete the plans of the new alliance. The legate
died on the journey, and Adalbert soon dominated the proceedings. First
of all he was consecrated archbishop by Bishop Otto of Bamberg; for,
though he had been invested four years previously, he had not yet
received consecration. Then, in conjunction with Archbishop Frederick
of Cologne, he held a synod at which the ban of the Church was
pronounced against the Emperor. Henry sent Bishop Erlung of Wiirz-
burg to negotiate on his behalf, but Erlung himself was won over, and
on his return refrained from communion with the Emperor. In revenge
Henry deprived him of the semi-ducal position held by the Bishops of
Wiirzburg in Eastern Franconia, and conferred the judicial authority
there, with the rank of duke, on his nephew Conrad, brother of Duke
Frederick of Swabial.

In spite of the dangerous situation in Germany, Henry embarked on
his second expedition to Italy in Lent 1116 and was absent for two years.
In the acquisition of Matilda’s allodial territories, as well as the disposition

1 This fudiciaria potestas was, however, restored to the bishop in 1120, Conrad
seenis to have retained the ducal title.
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of the fiefs she had held from the Empire, he obtained considerable ad-
vantages. He was able naturally to increase the royal domain, to acquire
a new source of revenue, and also to gain adherents among the towns by
generous grants of charters. His further attempt to crush papal resistance
and to establish an anti-Pope was, as usual, a failure. His absence made
little difference to Germany. The north was hopeless from his point of
view, and the southern nobles remained quiet. The government of
Germany was entrusted by him to Duke Frederick of Swabia and Godfrey,
Count-Palatine of the Rhine. They performed faithfully and with no
small success the task entrusted to them. The position rather improved
than otherwise; the area of disturbance was at any rate diminished. The
centre and mainspring of revolt was Archbishop Adalbert; his settled
determination was to injure the royal power by every means at his dis-
posal, to win over or to ruin all Henry’s supporters. Without him the
desire for peace might have prevailed, but he kept alive the civil war.
We read of continual fighting, though always on a small scale, of sieges
and counter-sieges, of attempts at negotiation that came to nothing, and
of a general disregard for law and order which gave to the robber and the
brigand an undreamt-of security. )

At last, however, events in Italy affected the German situation and
necessitated the Emperor’s return. The definite revival of the schism
between Empire and Papacy with the excommunication of Henry V by
Pope Gelasius II in April 1118, and the activity of the Cardinal-bishop
Cuno as papal legate,gave renewed vigour to the Church party in Germany.
Adalbert ensured the fidelity of Mayence by an important grant of
privileges, and the Bishops of Worms and Spires (the latter his own
brother) now joined him. The episcopate as a whole was no longer sub-
servient to the Emperor, whose control of elections had been considerably
weakened; while Adalbert, on the other hand, by his appointment this
year as papal legate, gained increased authority over it. The anti-
imperialists, lay and ecclesiastical, now revived the plan of 1076 of a diet,
to be held at Wiirzburg, to which the Emperor was to be summoned to
answer the charges against him. Henry returned from Italy in August,
just in time to prevent this, and his appearance in Lorraine speedily
restored the balance in his favour. The situation did not permit of his
acting with the masterfulness that had given so much offence before, but
his diplomatic skill was able to make use of the strong desire for peace.
He gave earnest of his own intentions when he opened negotiations with
the new Pope, Calixtus II, in 1119; he could hardly be blamed for their
failure, and he was little affected by the renewal of excommunication. In
Lower Lorraine his position decidedly improved, especially when the town
of Cologne declared for him and expelled its archbishop. Frederick made
his way to Saxony, but even that duchy was no longer a sure refuge for
the Emperor’s enemies. For Henry himself was at Goslar in January 1120,
able to visit his Saxon domain for the first time since his defeat in 1115
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and a number of Saxon nobles, including Duke Lothar, were with him at
court. The bishops, obedient to the papal sentence, held aloof, but the
lay nobles were anxious above all for peace, though a peace of their own
making. Henry wisely took no steps to revenge himself for the excommuni-
cation, and, by withholding support from the anti-Pope, facilitated the
re-opening of negotiations. Adalbert alone was stubborn against recon-
ciliation, but his very obstinacy caused the German princes to take action.
When in June 1121 he marched with an army from Saxony to the relief
of Mayence, which was threatened by the Emperor, they intervened de-
cisively for peace, and a diet was summoned to meet at Wiirzburg.

The diet met on 29 September, and an armistice was arranged which,
besides re-establishing order in Germany, created the necessary conditions
precedent to a settlement of the issue between Pope and Emperor. Henry
was to recognise the Pope, and meanwhile king, churches, and individuals
were to be in undisturbed possession of their rights and lands; bishops
who had been canonically elected and consecrated were to be left in peace-
ful occupation of their sees, and the Bishops of Worms and Spires were
to be reinstated, though the town of Worms was to remain in royal
hands; prisoners and hostages were to be mutually restored. The princes
then bound themselves to use their mediation between Emperor and Pope
to bring about a settlement on the question of investiture which would
not impair the honour of the kingdom, and on the other hand to act in
concert against any attempt of the king to avenge himself on any of his
enemies. The Bavarian nobles, who were not present at Wiirzburg, gave
their assent to these conditions on 1 November. The princes had thus
taken affairs into their own hands, and by their unanimity had restored
peace and order to the kingdom. In this they rendered it a great service,
and probably the same result could have been achieved in no other way.
But it was a restoration of their control of the government, and was a
measure of the weakness of the royal authority. The king had no alter-
native but to acquiesce; and indeed he welcomed. their intervention as a
means of extricating himself from the impasse in his relations with the
Pope. An embassy was sent at the beginning of 1122 to Rome, where it
was well received by Calixtus, and three cardinal-legates with full powers
were dispatched to Germany®.  Archhishop Adalbert alone, in spite of a
letter from the Pope expressing his earnest desire for peace, did his best
to prevent a reconciliation, and made what use he could of the disputed
election at Wiirzburg which followed on the death of Bishop Erlung.
But the papal legates resisted his attempts to promote discord, and by
their tactful management of the difficult preliminaries were able to get
general consent to the holding of a council. This was summoned by them
to meet at Mayence on 8 September. The place of meeting was, however,
naturally distasteful to Henry, and, as a concession to him, the Council
eventually took place at Worms on 23 September 1122.

1 Of these legates, two became Popes—Honorius 11 and Innocent 11
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The Concordat of Worms was a treaty for peace between the two
great powers, the spiritual and the temporal heads of Western Christendom.
As such it gave public recognition to the position the Papacy had
acquired in the course of the struggle. It gave recognition too to another
fact—the distinction between the spiritual and the temporal functions of
the episcopate. Over the bishops in Italy and Buargundy royal control
was appreciably diminished; in Germany it was in effect retained. The
king abandoned investiture with ring and staff, but he could now claim
papal sanction for his control of elections, and the grant of the regulia
was recognised as implying the performance of duties to the king—quae
ex his iure debet—in return. On 11 November a diet was held at Bamberg,
composed mainly of the princes who were not present at Worms. They
unanimously ratified the Concordat, which thereby became a constitution
of the kingdom. The relations of the king with the bishops and abbots
of Germany were thus put on a legal basis, and the election of Udalric as
Abbot of Fulda gave an immediate occasion to put the new practice into
eflect. Even Adalbert had been constrained to subscribe at Worms, but
he immediately wrote to the Pope attempting to prejudice him against
the Emperor. He was quite unsuccessful, however. He saw his old
associates welcoming the Concordat at Bamberg; and finally the ratifica-
tion of the Church was given at the Lateran Council in March 1128, to
which the Pope, in anticipation of the greatness of the event, had issued
a general summons in June of the preceding year, and which ranks as
the First Ecumenical Council to be held in the West. The concord be-
tween Empire and Papacy was not to be broken again in Adalbert’s
lifetime.

Peace without mastery was the conclusion of Henry’s struggle with
the Pope. In Germany he achieved neither peace nor mastery. The
course of time had produced a great change in the relation of the nobles,
originally royal officials, with the king®. “The counts had in many cases
ceased to hold directly from the I\mg, and as a result of marriages,
divisions of the 1uhentunce, and the like, their possessions often bore
little relation to their titles. Above all the dukes, whose power and in-
dependence the first two Salian kings had successfully combated, had
during the long civil wars and the Church schism recovered much of their
old authority. In Bavaria the Welfs were creating an almost independent
state: a hereditary duchy with the subordinate nobles—margraves and
even the count-palatine as well as ordinary counts—in a vassal relation-
ship to the duke. There was no hostility to Henry V who did not in-
terfere, but Bavaria seems to hold itself aloof and to act as a separate
unit; at the Diet of Wiirzburg in 1121 Bavaria was not represented, but
gave its assent later. The Hohenstaufen were working to the same end
in Swabia, but the influence of the Dukes of Zihringen prevented them
from achieving complete mastery, and their participation in the govern-

1 Cf. Giesebrecht, op. ¢it, Vol. xux, pp. 960 sqq.
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ment of the kingdom was more important to them than a policy of
isolation. But both Duke Frederick and his brother Conrad were
actively employed in increasing the Hohenstaufen domains, and in pro-
tecting their acquisitions by castles’. This was likely soon to conflict
with the similar policy of the Emperor in the neighbouring districts, and
perhaps it is for this reason that signs of friction between Henry and his
nephews began to appear towards the end of his reign. No such policy
was possible in Lorraine, where the division into two duchies, the weak-
ness of the dukes, and the strength of the other nobles, lay and eccle-
siastical, had destroyed all cohesion; in this region and in Franconia it
was more possible for royal authority to recover ground.

But the most important centre of particularism had always been
Saxony, and it became increasingly so under Duke Lothar. The son of a
petty count, he had acquired the allodial territories, and the consequent
- prestige, of the two most powerful antagonists of Henry IV—Otto of
" Nordheim and Ekbert of Brunswick. He held a position greatly superior

to that of his predecessors, the Billungs, and by his victory in 1115
became the acknowledged leader of the Saxons. His intention evidently
was to unite Saxony under his rule and to exclude the royal authority.
The Saxon nobles were by no means prepared to submit to the first part
of this programme, but Lothar vigorously encountered opposition and
usually with success; his activity extended to expeditions against the
‘Wends, and by these aggressive measures he protected the north-eastern
frontiers. His policy of isolation was indicated by his abstention from the
Diet of Wiirzburg and the Concordat of Worms. He departed from it
to some extent in 1123 when he supported, rather half-heartedly, his step-
sister Geertrude of Holland, who was allied with Bishop Godebald of
Utrecht against the Emperor. But he was quite determined to resist
royal interference within his duchy. On the death in 11283 of Henry,
Margrave of Meissen and the East Mark and step-brother to Lothar’s
wife, the Emperor appointed Herman II of Winzenburg to Meissen and
Wiprecht of Groitsch (a former rebel, now tamed to loyalty by imprison-
ment) to the East Mark. Lothar treated these appointments as being
in his own gift, and gave Meissen to Conrad of Wettin and the East
Mark to Albert the Bear, son of Count Otto of Ballenstadt and grandson
of Duke Magnus. Henry V summoned Duke Vladislav of Bohemia to
support his candidates, but Lothar successfully resisted him and made
effective his claim to usurp a sovereign right. In 1124 Henry, victorious
over Gertrude and Godebald, assembled a diet at Bamberg before which
Lothar was summoned to appear. He did not obey the summons, but
the expedition decreed against him was deferred owing to Henry’s pre-
occupations in the west. Lothar remained defiant, and no further action
was taken against him.

1 Frederick was famous as a builder of castles ; cf. Otto of Freising, Gesta Friderici
imperatoris, Bk. 1, ¢. 12, SGUS, p. 28.
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Unsuccessful in the internal struggle, the king could not restore
imperial authority in the eastern states once subject to the Empire. In
the peaceful years at the beginning of his reign he had made a determined
effort. In Bohemia his suzerainty was recognised, and his decision was
effective in favour of Svatopluk who expelled his cousin Duke Bofivoi in
1107, and on Svatopluk’s murder in 1109 in favour of Vladislav, Bofivoi’s
son; from both he obtained the payment of tribute. But, like his father,
he had to be content with Bohemian allegiance. His intervention in
Hungary (1108) and in Poland (1109) ended in hopeless failure.
Immediately afterwards his attention was diverted to his Italian expedi-
tion, and he had no opportunity, even if he had the inclination, to
intervene again. But, in the north-east, German influence began to
spread by another agency. The great missionary work of Bishop Otto of
Bamberg in Pomerania started at the end of Henry Vs reign; idols and
temples were overthrown, and eight churches built. This was a revival of
the old method of penetration by missionaries, and though Otto’s work
was done by the invitation and under the protection of Duke Boleslav IIT
of Poland, who wished to Christianise where he had conquered, it was
German influence that permeated the country; the new churches were
closely attached to Bamberg, and the first bishop in Pomerania was Otto’s
friend and helper, Adalbert. This was to be the beginning of a new
wave of German penetration among the Slavs.

Henry V, indeed, had no part in this. In the last year of his life he
was turning his attention to a novel foreign policy. He had come into
close touch, owing to his marriage, with the English king, and he was
induced by Henry I to enter into an alliance against King Louis VI of
France, from which he hoped perhaps to recoup himself by conquest for
his loss of authority in his own kingdom. But the expedition was
unpopular in Germany; he could only collect a small force, and he was
obliged to retire ignominiously before the large army which assembled
to defend France from invasion. In 1125 he is said to have conceived
the plan, also suggested by his father-in-law, of raising money by a
general tax on the English model; it would have made him independent
of the nobles, who strongly resisted the innovation®, The only result was
to add to his unpopularity, which was increased by a severe famine and
pestilence; though this was the natural result of two hard winters, the
common people attributed to him the responsibility for their sufferings.
It was in these circumstances that he fell ill and died in his forty-fourth
year on 28 May 1125. On his death-bed he made his nephew, Duke
Frederick of Swabia, his heir and named him as his successor; the royal
insignia were placed in the castle of Trifels under the charge of the
Empress Matilda. At Spires the last of the Salian house was given royal
burial beside his three predecessors, but there were few to mourn the
ruler who had been able to win the affection of none, Fear he had

1 Otto of Freising, Chronica, Bk. vi1, . 16, SGUS, p. 332.
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inspired, and there were soon stories current that he was not dead, and a
pretender even arose in Burgundy claiming to be Henry V; no one
wished him back, but there was much popular apprehension of his
return.

