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Introduction Royal Families

Monarchies are now rare in the world, numbering around twenty in a system of almost two hundred independent states, but for hundreds of years monarchy was the way that politics worked in most countries. And monarchy meant power was in the hands of a family – a dynasty – and hence politics was family politics. It was not elections or referenda that shaped political life, but the births, marriages and deaths of the ruling family. This added further unpredictability to the unpredictable business of ruling. Even in modern Western democracies there have been political dynasties producing recurrent presidents, such as George Bush (1989–93) and George W. Bush (2001–9) in the USA, although this is rare. And the crucial thing about these democracies is that while George W. Bush could legitimately inherit personal property from his father, he could not inherit office. It was this separation of property, which could legitimately be distributed on family lines, from office, which could not, that marked the definitive step away from dynastic politics.
In this earlier, dynastic, world where office, including the highest, was family property, biology was a bigger determinant of political life than it is today. Biology does not determine all of human life but it determines a lot of it. Humans are born weaker and need more nurture than other mammals. They become sexually fertile in their teens. The number of children that a woman can bear is limited, the number that a man can father less so, although paternity is notoriously more difficult to establish than maternity. Old age advances on all humans, sometimes bringing with it a weakening of physical and mental powers. In the Middle Ages the absence of contraception meant that fertile women might have numerous children, and poor sanitary conditions and rudimentary health care meant that many of them died before their first birthday. Average life span was low by modern Western standards. Even those who made it to the age of twenty were unlikely to live far beyond fifty. All these things shaped life for everyone, but their impact at the top of society, among the rulers, could have major political consequences. Sometimes those consequences were disastrous.
The main features of the life cycle of an individual can be sketched out easily: birth, childhood, relationships with parents and, probably, siblings, sexual maturity, sexual activity (usually), sexual partner or partners, the birth of children, relationships with children, aging, death. But, of course, this cycle takes place in a world where everyone else is also going through his or her own life cycle, and at a different pace and with innumerable variations. One can make generalizations about certain overall constraints to the human pattern, but that pattern is only truly discoverable in reality as a multitude of individual themes. The best model when analysing dynastic history may well not be the theorems of social science but a piece of baroque counterpoint.
In addition to these biological determinants, family life in the Middle Ages was shaped by assumptions about proper social roles. Medieval Europe was a patriarchal society, ruled, for the most part, by kings, who wished to hand on power after their deaths to their sons. This patriarchal concept of rulership is doubtless linked to the fact that kings were expected to be war-leaders. And the business of war was ‘man’s business’. An account of the upbringing of Godfrey de Bouillon, a hero of the First Crusade, puts it very succinctly: ‘for training in war, there is his father; for the veneration of God, there is his mother!’1 When recruitment was taking place for the Third Crusade in the late 1180s, men who failed to answer the call to arms were sent wool and distaffs – a parallel to the white feathers of the First World War handed by women to men who had not enlisted but one with a specifically sexual meaning: if you aren’t going off to war, you might as well be a woman!2 A French scholar of the later Middle Ages, explaining the purpose of the exclusion of women from succession to the throne of France, put it simply: ‘to the end that the commonwealth might be better and more powerfully defended by men than by women’.3 Conversely, the long-lived fascination with stories of Amazons, always located in distant lands or distant times or both, must indicate that imagining a society of female warriors was an enthralling violation of ordinary norms and assumptions.
The power-structures of medieval Europe, however, were not shaped by Amazons but by the urge towards male-line succession. Even in the case of monarchies that were in theory elective, fathers were usually expected to be succeeded by sons. Some dynasties were extremely successful in achieving this. The Capetians, who became kings of France in 987, managed to pass the throne from father to son until 1316, an amazing 329 years later. Even when this direct transmission from father to son was interrupted, the French Crown nevertheless continued to pass exclusively through male lines of the dynasty, down to the deposition of the last king of France in 1848. If other kingdoms attained nothing like this kind of continuity, it was still customarily the goal to secure male-line descent. The Plantagenet kings of England could not match the Capetians in terms of father–son succession, but still managed to keep the throne in the hands of the male line for 331 years, from 1154 to 1485. Likewise, the Arpad kings of Hungary, however often they were at each other’s throats, passed their title in the male line for 255 years, from 1046 to 1301. All the kings of Aragon from 1162 to 1410, a period of 248 years, were related in the male line.
So, as measured either by father–son transmission or by the looser yardstick of transmission in the male line, there were dynasties that endured for centuries. But not all medieval ruling families attained such dynastic continuity. A striking example is provided by Byzantium, especially in the long period before the fall of Constantinople to the Fourth Crusade in 1204. There are some complex decisions to make when counting Byzantine emperors and their succession, since co-emperorship was common, but a credible approximation is that, of about sixty-five imperial successions between 476, the date of the abdication of the last western Roman emperor, and 1204, only eighteen or so were simple father–son transfers of power, that is, not much more than one in four. All the others involved transmission by marriage, collateral inheritance or, very frequently, usurpation.4 Only two dynasties in the whole history of Byzantium in this period, the Heraclians and Macedonians, produced emperors in five successive generations. In this respect succession in the Byzantine empire resembled that in the state from which it had grown, the Roman empire, which also had very few long-term dynasties. Foreigners noticed this distinctive pattern. ‘Why’, asked an envoy from the Khazars of the Asiatic steppes, ‘do you follow the evil custom of replacing one emperor with another of different lineage?’5 The eleventh-century Armenian writer, Aristakès of Lastivert, also recognized this trait, contrasting Byzantine practice with that of other peoples, among whom the ruler’s son succeeds him. Patrilineal succession is like iron, he says, the Byzantine custom of intrusion by outsiders is like mere brick.6
At the other end of Europe, it is also evident that in the Celtic and early Scandinavian worlds the nature of a ruling dynasty was different from that of, say, the Capetians or Plantagenets. Irish royal succession is a subject which non-specialists approach at their peril, but it may be possible for an outsider to sketch the general outline.7 It seems that in Ireland, as in Wales and in early Scandinavia, it was assumed that the new king would be an adult male, that hereditary right would be only one of the grounds he would put forward to justify his claim to succeed, and that this hereditary right could look different from the hereditary rights asserted by royal claimants in other parts of western Europe. In particular, there was a much larger pool of candidates for kingship, because of concubinage or frequent divorce and remarriage, the recognition of the long-term rights of collateral branches of the dynasty, and hence a smaller role for primogeniture.
The distinctive features of the family structures of the ruling classes of Ireland, Wales and early Scandinavia were noted, usually disapprovingly, by their neighbours. Adam of Bremen, a German observer of things Scandinavian, remarked that when King Canute died in 1035, he left three sons, two of whom ‘were born of a concubine, and who, as is the custom among barbarians, shared an equal part of the inheritance as Canute’s children’.8 He also described the polygamy practised by the Swedish chieftains: ‘in coupling with women they know no measure; each has two or three or more at the same time, according to his means; rich men and rulers have them without number; the sons born from such unions are deemed legitimate’.9 Anglo-Norman and English ecclesiastics of the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth centuries reiterated complaints about Irish and Welsh practices: incest, that is, cousin marriage; the dissolubility of marriages; the equal standing of legitimate and illegitimate children.10 It is clear that if one combines recurrent divorce and remarriage, or the public recognition of women other than the wife, with acceptance of the rights of the children of several, or even all, sexual partners, the chances of a ruler leaving sons will be greater than in a system of indissoluble monogamy and rights only for the legitimate, which was the rule, at least in principle, in many other parts of Christendom. This is why Irish royal dynasties did not face the issues of female succession or succession by minors, since there would always be adult male claimants when a king died.
If we turn to look at the workings of the dynastic system prevalent in most parts of Europe, we find its underlying and basic principle expressed very cogently in the following statement by Margaret of Burgundy, the sister of Edward IV and Richard III of England, writing in 1495: ‘In this kingdom, as is well known, a king is constituted not by the wishes of the people or by election or by the right of war but by the propagation of blood.’11 ‘Propagation of blood’ means sex and childbirth, and hence the human life cycle. One could begin one’s analysis at any phase of that cycle, but the search for a bride is a reasonable starting point.

Part I The Life Cycle




Chapter 1 Choosing a Bride

For a dynasty to survive, it has to reproduce. By the eleventh century, in most parts of western Europe, for the ruling families, reproduction meant marriage as defined by the Church. A king was expected to have one wife at a time, marriage could be ended only by death or in very precise circumstances laid down by the Church, and only offspring of these sanctified monogamous marriages were legitimate. Earlier, more casual, arrangements had been replaced or marginalized. So, for these ruling families, formal marriages were an essential part of their strategy and hence a never-ending subject of debate, discussion and disagreement. Sometimes this even involved babies being committed to future brides or bridegrooms. The first step, logically, was for a wife to be found for the king or future king. Indeed, from the point of view of the ruling dynasty and its advisers, one of the most important political decisions to be made was which bride to choose for kings or princes.
Car feme prendre est molt grans cose – ‘to take a wife is a very big thing’.1 Marriage could even be classed, along with warfare, as one of the two things necessary for the state: ‘those things and activities without which the earthly commonwealth cannot be sustained, namely, marriage and the use of weapons’.2
The bride’s status was important. In the early Middle Ages, the Merovingian kings of the Franks sometimes took wives of very low social status, including slaves. Charibert (561–7) married the daughter of a wool worker, who had been a servant of his previous wife, and later took as another of his queens the daughter of a shepherd.3 Bilichilde, queen of Theudebert II (d. 612), was a slave who had been purchased from some merchants by his grandmother.4 Nantechildis, queen of Dagobert I, was chosen by the king from among his servant girls.5 The great historian of the Merovingian dynasty, J. M. Wallace-Hadrill, saw this practice as a reflection of the eminence of the royal kindred: it was ‘a family of such rank that its blood could not be ennobled by any match, however advantageous, nor degraded by the blood of slaves’.6 But this pattern, akin to the practices of the Ottoman sultans of Early Modern times, was unusual. Sexual unions with slaves or commoners were not characteristic of the ruling dynasties of Christian Europe later in the Middle Ages. A royal bride had to be high-born. One of the objections raised by his enemies against Charles of Lorraine, the last Carolingian claimant to the throne of France, was his marriage to a woman below him in status: ‘He has married a wife who was not his equal, from the knightly class.’ How, they asked, could a great duke of France allow such a woman ‘to be made queen and rule him’?7
But, granted that a royal bride should be high-born, this still left a vital decision: was she to be from a local aristocratic family or a high-born foreign bride? It was a subject on which there were strong opinions. Erasmus, for example, thought it would be ‘by far the most advantageous to the state if the marriage alliances of rulers were confined within the borders of the kingdom’.8 But both strategies had their advantages and their drawbacks. Indeed, in a fictional dialogue composed in Russia in 1776, the protagonist of the view that the tsar should marry a foreign princess claimed, ‘I can give you forty reasons to show the advantage’ of that policy; his opponent, however, was not impressed: ‘And I could lay before you 400 reasons to prove the advantage of marriages with their own subjects.’9
When discussing the advantages and disadvantages of each policy, the crucial point is that marriage not only created a new married couple but also created in-laws, relatives by marriage. Ruling dynasties relied on powerful noble families for support, and a marriage alliance with one of these powerful kindreds could cement and symbolize internal alliances of this kind. On the other hand, a miscalculation might upset the balance of aristocratic power. The impulsive and imprudent marriage of Edward IV of England to Elizabeth Woodville, one of his ‘own subjects’, had this effect: the speedy advancement of the new queen’s relatives seems to have irritated the established aristocracy and undermined support for Edward’s regime.10 Foreign brides, on the other hand, brought links with other ruling dynasties, which could be useful, and they were free, at least initially, of any alignment with local aristocratic factions. This could be attractive. After he seized the throne in 1078, the Byzantine emperor Nicephorus Botaniates was advised to marry the Georgian princess Maria of Alania, the wife of his predecessor, ‘because she was a foreigner and there was no crowd of relatives attached to her to pester the emperor’.11 Maria of Alania may have been exceptional in this respect, however. Many foreign brides did bring crowds of relatives with them, who provoked distrust and envy.