His personality was such as to inspire fear but not affection. The one
was a useful attribute in dealing with the nobles, but without the other
he could not gain the support necessary to keep them in check. The
middle and lower classes in the towns, and the lower classes in the country-
side as well, had felt a regard for Henry IV which was not merely due to
privileges obtained from him. Henry V was never able to win this regard
despite his privileges, and the revolts of important towns were often a
serious handicap to him. So the nobles, whom he had used to defeat his
father and to defeat the Pope, had proved too strong for him in the end.
Only by their renewed participation in the government was peace restored
to Germany and the schism in the Church healed. And so particularism
prevailed, and ducal aathority rose again even in Swabia and Bavaria,
but especially in Saxony, where Lothar had challenged an undoubtedly
royal right by his claims to appoint his subordinates. To the end he
was defiant, a rebel against royal authority. But the imperial idea was
still strong, and so too was the hereditary principle. Had Henry had a
son, he would doubtless have succeeded to the throne with fair chances of
success. That Henry died childless was a fact of the first importance in
the history of Germany, and incidentally in the history of England as
well. His bitterest enemy, the Archbishop of Mayence, was still alive, and
it was the Archbishop of Mayence who by prescriptive right had the first
voice in the election of a king. Skilfully Adalbert used his advantage to
get possession of the royal insignia and to defeat the candidature of
Henry’s heir, Duke Frederick of Swabia. Led by him, the princes
triumphantly vindicated the claim they had vainly tried to assert at
Forchheim in 1077, and deliberately rejected the next-of-kin. The election
of Lothar was a step forward towards the eventual victory of the electoral
over the hereditary principle.
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CHAPTER 1V.

1)
THE CONQUEST OF SOUTH ITALY AND SICILY
BY THE NORMANS.

‘Wugy the Normans made their appearance at the beginning of the
eleventh century, South Italy was divided into a large number of
small states. Sicily was occupied by the Saracens, Apulia and Calabria
by the Byzantines; Gaeta, Naples, and Amalfi were all three republics ;
Benevento, Capua, and Salerno were the capitals of three Lombard
principalities, which were bounded on the north by the Papal State.

In spite of this subdivision caused by the anarchy which had prevailed
throughout the south of the peninsula during the ninth and tenth
centuries, Byzantine historians imply that South Italy had not changed
in any particular and that the Greek Emperors still maintained their
predominance. It is indeed true that the continual warfare and constant
rivalries between the principal towns of South Italy often led one of
the combatants to have recourse to Byzantium; appeals thus made to
the sovereign authority of the Emperor no doubt contributed to the
maintenance in Constantinople of the idea that the imperial sovereignty
was still recognised by provinces which seem in fact to have been
absolutely independent. The Byzantine possessions properly so called
now consisted only of Apulia, the region of Otranto, and Calabria, and,
although the Greek Empire gained much prestige by the reconquest of
Italy undertaken by Basil II, yet—even in the territory under its
sway—it only exercised a somewhat feeble authority and its power was
by no means firmly established.

In spite of the attempt at Hellenisation made in the tenth century,
Byzantium only partially succeeded in its efforts to assimilate the in-
habitants of the territory taken from the Lombards. Only Calabria and
the district of Otranto really succumbed to Greek influence. There was
not the same result in Apulia, where Byzantium encountered a very
strong and persistent Lombard influence which could neither be crushed
nor undermined. It was thus that the Lombards retained the use of
Latin, and obliged the Greek Emperors to allow the maintenance of Latin
bishopries in many towns, to tolerate the practice of Lombard law, and
to admit native officials into the local administration. Thus the links
which bound South Italy to Constantinople were very weak. Byzantium
had shewn itself incapable of defending the country and giving security.

The position arising from the strength of the native element and the
weakness of the central power favoured the development of autonomy in
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the cities and led to the establishment of real communes. On the other
hand, there were many burdens on the inhabitants, and the country was
crushed under the weight of taxes and military levies. Thus the advan-
tages derived by the populations under Byzantine sway from their sub-
mission to the Empire did not seem commensurate with the burdens they
had to bear, and there arose a general state of discontent, which at the
close of the tenth century found expression in the frequent assassination
of Byzantine officials and in constant revolts; these were facilitated by the
organisation of local bands—the conterati. It was easy for Byzantium to
overcome the first isolated attempts, but her task became more difficult
when there arose leaders capable of attracting malcontents, organising
their forces, and directing the struggle with the Greeks in a firm
resolution to attain the freedom of their country. The first great revolt
was that of Melo.

Melo belonged to the Lombard aristocracy. He was a native of Bari,
and exerted considerable influence not only in his birthplace but through-
out Apulia. Openly hostile to the Byzantines whose yoke he wished to
cast off, Melo first sought to rouse his countrymen in 1009. He was
secretly supported by the Lombard Princes of Capua and Salerno. This
first attempt failed, and the Lombard leader, forced into exile, probably
betook himself to Germany, and besought the Emperor Henry II to
intervene in the affairs of South Italy. By 1016 he was back in his
own country. In that year he entered into negotiations with a band of
Norman pilgrims who had come on pilgrimage to the shrine of St Michael
on Monte Gargano, and begged for their help in driving out the Greeks.
The Norman knights did not accept the offers made to them, but promised
Melo that they would encourage their compatriots to join him.

The Norman knights of Monte Gargano may probably be identitied
with the pilgrims spoken of by the chronicler Aimé of Monte Cassino.
According to him, at a time when Salerno was besieged by the
Saracens, a band of Norman knights returning from the Holy Land
disembarked there. Scarcely had they landed before they fell on the
infidels and put them to flight. Amazed at the courage of these
unexpected allies, Guaimar IV, Prince of Salerno, and the mhah:tnnts of
the city begged them to remain, but the Normans refused. In view of
this refusal Guaimar thereupon decided to send back messengers with the
pilgrims to raise a body of Norman auxiliaries in Normandy itself.

If we admit the identity of the pilgrims of Salerno with the pilgrims
of Monte Gargano, which is almost inevitable, we are led to believe
that the meeting of Melo and the Normans was not accidental, but that
it was arranged by Guaimar IV, who had already supported the Lombard
leader in his rebellion. In any case the body of auxiliaries raised in
Normandy on the return of the Norman pilgrims was recruited on behalf
of both Melo and Guaimar.

The Lombard envoys easily succeeded in raising a sufficiently power-
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ful body of auxiliaries in Normandy. At this period, indeed, Normandy
was pre-eminently the land of adventurers. The frequent emigrations,
often referred to, were due not only to a natural tendency of the race
but to the existence of a population too dense for the country, part of
which was therefore obliged to expatriate itself. Moreover, as a result of
the violent quarrels and constant struggles between the nobles, there was
always a certain number of men who were obliged, by crime or misfor-
tune, to leave their country. There was no lack of this element in the
first band recruited for the Prince of Salerno. The leader who com-
manded it, Gilbert le Tonnelier (the Cooper, Buatere, Botericus), had
incurred the anger of Duke Richard by an assassination. He was accom-
panied by four of his brothers, Rainulf, Asclettin, Osmond, and Rodolf.

On their arrival in Italy, the Normans divided into two parties, one
of which joined Melo, while the other entered the service of the Prince
of Salerno. Melo was awaiting the coming of his Norman auxiliaries
before making a fresh attempt to drive out the Byzantines. In 1017,
supported by Guaimar IV and by Pandulf (Paldolf) III, ruler of Capua,
he attacked Apulia, and soon became master of all the country between
the Fortore and Trani. In October 1018, however, the Byzantines de-
stroyed the rebel army at Cannae, and the Catapan Boicannes re-estab-
lished imperial authority throughout Apulia.

While the vanquished Melo sought the support of Henry IT and fled
to Germany, where he eventually died, the Normans who had come to
Italy entered the service of various nobles. Some remained with Guaimar
1V, others were engaged by Prince Pandulf of Benevento, others by
Atenolf, Abbot of Monte Cassino, and the rest by the Counts of Ariano.
Some of this last party entered the service of the Greeks a little later,
and were established at Troia by the Catapan Boioannes.

For some years the Normans played only a secondary part in Italy,
content to reap an advantage by turning to their own ends the rivalries
which sowed discord between the rulers of the Lombard states. After
the death of Henry II (1024), Pandulf ITI, Prince of Capua, who had
been made prisoner by the deceased Emperor, was set free by his suc-
cessor Conrad. With the help of the Gureeks, Pandulf regained his
dominions, and soon took advantage of the death of Guaimar IV (1027)
and the succession of his son Guaimar V (still in his minority) to extend
his dominions at the expense of the neighbouring principalities, Sergius
1V, Duke of Naples, realising that his state was threatened by Pandulf,
whom Aimé refers to as the « fortissime lupe” of the Abruzzi, called to his
aid the Normans under Rainulf’s command. He took them into his service,
and conceded Aversa and its dependencies to their leader (about 1029).

This was not the first occasion on which the Normans had been
granted territory since their arrival in Italy, but none of the settlements
thus founded had ever developed. It was Rainulf’s personality which
ensured the success of the county of Aversa. He had hitherto played
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only a secondary part in Italian affairs, but now shewed himself to be a
very shrewd and clever politician. He appears to have been the first
Norman capable of rising above his immediate personal intevest to further
the attainment of some future political object. Devoid of scruples, guided
only by interested motives, in no way hampered by feelings of gratitude,
he possessed all the requisite qualities for arriving at a high political
position. Throughout his career he had a marvellous capacity for always
attaching himself to the stronger party. In 1034 Rainulf deserted
Sergius IV to enter the service of the Prince of Capua, whom he presently
forsook in 1087 to join the young Prince of Salerno, Guaimar V. The
last-named soon restored the earlier ascendency of the principality of
Salerno, thanks to the assistance of the Normans, and his success was
crowned in 1088 on the arrival of the Emperor Conrad, who reunited the
principality of Capua with Salerno.

The establishment of the Normans at Aversa was followed by a con-
siderable influx of their compatriots, a tendency always warmly encouraged
by Rainulf. The new arrivals were cordially received at his court, and
very soon Aversa became the centre where all adventurers coming from
Normandy could forgather; it was a kind of market where those in need
of soldiers could engage them.

Among the adventurers who came thither between 1034 and 1037
were the sons of a petty Norman noble, Tancred de Hauteville, whose
name was to receive enduring renown from the exploits of his descen-
dants. Tancred, who held a fief of ten men-at-arms at Hauteville-la-
Guicharde near Coutances, was not rich enough to bestow an inheritance
on all his numerous children. By his first wife, Muriella, he had five
sons, William, Drogo, Humphrey, Geoffrey, and Sarlo; by his second,
Fressenda, he had Robert Guiscard, Mauger, William, Auvrai, Tanered,
Humbert, and Roger, to say nothing of daughters. The two eldest sons,
William and Drogo, realising the modest future which awaited them if
they remained under the paternal roof, resolved to seck their fortunes
abroad, and started for Aversa.

Not all the Normans who came to Italy entered Rainulf’ service,
numerous parties remaining either in the service of Salerno or in that of
Byzantium. The greater number flocked to join the army which the
Greek Empire, when threatened by the Sicilian Saracens, determined to
dispatch under the command of George Maniaces. During this expe-
dition (1038-1040) difficulties, either with reference to pay or to the
division of booty, arose between the Greek general and his Norman and
Scandinavian auxiliaries, who finally left the army. The leader of the
Norman forces, a Milanese adventurer named Ardoin, joined the Catapan
Michael Doceanus, while his troops dispersed, most of them returning
either to Salerno or to Aversa. :

Ardoin, who was almost immediately -appointed fopoterctes, or
governor, of the district of Melfi, soon realised that the position of the
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Greeks in Apulia was very precarious, and that there was a magnificent
opportunity for bold adventurers such as those he had lately commanded.
At that time, indeed, discontent was rampant in Apulia because of the
levies in men and money necessitated by the war in Sicily. Profiting by
the reduction of the Byzantine forces due to the Sicilian expedition, the
Lombards had resumed their agitation, assassinations of Byzantine
officials were becoming multiplied, and Argyrus, Melo’s son, was endea-
vouring to rouse his compatriots; Ardoin therefore visited Rainulf, who
was then regarded as leader of the Normans, and raised a force of three
hundred men commanded by a dozen leaders, chief of whom were Pierron,
son of Amyas, and the two sons of Tancred de Hauteville, William of
the Iron Arm and Drogo, who had both become famous during the
Sicilian war. Half of the land to be conquered was to be reserved for
Ardoin, the other half to be given to the Normans.

With the help of the Normans, the Lombard rebels won a series of
victories, the most important being that of Montemaggiore (4 May 1041).
Atenolf, brother of the Prince of Benevento, was then chosen as leader
by the insurgents. This choice shews clearly that the Normans were not
yet masters, and proves the Lombard character of the insurrection. After
the victory of Montepeloso in September 1041, Atenolf was superseded
by Argyrus, Melo’s son, in spite of Guaimar’s efforts to be elected as
leader (February 1042).

The rebellion came near to being crushed when Maniaces was
appointed governor of South Italy in the spring of 1042, but, when
he fell out of favour in September of the same year, the Byzantine
general crossed the Adriatic to march on Constantinople. He took with
him some of the Norman adventurers, who after his death entered the
service of the Greek Empire. They were the nucleus of the Norman
force which was formed in Byzantium, a force swelled every year by the
arrival of other adventurers from Italy. Soon Normans were chosen to
fill some of the highest offices at court, and a few years later one of
them, Roussel de Bailleul, even aspired to mount the throne of
Constantinople.

It was only after the departure of Maniaces that the Normans assumed
control of the insurrection. When Argyrus deserted to the Greeks, the
Normans took advantage of his treachery to choose the Prince of Salerno
as leader. At the same time they divided among their own chiefs the
territory at the conquest of which they aimed, and during the following
years, under the command of William of the Iron Arm, they pursued
the methodical subjugation of the Byzantine provinces. Henceforth
the struggle with the Greeks was incessant, and every year the Norman
conquest crept further south.

During this period Guaimar remained the ally of the Normans, but
his authority was no longer unquestioned. At the death of Rainulf
of Aversa in 1045, he was unsuccessful in imposing his candidate, and
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was obliged to recognise Rainulf II Trincanocte. About the same time
‘William of the Iron Arm died, and his brother Drogo was recognised as
leader of the Apulian Normans (1048).

The position of the Normans was not affected by the visit of the
Emperor Henry III in 1047; but Guaimar was not so fortunate, as
Capua was taken from him and restored to Pandulf III. The years which
followed the coming of Henry III were the most active period of the
Norman conquest. We know nothing of the details of events, but we
can judge what this conquest meant to the unfortunate inhabitants of
southern Italy by the adventures of Robert Guiscard, one of the sons of
Tancred de Hauteville, a late arrival in Italy.

A fair giant of Herculean strength, with a ruddy complexion, broad
shoulders, and flashing eyes—such is the description given by Anna
Comnena of the hero who intimidated her father—Guiscard was coldly
received by his brothers, and he had an uphill struggle at first, as he
passed from the service of Pandulf to that of Drogo. The latter assigned
to him the conquest of one of the poorest parts of the country, Calabria,
where only a scanty profit could be made. Established first at Scribla in
the valley of Crati, subsequently at San Marco, Guiscard led the life of
a robber chief, pillaging; destroying the harvests, burning down houses
and olive-groves, laying waste the tracts he could not conquer, holding
up merchants to ransom, and robbing travellers. Unable to obtain food
or horses save by robbery, Guiscard shrank from no violence, and nothing
was sacred to him; he respected neither old age, nor women and children,
and on occasion he spared neither church nor monastery. In these cir-
cumstances Robert gained the reputation of a bold and resolute leader,
and his support was soon sought by Gerard, lord of Buonalbergo, who
joined him and brought with him two hundred knights. From that day
Robert’s fortune was made, and he began to “devour” the earth.

The life led by other Norman chiefs differed in no way from that of
Guiscard; we can therefore easily imagine the unhappy lot of the
wretched population of South Italy while the Norman conquest was in
progress, From their midst there soon arose a clamour of distress and
a cry of hate against the oppressors, which reached the Pope, Leo IX.
Touched by the complaints of the victims of Norman. cruelty, the
Pope, who blamed: the conquerors above all for making no distinction
between the property of God and the property of the laity, deter-
mined to intervene. ~ His first visit to South Italy (1049) led tono result.
Leo IX then begged for the support of Henry IIL  On his return
from Germany, he received an embassy from the people of Benevento,
who, to save their city, handed it over to him (1051). Being therefore
more directly intervested, and supported moreover by ' the Emperor,
the Pope henceforward intervened much more actively in the affairs of
-southern Italy.

In these circumstances a wide-spread plot was organised to assassinate
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all the Normans on the same day. This attempt failed, only Drogo and
some sixty of his companions being massacred (1051). Drogo’s death had
considerable importance, because by the position he had acquired he
stood for the type of Norman who had succeeded, who maintained a
degree of order in his territory and was no longer a mere brigand chief.
After his disappearance there was no one with whom the Pope could
negotiate. Henceforward anarchy increased, and for some time the
Normans were without a leader.

Leo IX determined to have recourse to arms, and collected around
him all the native nobles with the exception of Guaimar V, who refused
to fight against his allies. The situation was not changed by the assassi-
nation of Guaimar (June 1052), for the Normans, led by Humphrey,
established Gisulf, son of the dead prince, at Salerno, although their
support cost him very dear. The following year (1053), having recruited
troops even as far as Germany, Leo IX marched against the Normans,
after having come to terms with Argyrus, who represented the Greek
Emperor at Bari. His force was defeated at Civitate on the banks
of the Fortore, and he himself was taken prisoner (23 June 1053). The
conquerors knelt before their august prisoner, but did not release him
until he had agreed to all their demands. We know nothing of the agree-
ment thus signed.

The death of Leo IX (19 April 1054) was followed by a long period
of unrest. Richard, Count of Aversa, nephew of Rainulf I and son
of Asclettin, extended his possessions at the expense of Gisulf of Salerno,
of the Duke of Gaeta, and of the Counts of Aquino. The Normans still
advanced southward; they reached Otranto and Lecce; Guiscard took
Gallipoli, and laid the territory of Taranto waste, In Calabria he came
to terms with Cosenza, Bisignano, and Martirano. He also attacked the
principality of Salerno, and his brother William, appointed by Humphrey
as Count of the Principato, conquered the territory which had” been
granted to him at the expense of the State of Salerno. In 1057 Hum-
phrey died, and Guiscard was called to be his successor (August 1057). He
at once appropriated the heritage of his nephews, Abelard and Herman ;
then, resuming his victorious advance southward, he threatened Reggio.
In the region of Monteleone near Bivona he established his brother
Roger, who had just arrived to seek his fortune in Ttaly. Robert had
soon to return, because the Norman nobles of Apulia refused to recognise
him, and it was by force that the new count taught his rebellious
vassals that they had now a master who knew how to make his authority
respected.

In these early struggles Robert Guiscard was supported by his brother
Roger, who likewise assisted him in a new and vain attempt to take
Reggio in the winter of 1058, In the course of that year they quarrelled,
and Roger made an alliance with William of the Principato. Roger
settled at Scalea and in his turn led the life of a brigand .chief, but it
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was his brother’s territory which suffered most from his depredations.
The year 1058 was remarkable for a great famine in Calabria. This is
not surprising if we consider the systematic destruction of harvests, the
usual procedure of the Normans in war. The general misery caused a
revolt, and the Calabrians attempted to take advantage of the quarrel
between the two brothers to avoid military service and to refuse
tribute; they even came to open resistance and massacred the Norman
garrison of Nicastro. Guiscard realised that if the rebellion spread he
ran a great risk of losing Calabria, and determined to treat with Roger.
He conceded him the half of Calabria whether in his possession or to be
acquired, from Monte Intefoli and Squillace to Reggio. By this it must
be understood that the two brothers shared equally in each town. At
about the same time Gisulf of Salerno determined to treat with Guiscard.
The latter thereupon repudiated his wife Auberea, by whom he had a son
Bohemond, in order to marry Gisulf’s sister Sykelgaita.

The year 1059 marks an important date in the history of the Normans
in Italy—their reconciliation with the Papacy. This reconciliation was
due to a somewhat curious evolution in papal policy. The continuation
of the struggle with the Normans had been one of the articles of the
programme which the party of reform in the Church led by Hildebrand
aspired to realise. To attain this much-desired object, the successors of
Leo IX—Victor IT and Stephen II, encouraged by the future Gregory VII
—had recourse to external aid, the former to the German Emperor,
the latter to his own brother, Duke Godfrey of Lorraine, on whom he
intended to bestow the imperial crown, when his pontifical career was
cut short by death. The party of the Roman aristocracy which was
hostile to reform now triumphed and proclaimed Benedict X as Pope,
while Hildebrand favoured the election of Nicholas II.  The approval of
this election by the Empress Agnes soon confirmed the legitimacy of
Hildebrand’s candidate, and Nicholas II shortly afterwards obtained
possession of Rome. This double clection deprived the party of reform
of all the ground so laboriously gained. Again the Papacy had found
itself between the Roman aristocracy and the Fmpire, and had only
triumphed over the former by placing itself in dependence on the latter,
and again the legitimacy of the Pope had been established by the
recognition of the imperial court. If the work of reform were to be
carried out, the Papacy must be rendered independent both of the
Emperor and of the Roman aristocracy.. The Pope now risked a very
grave step: with remarkable political insight he realised the changes
which were beginning to appear in the various states of the southern
peninsula, and appealed to the only Italian power capable of supporting
him—the Normans.  To appreciate the audacity of this policy we must
remember the reputation of the Normans, which was moreover richly
deserved ; they were regarded as freebooters and Saracens.

Tt seems, however, that the idea of this alliance, which was to lead to
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such grave results, did not occur immediately to Hildebrand. The Pope
required soldiers to oppose the partisans of Benedict X, who were in the
field, and, probably by the suggestion of Desiderius, Abbot of Monte
Cassino, he applied first to Richard of Aversa, now ruler of Capua. The
latter had already acquired a certain respectability, and had become
sufficiently powerful to act as the head of a state rather than as a
robber chief. He complied with the Pope’s request. Nicholas II had full
cause for self-congratulation in his first dealings with the Normans,
who enabled him to restore order. Therefore, when in 1059 he pro-
mulgated his decree on papal elections, he sought for an ally in view of
the dissatisfaction which the proposed measures were certain to excite at
the imperial court, and appealed to the Normans. The interview between
the Pope and the two Norman chiefs, Richard of Capua and Robert
Guiscard, took place at Melfi in August. The Normans had already tried
to obtain from Leo IX the recognition of the states they had established;
this was now conceded by Nicholas II. The Pope received an oath of
fealty from Robert Guiscard and probably also from Richard of Capua; he
conferred on the latter the investiture of the principality of Capua, and
on the former that of the duchy of Apulia, Calabria, and Sicily. We
have no record of Richard’s oath, but Guiscard in his undertook to
pay an annual tribute to the Pope, and to be faithful for the future
to the Pope and the Church. He promised to be the ally “of the Holy
Roman Church, so that she might preserve and acquire the rights of
St Peter and his dominions,” to help the Pope to retain the see of Rome,
and to respect the territory of St Peter. Finally, in the event of an
election he bound himself to see that the new Pope was elected and or-
dained according to the honour due to 8t Peter, as he should be required
by the better part of the cardinals and by the Roman clergy and laity.

By what title did the Pope bestow the investiture of territory which
had never belonged to his predecessors? The terms used undoubtedly
imply that Nicholas IT based hisaction partly on Charlemagne’s Donation,
granting the duchy of Benevento to the Roman Church, and partly, as
regarded Sicily, on the theory shortly afterwards expressed by Urban II,
that all islands appertained to the domain of St Peter in virtue of
the (spurious) Donation of Constantine’.

After his recognition at Melfi as rightful Duke of Apulia, Robert
Guiscard had to defend himself during the ensuing years against the
other Norman chiefs, who at first refused to admit the supremacy of one
of - their number. The opposition encountered by the new duke caused
him most serious difficulties and favoured the return of the Byzantines.
In 1060 Guiscard had taken Taranto, Brindisi, and Reggio from the
Greeks, and as soon as the last-named place had fallen, he and his

‘brother Roger were irresistibly attracted to Sicily; but events in Italy

detained the duke in Apulia. First, there was a revolt of the Norman
‘ 1 Jaffé-Lowenfeld, Regesta, No. 5449
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nobles in the north of Apulia, which favoured a resumption of hostilities
by the Greeks. Guiscard thereafter lost Brindisi, Oria, Taranto, and
Otranto, and the Byzantines laid siege to Melfi. The duke returned
from Sicily, and restored his ascendency during the early months of 1061,
finally recapturing Brindisi in 1062. Two years later (1064) some
Norman nobles—Geoffrey of Conversano, Robert of Montescaglioso,
Abelard (Humphrey's son), Amyas of Giovenazzo, and Joscelin—entered
into negotiations with a representative of the Greek Emperor at Durazzo.
With the help of the Byzantines they rose in the spring of 1064. For
four years it was with difficulty that Guiscard held his own. Finally, the
duke’s victory was assured by the successive defeats of Amyas, Joscelin,
and Abelard, and the capture of Montepeloso from Geoffrey of Conver-
sano. Robert now realised that he could only hope to complete the
conquest of Sicily when he had no cause to fear a revolt of his vassals in
Apulia ; consequently, to be sure of their absolute obedience, he must
above all deprive them of Greek assistance. The ensuing years were
therefore devoted to the task of wresting from the Byzantines their
remaining territory, This was more easily done because the Basileus,
Romanus Diogenes, was engaged in a bitter struggle with the Turks in
Asia. In 1068 Guiscard was victorious at Lecce, Gravina, and Obbiano,
and in the summer of the same year he laid siege to Bari. As supplies
reached this city by sea, it held out for three years; finally the Norman
fleet overcame the Byzantine ships which were bringing reinforcements,
and the inhabitants entered into negotiations with Guiscard and sur-
rendered the town (April 1071). The capture of Bari marks the real
fall of Byzantine power in Italy; moreover it brought Guiscard another
advantage, ensuring him a fortified place of the first rank in the very
heart of Apulia, which assisted him greatly in maintaining his authority
over his vassals.

Relieved of anxiety regarding Apulia, Guiscard was now again free
to deal with Sicily. The capture of the island from the Saracens had
been the object of the Normans ever since their arrival at Reggio. Their
cupidity was excited by its riches and fertility, and, moreover, the
proximity of the Saracens comstituted a permanent danger to their
possessions. Guiscard, however, was detained during the early years of
the conquest by events in Italy, and played a somewhat secondary part
in the conquest of Sicily, leaving the principal part to his brother
Rogenr.

The Norman conquest was further facilitated by the quarrels of the
Muslim emirs who shared theisland ; ‘Abdallah ibn Hauqal held Mazzara
and Trapani, Ibn al-Hawwas was in possession of Girgenti and Castrogio-
vanni, and Ibn ath-Thimnah was at Syracuse. Ibn ath-Thimnah, having
been defeated by the Emir of Girgenti, called for the help of the Normans,
who since 1060 had been vainly endeavouring to take Messina. At Mileto
the emir came to terms with Roger, who at a renewed attempt succeeded
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in laying waste the region of Milazzo. The capture of Messina in the
summer of 1061 provided the Normans with a base of operations, but the
invaders failed to take Castrogiovanni, nor were they more successful at
Girgenti, although they succeeded in establishing themselves at Troina.
The death of Ibn ath-Thimnah in 1062 deprived the Normans of a valuable
ally, and they had to retire on Messina. In the same year Roger was
dissatisfied because Guiscard paid him in money instead of in land, and
quarrelled with his brother, so that another war began between them.
Only the fear of an inswrrection in Calabria brought them to terms.
Threatened with the prospect of a revolt, Guiscard consented to share his
Calabrian territory with Roger, and the treaty then concluded established
a kind of condominium of the two brothers over every town and every
stronghold. The struggle with the Saracens was resumed at the end of 1062,
and continued during the following year. During this first period the
Normans only succeeded in establishing themselves at Messina and Troina,
the rest of the island remaining in the hands of the Saracens. In 1063 the
latter attacked Troina, but were overwhelmingly defeated near Cerami.
In 1064 Roger and Guiscard vainly attempted to take Palermo. The
following years the conquest advanced slowly towards the capital. At
Misilmeri in 1068 the Normans defeated Ayyiib, son of Tamim, the Zairid
Emir of Africa, who had been summoned to help the Sicilian Saracens.
Ayyib had succeeded Ibn al-Hawwis. After his defeat Ayyib returned
to Africa, and the Saracen party became disorganised.

The struggle was interrupted by the siege of Bari, but was resumed
immediately after the fall of that city. Guiscard, realising the necessity
of having a naval force, had succeeded in equipping a fleet, by the help
of which the Normans occupied Catania and then proceeded to blockade
Palermo; on 10 January 1072 the city fell into their hands, and, as
a result of this success, the Saracens of Mazzara capitulated.

The first stage in this conquest of Sicily closed with the capture of
Palermo; for the next twelve years the Normans, having but weak
forces at their disposal, could only advance very slowly. As they were
masters of Mazzara, Messina, Catania, and Palermo, they encircled the
territory of the Emirs of Syracuse and Castrogiovanni in the north,
who, however, succeeded in prolonging the struggle for a considerable
time.