Marriage with Local Aristocrats
Some ruling families concentrated their marriage strategy upon creating ties within the kingdom rather than beyond it. An example is the Carolingians.12 They had long been the most powerful aristocratic family in the Frankish realm before they seized the throne in 751 and they then expanded Frankish power throughout western Europe, ruling territory that covered all or part of nine or ten modern European states (some historians assess the Carolingian empire at a million square kilometres or more).13 Charlemagne was crowned not just king but emperor in 800. Yet, despite the huge territories they ruled and their ascent to the imperial title, the Carolingians tended to marry among the daughters of their own Frankish aristocracy. Charlemagne’s son and successor, Louis the Pious, married, first, Ermengard, daughter of the Frankish duke (or count) Ingram, and then Judith, daughter of the Frankish duke (or count) Welf.14 Louis actually forbade his sons from marrying foreign wives. When he issued his ordinance of 817 regulating the succession, he urged the younger brothers, if they were to marry after his death, to do so with the advice and agreement of their oldest brother, adding, ‘however, in order to avoid disagreements and to remove any pretext for anything harmful, we decree that none of them should presume to take a wife from foreign peoples.’15 Louis’ sons, Lothar, Louis the German and Charles the Bald, followed this advice. Louis the German actually followed his father’s example quite closely, marrying Hemma, Welf’s daughter and hence the sister of his own stepmother. And Louis the German’s three sons, each of whom was granted a sub-kingdom, married women from the Frankish aristocracy of Bavaria, Saxony and Alsace, the areas where their power was initially based.16
This pattern was general in the dynasty. Of Charlemagne’s descendants in the male line, twenty-six bore the title of king or emperor. The last of these died in 987. It is not always possible to name their wives or say much about their origins, but there are twenty-three cases where this can be done.17 Of these twenty-three royal wives, twenty came from the Frankish aristocracy in the kingdoms where their husbands ruled. The pattern only begins to change slightly in the tenth century, when there are three generations of West Frankish kings of Carolingian descent who sought royal brides outside their kingdom. Around the year 919 Charles the Simple, king of the West Franks, married Eadgifu, daughter of Edward the Elder, king of Wessex, the first time a royal descendant of Charlemagne had married into a foreign royal family. The son of Charles and Eadgifu, Louis IV, who eventually succeeded to his father’s throne, married Gerberga, daughter of Henry I of the East Franks. By the time they wed, the kingdom of the West Franks and the kingdom of the East Franks had been separate for fifty-two years (887–939), so the union between Louis and the non-Carolingian Gerberga can be regarded as a marriage between members of two separate royal families, although, for Louis, what was doubtless of greater political importance was that Gerberga was the widow of the duke of Lotharingia, a vast duchy much disputed between the kings of the West Franks and the kings of the East Franks. Finally, Louis and Gerberga’s son, Lothar, who ruled the kingdom of the West Franks from 954 to 986, took as his bride Emma, daughter of Lothar, king of Italy, and Adelheid of Burgundy. By the time of this marriage Lothar of Italy was long dead and Adelheid had remarried Otto, king of the East Franks, so the bond was in reality again with the East Frankish kingdom. But these cases are exceptional when placed in the context of the Carolingian dynasty as a whole.
Kings of the house of Wessex, who became kings of England from the tenth century, tended, like the Carolingians, to marry the daughters of their own great aristocrats (ealdormen). There were exceptions, such as Æthelwulf (839–58) who married as his second wife Judith, daughter of Charles the Bald, king of the West Franks, or Æthelred the Unready (978–1016) who married Emma, daughter of Richard I of Normandy, but the usual pattern was to create a bond with native families. An example that shows both the advantages and disadvantages of such unions is the tie between Edward the Confessor, last of the kings of the Wessex line, and the family of Earl Godwin, whose daughter, Edith, the king married. This powerful noble family provided support for Edward’s succession in 1042, and the king in return bestowed earldoms upon Godwin’s sons. The marriage between Edward and Edith took place in 1045. But relations were complicated by factional divisions and, in 1051, Godwin and his sons were outlawed and Edith placed in a nunnery. However, the family had sufficient military might and support within England to return in the following year, re-establish their position and make Edward take Edith back as his queen. After the death of Godwin, his son Harold became the most powerful man in England and succeeded the childless Edward in 1066. Whether it is fair to describe Edward as a ‘puppet king’ of the Godwinsons is arguable,18 but they are clearly a good example of an aristocratic family whose marriage tie with the king was both consequence of and contribution to their immense political power. For Edward, this alliance was a strength and a hindrance.
The Byzantines, as the embodiment of the Roman empire, were especially conscious of the high prestige that a marriage alliance with them might bring, and even claimed that there were strict rules governing such alliances. Around the middle of the tenth century, the emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus wrote that there was a law of Constantine the Great, the first Christian emperor, engraved in Hagia Sophia, ‘that an emperor of the Romans shall never make a marriage alliance with a people who differ from and are alien in their customs to the Roman order … except with the Franks alone’.19 A generation later, when the envoy Liudprand of Cremona came to the Byzantine court seeking a marriage alliance for his lord, Otto (later Otto II), he says he was told, ‘It is unheard of that a daughter born in the purple to an emperor born in the purple should be joined to a foreigner.’20 This was in fact untrue, although it might have been a way of avoiding simple rejection of Otto. Anna porphyrogenita, sister of Basil II, was married to Vladimir, Prince of Kiev, not long after Liudprand’s humiliating rebuttal at the Byzantine court.21 She brought with her to Russia not only the glamour of an older and wealthier civilization, but also Christianity.
One function of internal marriages was to create bonds between great families. If a marriage was arranged between two warring families as part of a settlement, the bride might be described as obses pacis, which can be translated as ‘pledge of peace’, but also as ‘hostage for peace’. For example, when the rebellious noble Erchanger came to terms with Conrad I of Germany, ‘the king received his sister in matrimony, as a pledge of peace’. And the twelfth-century counts of Cappenberg prided themselves on descent from the lineage of both Charlemagne and his great Saxon opponent Widukind (called ‘King Widukind’ in their traditions): ‘they say that Charles gave a daughter of his sister to Widukind’s son as his wife and a pledge of peace’.22 When the chronicler William of Malmesbury described how the Frankish king Charles the Simple gave his daughter Gisela to the Viking adventurer Rollo along with the land that later was called Normandy (a purely legendary event), he calls Gisela ‘a vessel of peace and a pledge of the treaty’.23
The marriage of a king’s daughter with a powerful local aristocrat might give that noble, or his heirs, the chance to claim the throne themselves, if the king left no surviving sons. When, in 1079, the emperor Henry IV betrothed his young daughter Agnes to Frederick, duke of Swabia, he already had one son and was to have another, but neither of those sons themselves had sons, so that when the second of them died in 1125, the male line of Henry IV’s family was extinguished. At this point the son of Agnes and Frederick, duke of Swabia, another Frederick, became a candidate for the throne. Since the empire was elective rather than hereditary, he could not claim hereditary right, but his prospects and his expectations were clearly shaped by the fact that he was the grandson of Henry IV.24 As it turned out, Frederick was not able to establish himself on the throne, but his younger brother Conrad was ultimately more successful and became the first German ruler of the Hohenstaufen dynasty in 1138. A royal–aristocratic union in 1079 had thus helped to bring a new dynasty to the throne fifty-nine years later.
The ties that marriage created between a royal dynasty and local aristocrats could clearly be both useful and awkward. This may explain why some rulers kept their daughters unmarried, removing the problem of sons-in-law entirely. Charlemagne famously kept his daughters to himself:

Remarkable to relate, because they were very beautiful and greatly loved by him, he was not willing to give any of them in marriage to anyone, his own men or foreigners, but kept them at home with him until his death, saying that he could not bear to lose their company.25


Since access to these beautiful princesses was not, apparently, completely controlled, Charlemagne’s policy gave him, as an indirect result, some illegitimate grandchildren, but it led to no other dynastic complications. Two generations later, in 867, when Basil I seized the Byzantine throne, he also avoided sons-in-law, but in a completely different way. He made three of his sons co-emperors, but placed all his four daughters into the family nunnery.26 But such cases of rulers keeping their daughters unmarried were exceptional. Royal women were usually regarded as a valuable medium of exchange. This is most clear in the case of foreign queens.





Foreign Queens
In several kingdoms, the foreign queen was the rule not the exception. Between 1066 and 1464 no English king married an English woman.27 Most English queens in this period were French, indicating the central place of France in the world of the Norman and Plantagenet kings, although, since many of the kings were more French than English, perhaps the word ‘foreign’ for these queens is not quite right. ‘Foreign’ is a relative term. Of the thirty queens of Denmark between 1000 and 1500, only three were Danish.28 In the earlier part of that period, Danish kings found their brides among princesses from other Scandinavian kingdoms or from the Slavic world, including Russia, while in the late Middle Ages marital links were primarily with the princely houses of northern Germany, many of which by this time had a status and resources only slightly below royalty.
The circulation of these high-born brides was one way in which the various courts of Christian Europe maintained contact. In fact, one could define the culture-areas of medieval Europe by plotting which realms exchanged brides and which did not.29 Although Byzantine brides were occasionally sent to western Europe, Byzantine emperors rarely married foreign brides in the early Middle Ages. There was one such marriage in the seventh century, one in the eighth (both with Khazar brides), none in the ninth, and one in the tenth.30 It is true that more marriages with Westerners were negotiated than were finally concluded,31 but this pattern still means there was a lack of the permanent links between courts that international marriages produced. The marriage between the emperor Isaac Comnenus (1057–9) and Catherine, daughter of a Bulgarian ruler, is no exception because it took place long before anyone expected him to become emperor, and, by the time he did, Bulgaria had long ceased to be an independent state.32 After his reign, however, the pattern began to change, with marriages such as that between Michael VII Doukas and the Georgian princess Martha/Maria, while, from the time of the marriage of John Comnenus, heir to the imperial throne, and a Hungarian princess in the first decade of the twelfth century, down to the extinction of the empire in 1453, foreign brides, mainly from Latin Christendom, formed a majority of the Byzantine empresses.33 The dramatic reorientation of the Byzantine political situation from the late eleventh century is thus reflected in imperial marriage patterns, as the large and autonomous empire of the earlier period was transformed into the much smaller state of the later Middle Ages, with its multiple connections, good and bad, with the West.
Figure 1 Map depicting marriage alliances of the kings of Aragon, Denmark, England, France and Hungary, 1200–1500.

Redrawn from Karl-Heinz Spiess, ‘Europa heiratet. Kommunikation und Kulturtransfer im Kontext europäischer Königsheiraten des Spätmittelalters’, in Europa im späten Mittelalter: Politik, Gesellschaft, Kultur, ed. Rainer C. Schwinges et al. (Historische Zeitschrift, Beihefte, Neue Folge, 40 Munich, 2006), pp. 435–64, p. 464, map 15.

Marriages between eastern (Greek, Orthodox) and western (Latin, Catholic) Christians were originally simply marriages between partners of different cultures, but, as the theological temperature became heated and political and military relations more confrontational, culminating in the Latin conquest of Constantinople in 1204, such marriages might indeed be considered ‘mixed marriages’. Innocent III, the pope at the time of the capture of the Byzantine capital, certainly expressed himself as if he thought so. He was considering the complicated case of Margaret, daughter of the king of Hungary, who married the Byzantine emperor Isaac II in 1185 when she was about ten. She took the Greek name Maria and was brought up following Byzantine customs. After the death of Isaac and the conquest of Constantinople, she married again, this time one of the Latin conquerors, Boniface of Montferrat. This marriage was carried out according to Latin rites, but, according to the pope, Margaret-Maria ‘nevertheless shrank from returning to Latin ways so immediately, as a too impudent champion of Greek custom’. Eventually, under pressure from both her husband and the papal legate, she ‘accepted a Latin blessing and received the body of Christ, consecrated according to Latin traditions’. Pope Innocent wrote to congratulate her and took her under his protection.34 In this case, some very palpable signs were being read as markers of identity and allegiance: the use of leavened or unleavened bread for the Eucharist, the language of ritual. Royal brides had to decide.
Although it was not a very common practice, there were dynastic marriages that crossed the boundary between the Christian and the Muslim world. These were almost entirely between Muslim male rulers and Christian princesses, for, while the Koran explicitly allowed a Muslim man to marry a Christian or Jewish woman, Muslim societies prohibited and penalized sexual relations between Muslim women and Christian or Jewish men.35 An example is found in Iberia very soon after the Muslim conquest, for both Christian and Muslim sources report that ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, the Arab governor 714–16, married the widow of the last Christian king of Visigothic Spain. She encouraged his separatist ambitions, which led to his downfall.36 By the later eighth century, such unions were so common that, when Pope Hadrian I (772–95) wrote a long letter to the Spanish bishops, it was specifically the practice of Christian families giving their daughters in marriage to Muslims that he condemned.37
Some of these marriages represented political dealings at a high level. For instance, a Christian chronicler reporting the revolt of a Berber leader in north-east Spain in the early 730s describes a marriage alliance he had made earlier with the duke of Aquitaine: ‘A duke of the Franks named Eudo had long ago given his daughter to him in marriage, for the sake of alliance and to put off the attacks of the Arabs.’38 Occasionally there were marriages between members of powerful Muslim clans and aristocratic or royal women from Christian Spain during the ninth and tenth centuries.39 An Arabic source which describes the fifty-six raids undertaken by the great Muslim general al-Mansur records, of the sixteenth raid, that he forced the Christian king (probably Sancho II of Navarre) to make an agreement and give al-Mansur his daughter in marriage.40 Such marriages were, however, rare, and ceased completely after the eleventh century when the power balance between Christian and Muslim states in the Iberian peninsula began to tilt in favour of the former.
An exception to the pattern ‘Muslim male–Christian female’ is found in the case of Zaida, wife or mistress of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile. She later became a legendary figure, but there seems no doubt that she was real, and probably to be identified as the widow of al-Fath al Ma’mun, son of the ruler of Seville. In 1091 Seville was conquered by the Almoravids, invading from Morocco, and al-Fath al-Ma’mun was killed. It was probably at this point that Zaida (the name is simply the Arabic for ‘Lady’) sought refuge with Alfonso and became his mistress and perhaps his wife. Zaida is reported to have converted to Christianity and borne a son, Sancho (see below, p. 69).41
Eastern Orthodox Christians had faced the pressure of the Muslim world since its creation in the seventh century, and that pressure increased as the Mongols and Turks, peoples who both eventually converted to Islam, expanded their territories in the later Middle Ages. Warfare was one reaction, but diplomacy was another, along with its tool, the dynastic marriage. The Byzantine emperor Michael VIII (1258–82) gave illegitimate daughters in marriage to the Mongol ruler of Persia (the Ilkhan) and to the khan of the Golden Horde (in southern Russia), while between 1297 and 1461 at least thirty-four Byzantine and Serbian princesses married Mongol or Turkish rulers.42 When the Muslim traveller Ibn Battuta visited the court of the Mongol khan Uzbeg, ruler of the Golden Horde from 1313 to 1341, he was entertained by one of the khan’s wives, who turned out to be a daughter of the Byzantine emperor. She was pregnant and received permission to return to Constantinople for the birth. Ibn Battuta travelled in her entourage and remarked that, as soon as she was in Greek territory again, she abandoned Islamic religious practice and commenced drinking wine and eating pork.43 Both of the rival Byzantine emperors of the mid-fourteenth century, John VI Cantacuzenus (1341–54) and John V Palaeologus (1341–91), married their daughters to Ottoman rulers, in the pursuit of Turkish military support. In 1346 Theodora, daughter of John VI, married the Ottoman ruler Orhan, who sent thirty ships and a troop of cavalry to escort her from Greek to Turkish territory, and in the following year John entertained Theodora and Orhan’s four adult sons (by other wives) on a summer visit to Byzantium.44
Dynastic marriages between Muslim and Christian states were almost entirely of one kind, with Christian princesses coming from countries adjacent to, and often subordinate to, powerful Islamic realms, such as those of al-Andalus in the earlier Middle Ages, or those of the Mongols and the Turks in the later Middle Ages. The Muslim ruler, not bound to having only one wife and allowed by the Koran to take a Christian wife, could easily add one as an attribute of prestige and without regarding the marriage as an alliance of equals. As an early Islamic authority put it, ‘Our men are above their women, but their men are not to be above our women.’45
When a royal bride passed from the Christian to the Muslim world she would be surrounded by a different religion and culture. Passage from Latin to Greek Christian society, or vice-versa, was not so drastic a voyage but still involved adopting or adapting to unfamiliar language, religious practice and social habits. Within Latin Christendom itself, some courts exchanged brides more regularly than others, and these patterns might change over time. The political and cultural geography of medieval Europe is, in part, constituted by who gave brides to whom. For example, the position of Bohemia and Moravia between eastern and western Europe is reflected in the marriage choices of the ruling dynasty, the Premyslids: most of the wives of the male members were from German princely houses, sometimes including the highest, as in the case of the wife of Wenceslas I, who was daughter of the German Hohenstaufen king, Philip of Swabia, or the first wife of Wenceslas II, who was the daughter of Rudolf of Habsburg, another German king, but there was also considerable intermarriage with the ruling dynasties of Hungary and Poland, links which in the last days of the dynasty even led to Premyslid rule in those lands. On occasion, too, the Russian princely houses supplied wives, such as Cunigunda, second wife of Premysl Otakar II, who was the daughter of a Russian prince of the house of Chernigov and a Hungarian princess. Premysl Otakar combined the introduction of his new wife to Prague at Christmas 1261 with his regal coronation. The archbishop of Mainz (the metropolitan of the diocese of Prague) officiated, in the presence of the two bishops of the Premyslid lands, plus the bishop of Passau and two bishops from Prussia. Secular dignities present included the margrave of Brandenburg and his family, Polish dukes and the great men of Bohemia.46 With its Rhineland pontiff, its German, Czech and Polish princes and its half-Russian, half-Hungarian bride, this gathering is a good example of the way Bohemia and Moravia acted as a literal point of contact between west and east, epitomized in the pattern of its royal brides.
This circulation of women could produce unusual links and connections. Adela, daughter of Robert the Frisian, count of Flanders (1071–93), was married first to Canute IV (or II), king of Denmark, but, after his murder in 1086, she fled back to Flanders with her young son Charles; subsequently, in 1092, she married again to Roger Borsa, duke of Apulia and Calabria, and bore him a son, William. William succeeded his father in 1111, while, in Flanders, after the death of his cousin in 1119, Charles inherited the county. This is how it happened that in 1120 two rulers of territories a thousand miles apart, Apulia and Flanders, were half-brothers.47
Rulers with several daughters might choose not to keep them at home, like Charlemagne, but to send them out to foreign courts, creating multiple ties and connections. Four daughters of Edward the Elder, king of Wessex (899–924), went overseas as brides in this way, the first of them, Eadgifu, between 916 and 919, to marry Charles the Simple, king of the West Franks. The policy continued after King Edward’s death under his son Æthelstan, brother or half-brother of these royal women. During the early part of Æthelstan’s reign daughters of King Edward married Hugh the Great, the most powerful noble in the kingdom of the West Franks and ancestor of the dynasty later called Capetian; Otto, later to be the emperor Otto I; and the brother of the king of Burgundy.48 In the 930s, therefore, Anglo-Saxon royal sisters were prominent at royal or ducal courts in three continental kingdoms. This has been called ‘the high point in cross-Channel royal links in the early middle ages as a whole’.49
A yet wider internationalism is expressed in the marriages of the three daughters of Henry II (1154–89), first of the Angevin dynasty to rule England. The oldest, Matilda, married Henry the Lion, duke of Saxony, at the age of eleven, while her younger sisters, Eleanor and Joanna, married the king of Castile and the king of Sicily respectively. Contemporaries were struck by these wide geographical vistas and exalted prospects. The three daughters were ‘three bright beams that illuminated three different and opposite parts of Europe’.50 The chronicler Ralph de Diceto, dean of St Paul’s, showed a touching concern with the fate of these tender girls sent out to foreign parts to fulfil their dynastic duties. He considered that they could seek consolation from the example of their grandmother Matilda, Henry II’s mother, who had herself been wed to a German emperor at the age of eleven.