Sicily was divided by Guiscard as follows: for himself he retained
the suzerainty of the island, with Palermo, half Messina, and Val
Demone, while he assigned the rest to Roger. It must be noted that the
position in Sicily differed greatly from that of South Italy. In Italy the
leaders of the original Norman forces were at first equal among themselves,
and consequently they for long refused to recognise Guiseard’s authority,
which had to be forcibly imposed. In Sicily, on the contrary, the conquest
was achieved by troops in the pay of Guiscard and his brother Roger;
consequently, they possessed all rights over the conquered territory, and
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their vassals received the investiture of their fiefs from them; and both
were careful not to bestow too much land on their followers, whereby
they made sure that none of their vassals would be powerful enough to
rival them.

After the capture of Palermo, Robert Guiscard remained some months
there, consolidating his gains. In the autumn of 1072 he had to
return hurriedly to Italy, where his Apulian vassals had again taken
advantage of his absence to revolt. At the head of the movement were
Amyas, lord of Giovenazzo, Peter of Trani, and Abelard and Herman,
Humphrey’s two sons ; the rebels were upheld by Richard, Prince of Capua,
whose power had increased to a remarkable extent since the Treaty of
Melfi. He was the protector of Pope Alexander II, who had only been
able to maintain himself from 1061 to 1063 by Richard’s aid, and
the latter had attempted to force recognition of his suzerainty over all the
petty nobles whose possessions surrounded his own. He had been ener-
getically supported by Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Cassino, who realised
that only a powerful state could restore the peace so incessantly broken by
wars between nobles. On the other hand, Alexander II was disturbed by
the growth of the Capuan state, which adjoined the papal dominions. He
actually came to an open rupture with Richard, who in 1066 revenged
himself by laying waste the Papal State up to the very gates of Rome.
For a while the Romans hostile to the Pope even thought of electing the
Prince of Capua as Emperor. But the latter became reconciled with
Alexander II when Godfrey of Lorraine took up arms; we know, how-
ever, nothing of the grounds of conciliation. Nevertheless the Pope did
not forgive Richard for his aggressive policy, and he tried to excite
disorders in the principality of Capua by means of another Norman,
William of Montreuil. Thereby Alexander II inaugurated a new policy,
to be hereafter pursued by the Papacy, which, not having reaped all
the expected advantages from the Norman alliance and being unable to
overcome the Normans by arms, applied itself henceforward to reducing
them to impotence by inciting one leader against another.

Such, therefore, was the position in the autumn of 1072 when Guiscard
returned to Italy. The duke very soon brought his vassals back to
obedience, but hardly had he dealt with them when he found himself in
difficulties with Gregory VII, the suceessor of Alexander II. The new
Pope, who had inspired the Norman policy adopted by his predecessors,
saw with irritation that the Papacy had not derived those benefits from
the Norman alliance which had been hoped for, and that as a whole it
was Richard and Robert who had reaped advantage from the Treaty
of Melfi. Moreover, Gregory VII was particularly annoyed to see the
Normans beginning to extend towards the north in the region of the
Abruzzi, near Amiterno and Fermo, where several chiefs had established
themselves—notably, Robert, Count of Loritello.

After the first interviews which he had with Robert Guiscard at
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Benevento (August 1078), Gregory VII, who displayed his usual’
stubbornness in the negotiations, came to an open breach with the Duke

of Apulia. It was probably on the question of the conquest of the

Abruzzi that the conference was wrecked. Having broken with Guiscard,

Gregory VII turned to the Prince of Capua, who accepted the proposed

alliance. Henceforward for some years war was resumed with great

energy throughout southern Italy. Guiscard fought in Calabria against

his nephew Abelard, in the neighbourhood of Capua with Richard, and

meanwhile succeeded in establishing himself at Amalfi (1073).

As a result of these violent conflicts, the anarchy prevailing through-
out South Italy reached such a height that the destruction of the
Normans became the first condition necessary for the realisation of all
the plans which Gregory VII had formed for the succour of the Greek
Empire, now threatened by the Muslims. In March 1074 Guiscard
and his partisans were excommunicated, and the Duke of Apulia must
have feared at the time of the expedition in June of that year that the
Pope would succeed in his plans, but the quarrels which arose between
the Pope’s allies caused the enterprise to fail dismally. Cencius, the
leader of the Roman aristocracy and of the party hostile to the Pope,
now offered to make Guiscard Emperor if he would help them to expel
Gregory VII. The Duke of Apulia was too well aware how little he could
count on the Roman nobles, who were incapable of upholding their
candidates, and he did not accept their proposition.

After the agreement between the principality of Capua and the Pope,
the hostilities between Robert and Richard continued until 1075, when
Guiscard was invited by Henry IV to abandon the papal for a royal
alliance. He refused. This circumstance decided the two Normans to
combine against the common enemy, and their reconciliation was the
prelude to a general coalition between the Normans. Desiderius, Abbot
of Monte Cassino, who brought all his influence to the cause of peace,
tried to arrange a treaty between Gregory VII and Guiscard, but failed,
because the Pope, in spite of the critical position in which he was placed
by the breach with the king, refused all the concessions which the
Duke of Apulia, taking advantage of the papal necessities, impudently
demanded.

‘Without any further consideration for the Pope, Robert and Richard
took up arms and together besieged Salerno and Naples. They also com-
bined their forces to make some successful-expeditions into papal territory,
At the very moment when Gregory VII was triumphing over Henry IV
and obliging him to come to Canossa, Gisulf, Prince of Salerno, the only
ally remaining to the Pope in South Italy, was deprived of his states
by Guiscard (1077), and in December of the same year the hold Duke of
Apulia laid siege to Benevento. This attack directed against a papal
possession must have exasperated Gregory VI, who was already indignant
with Robert, to whom fortune had never been kinder than since the day
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he was excommunicated. At the Council of Rome in March 1078 the
Pope pronounced the excommunication of “those Normans who attack
the territory of St Peter, i.e. the March of Fermo and the duchy of
Spoleto, those who besiege Benevento and dare to lay waste the Campagna,
the Marittima, and Sabina.” The Pope forbade any bishop or priest
to allow the Normans to attend the divine offices.

The excommunication pronounced by Gregory VII brought discord
between the Normans. When Jordan, son of Richard of Capua, found
that his father was seriously ill (Richard died on 5 April 1078), he feared
lest the Pope should raise obstacles to his succession, and went to make
his submission at Rome; as soon as his father died, he forced Guiscard
to raise the siege of Benevento; shortly afterwards the new Prince of
Capua played an important part in the preparation of the rehellion
which, towards the end of 1078, again set the duke and his Apulian vassals
at odds.

On the oceasion of the marriage of one of his daughters, Guiscard for
the first time demanded from his vassals the levy due to the lord when
his daughters married. No one dared resist openly, but the duke’s demand
excited great discontent. Probably inspired by Gregory VII, who visited
Capua in 1078, Jordan called Geoffrey of Conversano, Robert of
Montescaglioso, Henry, Count of Monte Sant’ Angelo, and Peter, Count
of Taranto, to join him. The insurrection at once spread not only to
Apulia but to Calabria and Lucania; Bari, Trani, Bisceglie, Corato, and
Andria all revolted, and sent their troops to swell the ranks of the
insurgents (1079).

After Calabria had been pacified, Guiscard repaired to Apulia with
considerable forces and soon dispersed the rebels; he then at once
marched against Jordan. The Abbot of Monte Cassino succeeded in
inducing the two princes to make peace. Then returning to Apulia,
Guiscard recaptured the rebel towns one by one. Several of the revolt-
ing nobles fled to Grreece to escape the punishment due to them; amongst
these was Abelard, the duke’s nephew. After the suppression of the
revolt (1080), Guiscard was more powerful than ever, at the very moment
that Gregory VII finally excommunicated and deposed Henry and
recognised his rival, Rudolf, as King of Germany. As Gregory VII
feared that Guiscard might form an alliance with Henry, he deter-
mined himself to treat with the Duke of Apulia. The negotiations were
conducted by Abbot Desiderius, and ended in the compromise of Ceprano,
where on 29 June Guiscard took an oath of fealty to the Pope. He
swore to be the Pope’s man, with a reservation as to the March of
Fermo, Salerno, and Amalfi. Gregory VII recognised the conquests of
the Count of Lovitello, on condition that for the future the territory of
St Peter should be respected. The duke moreover promised that he
would help the Pope to defend the Papacy. On the whole, at Ceprano
Gregory VII had to yield all along the line; he preserved appearances
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by reserving the most vexed questions, but in reality on 29 June 1080
it was the Norman who triumphed over the Pope and obliged him to
recognise his achievements.

After the meeting at Ceprano, Guiscard’s insatiable ambition was far
from being satisfied, and, master of South Italy, he now attempted to
realise his long-cherished project of mounting the throne of Constanti-
nople. On the one hand the Duke of Apulia wished to punish the Greek
Emperor for the support given to the rebel Normans, whose headquarters
were now in the Byzantine territory in Illyria, and on the other hand,
consciously or unconsciously, the Norman had succumbed to the attrac-
tion which Byzantium and the Byzantine world exercised over all the
West. Already in Italy Guiscard had come to be looked on as the
legitimate successor of the Emperors, whose costume he affected, going so
far as to copy their seal. Moreover, how was it possible for Guiscard to
imagine that the conquest of Byzantium could offer any difficulties to
him, the mighty Duke of Apulia, when quite recently two poor Norman
knights, Robert Crispin and Roussel de Bailleul (of whom the former
had served under the orders of Richard of Capua and the latter with
Robert himself), had almost succeeded in mounting the throne of Con-
stantinople ? Guiscard had long felt attracted to Constantinople; and
for their part the Emperors could not ignore their powerful neighbour,
and sought his alliance. About 1075 the negotiations which had been
entered on ended in the betrothal of one of Guiscards daughters to the
son of Michael VIL This projected marriage served as a pretext for a
declaration of war by Guiscard, when in 1080 he determined to profit by
the disturbances which had broken out in the Greek Empire, and to
attempt to seize Constantinople. At the accession of Nicephorus
Botaniates, Guiscard’s daughter had been relegated to a convent; under
the pretext of defending his daughter’s rights, the Duke of Apulia became
the champion of the dethroned Emperor. As his plans aroused only
moderate enthusiasm among his vassals, the Duke of Apulia determined
to carry out a fraud, and in the middle of 1080 he presented a Greek
named Rector as the real Michael VII escaped from a monastery, where
he had been imprisoned by Botaniates. By this means the wily Norman
hoped to inflame his vassals and conciliate the Greek population.

Gregory VII fell in with the views of Guiscard, who persuaded him
that the proposed expedition would realise the projected crusade which
had been near the Pope’s heart for some years, and would end the schism
and bring about reunion with the Greek Church. In July 1080 the Pope
wrote to the bishops of Apulia and Calabria, exhorting them to favour
the duke’s plans. In 1081, at the end of May, Guiscard took the field
and landed at Avlona. His son Bohemond had already taken Avlona,
Canina, and Hiericho. Soon Corfl fell into the hands of the Normans,
who next laid siege to Durazzo. Although they were defeated at sea by
the Venetians, whom Alexius Comncnus had summoned to his aid, the
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Normans nevertheless continued the siege of the Illyrian capital. On
18 October they defeated the army which the Emperor had brought to
relieve the besieged city, and on 21 February 1082 Durazzo was taken.

In the spring of 1082 Guiscard was obliged to return. Gregory VII
had sent him urgent appeals for help, threatened as he was by Henry IV's
expedition to Italy. On the other hand, Alexius Comnenus was sub-
sidising the German king, and at the same time, by means of Abelard
and Herman, Robert’s nephews, had succeeded in exciting an insur-
rection in Apulia. Leaving Bohemond to continue the war against the
Emperor, Guiscard returned to Ttaly, and spent some time in re-estab-
lishing his authority in Apulia (1082 and 1083). In May 1084 he
marched on Rome which was occupied by the German Emperor; Henry
did not await the coming of the Normans, but his retreat did not pre-
vent Guiseard from entering the city in force; he sacked it and freed
Gregory VII, whom the partisans of the anti-Pope, Clement III, were be-
sieging. As soon as the Pope was free, Guiscard placed him in Salerno
for safety, and immediately returned to the conquest of Constantinople.

After his father’s departure, Bohemond had again defeated the Greeks
at Joannina and Arta; he had then occupied Ochrida, Veria, Servia,
Vodena, Moglena, Pelagonia, Tzibikon, and Trikala, but in 1083 he
was defeated outside Larissa by Alexius Comnenus, and was shortly
afterwards obliged to return to Italy, as his troops were clamouring for
pay. After this the Byzantines regained the advantage, and the Normans
Jost all the places they had occupied, including Durazzo.

When Guiscard took the field in the autumn of 1084, he had conse-
quently no foothold on the other side of the Adriatic. While his son
Roger occupied Avlona, the duke proceeded to Butrinto, whence in
November he arrived at Corfi. Although twice defeated near Cassiope
by the Venetian fleet, Guiscard scon took his revenge when he won an
overwhelming victory near Corfd, which fell into his hands as a result of
this success. The duke sent his army into winter quarters on the banks
of the Glyeys, while he went to Bundicia; during the winter an epidemic
ravaged the Norman army, but hostilities were resumed at the be-
ginning of the summer, and Roger sallied forth to attack Cephalonia.
On the way to join his son, Guiscard fell ill ; he was obliged to halt at
the promontory of Ather, where he died on 17 July 1085 in the presence
of his wife Sykelgaita and his son Roger.

With Guiscard closed what may be called the heroic era of the
history of the Normans in Italy. Robert’s immediate successors, being
unable to maintain their authority, abandoned his plans, which were only
resumed on the day when the Counts of Sicily became kings and consoli-
dated the work of conquest. ;

"The reign of Guiseard’s son, Roger Borsa (1085-1111), was a period
of absolute decadence in the duchy of Apulia; the prince was too weak to
make his authority respected, and he was bitterly opposed by his brother
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Bohemond, of whom he was relieved by the First Crusade, and also by
most of his vassals, who shook off the yoke imposed by Guiscard. In
1086, however, it was again the Duke of Apulia who, assisted by the
Prince of Capua, restored Rome to the successor of Gregory VII. A few
years later, during the pontificate of Urban II (1088-1099), it was no
longer Roger who protected the Pope but the Pope who extended his
protection to the duchy of Apulia, and exerted himself to re-establish
order in the sorely troubled land. The only political success achieved by
Duke Roger was the recognition of his suzerainty by Richard, son of
Jordan of Capua, who sought his aid to enter into possession of his
paternal inheritance (1098). Then for the first time, in theory at least,
the authority of the Duke of Apulia extended throughout the Norman
possessions.