The stony barbarity of the Saxons, the doubtful conflict of the Spaniards with the Hagarenes (i.e. the Muslims) and the wild tyranny of the Sicilians could have induced continual horror in the daughters of the king of England, dwelling among these peoples so far from England in diet, clothing, behaviour and location. But the nobility of their grandmother, the empress Matilda, and the manly heart in her female body had shown beforehand to her granddaughters the paths of endurance … to be imitated.51


This dynastic internationalism of the Angevin world, manifested in the ties binding ruling families in different parts of the Latin West, had some long-term political consequences. As a result of the first of these marriages, between Matilda and Henry the Lion, a long-lasting alliance was established between the English royal house and Henry’s family, the Welfs. When Henry the Lion was forced into exile by the emperor Frederick Barbarossa, he sought refuge with Henry II and spent long periods with him in England and France. One of his sons was born in Winchester. After the death of Henry II, his son Richard the Lionheart proved as strong an ally. Bonds with a sister’s son were traditionally important in the Germanic world, and Richard favoured his young nephews, Matilda’s children, especially Otto, whom he made count of Poitou and for whom he sought the succession to the Scottish Crown. Under Richard’s successor, John, the alliance with Otto, now elected Holy Roman Emperor, was a cornerstone of the English king’s policy. Only after the crushing defeat of Otto and his English allies at the Battle of Bouvines in 1214 did the connection between the two families weaken.52

Eleanor’s marriage to Alfonso VIII of Castile also had important results. Alfonso claimed the marriage deal had been sealed with the promise of Gascony, perhaps with the proviso that the grant would only take effect when its duchess, Eleanor’s mother and namesake, Eleanor of Aquitaine, died.53 This happened in 1204, and Alfonso soon occupied most of Gascony. It required considerable effort to eject him.54 The kings of Castile did not finally relinquish all claims to Gascony until 1254, claims that were described at that time, diplomatically, as arising ‘by reason of the grant that the lord Henry, former king of England, made, or is said to have made’.55 Another political consequence of this marriage arose through one of the children it produced. Blanche, daughter of Eleanor and Alfonso, married Louis, the son of Philip Augustus, king of France, and when Louis was offered the English throne by rebel barons in 1216, he used this connection to support his claim. John, king of England, he said, had forfeited his rights by his treachery against his brother, Richard the Lionheart, so that, on Richard’s death,

the right to the kingdom of England devolved upon the queen of Castile and her heirs, since she was the sole survivor of his brothers and sisters, except for this John. However, she and her heirs freely granted their right in the kingdom to us and to her daughter, whom we have as wife.56


Being married to a granddaughter of Henry II was not enough to win Louis the English Crown but it was a card worth playing.

The third of these Angevin marriages, that of Joanna and the king of Sicily, also involved continued far-flung political and military activity. Joanna’s husband, King William, died in 1189 and the throne was taken by an illegitimate relative, Tancred. When, in the following year, Richard the Lionheart arrived in Sicily on his way to the crusade, he found his sister in an unhappy position. Tancred had refused to give her the widow’s dower that she was owed and kept her in custody. The presence of the famous military hero as his sister’s champion soon induced Tancred to release Joanna and enter into negotiations about her dower. This was settled at 20,000 ounces of gold. When Richard sailed on to the Holy Land in the following spring, he took his sister, and the gold, with him.57
In these, often unpredictable, ways, the ambitious marriages that Henry II had negotiated for his daughters in the 1160s and 1170s shaped the politics of Europe for generations: the claims of the kings of Castile to Gascony and the claims of the French prince Louis to the English Crown, the alliance of Plantagenet and Welf that marked the politics of England, France and Germany throughout the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries, and the unexpected funding of Richard the Lionheart’s crusade partly from the gold of Sicily, all were consequences of those marriages.
Sometimes the advantages that a foreign marriage brought were immediate and tangible. For instance, in 1428, when the French king, Charles VII, arranged the marriage of his son and heir with Margaret, daughter of James I of Scotland, the young fiancée crossed to France with six thousand Scottish warriors, a useful reinforcement for the French in the Hundred Years War.58 Dowries could be sizable, either in cash or land. One of the more extensive territorial acquisitions that came as part of a marriage arrangement between two royal families was the incorporation of the islands of Orkney and Shetland into the kingdom of Scotland. The islands had been ruled by the kings of Norway since the tenth century but in 1468 Christian, king of Norway (also at this time king of Denmark), promised a dowry of 60,000 Rhenish florins with his daughter Margaret on her marriage to James III of Scotland. Of this, 10,000 was to be paid in cash, and Orkney was handed over to the king of Scots as a guarantee that the remaining 50,000 would be paid. The following year, since Christian was unable to raise the 10,000 florins, he also handed over Shetland as a guarantee for this. The dowry was never paid; the islands never returned to Norwegian rule and became an integral part of the kingdom of Scots.59
The concrete benefits of marriage alliances with distant courts could be valuable over a long term and in sometimes unforeseen ways, as was demonstrated when the German ruler Conrad III came to Constantinople en route to the Second Crusade, and encountered a Byzantine emperor who was his brother-in-law and who treated him with especial consideration:

For there was a bond between them, since their wives were sisters, daughters of Berengar the Older, count of Sulzbach, a great and outstanding ruler, most powerful in the kingdom of the Germans: because of this he was overflowing with greater favour towards him and, especially because of the empress’ requests, felt obliged to pour out more plentiful generosity for him and his men.60


Later, after Conrad’s return to Germany, he maintained the close link with the Byzantine empress, writing directly to her about the political situation and proposing further marriage alliances between the two dynasties. His young son also wrote enthusiastically to his aunt in Constantinople, boasting to her of his first victory over enemy forces.61

The advantages that foreign queens brought could include providing a safe haven in times of crisis. In the 920s, for example, Charles the Simple, king of the West Franks, suffered the indignities of dispossession and imprisonment on more than one occasion, and died in captivity in 929. His young son Louis, whose mother was the English princess Eadgifu, ‘fearing to become entangled himself in the storms that had been so disastrous for his father, betook himself to the Anglo-Saxons, invited there thanks to the family connections of his mother’.62 Louis stayed in England until 936, when circumstances allowed him to return to France as king. His years in the safety of his mother’s homeland are evoked by his nickname, ‘Louis d’Outremer’ – ‘Louis from across the sea’.63 His case is a good illustration of something said centuries later by Christine de Pisan, pointing out the advantages of such marriages: ‘the marriage alliances of the beautiful ladies of the blood royal, through which are born new relatives in foreign countries and bonds with distant nations’.64
But marriages with foreign princesses might have disadvantages too. Political circumstances might change, rendering the link with the foreign court less relevant or even awkward. And if a king wished to get rid of his wife, her powerful royal relatives might well object. As is well known, one of the reasons Henry VIII of England had such difficulty in divorcing his first wife, Catherine of Aragon, stemmed from the fact that she was the aunt of the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V, the most powerful ruler in Europe and one with leverage over the pope. A similar example of a foreign sovereign championing a wronged queen (although not in this case one rejected because she had not borne children) occurred in the late twelfth century, when Philip Augustus of France repudiated his second wife, Ingeborg of Denmark (see also below, pp. 46–8). She had the backing of her royal brother, Canute IV, who could fund missions to the pope to plead her case, and himself wrote to the pope and the cardinals, urging the imposition on France of an interdict (the suspension of all ecclesiastical services). ‘It has always seemed right to us to submit our necks to the yoke of obedience to the Roman Church’, Canute wrote to Pope Celestine III in 1196, ‘and only if the Roman Church first failed us will we have any wish to separate from her’, a nicely phrased threat.65 As soon as Celestine’s successor, Innocent III, was elected pope in 1198, Canute’s envoys were on their way to the papal court, complaining ‘about Philip, king of France, who had unjustly abandoned his wife, his (Canute’s) sister, and married another woman in her place’. Innocent sent a legate to threaten the interdict.66 An interdict was eventually imposed upon France in 1200 and only lifted when Philip Augustus made a partial submission. After the death of Canute IV in 1202, his brother and successor, Valdemar II, continued support for their sister, until, in 1213, the French king agreed to at least a formal reconciliation with his Danish queen. Ingeborg was grateful for the help she had received from her royal brothers. When, many years later, in 1225, King Valdemar was captured and imprisoned by his north German enemies, a considerable portion of his ransom was sent from France by his sister.67 If Ingeborg had not been a princess, perhaps Philip Augustus would have been able to get rid of her with less trouble.




Homesick Queens
Foreign brides were not only powerful vehicles of dynastic policy, they were also teenage girls sent into strange worlds, and one of the problems they faced was homesickness. In the late sixth century, as the Visigothic princess Galswintha was about to be sent north to be the bride of a Frankish king, the sympathetic poet Venantius Fortunatus pictured her reluctance, as she clung to her mother and lamented her fate:

I am going as a stranger in those lands and I am apprehensive about what I should learn first: the people, their character, their customs, the towns, the countryside, the woodlands? Whom, I beg, shall I find, as a newcomer in foreign lands, where no fellow countryman, no friend, no relative comes to me?68


The Flemish monk Goscelin, writing around 1080, also drew a sad picture of these young girls destined for foreign courts:

The daughters of kings and rulers are brought up in luxury from the time they are babies and know nothing except the glory and happiness of their native land, but then they are sent in marriage to other countries and foreign kingdoms and must learn barbarous customs and unfamiliar languages, and serve harsh lords and observe laws that are repugnant to nature.69


These ‘barbarous customs and unfamiliar languages’ had to be learned, and marriage negotiations often provided for that. When a marriage was proposed between the Byzantine emperor Constantine VI and Rotrud (Erythro to the Greeks), daughter of Charlemagne, the eunuch Elissaios, a notary, was sent ‘to teach her the letters and language of the Greeks and educate her in the customs of the empire of the Romans’.70 Likewise, in the following century, when a marriage was envisaged between Hadwig or Hedwig, niece of Otto I, and a member of the Byzantine imperial family, eunuchs were sent to Germany to teach her Greek.71 Neither of these planned marriages in fact took place, but they illustrate the general principle that some kind of cultural training was considered necessary for high-born brides being sent into foreign courts where the language and customs were alien. Training on the job was also possible, so brides might also be sent out in the expectation that they would acquire the new tongue and new culture in their future homeland. Matilda, daughter of Henry I of England, was sent to Germany as a bride for the emperor Henry V when she was aged eight. She was betrothed at Easter 1110 and crowned queen on 25 July the same year. The archbishop of Cologne, who had presided at her coronation, then ‘commanded that the consecrated queen should be carefully brought up until a suitable time came for her marriage, and, while she was being brought up, she should learn the language and behave according to German ways.’72 She married the emperor in 1114, just before her twelfth birthday.

Foreign brides might not only have to learn new languages but also become reconciled to a new name. Especially when women moved from areas of one language family to another, the host court might expect them to drop their barbarous names and adopt something more familiar.73 When the daughter of Hugh of Arles, king of Italy (926–47), married Romanos, son of the Byzantine emperor, she had to abandon the Germanic aristocratic name of Berta, customary among the Frankish ruling class to which she belonged, and assume that of Eudokia, a favourite name of the Byzantine imperial family.74 Likewise, in the middle of the twelfth century, when Berta of Sulzbach, sister-in-law of King Conrad III of Germany, married Manuel Comnenus, son of the Byzantine emperor, she became Irene, another traditional imperial name.75 However, Byzantine commentators noticed that this German noblewoman failed to adapt completely to Greek customs, remarking especially on the fact that she did not use eye-liner.76 Similar condescension about names can be found elsewhere. Gunhilda, daughter of Canute the Great, had to adopt a more acceptable German name form when she married the heir to the German throne, Henry (later Henry III), in 1036: ‘the queen, Gunhilda by name, came to King Henry, son of the emperor, and she received the royal crown there on the feast day of the apostles (29 June) and at the blessing changed her name and was called Cunigunda.’77 Gunhilda was an old royal name in Scandinavia, Cunigunda a prestigious name among the German aristocracy and royalty. To modern ears they might seem not dissimilar, but a contemporary at the time complained of the difficulty he had tracing Gunhilda/Cunigunda’s descent because of ‘the barbarity of Danish and Norwegian names’.78 A similar disdainful tone can be heard at the end of the eleventh century, after the Anglo-Scottish princess Edith (Eadgyth) married the Norman king Henry I. She and the king were mocked by hostile aristocrats as ‘Godric’ and ‘Godgiva’, common English names that obviously sounded barbaric or rustic to aristocratic Norman ears. This helps explain why she adopted the common Norman name Matilda instead.79
We sometimes get pictures of these foreign queens pining in their new homes. When the twelve-year-old Blanche of Castile arrived in Paris in 1200 to marry the heir to the French throne, she had, the chronicler Joinville says, ‘neither relatives nor friends in the whole kingdom of France’; he repeatedly refers to her as ‘a (or the) foreign woman (femme estrange)’.80 Soon after her marriage, the saintly bishop of Lincoln paid her a visit, at the request of her new husband, and ‘cheered her up’ (exhilarare is the verb).81 Perhaps Blanche, coming from the land where the lemons grow, missed the Mediterranean fruit, as her great-niece Eleanor of Castile certainly did later in the century. In 1289, thirty-five years after her marriage to Edward I of England, Eleanor was still having pomegranates, lemons, oranges and olive oil purchased at Portsmouth from the ships coming from her native Spain.82




Foreign Ways
The strange and glamorous fruits that Eleanor of Castile took pains to have delivered to her illustrate the way that foreign queens might bring foreign ways with them. Byzantine brides coming to western European courts had a reputation, at least among the more austere observers, of being pretentiously refined. For instance, the reformer Peter Damian, writing in 1059 or 1060, criticised the Byzantine wife of a doge of Venice for being so delicate as to use a fork for eating: ‘She did not touch her food with her fingers, but her meals were cut into small pieces by eunuchs, and she took these to her mouth daintily, with little golden two-pronged forks.’ But, Peter is pleased to add, God was so angry with her fancy affectations that he inflicted upon her a terrible disease that caused her to rot and stink, before finally dying.83 At almost the same time that Peter Damian was writing, another monk recorded a vision of the empress Theophanu, a great Byzantine lady who had been the wife of Otto II (973–83) and regent for her son Otto III. After her death Theophanu had appeared to a nun and explained that she was suffering torments in the afterlife,

Because I was the first to bring to the provinces of Germany and France, where they were hitherto unknown, superfluous and luxurious ornaments for women, such as the Greeks wear, and, conforming to these rather than to human nature, I went around wearing this harmful attire and led other women to sin by desiring similar things.84


This is characteristic of foreign brides. They brought foreign culture with them and this was not always welcomed. Two other cases from the eleventh century illustrate the commotion that young foreign brides, with their foreign ways, could cause in the royal courts to which they came.

When King Robert of France married a lady from Provence in 1004 or 1005 (Provence at that time was not part of France), the Burgundian monk and chronicler Ralph Glaber responded fiercely to the southern influences she brought with her to the royal court. ‘Because of her’, he wrote, southerners flocked north:

empty-headed men, given over to levity, with perverted manners and costume, disordered in their weapons and their horse-trappings, with their hair shaved from the middle of their head, beardless like actors, shameful in their boots and leggings, completely lacking any bond of loyalty or peace.85


Not all of this is clearly visualizable, but the strangeness of the newcomers’ clothes and hair-styles is obviously objectionable and linked to their moral failings. Worst of all, says Ralph, these new vanities were contagious, and soon the people of northern France and Burgundy became just as bad as the immigrants from the south. He was so incensed by this ‘wicked behaviour’ that he burst into verse: ‘This life now creates tyrants with perverted bodies, men with short clothes, improper, lacking the bond of peace. Because of a woman’s counsel, the state is neglected and groans.’86 It is ironic that this southern hair-style, beardless and with the lower part of the head shaven, is precisely that shown on the Normans in the Bayeux Tapestry. They had presumably picked up the style without any corresponding effeminacy.

In 1043, almost forty years after the marriage of Robert of France, a similar monastic uproar surrounded the proposed marriage of Henry III of Germany to a lady from Aquitaine, Agnes. The objection in the first instance was not her southern French roots but the fact that she and Henry were too closely related.87 Abbot Siegfried of Gorze spelled out the relationship in detail in a long letter, but then, at the close of the letter, turned to a denunciation of ‘the shameful custom of French follies’. These included such novelties as shaving the beard and wearing obscenely short clothes, two fashions also denounced by Ralph Glaber. ‘The honour of the kingdom’, Abbot Siegfried lamented, ‘which in the time of earlier emperors flourished most properly in such matters as clothing and deportment, and weapons and riding too, is neglected in our days.’88 Like Ralph Glaber, he was particularly worried at the way these foreign customs had been adopted by his own people, and even won favour at court. He is not explicit that the disreputable French customs are linked to the French bride, but the juxtaposition suggests a thought association at the least.
In these two cases, the new bride from the south is associated with the importation of novelties, obscenities and follies that are corrupting the author’s own people. Both Ralph Glaber and Siegfried of Gorze combine the gloomy moralism of the Benedictine monk with a lament for the good old days and a strong dash of hostility to foreigners. The court was always more cosmopolitan than the society around it, and the foreign marriage, with the presence of foreign queens and their followers, was one of the reasons for that disjuncture.
Ralph Glaber and Siegfried of Gorze just grumbled, but hostility to foreign queens could take a crueller form. One of the most extreme cases concerns Gertrude of Meran, the German wife of Andrew II of Hungary, a king who ascended the throne in 1205. According to one source, when the king had some difficulty in conquering an enemy castle, the queen suggested, perhaps undiplomatically, that he should raise an army from the Germans who had settled in Hungary. They, our German source says, soon captured the place, and were rewarded with gifts and honours, stirring up resentment amongst the native Hungarians, who plotted to kill the king. The queen was informed of this and encouraged her husband to flee, herself staying behind, confident that the attackers would spare her, ‘being of the female sex’. But she had miscalculated. The conspirators broke into the royal camp, wounded her, pushed her down, and when she extended her hands in supplication, they cut them off. They finished the job with their lances and pikes.89




Inspection of the Bride
Whether the bride came from abroad or not, care and attention had to be devoted to the process of selection. One of the more striking methods of finding a bride is recorded in the Byzantine empire in the late eighth and ninth centuries. This was the bride-show, where beautiful virgins were sought out from every part of the empire and one was then selected to marry the emperor or the emperor’s son.90 A particularly detailed account of one such bride-show is found in the Life of St Philaretos.91 It occurs there because Philaretos’ granddaughter was the victor, if that is the right word, in this beauty contest (Philaretos was that unusual kind of saint, a married lay man). The Life tells how the empress Irene sent out emissaries to find a bride for her son Constantine VI. They carried three things: an imperial measure, to check the height of candidates, something called a lauraton, which has been interpreted as either an ideal portrait or a device for measuring girls’ waists,92 and a shoe (presumably a glass slipper was not available). Coming to Philaretos’ home town in Paphlagonia, on the Black Sea, they encountered his beautiful granddaughter Maria. Rather than making a decision immediately, they took her, her two sisters, and ten other girls back to Constantinople for judging, working on the principle that selection should be made from a field of candidates. Maria was then chosen as the bride of Constantine VI.
An oddity about the Byzantine bride-show, apart from the custom itself, is its chronology. Five instances are reported in the sources and all date to the century between 788, when Maria married Constantine VI, and 882, the date of the marriage of Leo VI and Theophano Martinakia. There are none before or after. No obvious explanation for this pattern springs to mind. And, making matters worse, many scholars think these accounts should be regarded more as fairy stories than accurate historical narratives. Historians are of course a dull lot and shy away from the exotic and colourful, but these sceptics may have a case, pointing to the possible influence of literary parallels from other times and places, especially the biblical story of Queen Esther, who was selected by the king in this way, after ‘all the fair young virgins’ had been gathered together. On the other hand, perhaps the story of Esther inspired the practice and, in any case, bride-shows are attested in reality in some societies, notably in Early Modern Muscovy, where there are seventeen documented and five probable cases in the period 1505–1689.93
But, whether the Byzantine bride-shows correspond to any reality or are simply the fruit of the heightened imagination of Greek monks, it really was necessary to think carefully about the choice of bride for a ruler or heir, and this might in fact involve a viewing. This seems to have been the case with the Frankish emperor Louis the Pious in 818, who married after ‘considering the daughters of his chief men, who were brought from far and wide’.94 The inspection could involve a demanding physical scrutiny. In one of the Byzantine bride-shows a decision was made between three finalists after the empress, the future mother-in-law, had inspected them in the bath.95 The envoy sent to Aragon in 1322 to examine the king’s daughter Violante, who was under consideration as a bride for Charles IV of France, was instructed ‘to see her naked breast’, since this would indicate whether she were fit to bear children, ‘which the king much desires’.96 Her capacity as breeding stock did not apparently qualify her to be queen of France, since Charles chose instead Mary of Luxemburg, despite the report that she was cross-eyed.97 When a later king of France, Charles VIII (1483–98), was debating whether to marry Anne, the fourteen-year-old duchess of Brittany, he sent to her a committee of two dukes, a duchess and one of his most trusted Scots Guards, the last being ‘someone employed very often in this kind of business’, who reported back that ‘they have seen her naked and indeed she limps a little’.98 The prospect of acquiring Brittany through marriage to Anne was enough, however, to outweigh this little impediment.
Because a royal marriage was seen as a bond between families as much as a union between two individuals, it sometimes did not matter much who exactly was the bride. The English king Æthelstan sent two of his sisters to Germany so that Otto, the heir to the throne, ‘might choose for himself in marriage whichever of them pleased him’.99 He chose Edith (Eadgyth). And this English princess was eventually buried in Magdeburg Cathedral, where, remarkably, her tomb was found and opened in 2008, and her bones and teeth were subjected to scientific analysis, showing that she had indeed grown up in the chalk downlands of Wessex.100 In 1442, the twenty-year-old Henry VI of England was considering marriage with one of the three daughters of the count of Armagnac, and in a letter to his envoys he underlined the condition ‘that we may have choice’.101 In 1481 an agreement was drawn up between Edward IV of England and the duke of Brittany. Edward’s son, the Prince of Wales, was to marry the infant daughter of the duke as soon as she was twelve. However, if she died before that age, he would marry her sister. Likewise, if the Prince of Wales died, his place would be taken by his younger brother.102 These kinds of replaceable siblings clearly demonstrate that marriage in this world was seen as a bond between dynasties, not individuals.
By the late Middle Ages, it was not unusual for portraits of the prospective bride to be part of the negotiations.103 At this period they might very well be accurate likenesses. But there are much earlier references to such pictures of prospective brides. In the middle of the tenth century a ‘eunuch painter’ was sent from Constantinople to Germany in order to produce a painting of the high-born Hadwig, who was espoused to a member of the Byzantine imperial family.104 And the belief that realistic likenesses were possible was certainly expressed long centuries before oil painting and perspective began to shape Western perceptions of pictorial realism (see below, p. 376).