In the midst of all the difficulties surrounding him, the Duke of Apulia
found a supporter in his uncle Roger I, Count of Sicily. During the
years which followed the fall of Palermo, Guiscard’s hrother played only
a secondary part in Italian affairs, for he was detained by the conquest of
Sicily, a long and troublesome undertaking. Twenty years clapsed after
his establishment in Palermo before the Normans succeeded in totally
expelling the Saracens. Syracuse was not taken until 1085, Noto and
Butera, the two last places retained by the Saracens, not until 1088 and
1091. Although the Saracens were still powerful in 1072, this mere fact
is not enough to explain the slow progress of the conquest, and we must
attribute the delays of the Normans to other causes. During all this time,
and especially at first, Roger was left with only his own troops; generally
he had but a few hundred knights under his command, so that it was
with greatly reduced forces that he had to carry on the struggle. It was
because of this that the Count of Sicily was obliged to avoid great under-
takings and confine himself to guerilla warfare, which was the only
method which his weak forces permitted.

Gradually, as the conquest proceeded, the count felt that the strength
of his infant state was increasing, and the time came during his nephew’s
reign when he represented the only power in the midst of general anarchy.
Called to arbitrate between the parties, Roger of Sicily was quick to
realise how to profit by the situation. In return for his services, he
successively extorted from the Duke of Apulia the abandonment of the
strongholds in Calabria which they had hitherto held in common, as
well as the half of the city of Palermo. Roger also obtained a promise
of half of Amalfi and, when Richard of Capua sought his aid, he
demanded that all rights on Naples should be abandoned to him.

Supported by a powerful military force, a considerable part of which
consisted of Saracens, Roger of Sicily thus became one of the leading
personages of Europe, and his alliance was sought by Count Raymond
IV of Saint Gilles, Philip I of France, Conrad, son of Henry IV, and
Koloman, King of Hungary, all of whom aspired to marry his daughters.
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The position of protector of the Holy See, which the Duke of Apulia
was powerless to retain, was offered to the Count of Sicily by Urban II,
who, in 1098, had to concede the privilege of the Apostolic Legateship,
whereby for the future papal intervention in Roger’s states was to be
exercised only through the count himself. When Guiscard’s brother
died on 22 June 1101, he left his successor a state possessed of cohesion,
wherein the authority of the overlord was everywhere recognised. The
last survivor of the heroic age of conquest disappeared with him; his
successor was rather a politician than a soldier, and, although Roger IT
succeeded in establishing his supremacy over all the Norman provinces
in Italy, it was to a great extent because his father had established his
Sicilian state on so solid a foundation.

®)
THE NORMAN KINGDOM OF SICILY.

Ix 1108, after the death of young Count Simon, who had succeeded
Roger I in 1101, the county of Sicily passed to his brother, Roger IL.
The new count remained under the guardianship of his mother Adelaide
until 1112, and very little is known about his early years. According to
some authorities Robert of Burgundy was Adelaide’s favourite, but he be-
came so powerful that the countess-regent grew uneasy and caused him
to be poisoned; unfortunately all our information on this point lacks preci-
sion. Towards the close of her regency, Adelaide was sought in marriage
by King Baldwin of Jerusalem, who wished to repair his fortunes by a
wealthy marriage. Before leaving for the Holy Land, Roger I's widow
stipulated that if her union with the King of Jerusalem were childless,
the erown of Jerusalem should revert to the Count of Sicily. This
agreement remained a dead letter, for the deserted and betrayed queen
died miserably in Sicily, but it is of interest as revealing the dreams of
future greatness cherished even at the beginning of his reign by the
youthful Roger II.

Boundless ambition was, in fact, the ruling characteristic of the
founder of the Norman monarchy ; Roger II was bold and adventurous
and always intent on extending his dominions, while his thirst for con-
quest was insatiable. Even at the beginning of his reign he conceived
the daring plan of concentrating all the commerce of the Mediterrancan
in his states by obtaining command of the two most important maritime
routes. By his possession of Messina he already controlled one, and he
sought to attain the other by the conquest of the Tunisian coast. The
first Norman attempts toestablish themselves in Africa were unsuccessful
(1118-1127), and Roger II was obliged to seck for allies. At the very
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moment when he had signed agreements with Raymond-Berengar III,
Count of Barcelona, and with the city of Savona, the death of his cousin
William I, Duke of Apulia, induced him to postpone for a time his
plans for an African war, because, before he undertook distant conquests,
the Count of Sicily wished to unite in his own hands all the Norman
states of South Italy.

Duke William’s reign (1111-1127) had been even more disastrous
than that of his father Roger Borsa. Incapable even of preserving the
inheritance, already sadly diminished, which he had received, he died
leaving South Italy almost in the same state as it was before Guiscard’s
reign.. The title of duke was an empty word, for the duchy of Apulia
now existed only in name; it had in fact been dismembered and consisted
of a number of independent seigniories.

As Duke William had died childless, the most direct heir was
Bohemond, son of Bohemond I, then at Antioch. The Count of Sicily
was a degree further off in relationship to the deceased duke. As soon
as he heard of his cousin’s death, Roger II determined to seize the
inheritance so as to present an accomplished fact to this possible rival.
The rapidity with which he appeared outside Salerno and induced the
inhabitants to treat with him disconcerted his opponents. The inter-
vention of Pope Honorius II, who feared above all things that the Count
of Sieily might succeed William, came too late, and he had to resign
himself to the fact that the union of the duchy of Apulia with the county
of Sicily disturbed the balance of power which the Papacy, in its own
interests, had endeavoured to maintain between the various Norman
states. Although he had sided with the Normans who refused to recognise
Roger II, Honorius IT was, in 1128, obliged to invest the Count of Sicily
with the duchy of Apulia. In the following year the new duke finally
crushed the chief rebels and obliged the ducal towns to ask for terms,
while the Prince of Capua himself recognised Roger II as his suzerain.
In order to secure the submission of the rebels, the duke displayed great
leniency and granted important privileges to the towns. In particular,
several of these obtained the right of themselves defending their walls
and citadels. As soon as his authority was established, Roger revoked
a concession which rendered his authority absolutely precarious.

The new duke’s conception of his authority differed entirely from
that of his two predecessors. In September 1129 he expounded it to his
vassals assembled at Melfi. After they had taken the oath of fealty to
his sons, Roger and Tancred, he instructed them in the rules of govern-
ment which he insisted all should observe; he forbade private feuds,
imposed on the nobles the obligation of handing over criminals to the
ducal courts of justice, and ordered that the property and persons not
only of ecclesiastics, but also of pilgrims, travellers, and merchants,
should be respected. It was not easy to impose such habits of discipline
on, nor to ensure respect for ducal authority from, the Norman feudatories,
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who had hardly submitted to Guiscard’s iron rule. It took Roger nearly
ten years to make his vassals obey his wishes,

In 1180 for the first time all the principalities founded by the Normans
in Italy were united in a single hand. Roger II considered that the title
of duke was therefore inadequate, and decided to make his state into a
kingdom. o attain this object, he made very skilful use of the schism
which followed the double election of Anacletus I and Innocent IT in
February 1180. He promised to support the former, and received in re-
turn “the crown of the kingdom of Sicily, of Calabria, and Apulia, the
principality of Capua, the honour of Naples, and the protectorate of the
men of Benevento” (27 September 1180). As soon as the Pope’s consent
was obtained, Roger II held an assembly near Salerno, where he caused
his vassals to entreat him to take the title of King. Then on Christmas
Day 1180, in the cathedral of Palermo, his coronation closed the first
chapter in the history of the descendants of Tancred of Hauteville,
whose grandson thus became King of Sicily.

“Whoever makes himself King of Sicily attacks the Emperor.” These
words, addressed by St Bernard to the Emperor Lothar, were true not only
as applied to the Germanic Empire but also to the Greek Empire.
Neither of the two Empires had ever regarded as legitimate the Norman
occupation of territories over which both claimed rights. Therefore,
alike in Germany and in Byzantium, the establishment of the Norman
kingdom was regarded as a flagrant insult. United by an equal hatred
of the common enemy, the two Empires sought by means of an alliance
to crush their adversary. Both Roger IT and his successor had to employ
almost all their energy, either in fighting the two Emperors singly or in
preventing the Germano-Byzantine alliance from producing its full
effect.

During the whole course of its existence the kingdom of Sicily had
to struggle with a third enemy. Never did the Papacy submit to the
establishment of a powerful state in South Italy, even when its re-
cognition was inevitable. As soon as the Papacy was on good terms
with the Germanic Emperor, it incited him to destroy the Norman state,
and if, on the contrary, its relations with the Empire became less cordial,
the Popes gladly fell back on the support of the Norman sovereign. This
explains the alternations of policy pursued by the Papacy throughout the
twelfth century as regards Roger IT and his successors.

The organisation which Roger II insisted on establishing in his
states, and the manner in which he demanded respect for his authority
from his vassals, excited general discontent, which in 1181 caused a revolt
led by Tancred of Conversano and Grimoald of Bari. Although the
king met with some successes, the insurrection spread, Rainulf, Count of
Alife, and Robert, Prince of Capua, joining the movement at the in-
stigation of Pope Innocent IT; and Roger was severely defeated on the
banks of the Sabbato (1188). The coming of the Emperor Lothar to
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Rome, where he established Innocent II, was certainly connected with
the revolt of Roger’s vassals. They were seriously disappointed when
they realised that the Emperor did not intend to invade South Italy.
During the summer of 1133 Roger resumed the struggle, and succeeded
in restoring order in Apulia; when he returned to Sicily the rebel party
was disorganised. "The conflict was continued only by the Duke of Naples,
the Prince of Capua, and the Count of Alife, who wished to secure the
assistance of the Pisans. The year 1134 witnessed further progress by
the king, who succeeded in crushing the rebels, but all the effect of the
success attained was destroyed by a false rumour of Roger’s death, which
caused a general revolt in the winter of 1135. The king had again to
fight the rebels, and had not quite subdued them when in 1136 the
Emperor Lothar at length invaded his dominions in response to the
appeal of Innocent II. At the approach of the Germans the whole
country rose in arms against the king. Lothar encountered hardly any
resistance; his two most notable successes were the taking of Bari and
Salerno. The Emperor, however, did not seek to push his advantage any
further, for most of his vassals begged him to return north. He was
obliged to consent, but before his departure he invested Count Rainulf
of Alife with the duchy of Apulia. It took the King of Sicily three years
to destroy the organisation established by the Germanic FEmperor. His
task was facilitated by Rainulf’s death on 30 April 1139, as well as by
the failure of Innocent IT.

When the schism was ended by the abdication of Victor IV, sue-
cessor of Anacletus IT, Pope Innocent II vindictively pursued all the
partisans of the anti-Pope. Amongst these Roger IT was not overlooked,
as it was by his help that Anacletus had been enabled to maintain
himself in Rome. In the spring of 1139 the King of Sicily was ex-
communicated, and in the early summer the Pope, at the head of all the
forces he could muster, set out for the south to restore the condition of
affairs established by Lothar. It was an unlucky venture;on 22 July
on the banks of the Garigliano, near Galluccio, he was defeated and
taken prisoner by Duke Roger, the king’s son, who also seized the
pontifical treasure. Like Leo IX in bygone days, Innocent II beheld
the Norman leader kneeling for his blessing, but to obtain his liberty he
had to grant to Roger II the investiture of his states as bestowed by
Anacletus II. This royal success led to the collapse of the rebellion; the
king shewed himself relentless in repression so as to discourage future
revolts ; to escape punishment many of his vassals fled to Germany and
Byzantium, among them Robert of Capua. The rebel cities forfeited
most of their privileges.

Concord between the king and the Pope was not of long duration;
and in 1140 a fresh rupture was caused by the conquests of the king’s
sons in the Abruzzi. To bring Roger to terms, Innocent II utilised the
question of episcopal elections, which had not been settled in 1189.
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The King of Sicily, in virtue of the Apostolic Legateship, which he
claimed to exercise throughout his states, demanded the right of in-
terference in episcopal elections. Innocent IT denied him this privilege,
and refused canonical investiture to the bishops of the kingdom of
Sicily.

There was no change in the position under Celestine IT (1143-1144).
It was otherwise with Pope Lucius IT, who, requiring the support of the
Normans to secure Rome, concluded a seven years’ truce with Roger II in
October 1144. The same consideration influenced the conduct of Eugenius
III, who succeeded Lucius. On his return to Italy in 1148, he concluded
a four years’ truce with Roger II; the Pope confirmed the privilege of
the Apostolic Legateship, but seems to have reserved the question of
episcopal elections. In return Roger II supplied the Pope with men and
money; thanks to this, the Pope succeeded in entering Rome. The King
of Sicily had hoped that, in exchange for the services rendered, the Pope
would come to a final agreement; on the contrary, Eugenius III, counting
on the approaching descent into Italy of King Conrad III to settle the
question of the Norman kingdom, refused to renew the investiture of
Roger with his states. By 1151 the breach was complete, and it was
without the Pope’s consent that Roger II had his son William crowned
-at Palermo on 8 April. Henceforth Eugenius III definitely sought an
alliance with the King of the Romans.

As soon as he had destroyed the organisation established in South
Italy by Lothar, Roger II, realising clearly that the Germanic Empire
would not submit meekly to such a check, and anxious to prevent a
repetition of such an intervention, sought to create every possible diffi-
culty for Conrad III, Lothar’s successor. It was for this reason that he
supplied Welf, brother of Henry the Proud, with subsidies, and thus
succeeded in prolonging the revolt of the German nobles against their
new king. By this means he contrived to keep the King of the Romans
busy in his own dominions, and prevented him from lending a favourable
ear to the appeals for intervention in Italy which were addressed to him
by all the Norman nobles who had taken refuge at his court.

Above all Roger II feared lest the King of the Romans and the
Greek Emperor, united by their common hatred of the kingdom of
Sicily, should enter into an alliance against him. John Commnenus had
already approached Lothar on this subject, and the negotiations were
resumed with Conrad in 1140. To prevent this alliance, Roger sent an
embassy to Constantinople to solicit the hand of a Byzantine princess
for one of his sons. This embassy coincided with the death of John
Comnenus (3 April 1148). The negotiations were continued by Manuel
Comnenus, but ended in a breach, and the Basileus about 1144 reverted
to the German alliance.

At the very moment when the alliance between the two Empires was
about to be concluded, the preaching of the Second Crusade averted the
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danger. After vainly attempting to turn the Crusade to his own ad-
vantage, Roger resolved to profit by the embarrassment caused to Manuel
Comnenus by the presence of the crusaders, and to invade the Greek
Empire. While the crusaders were still outside Constantinople, the
Normans took possession of Corfly, occupied Neapolis, laid the island of
Euboea waste, and, on the homeward journey, penetrated into the Gulf
of Corinth, pillaging and destroying Thebes (end of 1147 and beginning
~of 1148). The Byzantines did not recover Corfii until 1149.