Marriage to the Royal Widow
A very distinct type of dynastic marriage was marriage to the previous ruler’s widow. Examples from the sixth century are fairly numerous. In the Visigothic kingdom of Toledo, Goswintha was successively wife of King Athanagild (555–67) and King Leovigild (568–86).105 After the death of Miro, king of the Suevi, a Germanic people ruling north-west Spain, in 583, his son succeeded but was soon deposed by his brother-in-law, Audica. Audica then married Miro’s widow – ‘he took the wife of his father-in-law and obtained the kingdom’.106 During the course of his fifty-year reign, the Frankish king Clothar (Lothar) I twice seized the opportunity to unite with royal widows, who had, in both cases, been wives of his own relatives. On the death of his brother Chlodomer in 524, Clothar married his widow ‘without delay’, excluded Chlodomer’s sons and took a large share of his kingdom.107 Thirty-one years later, in 555, on the death of Theudebald, great-grandson of Clovis, Clothar, his great-uncle, ‘received his kingdom and took his wife Waldrada to his bed’, although he gave her up after the clergy complained.108 Such marriages could be interpreted as declarations of intent to rule, even if they did not succeed. For example, after the assassination of King Sigebert in 575, his widow Brunhild was quickly taken in marriage by the young Frankish prince Merovech, Sigebert’s nephew. Merovech’s father was supposedly upset at this breach of canon law but seems also to have suspected a plot to dethrone him (‘he began to have his suspicions about his son Merovech on account of this marriage with Brunhild’), and pursued Merovech mercilessly.109
In the Lombard kingdom of Italy there are two cases of an interesting variation on the theme, in that the royal widows were supposedly allowed to choose their husband and hence the king. After the death of her husband, King Authari, in 590, his widow Theodolinda ‘was so pleasing to the Lombards that they allowed her to keep her royal status and advised her to choose from all the Lombards the husband she wished, such a man who could rule the kingdom successfully’. She decided upon Agilulf, duke of Turin, and sent for him. When he respectfully kissed her hand, she told him he should not be kissing her hand but her mouth. They were soon married and in the following spring Agilulf was inaugurated as the new king.110 A similar situation occurred again under Theodolinda’s daughter, Gundeberga, who had married a later Lombard king, Arioald. After his death, in 636, it was a condition of the accession of the newly chosen king, Rothari, that he should abandon his own wife and marry Gundeberga. Then ‘all the Lombards raised him to the kingdom, through her (per ipsam)’.111 A story told of Gundeberga recounts that she was falsely accused of plotting with Duke Tasso to kill Arioald, marry Tasso and ‘raise him to the kingship’.112 Even though the accusation was false, it demonstrates that among the Lombards marriage to a widowed queen was a commonly imagined pathway to becoming king.
A notable example of a conqueror marrying the widow of a defeated rival occurred in 1017 when Canute of Denmark, after conquering England, married Emma of Normandy, the widow of the vanquished King Æthelred. The author of the Encomium Emmae, which was commissioned by Emma after Canute’s death, gives an audaciously inaccurate account of how this came about, turning the widow into a virgin:

Nothing was now lacking to the king except a noble wife, and he ordered one to be sought everywhere, so that, when she was found, he would take her in legal marriage and make her partner in his rule. So, they ran about through the kingdoms and cities, in search of a royal spouse, but it was with difficulty, after seeking far and wide, they at last found one who was worthy … But she said she would never be Canute’s wife unless he swore to her on oath that he would never have the son of another wife rule after him, if it happened that God gave her a son by him … The virgin’s words were acceptable to the king and, once the oath had been sworn, the king’s will was acceptable to the virgin, and in this way, thanks be to God, the lady Emma, most noble of women, became the wife of that most powerful king, Canute.113


This picture of a supposedly free and unrestricted bride-search sits rather uneasily with another comment that the author of the Encomium makes. Writing of the violent struggle Canute had to undertake in 1016, he says, ‘perhaps the war would scarcely or never have ended if he had not at last received this most noble queen in the bond of marriage’.114 Clearly the significance of the link with Emma is that she was the widow of Canute’s predecessor, although the author never says so. The German chronicler Adam of Bremen, writing a little later, put it all more succinctly: ‘Canute took Æthelred’s kingdom, and his wife’.115

There are also examples of this practice from Byzantium. Nicephorus Phocas (963–9) married Theophano, the widow of his predecessor Romanos II. Objections were raised to this marriage, not because Nicephorus was marrying his predecessor’s widow, but because he had supposedly acted as godfather to their children, hence creating a tie of spiritual kinship that would make the marriage technically incestuous.116 In 1183, Andronicus Comnenus, who had forced his young cousin Alexius II to accept him as co-emperor, had him murdered, and then married his widow, Agnes-Anna, the twelve-year-old daughter of the king of France. Andronicus was in his sixties, with a string of sexual partners behind him as well as a current mistress. Archbishop Eustathios of Thessalonica expressed, or imagined, the feelings of the poor young bride:

she shrank from the union. Being high-minded and having experienced a different kind of gentle loving, she loathed his roughness. Sometimes, they say, she would imagine the young man in her dreams and would cry out ‘O Alexius!’ She alone knew what she suffered.117


An exceptional variation of the practice of marrying one’s predecessor’s widow was marrying one’s predecessor’s widow when she was also one’s own stepmother. This happened in the case of Æthelbald, king of Wessex (858–60), who married Judith, his father’s widow, in 858. Judith was no older than fifteen at this time, since there had been an age gap of at least thirty years between her and Æthelwulf, Æthelbald’s father. The sense of revulsion in the account of this event given by Bishop Asser, writing in the reign of Æthelbald’s youngest brother and eventual successor, King Alfred, may be political as well as moral, since Asser regarded Æthelbald as divisive and unfilial:

After King Æthelwulf died, his son Æthelbald, against God’s prohibition and the dignity of Christians, and also contrary to the custom of all pagans, climbed into his father’s bed and married Judith, daughter of Charles, king of the Franks, to the great scandal of all who heard of it.118


The situation was indeed ‘against God’s prohibition’, since Deuteronomy 22: 30 declares tersely, ‘a man shall not take his father’s wife (non accipiet homo uxorem patris)’. Asser then underlines the scandal of the marriage by claiming that even pagans do not marry their stepmother, in this following the lead of St Paul, who had described marriage with one’s stepmother as ‘such fornication as is not even found among the pagans’.119 But there is contrary evidence that this was a pagan practice. Eadbald, king of Kent, married his father’s widow in 616, and although Bede, commenting on this marriage, cited Paul’s words, one version of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle saw it as a consequence of Eadbald’s paganism: ‘he lived according to pagan custom, so that he had his father’s widow as wife’.120 He certainly abandoned that wife when he converted to Christianity.121 And one of the missionary questions supposedly put to Pope Gregory the Great was whether it was allowed to marry a stepmother, suggesting that it was a practice found among pagan populations.122 Moreover, a penitential apparently from the eighth-century Frisian mission field allowed those who married their stepmothers to remain married to them if they had done this while still pagans.123 And it seemed to be a practice that required general legislation. A law of the Frankish king Childebert II of 596, twenty years before the marriage of Eadbald and his stepmother, specified the death penalty for those who married their father’s wife.124 In her reforming mood, St Margaret, foreign-born queen of Scots in the late eleventh century, demonstrated to her subjects ‘that marriage to a stepmother, and likewise marriage of a surviving brother to his dead brother’s wife, such as had previously been practiced there, were totally execrable and to be avoided by the faithful like death itself’.125 The implication is that marriage to a stepmother was customary rather than an occasional scandal.

The sixth-century historian Procopius tells a story about marriage to a stepmother which, although highly unlikely to be true, throws some light on thinking about such a match. It concerns Hermegisclus, king of a Germanic people, the Varni. Hermegisclus has married the sister of Theudebert, ruler of the Franks (a Frankish king of this name ruled 534–48); Radigis, his son by an earlier wife, is engaged to an Anglo-Saxon princess. But Hermegisclus learns that he is dying, and he gives the advice that Radigis should break off his engagement and, after his father’s death, marry his widow, that is Radigis’ own stepmother. This is his reasoning:

I think then, for the Varni, it will be more profitable to make a marriage alliance with the Franks than with the islanders. For the people of Britain are only able to have contact with you after a long time and with great difficulty. The Varni and the Franks have between them just the waters of the Rhine, so that as close neighbours to you, who have increased their power a great deal, they are at hand to do good to you and to harm you, at a time when they wish. They certainly will harm you, unless they are checked by this marriage alliance.126


In fact, the Anglo-Saxon princess turns out to be a determined and bold champion of her own interests, leads a fleet of 400 ships across the Channel, captures the fiancé who has spurned her and, taking pity on him, accepts him as her husband after Theudebert’s sister has been sent home.