On his way home from the Crusade, Conrad met Manuel Comnenus,
and the two monarchs agreed to attack the King of Sicily in the course
of 1149. In preventing the execution of this plan Roger shewed extra-
ordinary activity. He again supplied Welf with money, and induced
him to organise another league against King Conrad; at the same time
he started the idea of aleague to include all the states of western Europe,
intended in the first instance to punish the Greek Emperor, to whom the
failure of the Crusade was ascribed, and subsequently to succour the
Christian communities of the Levant. Roger succeeded in converting to
his views not only King Louis VII of France and his minister Suger,
but also St Bernard, who at that time exercised great influence on
European opinion. The projected alliance failed to come into being
because of the opposition of King Conrad, but fortune again favoured
the King of Sicily, for at the very moment when, by agreement with
Manuel Comnenus, Conrad was about to invade Italy, he died (February

1152), whereby the Norman kingdom escaped the danger of a coalition

between the two Empires.

In spite of the failure of his early expeditions, Roger II never aban-
doned his intention of attacking the coast of North Africa, and his
attempts to get a foothold there constitute one of the most curious
features of his reign. Almost all his expeditions were led by the Grand
Emir (Admiral), George of Antioch, who with his father had been in the
service of Tamim, the Zairid prince of Mahdiyah. He next entered the
service of the King of Sicily, where, by his knowledge of Arabic and his
familiarity with the Muslim world and the African coast, he was an in-
valuable auxiliary to Roger II. Taking advantage of the internal quarrels
which continually broke out between the chiefs of the petty Muslim
principalities of Africa, Roger first took under his protectorate Ilasan,
prince of Mahdiyah (1184), and then occupied the island of Gerba, at the
foot of the gulf of Gabes. In 1143 he took Djidjelli, near Bugia; and
in 1145 Bresk, which lies between Cherchell and Tinnis, was pillaged, as
also the island of Kerkinna. In 1146 Tripoli fell into the hands of the
Normans. Until then Roger II does not seem to have contemplated
establishing himself in Africa; he was content to dispatch his naval
forces each summer on a privateering expedition, to loot and burn the
towns which they surprised. After the capture of Tripoli; he established
his power in Africa on a regular basis. A garrison was placed in each
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captured town, but the native population was governed by a Waliand
judged by a Cadi, chosen from among the Muslims.

The fall of Tripoli had a great effect in Africa, and was quickly
followed by that of Gabes, Mahdiyah, and Sis (1148). The progress of
conquest was not arrested by the death of George of Antioch, and in
1158 the Normans occupied Bona. At this moment the Norman dominion
in Africa reached its greatest extent ; the authority of Roger I stretched
from Tripoli to Tunis, and in the interior from the desert of Bakka to
Qairawan. Roger appears to have proportioned his aims to the forces at
his disposal, and to have been content to occupy the most important
commercial centres without attempting to advance far inland. For some
years the King of Sicily was actually master of the communications
between the two basins of the Mediterranean. Unfortunately his work
did not endure. The results obtained by allowing the natives to enjoy
religious, judicial, and administrative liberty were lost when the con-
querors wished to interfere in religious questions, and tried to make the
people of Tripoli abandon the party of the Almohades. Under the
influence of religious prejudice, an insurrection broke out which destroyed
in one day the work of the Norman conquest. This mistake, however,
was not made by Roger II, who died at Palermo in the height of his
glory on 26 February 1154.

‘When the founder of the Norman monarchy died, the political horizon
of the kingdom of Sicily was heavy with ominous thunder-clouds. None
of the vital questions affecting the welfare of the new kingdom had
received any solution. Even the genius of Roger II had been unable to
find any means of settling the problems which had arisen; he had only
succeeded in postponing the moment of settlement. Internally the calm
which had reigned since the last revolt of the aristocracy and the cities
was more apparent than real. The exiled Norman nobles had not given
up hopes of regaining possession of their confiscated property and were
in communication with their partisans. The inhabitants of the cities,
kept in subjection by the royal garrisons which occupied the citadels,
still deplored their lost liberties; fear had indeed compelled all heads to
bow before the king, but regret for the past was deeply enshrined in all
hearts. The aristocracy, systematically excluded from any share in publie
affairs by Roger II, looked on jealously while the king governed with
the help of men derived from the inferior classes of the country, for
whom were reserved the highest offices at court. Here also submission
was only apparent, and the nobles impatiently awaited an opportunity
of claiming both their former independence and a share in the govern-
ment.

Abroad the Papacy remained hostile o the kingdom of Sicily; in 1158
Eugenius IIT and the new King of the Romans, Frederick of Swabia, had
concluded an agreement entirely to the detriment of the Norman king-
dom (Treaty of Constance). As the Greek Empire also remained
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hostile, there was no change in the situation, and an alliance between
the two Empires against the Normans was always a possibility to be
feared.

Roger II was succeeded by William I, last survivor of the sons
born of his wife Elvira, daughter of Alfonso VI of Castile’. William I
has for long had a very bad reputation among historians, and by uni-
versal consent the epithet of the Bad was attached to his name. Only
in recent years has it been discovered that this reputation was scarcely
deserved, and a more critical study of documents has revealed the fact
that Roger’s son has been. the victim of the pamphleteer Hugo Falcandus,
a passionate opponent of the policy followed by the new king. William
was pre-eminently the inheritor of his father’s political work; he made
no innovations, and only followed the course which Roger had traced
out. Brought up to distrust the nobles, he continued to deprive them of
power, and surrounded himself with his father’s old servants, to whom
he gave his confidence. Less energetic than Roger II, he devolved the
exercise of power upon his ministers, and was content to live in his palace
surrounded by his harem like an oriental sovereign. Only some very
urgent necessity for his personal intervention could induce him to emerge,
but when once he overcame his natural indolence the king displayed an
incredible energy in executing the measures on which he had decided.
During all the early part of the reign power was exercised by the Emir
of Emirs (Admiral), Maio of Bari, son of a judge of Bari; he also had
passed his whole life in the law-courts, and his high place in the king’s
favour excited the hatred of all the nobles.

In the very year of William I's accession, Frederick Barbarossa de-
termined to descend into Italy. In order to avert the danger of an
alliance between the two Emperors, the King of Sicily offered to make
peace with Manuel Comnenus; he would even have consented to restore
all the booty taken at the sack of Thebes. Manuel refused the offers
made to him, but on the other hand the Norman king succeeded in
making peace with Venice, whereby in case of war Byzantium was de-
prived of the support of the Venetian flect.

The negotiations which had been entered upon between Manuel and
Frederick Barbarossa proved abortive, very likely because the latter re-
fused to admit the claims of the Basileus to South Italy. When Manuel
learned of the arrival of the King of the Romans in Italy, he feared lest
Barbarossa’s enterprise undertaken without him was aimed against him.
He therefore sent Michael Palaeologus to Italy with orders to approach
Frederick anew, and if he failed to take some action on his own account.
As the negotiations with Barbarossa were inconclusive, Palacologus es-
tablished himself at Ancona, and entered into relations with William I's

 Roger was married a second time to Sibylla, daughter of Hugh of Burgundy,
and a third time to Beatrice, daughter of the Count of Rethel, who gave birth to a
posthumous daughter, Constance.
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cousin, Robert, Count of Loritello, who had just revolted. Assisted
by the exiled Norman nobles who flocked back in large numbers, and
also by those who had adhered to the Count of Loritello, the Byzan-
tines invaded William’s states and were extraordinarily successful. At
first under the command of Palaecologus, and after his death under
John Ducas, the Greeks occupied most of the large towns, Bari, Trani,
Giovenazzo, and Molfetta, and advanced to Taranto and Brindisi.
Meanwhile Palaeologus came to terms with Pope Hadrian IV. The
latter had experienced grave disappointment when Barbarossa retired
directly after his imperial coronation, for he had always expected that
the German Emperor would settle the question of the Norman kingdom.
Manuel Comnenus made very skilful use of the situation, and wished to
play the part of protector of the Papacy which Barbarossa had relin-
quished. His designs very shortly became apparent, when he demanded
that the Pope should restore the unity of the Empire in his person. The
first offers of the Basileus were accepted, and it was by means of Greek
subsidies that Hadrian IV paid the troops with which he invaded the
Norman kingdom. This intervention resulted in the restoration of
Robert, Prince of Capua, to his dominions (October 1155).

The progress of the Byzantine and papal troops was greatly facili-
tated by the serious illness of William T (September-December 1155)
and by the revolt of some Sicilian vassals. The royal army assembled
by the Chancellor, Asclettin, to resist the German invasion, was dis-
organised by the revolt of the Italian vassals; and it could not be
reinforced, because the rebellion of the Sicilian vassals prevented the
withdrawal of troops from the island.

1t was only at the end of the winter of 1156 that William repaired
to Butera to besiege Geoffrey, Count of Montescaglioso, the leader of the
rebels who demanded the dismissal of Maio. As soon as this insurrection
was crushed, William I prepared to attack Italy. He tried to negotiate
with. the Pope, to whom he offered highly advantageous conditions in
exchange for his investiture. But Hadrian IV preferred the Byzantine
alliance. - The successes of the troops led by William I, however, soon
caused the Pope to regret his decision. The Byzantines indeed lost their
conquests éven more quickly than they had achieved them. After their
total defeat outside Brindisi (28 May 1156), the Greck troops were
unable to retain the towns they had taken. William I was relentless in
repression ; he ordered a large number of rebels to be hanged, blinded,
or thrown into the sea. These executions inspired terror everywhere,
and when the Norman army reached Apulia no city dared to offer re-
sistance; none the less the king made an example of Bari, and destroyed
it. In the north of the kingdom resistance ceased; the Prince of Capua
fled, and the dispersal of Lis allies left Hadrian IV alone i opposition to
the Norman king, who besieged him in Benevento.

Forced to treat, Hadrian IV had to agree to all the demands of the
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conqueror. The treaty therefore settled all the questions pending between
the kingdom of Sicily and the Papacy. Hadrian IV granted to William I
the kingdom of Sicily, the duchy of Apulia, the principality of Capua
with Naples, Amalfi, Salerno, and the district of the Marsi (since the
time of Gregory VII the Papacy had refused to recognise the last-named
conquests). The King of Sicily took the oath of homage, and agreed to
pay a tribute of 600 schifuti for Apulia and Calabria, and 500 for the
district of the Marsi. The questions relating to ecclesiastical discipline
which had been raised in connexion with the privilege of the royal
legateship were arranged by a compromise. The treaty made a distinction
between Apulia and Calabria on the one hand, and Sicily on the other.
In Apulia and Calabria the Pope secured the right of appeal by clerics to
Rome, the right of consecration and of visitation except in those cities
where the king was residing, and finally the right of summoning councils.
In Sicily the Pope might summon ecclesiastics to attend him, but the King
reserved the right of preventing their obedience to the Pope’s command.
The Pope could only receive appeals and send legates at the king’s re-
quest. The clergy nominated the bishops, but the king had the right of
refusing to accept their election. The Papacy obtained the right of
consecration and visitation, but not that of nomination, over certain
monasteries and churches, the prelates of which had to apply to Rome
only for consecration and benediction. Thus the Treaty of Benevento
confirmed in favour of the King of Sicily all the privileges granted by
Urban II to Count Roger, and Hadrian IV further had to recognise all
the Norman conquests. Moreover, the King of Sicily obtained the
erection of Palermo into a metropolitan see.

These advantages were certainly considerable, but the Treaty of
Benevento was to have far wider consequences. Possibly when he signed
the Pope did not realise that he was severing the link which had united
the Papacy and the Germanic Empire ever since the Treaty of Constance.
Barbarossa was indignant at the attitude of Hadrian IV, and notwith-
standing the efforts made by the Pope to remain on good terms both
with the Emperor and the King of Sicily, a rupture was inevitable. The
Papacy was consequently obliged to seek support and strength from the
Norman kingdom.

Barbarossa had been very ill-content at the Greeks’ successes in Italy,
but the tidings of their reverses removed his uneasiness, and during the
years 1156-115"7 negotiations between the two Empires were resumed.
Again they failed to reach an agreement. Meanwhile William I, having
treated with the Genoese so as to deprive the Byzantines of the possible
support of the Genoese fleet (1157), arranged a great expedition to
ravage the coasts of the Greek Empire. This took place in 1157; the
rich ports of Negropont in Euboea and Almira (Halmyrus) in Thessaly
were pillaged, and according to some chroniclers the Norman fleet even
appeared outside Constantinople. In the same year Manuel resumed
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hostilities, sending Alexius, son of the Grand Domestic Axuch, to
Ancona, where he raised a force and entered into relations with some
Normans, among whom was Count Andrew of Rupis Canina (Raviscanina,
near Alife). The Byzantines and their allies attacked the Norman king-
dom on its northern frontier.

In the spring of 1158 peace was signed between Manuel and William I,
thanks to the intervention of Hadrian IV (1158). After the rupture with
Barbarossa (1157), the Pope had made friends with the Greek Emperor,
and, wishing to form an alliance against the Germanic Empire, succeeded
in bringing about peace between Byzantium and Sicily. Henceforth
Manuel Comnenus designed to obtain from the Pope the restoration of
the unity of the Roman Empire; consequently, with this larger scheme
in view, the question of the Norman kingdom lost much of its importance
in his eyes. On the other hand, the new claims of the Basileus were dis-
liked at Palermo, where the treaty of 1158 was regarded as a truce
which left in abeyance all the questions pending between the two
states.

During the ensuing years the papal alliance was to be the pivot of
the Norman policy, for it was well known at the Norman court that
Barbarossa had not abandoned his designs on South Italy. Hencefor-
ward the Pope and the King of Sicily sought to create every possible
difficulty for Frederick, so as to keep him far from Rome and South
Ttaly. When the Milanese revolted in 1159 they were encouraged by
both Pope and king. As protector of the Papacy William I had great
influence at the papal Court, and his party secured a conspicuous success
in 1159 while the Pope was at Anagni; here was formed the league
between the Pope, Brescia, Piacenza, and Milan to resist the imperial
pretensions. Daring this same visit the partisans of William I set about
choosing a successor for Hadrian IV, who died on 1 September 1159.
The strongest proof of the importance of the Sicilian party at the
papal Court is the number of votes obtained by William’s candidate,
Cardinal Roland, its leader, who actually received twenty-three votes
out of a total of twenty-seven. His election as Pope Alexander III was
therefore a personal triumph for the King of Sicily.

The disorder which prevailed in Italy during 1155 and 1156 had its
counterpart in the Norman possessions in Africa. On 25 February
1156 there was a massacre of Christians at Sfax; then the insurrection
spread to the islands of Gerba and Kerkinna, and finally to Tripoli. In
this city the military commandant had attempted to make the imams
preach against the Almohades, whose growing power was causing un-
easiness at the court of Palermo.  This order gave rise to a wide-spread
conspiracy. The conspirators made an unexpected attack on the Normans
(1158), who were driven out of Gabes and only succeeded in holding
their ground at Mahdiyah until January 1160. With the fall of this
town perished the Norman dominion of Africa. At first sight it seems
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as though William I did little to defend his African possessions. Very
probably the abandonment of Africa was dictated by political necessity.
At Palermo it was regarded as inadvisable to undertake a struggle with the
mighty Almohad Empire at the very moment when war with Barbarossa
seemed imminent ; and it was preferable to keep intact the forces of the
kingdom, which might soon have to struggle for its very existence.

At the beginning of 1160 the position of the kingdom of Sicily,
which was at peace with the Greck Empire and allied with the Pope
and the Lombard towns, was unquestionably much stronger than at the
accession of William I, thanks to the policy pursued by the Grand Emir,
Maio of Bari. It was at the very moment when the latter might have
hoped to reap the harvest of his skill that he was assassinated.

Since the revolt in 1156, Maio’s influence had constantly increased,
to the great dissatisfaction of the nobles, who regarded the minister as
responsible for the severe measures taken after William's victory, and
were profoundly irritated because they were not allowed a share in the
government of the State. Maio was equally unpopular with the in-
habitants of the large towns, where he was blamed for the royal decisions
which had attacked their municipal liberties, and also for the increase of
the financial burdens which weighed on the bourgeois. A plot against
the all-powerful minister was organised, in which the principal part was
assigned to the Italian vassals of the King of Sicily. Richard of Aquila,
Count of Fondi, Gilbert, Count of Gravina, and Roger, Count of Acerra,
were the leaders of the movement. They came to an understanding with
the exiled Norman nobles and with the inhabitants of certain towns.
‘When the revolt broke out, the leaders of the movement declared that
they desired only to deliver the king from an imprudent minister who
aspired to usurp the throne. In reality the conspirators were equally
hostile to William I, whom they wished to replace by his son Roger.
On 10 November 1161 one of the conspirators, Matthew Bonnel, as-
sassinated the Grand Emir. For some time William did not dare to
take vengeance on the guilty, but was forced to entrust the government
to Henry Aristippus, Archdeacon of Catania, who was friendly with
Maios murderers. Emboldened by their impunity, the conspirators
succeeded in taking possession of the royal palace of Palermo, where
they seized the person of the king (9 March 1161), who only owed his
deliverance to the popular riots excited by the bishops then present at
court. Even when set at liberty, the king had still to disguise his
wrath and to treat with the rebels. But as soon as he felt himself strong
enough, William I arrested Matthew Bonnel, whose eyes were put out.
Immediately after Easter (16 April) 1161, the king marched against the
Sicilian rebels, who were forced to treat with him; they only obtained
pardon on condition that they left the kingdom. Sicily being subdued,
the king crossed to Italy, where the revolt headed by Robert of Loritello
had spread on all sides. Calabria, Apulia, and the Terra di Lavoro were
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forced in turn to recognise the royal authority. Anxious to make ex-
amples, the king imposed on all the towns a supplementary tax called
redemptio; moreover he ordered Salerno to be rased to the ground, and
it was only saved by the intervention of Matthew of Ajello, one of the
principal officials at court, who was a native of the city. This successful
campaign enabled the king to punish the most highly-placed culprits;
on his return to Palermo he threw Henry Aristippus into prison, and
pursued all the supporters of Matthew Bonnel with the utmost severity.

After the arrest of Henry Avistippus, William entrusted the govern-
ment to Count Silvester of Marsico, to Richard Palmer, the Bishop-
elect of Syracuse, and to the Master Notary, Matthew of Ajello; after
Silvester’s. death the Grand Chamberlain Peter was associated with the
other two. Trained in the school of Maio, Matthew of Ajello was the
inheritor of his political traditions, and up to the end of William’s reign
Norman policy pursued the same course.

The great aim of this policy was to prevent Barbarossa from in-
vading South Italy. Frederick indeed had not abandoned his plans
of intervention, The alliance with Sicily was one of his chief grounds
of complaint against Alexander III, and in 1160 he resumed nego-
tiations to gain the support of Manuel Commenus. After the fall of
Milan he formed a treaty with Pisa and Genoa to conquer the Norman
kingdom (March 1162). The expedition, which was constantly postponed,
appeared at last about to start in 1164; but the league of Verona pre-
vented Barbarossa from realising his designs.

Meanwhile the King of Sicily remained obstinately faithful to the
cause of the Pope and benefited by the progress made by him. From
1159 to 1161 Alexander III, who had not been able to hold his own
in Rome, remained almost continually close to the Norman frontier
ready to apply for shelter to William in case of need. After his return
from France in 1165, the Pope landed at Messina, and it was Norman
troops who, on 23 November 1165, established him in the Lateran.

The reinstatement of the Pope in Rome was the last success achieved
by William I, who died on 7 May 1166. Even to the last the King of
Sicily was faithful to the papal alliance, and on his death-bed he be-
queathed to the Pope a considerable sum.

Judged as a whole, William’s reign was not devoid of greatness, and it
is evident that he has been unfairly treated by historians. Placed in
particularly difficult circumstances, he succeeded in averting the dangers
which threatened his dominions. He undoubtedly displayed excessive
severity in repressing rebellions by his subjects, but it must not be for-
gotten that these occurred when the enemy was at the very gates of his
kingdom. There are consequently many excuses to be found for him,
and it must also be remembered that even his bitterest enemy, the
chronicler Hugo Falcandus, was forced to regret him when he con-
templated the anarchy which followed his reign.
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Duke Roger, the king’s eldest son, had been killed by a stray arrow
on the occasion when the king was liberated by the people; the crown
consequently devolved on the second son William. On his death-bed
William I entrusted the regency to his wife Margaret, daughter of
Garcia VI Ramirez, King of Navarre, and recommended his chosen coun-
sellors as worthy of her confidence.

The accession of the new king aroused great hopes in all his subjects,
and his youth caused everyone to regard him with sympathy. It was
expected that the queen-regent would be more lenient than her husband,
and that she would be forced to make concessions to the nobles and the
cities. Margaret wished to call a new man to her assistance in governing,
and having summoned her cousin, Stephen of Perche, from France,
she bestowed on him the appointments of Chancellor and Archbishop
of Palermo. This choice was unpopular with everyone, and the new
chancellor encountered formidable opposition. The leading nobles of
the kingdom and the councillors of the queen-regent combined against
him, and were joined by all those who considered themselves injured by
the veforms which the new chancellor attempted to introduce into the
administration, or by the favours granted to the Frenchmen who had
come in his train. Stephen of Perche succeeded in foiling the first
plot; but the conspirators contrived to obtain possession of Messina,
and on receipt of these tidings an insurrection broke out at Palermo.
Stephen was besieged in the campanile of the cathedral, and was obliged
to treat with the rebels. His life was spared on condition that he left
the kingdom.

The coalition which achieved Stephen’s downfall was the logical
consequence of the aristocratic attempts to reduce the royal power. A
common hatred of foreigners reconciled all the parties which had hitherto
striven with one another in rivalry. For some time the queen-regent
was entirely deprived of any exercise of authority, as the rebels estab-
lished a council consisting of ten members of the royal Curia—Richard
Palmer, Bishop of Syracuse; Gentile, Bishop of Girgenti; Romuald,
Archbishop of Salerno; John, Bishop of Malta; Roger, Count of Geraci;
Richard, Count of Molise; Henry, Count of Montescaglioso; Matthew of
Ajello; Richard the Kaid; and Walter Ophamil, Dean of Girgenti (like
"Palmer, an Englishman), who was the king’s tutor and was consecrated
Archbishop of Palermo in September 1169. He soon played a very
important part, and appears to have deprived the Council of Ten of the
powers which they had usurped. Supported by Matthew of Ajello,
Walter excluded the representatives of the aristocracy from the council,
and very soon reverted to the governmental tradition of Roger IT and
William I. And when William II reached his majority, the Archbishop
of Palermo still retained his confidence.

Under William II Norman policy as regards the Papacy and the
Germanic Empire for many years remained identical with that of the
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previous reign. The King of Sicily was the more inclined to support the
papal cause, because in 1166, when Barbarossa invaded Italy, everyone
thought that the Emperor intended to attack the Norman kingdom in
the following year. But when Frederick was about to advance towards
the south, he was summoned to Rome by the victory of Chuistian of
Mayence at Monteporzio. In these eritical circumstances Alexander ITI
found support from the Normans, and the Sicilian galleys penetrated the
Tiber as far as Rome. Alexander IIT did not take advantage of the
proffered assistance, preferring to remain in the Eternal City, but a little
later, when he took refuge at Benevento, he was again protected by
Norman troops. The formation of the Lombard League prevented
Barbarossa from interfering in South Italy, as before he could deal
with the Norman kingdom he had to conquer North Italy, the whole
of which was in arms. William II on his side did not stint his subsidies
to the League; and in 1178, when Frederick tried to detach him from
the papal alliance, the Norman king refused to fall in with the imperial
views. At the Peace of Venice the Norman envoys played a leading part
in the negotiations which preceded the conclusion of peace, and it was
owing to their support that Alexander III succeeded in overcoming the
difficulties raised by the Emperor and the Venetians. By the Peace a
truce of fifteen years was assured between the Norman kingdom and the
Germanic Empire. But henceforward William IT modified his attitude
towards the Papacy. When Lucius III, who succeeded Alexander III,
was in his turn on bad terms with the Emperor (1184), William refused
to side with the Pope. Intent on distant conquests of which we shall
presently speak, the King of Sicily saw no use in risking a struggle with
the Empire. The Treaty of Constance (1183) had put an end to the
Lombard League, and William II was faced by the possibility of being
the Pope’s only champion in a conflict; he preferred to come to terms
with Barbarossa, who had recently approached him to obtain the hand
of Constance, Roger II's daughter, for his son Henry. As William II
was childless, the Emperor hoped that the Norman kingdom might be
secured for. his son, Constance being the legitimate heir. On 29
October 1184 the hetrothal was announced at Augsburg, and on 28
August 1185 Constance was handed over to the imperial envoys at
Rieti.

His alliance with Alexander III had enabled William II to play an
important part in the great events which occupied European diplomacy
during his reign. He was brought into relations with the King of England
in connexion with Henry IT’s quarrel with Thomas Becket, and eventually
in 1176 he married Henry’s daughter Joan. This marriage brought the
two countries closer together, and many Englishmen came to settle in
Sicily.

Norman policy towards the Greek Emperor underwent a series of
changes during William IDs reign. About 1167 Manuel Comnenus
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definitely demanded from Alexander III the restoration of imperial
unity, with himself as sole Emperor of East and West. As he feared
that the King of Sicily would oppose this plan, he at once approached
the court of Palermo with an offer to marry his daughter Maria, heiress
to his dominions, to the young King William II. Nothing further is
known as to the relations between the two courts until 1171, when
owing to his quarrel with the Venetians Manuel reverted to this proposed
marriage, and it was agreed that the Byzantine princess should arrive in
Taranto in the spring of 1172. But when William went to meet his
bride on the appointed day, she was not there. Probably by that time
Manuel had entered on fresh negotiations with a view to arranging the
marriage of his daughter to Barbarossa’s son.

William IT was deeply offended at the insult offered him, and resolved
to be avenged. He began by forming an alliance with the Venetians
(1175) and the Genoese (1174), thus depriving the Byzantines of possible
allies, and as soon as a favourable opportunity occurred he dispatched
troops to conquer Constantinople. When after Manuel’s death Andro-
nicus Comnenus dethroned Alexius II (1184), the King of Sicily took
advantage of the disturbances which broke out in the Greek Empire
to declare war. As in bygone days Guiscard had used a pseudo-
Michael VII, so William now made use of a spurious Alexius to gain
partisans among the Byzantines. From the Norman kingdom an army
of, it is said, eighty thousand men was gathered under the command of a
certain Baldwin and of Richard, Count of Acerra. The fleet was com-
manded by Tancred of Lecce. In June 1185 the Normans took Durazzo
and advanced on Salonica, which was invested at the beginning of
August. After the fall of this town, they marched on Constantinople
and proceeded as far as Seres and Mosinopolis. Near the latter town
was fought the decisive battle, wherein the Normans, treacherously
attacked while negotiations were proceeding, were overwhelmed by the
Byzantines. All the conquered cities were quickly recaptured from the
invaders, only Durazzo remaining in their hands for a time. William II
indeed carried on the war by sending his fleet under the command of the
Admiral Margaritus to support Isaac Comnenus who had been pro-
claimed Emperor; but he came to terms with the Emperor Isaac Angelus
before 1189, although we do not know the exact date when the war
ended.

In sending his troops to attempt the conquest of Constantinople,
William II was reverting to the grandiose policy of expansion formerly
pursued by Robert Guiscard and Roger IL. His Moorish policy was
derived from the same sources. It is, however, specially in these matters
that we can trace the personal influence of the king, for we know that
his ministers were opposed to these distant expeditions; moreover, when
he dispatched his ships to attack the Moorish possessions, William II
was not only considering the Sicilian trade, he was not only seeking to
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assure communications between the Western world and the Holy Places,
but he was ambitious to pose as the protector of the Christian com-
munities of the Levant. This explains why in his reign the Norman
fleets specially directed their attacks against the Muslims of Egypt.
Only the Normans supported the King of Jerusalem in his proposed
campaign against Egypt, which was prevented by his death (1174)%

like manner during the ensuing years, even while William was treating
with the Almohades, he continued to send his sailors to lay waste the
coasts of Egypt and to pillage Tinnis (1175-1177). These naval ex-
peditions were interrupted by the war with the Greeks, but were resumed
when the Christians of the Levant appealed to the West. The King of
Sicily was one of the first to assume the cross on the occasion of the
Third Crusade. He aspired to lead the expedition, and the engagements
he entered into with some of the leaders of the Crusade caused serious
embarrassment to his successor. Death prevented William IT (18 November
1189) from realising his design, but the Norman fleet had already set sail
for the Fast, and the exploits of its admiral Margaritus off the coast near
Laodicea (Litiqiyah) cast a halo of glory round the last days of his reign.

Of all the Norman sovereigns William I is the one of whose character
we know least. He seems to have been devoid of the vigorous qualities
of his race, for he never took personal command of his army and pre-
ferred a life of ease and pleasure in the seclusion of his palace to the life
of the camp. But it was precisely this contrast to his predecessors which
caused his popularity. People were weary of the despotic authority exercised
by Roger and William I; they breathed a sigh of relief at the accession
of Williarn II, and the tmnqullhty of his reign was almost too much
appreciated, while deep gratitude was felt towards the sovereign who had
bestowed these benefits. Regretted by his subjects, William “the Good”
continued to be regarded in Italy as the ideal type of king,

Rex ille magnificns,

Pacificus,

Cuius vita placuit

Deo et hominibus;
and when Dante gave him a place in Paradise he was only echoing
popular sentiment?

As William left no children, Constance, daughter of Roger II, was
legitimate heiress to the crown of Sicily. Before her departure for Ger-
many, William II had made his vassals swear fealty to her, thus clearly
indicating his wishes, which were however disregarded. While one party,
led by Walter, Archbishop of Palermo, was anxious that the royal will
should be executed, two other parties, which had nothing in common save
their hatred of the Germans, wished to elect a king, one supporting

1 Cf. infra, Chapter v, and supra, Vol. 1v, Chapter xu, p. 877.

2 Paradiso, xx, 66. The Latin threnody is by Richard of San Germano, MGH,
Seript. x1x, 324 (SGUS, p. 5).
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Roger of Andria, the other Tancred, Count of Lecce, illegitimate son of
Duke Roger, and thus grandson of Roger II. Tancred was chosen
(January 1190?), thanks to Matthew of Ajello, who was rewarded with the
appointment of Chancellor. From the very outset he was faced by the
most serious difficulties. A Muslim insurrection broke out in Sicily; in
Italy the partisans of Roger of Andria revolted and espoused Henry VI's
cause out of hatred for Tancred; finally, the arrival of the Third Crusade
at Messina was the source of the gravest embarrassment to the new
king.

Richard of Acerra, Tancred’s brother-in-law, succeeded in restoring
order in Italy and in seizing Roger of Andria, while Tancred conceded
numerous privileges to the burghers of the towns and thus sought to
secure their support against the feudal nobility. At the same time the
king was carrying on very troublesome negotiations with the crusaders
in Ttaly. Richard Coeur-de-Lion had complained even before his arrival
in Messina that his sister Joan, widow of William II, was detained in
captivity and had not received her jointure. Moreover, he demanded
an important legacy bequeathed by the deceased king to Henry II of
England, to wit, a golden table twelve feet in length and a foot and a
half in breadth, a silken tent large enough to contain two hundred
knights, twenty-four golden cups, a hundred galleys equipped for two
years, and sixty thousand loads of wheat, barley, and wine.

Tancred met these demands by setting Joan at liberty and giving her
a million faris as jointure, but Richard was annoyed because all his
claims had not been satisfied and, on his arrival at Messina, he occupied
Bagnara on the Italian coast; subsequently, disagreements having arisen
between the English and the people of Messina, he took possession of the
city by force and built a wooden tower which he mockingly called *“Mate
Grifon " (Slaughter-Greek). In the end Tancred came to terms with the
irascible King of England; he indemnified Queen Joan by giving her
another twenty thousand ounces of gold. In return for an equal sum
Richard I renounced William IIs legacy and agreed to arrange a marriage
between his nephew Arthur of Brittany and one of the King of Sicily’s
daughters. Moreover Richard promised to uphold Tancred as long as he
remained in the latter’s dominions. There is little doubt that the alliance
was directed against Henry VI, Constance’s husband, but this clause of
the treaty was of no assistance to Tancred’s interests, for after the de-
parture of the crusaders for the Holy Land (March and April 1191) he
remained in isolation to confront the German invasion.

Ever since 1190 Henry VI had determined to claim his wife’s in-
heritance by force. He was delayed by the death of his father, which took
place during the Crusade, but was soon in a position to resume his
Italian plans. In March 1191 he renewed the treaty of 1162 with Pisa;
about the same time he entered into negotiations with Genoa, which
were concluded a little later. He appeared outside Rome just after the
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death of Pope Clement III, and the cardinals hastened to elect a sue-
cessor before the arrival of the German troops (80 March 1191). The
new Pope, Celestine ITI, was called upon to crown the Emperor the day
after his own consecration (15 April). Immediately afterwards Henry VI
directed his march towards southern Italy. There flocked round him not
only the exiled Normans but also a large number of the nobles who had
taken part in the last insurrection. The German expedition advanced
with great ease, and it was almost without serious fighting that the
Emperor laid siege to Naples, where the Norman troops had concentrated.
While Henry was besieging Naples, the people of Salerno made their
submission. The Empress Constance then repaired to Salerno and estab-
lished herself in the royal palace of Terracina, where she remained
when, in the course of the summer, an epidemic forced the Emperor to
raise the siege of Naples and retive to the north. But he left garrisons
in all the towns that had adopted his cause, and retained occupation of
the conquered territory.

After the departure of the Germans, the people of Salerno were much
ashamed of their disloyalty, and to conciliate Tancred they handed over
Constance to him. During the summer of 1191 Tancred crossed to Italy;
he succeeded in wresting several towns from the Germans, among them
Capua. He could not however drive out Henry’s troops; hostilities con-
tinued for some years, and the Germans managed to hold their ground
in the district of Monte Cassino, while on the other hand the King of
Sicily established his authority in the Abruzzi.

In expectation of the German Emperor making a fresh attack, Tancred
sought to secure the aid of Byzantium, and arranged a marriage between
his son Roger and Irene, daughter of Isaac Angelus. At the same time,
in order to obtain the protection of Pope Celestine III, the King of Sicily
agreed by the concordat of Gravina (1192) to relinquish the rights
which the Treaty of Benevento had granted to the kingdom of Sicily.
The mediation of the Pope with the Emperor, however, was un-
successful, and Celestine III proffered no other assistance to Tancred.
He even gave him the unpalatable advice to liberate Constance. Tancred
followed this unhappy suggestion, and thus deprived himself of the hostage
whom chance had placed in his hands.

Tancred, however, did not live to witness the victory of Henry VI,
for he died on 20 February 1194. He has been held up to ridicule by
Peter of Eboli, who gloats over his ugly face and dwarfish stature; but
he does not deserve the jibes of this poetical adulator of the German
conquest, for it cannot be denied that during his short tenancy of the
throne he displayed rare qualities as a military commander, which enabled
him to offer resistance under almost hopeless conditions.

The king’s elder son and crowned colleague Roger having predeceased
him, the crown devolved on the second son William III, who was still very
young. The regency was in the hands of the queen, Sibylla, sister of



Victory of Henry VI 203

Count Richard of Acerra. The German Emperor had therefore only a
woman and an infant to oppose him in the conquest of the Norm‘fm
kingdom. Henry VI indeed had not relinquished his plans; he had been
delayed by events in Germany, but was ready to take the field in 1194.
In January of that year he concluded the treaty of Vercelli with the
Lombard towns, so as to ensure that neither the Pope nor the King of
Sicily should find allies among them. Having quelled in March 1194 the
revolt of the house of the Welfs in Germany, Henry VI opened the
campaign. He carefully arranged that he should be supported by the fleets
of Pisa and Genoa.

The characteristic feature of the expedition was the ease of his con-
quest. There does not seem to have been any attempt at resistance, as
from the outset the cause of William III was regarded as hopeless. As
soon as Henry VI appeared outside a town, its gates were thrown open
to him. Only the people of Salerno, who feared chastisement for their
treachery, dared to resist, whereupon their city was taken by storm. In
Sicily Sibylla vainly endeavoured to withstand him; she suffered the
mortification of seeing the inhabitants of Palermo open the gates of the
capital to the Emperor (20 November 1194). Having fled to Caltabellotta
with her son, she accepted the peace proposals made by Henry VI, who
offered William the county of Lecce and the principality of Taranto,
and on Christmas Day 1194 the Emperor was crowned King of Sicily at
Palermo in her presence and that of her son. Four days later, on the pretext
of their complicity in a plot, the queen and the principal nobles of the
kingdom were arrested. The Emperor has been severely blamed for these
arrests, and has been accused of having forged all the documents proving
the existence of a plot and of having caused the death of the prisoners.
He has been partially exonerated on this score. In 1194 there was no
blood-thirsty repression, and there apparently was a plot. - On the other
hand, there is no doubt that, after the great insurrections against the
German domination which broke out in 1196 and 1197, Henry VI did
order wholesale executions. He not only punished the instigators of the
revolt, but also directed that some of the prisoners of 1194 who had
taken no part in it should have their eyes put out. Consequently, even if
we adopt the most favourable hypothesis, Henry VI's conduct must
appear excessively cruel, as he punished individuals who, having been in
German prisons for two years, must necessarily have been innocent of
complicity in the later events.

The fate of William IIL, last of the Norman kings, is unknown;
according to some reports Henry VI caused him to be mutilated, according
to others Tancred’s son became a monk.

The administrative organisation established by the Norman kings
in .South Italy and Sicily was not less remarkable than their political
achievement, Two facts dominate the history of the Norman organisation
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and explain its methods: the very small numbers of the conquerors and
the sparseness also of the indigenous population. Even after the con-
querors had been strengthened by a further immigration, still none too
large, of their compatriots, they were never sufficiently numerous to out-
weigh the native races; they were obliged to attract settlers from all parts
to populate vacant lands, and to retain their ascendency they were led
to concede equal importance to the institutions, customs, and characters
of all the races they found represented in the regions they subjugated.

Hence although French remained the court language, the Norman
Chancery made use of Greek, Latin, or Arabic, according to the nation-
ality of those to whom they dispatched the royal diplomas. The same
principle recurs in private law, and in the preamble of the Assises of
Ariano in 1140 the greatest Norman king decreed as follows: “The
laws newly promulgated by our authority are binding on everyone...but
without prejudice to the habits, customs, and laws of the peoples subject
to our authority, each in its own sphere...unless any one of these laws or
customs should be manifestly opposed to our decrees.” We find an ex-
pression of the same spirit in the manmner in which Roger II and his
successors borrowed from various legal systems those elements of public
law which they considered most advantageous to their dynasty and most
easily applicable to the conquered country. Thus Norman public law
seems to be a mixture partly of Justinianean and Byzantine, partly of
feudal law. Recently H. Niese has endeavoured to prove that in Sicilian
law there was an element of Norman law, the importance of which he
may have exaggerated.

The greatest social change which the Normans introduced into their
new domain was, perhaps, feudalism in the true sense of the word.
Neither the Lombards of the south nor the Byzantines had known vassal-
age or fiefs, however much hereditary counts and nobles may have formed
a fitting prelude to feudalism proper. But by the reign of Roger IT we
find a feudal hierarchy of princes, dukes, counts, and barons, holding fiefs
by military tenure under homage and fealty, and usually enjoying feudal
jurisdiction, at least in civil causes. Below and beside them stand the
simple knights with or without fiefs. Roger II, by decrecing that only
the son of a knight could himself be knighted, endeavoured to form the
whole feudal body into a kind of caste. In its general outlines this
system was not different from that of Normandy. The mass of the
peasantry were either actual serfs, bound to their plots, many of whom
(the defensati), not unlike the German ministeriales, were specially liable
to military service, or men who, though personally free, held their land
by servile tenure. The new settlers, called in to people vacant lands,
were naturally favoured by their own customs. But there were also large,
if diminishing, survivals of non-feudal freeholders, mostly townsmen,
who fully owned their property absque servitio. Slaves were not very
numerous, and no Christians, save Slavs only, could by custom-law be
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bought and sold as such. The non-noble population as a whole were
liable to the angariae, i.e. the repair of roads and castles and the like.
The peasants had already adopted the habit of living together in small
. towns for the sake of safety, and, just as happens to-day in Sicily, a man’s

plot of ground might lie some miles from his dwelling-place. The
burdens on the peasant were indeed heavy and his lot was hard, but it
was mitigated by the growth of custom, favoured by his value to his
lord and by the strictness of the royal administration.

From a religious point of view the Norman kings borrowed their
conception of a theocratic monarchy from Byzantium, but their spirit of
tolerance mitigated the exaggerated results which might have attended
this principle. The “pious™ king, the “defender of the Christians,”
insisted that he was “crowned by God” and is shewn in the mosaics
of the churches receiving the diadem from Christ. It was, said Roger IT
in his Assises, “equal to sacrilege (par sacrilegio) to cavil at his judg-
ments, his laws, deeds, and counsels.” Further, the privilege of the Apos-
tolic Legateship conferred on the Norman sovereigns an authority over
part of the Latin clergy in their dominions such as was possessed by no
other monarch of that period. Nevertheless they allowed free exercise of
their religion to the Muslims from the start, and to the Greeks after a
comparatively short interval from the conquest.

The administrative organisation established in their states was the
most characteristic creation of the Norman rulers. At the heart of this
skilfully constructed system was the king, who governed with the assist-
ance of the Curia Regis, in whose hands were concentrated all powers.
Gradually there came into being various departments, a Court of Justice,
side by side with a Financial Council (Archons of the Secretum) which
was itself divided into several sections (dohana [diwan] o secretis, dohana
baronum), equipped with official registers, according to the business with
which it had to deal. In the Curia we find both lay and ecclesiastical
vassals, as well as chosen counsellors of the king, the familiares, from
whom were recruited the members of the Privy Council (o xparasd xéprn),
known as the Lords of the Curia (Domini Curiae). Among them the
great officials of the kingdom held the chief place. The Emir of Emirs or
Admiral (ammiratus ammiratorum) had at first perhaps the charge of
the Muslim population as well as the command of the fleet, a duty from
which the modern title Admiral for a naval commander is derived, but
under Roger IT the Admiral George of Antioch became practically a
prime minister or Grand Vizier. The office was left unfilled after the
death of Maio, and the Chancellor, whose office was also often left vacant,
was, when nominated, the chief royal minister. Over the finarices was set
the Grand Chamberlain, who became the: chief of the Financial Council
when that emerged. Dependent on one or other of the two great bodies—
the Court of Justice or the Financial Council—there were ranked the
officials of the provinees. These by the time of William II consisted of
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the Master Justiciaries, Master Chamberlains, and Master Constables (all
over groups of provinces), and the older posts of Justiciars (for justice),
Chamberlains (for finance), and Constables (for troops), each for a single
province. They had under their orders local subordinates, e.g. catapans,
strategi, viscounts, baiuli, cadis, judges, many of whom still retained the
old Greek, Lombard, or Saracen titles.

Thanks to this hierarchy of officials, royal authority was in all parts
powerfully exercised over its subjects. This is particularly shewn by two
facts. None of the cities in the Norman kingdom ever succeeded in
constituting itself a free town; even the greatest of them had at its head
an official appointed by the king. And, with very rare exceptions, none
of the vassals of the Crown, whose obligations towards the king were
regulated by feudal law, possessed the right of trying criminal cases;
these the king reserved for himself.

The power of the monarchy at home and abroad was increased by its
wealth. From many sources a treasure was amassed which was still con-
siderable when Henry VI captured it at Palermo. In addition to the
revenue derived from the royal demesnes, the profits of justice, and the
usual feudal aids (called in the Norman kingdom the collecta), including
purveyance, the kings raised a variously-named tribute analogous to the
English Danegeld, and drew large sums from tolls and duties, such as
the lucrative port-dues levied on the ship