None of this is eye-witness reportage. The story does, however, give one view of why marriage alliances with neighbouring peoples were important: such neighbours can help you and harm you, and a marriage alliance might prevent the latter. Moreover, in these circumstances, it is a reasonable ground for marrying your predecessor’s widow, even if she is your stepmother.
Marriage with a predecessor’s widow was not only a feature of the early Middle Ages. In the summer of 1350, when the young king of Castile, Peter I, fell gravely ill, two parties formed around two possible claimants to the throne if he should die, and it is significant that both of these potential successors were advised to marry the queen mother, Maria, widow of Peter’s father and predecessor Alfonso XI. In fact, Peter’s recovery meant that such a marriage did not take place, but the common advice given to the rival candidates shows how valuable marriage to a predecessor’s widow appeared.127 After the death of Albert of Habsburg, king of Hungary and Bohemia, in 1439, the Magyar nobles offered the Hungarian Crown to the young king of Poland, Wladyslaw III, and wanted to confirm this offer by a marriage between Wladyslaw and Albert’s widow, Elizabeth. As Elizabeth was the daughter of Sigismund, king of Hungary (1387–1437), she embodied legitimacy and hereditary right, and could bring those things to Wladyslaw just as she had brought them to Albert. She pretended to agree, but in fact was committed to ensuring the rights of the child she bore in her body at the time (see below, p. 58). Although this too is a case where the royal widow did not marry her husband’s successor, the assumption of the Hungarians was that this would have been desirable and appropriate.128 A few years later, when Christian I was elected to succeed Christopher III as king of Denmark by the Danish State Council in 1448, it was agreed that he should marry Christopher’s widow, Dorothea of Brandenburg, which he did the following year. The main motive for this was financial: at her marriage to Christopher, Dorothea was given a huge dower in all three Scandinavian kingdoms; if she left the kingdoms, she was due 45,000 Rhenish guilders in compensation for this dower.129
Later in the fifteenth century another case, a fairly complex one, arose in Hungary. The princess Beatrice of Aragon had married Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary, and, on his death in 1490 without legitimate children, the Hungarian nobles insisted that the new claimant to the throne, Vladislav II, king of Bohemia, marry her. According to the queen herself, the nobles supposedly said, ‘that if the devil should happen to tempt him to refuse to take our majesty as a wife’ then they would abandon him and adhere just to her.130 Vladislav was elected king on 14 July 1490. By 8 August the gossip in the north Italian courts was that ‘the king of Bohemia has been elected king of Hungary and has taken the queen as his wife’.131 The gossip may have been premature but Beatrice claimed that she and Vladislav exchanged vows. He was very happy to take her money to pay his troops but showed a worrying reluctance about the marriage. Beatrice noticed that he did not refer to her as his wife in his letters, and he made endless excuses about having a public nuptial celebration. Eventually he told her that he acted this way ‘because of a certain secret impediment’ that he could not reveal.132 This impediment seems to have been the fact that he was already married. The resulting legal case dragged on, as such cases do, until the marriage of Beatrice and Vladislav was annulled in 1500. Vladislav had got Hungary, and Beatrice returned to her childhood home, where, in 1507, a year before her death, she was signing herself ‘the most unhappy queen of Hungary’.133 The case shows several things: the demand of the native aristocracy that a new king would be required to marry the royal widow; the widow’s own desire to hang on to power; and the ability of the new king to worm his way out of the situation by, in the long run, disregarding both.
Another remarkable case occurred at just this time in France, where marriage with a predecessor’s widow was actually agreed years ahead of time. When Anne, duchess of Brittany, married King Charles VIII in 1491, she finally brought the semi-independent duchy to the French Crown, and Charles was determined that it would stay in royal hands. Hence, the marriage contract specified that, if he should die before Anne, and they had no children, Anne ‘shall not remarry, except to the future king’.134 Charles did indeed die before Anne and she did indeed marry his successor, his cousin Louis XII (1498–1515), although Louis had to have his existing marriage annulled first. Brittany became a full part of France. The motives here need no discussion.
The explanations that modern historians give of the practice of marrying a predecessor’s widow range from level-headed political calculation to the extremes of cultural symbolism. On the one hand, some see it as ‘a vehicle on which claims to the royal succession could be carried to a second husband’, or a way for the new king to strengthen his kingship.135 It ‘served as a lever in the attainment of power’.136 A widowed queen could be ‘a vessel of royal power’.137 The new king would acquire the queen’s treasure and followers and, especially in the case of conquerors and usurpers, such a union might serve to legitimize the new ruler. But other historians look for illumination from a quite different source, Celtic or Germanic paganism. In early Irish mythology, sovereignty was imagined as female, and accession to kingship as a marriage between the king and this female power, in origin a goddess: ‘Sacred union with the goddess of the land was seen to initiate the fertility and prosperity of a sovereign’s reign.’138 The legendary Irish Mebh, like the Lombard queens Theodolinda and Gundeberga, chose her own husbands, who then became kings. Germanic myth can be interpreted in the same way, as marriage between goddess and mortal king: ‘As the northern ruler had once been the husband of [the goddess] Freyja, the new king must possess the old queen who came to represent that deity.’139
Figure 2 Anne, Duchess of Brittany (1488–1514), who married the king of France on condition that, if he died without children, she could remarry only his successor. This did happen, thus ensuring Brittany remained incorporated into the kingdom of France.

Paris, BnF, lat. 9474 (Jean Bourdichon, Grandes Heures d’Anne de Bretagne), fol. 3.

But, in addition to rational calculations, on the one hand, and echoes of the Golden Bough, on the other, there might also be a rougher kind of sexual appropriation involved. After Fáelá
n mac Murchado defeated and killed his older brother Dúnchad, king of Leinster, in 728, ‘he took the kingship of Leinster, and married Dúnchad’s wife’.140 In a similar style, after Vladimir of Novgorod killed Rogvolod of Polotsk and his two sons around 978, he married Rogvolod’s daughter, and he also fathered a child on the widow of his half-brother Yaropolk after having arranged his assassination.141 Following up a killing by sleeping with the daughter or wife of the man you had killed could be a way of finishing the job, taking his women as well as his land. As Adam of Bremen said of Canute (above, p. 36), ‘he took Æthelred’s kingdom, and his wife’. The association of taking the royal widow and violent seizure of power also comes out very clearly in Hungary in 997, when the Hungarian ruler Duke Géza died, and his son Stephen (later St Stephen) had to face the rival claims of Duke Koppány: ‘Koppány wanted to join himself in an incestuous marriage with the mother of St Stephen the king and kill St Stephen and subject his duchy to his power’.142 The accusation that the marriage was ‘incestuous’ implies that Koppány was a relative of Géza’s but it is not certain how. In any event, Stephen got Koppány first and had his quartered body displayed in four cities of the kingdom.
Apart from such ‘incestuous’ marriages, there is some evidence that marriage to a predecessor’s widow could be seen in itself as violation and pollution. In 683 a council at Toledo, summoned by the Visigothic king Ervig, issued a long and animated ruling, of which the following is a section:

It is an appalling crime and a deed of very frequent wickedness, to seek the royal bed when kings die leaving behind their wives, and to befoul it with the horrific stains of pollution. For which Christian can bear it with equanimity when the wife of a dead king is enjoyed afterwards in another union, or is subjected to the lust of the following ruler? … No one therefore will be permitted to marry a surviving queen, nor stain her with filthy touches. This shall not be permitted to the following kings, nor to any man.143


The tone here is not exactly rational. The belief is that, once wedded to a king, a woman should not be touched by any other man. Under Ervig’s successor, Egica (d. 702), the rule was strengthened by specifying, in addition, that the king’s widow must enter a nunnery.144 Some men, like Fáelán mac Murchado and Vladimir of Novgorod, clearly regarded such a taboo as a challenge to be broken. Yet for others, like the Danish and Hungarian nobles of the later Middle Ages, there seems to have been no taboo to overcome. The variety of responses meant that a king or prince looking for a bride might find a royal widow prescribed or proscribed.





Prohibited Degrees
In the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the Church settled its rules on marriage in ways that might appear paradoxical. On the one hand, it came down decisively in favour of a view of what constituted marriage: consent of the two parties. A church service was not necessary, the presence of a priest was not necessary, and neither did consent of the families or a transfer of property, however desirable or customary, have any constitutive function. What mattered was two people agreeing to marry. This is remarkably informal. But in contrast, over the course of the early Middle Ages, the western Church established the most restrictive rules about choice of marriage partner that the world has ever seen. In the fully developed system, as evidenced in sources of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the prohibition on marrying a cousin was extended far beyond first cousins, to include second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth cousins.145 In other words, having a common great-great-great-great-great-grandfather debarred a couple from marrying.
Rigorous churchmen would label marriages that broke these rules ‘incestuous’. A conscientious layman might consequently have to look far afield for a permissible bride. Constance Bouchard suggested that this explains such unusual marriages as that of Henry I of France with Anna of Kiev in 1051 (a taste of the exoticism that foreign queens could represent is exemplified in a charter issued by Philip I of France in 1063, in which his mother, Anna, signs her name in Cyrillic script),146 and also the willingness of the great dukes and counts of eleventh-century France to take brides from outside their caste, from among knightly families.147 Even if such brides were in reality the sixth cousins of the dukes and counts they married, the chances are that such a distant relationship would be unknown. The search for wives of the right status who were not technically within the prohibited degrees could thus be complex and convoluted.
The process of evolution towards this extreme situation had been gradual and long. Marriage between first cousins was not unusual in ancient Rome but had been prohibited by the Christian emperors of the fourth century. Marriage to cousins beyond this degree of relationship was accepted, as is shown by the case of the western emperor Valentinian III, who in 437 married the daughter of his first cousin. However, during the course of the early Middle Ages, in both east and west, the prohibition came to be extended to marriage between second cousins. Important milestones in this process are the council of Epaon in Burgundy in 517, and the Ecloga of the emperor Leo III, issued in 741.148 A relationship with a second cousin was still likely to be within the boundaries of what a family might know about its members. Indeed, defining the prohibited degrees by the limits of known relationships might seem to make sense, and some ninth-century rulings from popes and councils refrained from defining their exact extent but stipulated ‘we command that no Christian is permitted to take a wife from his own relatives or kindred, as far as the relationship is recalled, known or remembered.’149 This definition would usually mean that marriages between very distant cousins would be possible because there would be no memory of the kinship. It is the drastic extension of the prohibitions around the year 1000 that created a dilemma. Given the complex network of marriage alliances among western kings and aristocrats, it might have seemed to them virtually impossible to find anyone to marry, given the newly defined rules. The Church itself finally recognized that the rules about illicit marriages were extreme, and, at the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215, reduced the prohibited degrees from seven to four, thus only debarring marriage with one’s third cousins.
Throughout the medieval period, therefore, choice of marriage partner was limited by law, both Roman and canon. Marriage of first cousins, which had been banned in the fourth century, was rare. Karl Ubl, in his comprehensive analysis of this topic, found only three cases in the Merovingian period.150 Later instances do occur, like the marriage of the Welsh ruler, Owain Gwynedd, ruler of Gwynedd (d. 1170), and his first cousin Cristina, but that was highly controversial. Charles IV of France (1322–8) married his first cousin, Joan of Evreux, but required a papal dispensation to do so. Cousin marriage beyond that limit, however, was a different matter, allowed with third cousins in the Byzantine empire and in the early medieval west, and with fourth cousins in the Latin Church after 1215. The really extreme regime was thus that in the west from 1000 to 1215, and there are plenty of examples to show the difficulties, as well as the opportunities, that such a system generated. The first difficulty, of course, was knowing who your sixth cousins were. Even today, when research into family history is the second most popular use of the internet, it is not simple to establish a g
enealogy of this extent. The development of genealogical literature in this period and the rise of the pictorial family tree (discussed below, pp. 326–39) show how ruling and aristocratic families grappled with their deep ancestry and the complications it might bring to their choices of marriage partner.
The intrusive and sometimes combative nature of papal policy on dynastic marriages can be exemplified by the activities of Pope Innocent III (1198–1216), recognized as one of the most energetic and influential of all medieval popes.151 Innocent fought vigorously against what he saw as a storm of incestuous marriages. ‘In the East’, he wrote, ‘one woman has been joined incestuously with two men, while in the West one man has dared to join himself with two women through incest.’152 In both these cases he was, of course, referring to consecutive rather than simultaneous unions. The woman was Isabella, daughter of Amalric I, king of Jerusalem, who brought royal power to her successive husbands in the 1190s. The pope’s objections were to husbands two and three, Conrad of Montferrat and Henry of Champagne. Conrad was the brother of William of Montferrat, who had been married to Isabella’s half-sister, a relationship close enough to qualify as incestuous, although whether the relationship between Isabella and Henry of Champagne was technically within the prohibited degrees is doubtful – later Innocent simply called it ‘less than legitimate, as is said’.153 In any case, Innocent saw the hand of God in the swift and unexpected deaths of the two husbands, one of whom was assassinated in 1192, while the other fell out of a window to his death in 1197. The other case Innocent mentions (‘one man has dared to join himself with two women through incest’) was Alfonso IX of Leon, who married first Teresa of Portugal, who was his first cousin, and then Berenguela of Castile, who was the daughter of his first cousin. Both marriages were eventually annulled, but not before Alfonso had fathered eight children by these two wives. One of these children, Ferdinand III, was to inherit both Leon and Castile, reuniting those two kingdoms permanently. Although Pope Innocent had deployed all the weapons at his disposal – interdict, excommunication, declaration that Alfonso’s children were illegitimate – and although the marriage of Alfonso and Berenguela had been ended, the dynastic bond proved stronger than canonical rules: a marriage between members of two royal families (or two branches of a royal family) had produced a new (or restored) kingdom (see also pp. 183–4).
Innocent’s intransigence was also shown in the long and tangled case of Philip Augustus of France and Ingeborg of Denmark, whom the king married in 1193 and then repudiated the very next day (see also p. 26).154 His grounds for this action have been much debated, and there has been speculation about some kind of pathological reaction on Philip’s part, but, be that as it may, he immediately made determined efforts to obtain an annulment of his marriage to Ingeborg. His servants and ministers got to work producing a lengthy genealogy designed to demonstrate that Philip’s first wife and Ingeborg were too closely related for Philip and Ingeborg to be married, and a tame council of bishops and nobles was assembled to swear to this.155 A copy of the genealogy was even entered into the French royal registers.156 When Pope Innocent took over the handling of this case after his accession to the papacy, he was not impressed: he described the sentence annulling the marriage, passed by Philip’s council, as ‘a ludicrous fairy tale’,157 and went as far as to impose an interdict on the kingdom of France in order to induce Philip to take Ingeborg back. A complication was that Philip, relying on the decision of the council of French bishops and nobles, had remarried. His new wife (as he saw her), Agnes of Meran, bore him two children, including a son, Philip’s second and a welcome insurance against the possible death of the first. Innocent insisted that Philip and Agnes should separate and Ingeborg be received back:

He commanded that the intruder (Agnes) should be removed from the king’s company, both physical and local, so that she should be excluded not only from the king’s embraces but also from the boundaries of the kingdom, and that the queen should be solemnly received by the king and treated as befits a queen.158


Philip eventually agreed to these terms, leaving open the question of whether his marriage to Ingeborg might later be annulled. Further proceedings were inconclusive, but then Agnes helpfully died. In a conciliatory gesture, Innocent legitimized her children by Philip, acknowledging the king’s plea that he had acted in good faith when he married her and recognizing that Philip only had one other child and that legitimizing the two new children would serve ‘the utility and needs of the kingdom of France’.159 Innocent was determined, but also had to balance competing ends. He wanted Philip’s political support despite being committed to a strict line on marriage. Even when he had imposed an interdict on the kingdom, suspending all religious services except baptism and absolution, he had made an exception for crusaders, who were allowed to hear mass and receive Christian burial – the crusade remained one of the pope’s highest priorities.160 The case of Ingeborg and Philip dragged on over the years until eventually, in 1213, Philip ‘received into his favour and conjugal affection his legitimate wife, queen Ingeborg’.161 The fact that he now had two adult sons, and his ability to ignore Ingeborg henceforth, had convinced Philip that this was the easier path in the face of Innocent’s persistence. Innocent did not always gain complete victories in these matrimonial cases (and he had other important ones to deal with too),162 but the decrees of canon law and the attitudes of individual popes were things that the rulers of the high and late Middle Ages had to take into account when choosing a bride.





The Case of Joan of Woodstock
A case-study can illustrate many of the procedures and perils of choosing a royal bride. In 1345 envoys from the king of Castile arrived in London, seeking a wife for their master’s son. ‘After a careful inspection of the two daughters of the king of England, they chose Lady Joan of Woodstock, the king’s younger daughter, saying that she suited her future husband better because of her age.’163 Joan, the third child of Edward III and Queen Philippa, was eleven at this time, her older sister thirteen. The proposed husband, later notorious as Peter the Cruel, was exactly Joan’s age. But, young as she was, this was not the first marriage that had been proposed for Joan.164
Joan was born late in 1333 and by the summer of 1335, when she was about eighteen months old, plans were being made for her marriage. On 18 July of that year, her father, campaigning on the Scottish border, issued a letter authorizing his envoys ‘to deal and make agreement with that noble and powerful man, the duke of Austria … about contracting a marriage between the duke’s eldest son and our dear daughter Joan’.165 The duke of Austria in question was Otto of Habsburg, youngest son of King Albert I. Otto’s eldest son, Frederick, was six years older than Joan, so around eight years of age when these negotiations were taking place. An agreement was reached that the young princess should actually be sent to Germany to be brought up there until of marriageable age. It took several years before this happened, and, in the meantime, the outbreak of war between King Edward and his rival, Philip VI of France, gave the alliance with the Habsburgs greater significance, since Edward was hoping to build up a coalition of Rhineland princes as a threat on France’s eastern border. In the summer of 1338 the English royal family crossed to Antwerp and made their way up the Rhine for a summit meeting with the emperor Louis the Bavarian. Louis was married to Margaret of Hainault, sister of Edward’s queen, Philippa of Hainault, so she was Joan’s aunt. It was decided that she should take care of the young English princess, and when her parents returned north, Joan went south to Munich, the court of Louis and Margaret. Here she spent almost a year.
Her time there seems not always to have been easy, for the English royal accounts record that money had to be spent on food for her and her companions ‘when they did not have sufficient food and drink from the emperor’.166 Duke Otto continued to request that she be sent to Austria, and Edward appears eventually to have agreed to this, but all was put in doubt by Otto’s death in February 1339. Joan was recalled in the spring of 1340 and joined her mother in Ghent, where the queen gave birth to a young brother for her, John of Gaunt (that is, ‘Ghent’). By the summer, Joan, now aged six, was in her apartments in the Tower of London, along with her older sister Isabella and her loyal French nurse. The Habsburgs continued to consider the marriage as agreed, despite discouraging noises from the English side. In the summer of 1341 Edward III wrote to Albert of Habsburg, Frederick’s uncle and head of the family, suggesting the marriage be postponed, especially since the emperor Louis had now gone over to the French side.167 Over a year later, on 28 October 1343, the young Duke Frederick, now sixteen, wrote to Edward from Vienna, urging speedy marriage to Joan.168
But by this time the Castilian marriage had already been mooted as an alternative. King Edward’s cousin and friend, the earl of Derby, participated in the siege of the Muslim city of Algeciras in 1342–4, a major military undertaking of Alfonso XI of Castile, and used the contact to broach the question of a marriage alliance between Alfonso’s eldest son, Peter, and one of King Edward’s daughters. Alfonso responded favourably, and envoys began to cross back and forth between Spain and England (or Edward’s duchy of Gascony). Edward’s instructions required his ambassadors to drive as hard a bargain as they could. Their opening offer for a dowry would be £10,000; if this was not acceptable, they could go to 20,000 marks (roughly £13,333); if this was not enough, they could offer £15,000, then £20,000. If this still did not secure the agreement, they should then consult the king again.169 Negotiations were hampered by various problems. One was simply the difficulty of travel and communication. On one occasion, the king sent his envoys by land across France to Bordeaux but he was unwilling to entrust their documents and credentials to this risky journey across the territory of his enemy, so sent them by sea; unfortunately, the ship carrying them sank and duplicates had to be arranged.170 Another issue was the competing offer from Philip VI of France, who also had a daughter suited for the Castilian prince and could promise a dowry more than twice as large as Edward’s maximum. Alfonso XI was happy to accept Philip’s offer but did not see any reason to stop negotiations with Edward. Indeed, he revealed Philip’s terms to Edward and promised that he would prefer the English alliance, even with a lower dowry.171 The English king was assiduous in cultivating support at the Castilian court through letters and gifts, making sure that he had the backing of both Alfonso’s wife, Queen Maria, and his mistress, Eleanor de Guzmán. Even the lower dowry was a problem for Edward, engaged as he was in constant warfare. One ingenious suggestion was that he could marry his eldest son, later known as the Black Prince, to a daughter of the king of Portugal and thus acquire a dowry from her that he could then use to provide one for Joan. Queen Maria, who was herself a daughter of the king of Portugal, was a supporter of this scheme.
Edward’s instructions to his officials show an insistence that any son of Peter and Joan would have the right to succeed to the throne of Castile, coupled with lingering doubts: ‘if they arrive at Bordeaux and have certain news that the prince of Spain has married another, the lady will return immediately to England.’172 Finally, in spring 1348, Joan set out from Plymouth to sail to Bordeaux and then to travel on to Spain. Her entourage contained knights, bishops, officials, ladies and 130 archers, as well as a minstrel of Prince Peter returning to Spain. She took with her a spectacular and enormously expensive array of clothes, textiles, jewels and furnishings. On 31 March she reached Bordeaux, where the fourteen-year-old girl was to await her Castilian prince. But the marriage was never to be consummated, for, later that year, the Black Death swept through Europe, carrying her off on 2 September. Peter settled for a French wife five years later.
The case of Joan of Woodstock illustrates the character of medieval marriage diplomacy: plans made while the princess was just a baby, the arbitrary switch from a proposed marriage that would take her to Vienna to one that would see her in Burgos and Toledo, the seemingly interminable negotiations, the double-dealing and dissimulation, the flattery and hard bargaining, all at any moment to be punctured and dispersed by sudden death. In the words of Mary Anne Everett Green, who in the 1840s delved into the English royal records to learn about the young princess, ‘How little did she imagine while contemplating her luxurious array, that it was all vainly lavished on one who was soon to be the bride of death!’173




Chapter 2 Waiting for Sons to be Born

The search for a bride, with all its complexities, its political implications and its possible cultural consequences, had a simple goal: the birth of a child. This was the biological event on which the fortunes of kingdoms turned. Rulers in the patriarchal and dynastic world of medieval Europe were expected to be brave, violent, aggressive, forceful – qualities that were associated with men. But the thing on which dynastic continuity, and indeed the very existence of dynasties, relied was the female body and what it alone could do: conceive and give birth. So, once the new bride had been chosen, attention focussed on her ability to conceive children, especially sons. The natural fertility and mortality of upper-class and lower-class people were probably quite similar, but age at marriage might be different. In late medieval England, it has been calculated, women of the top level of the aristocracy married, on average, at seventeen, men at twenty-two.1 It seems, however, that practices at the very apex of the social hierarchy, the rulers, often included much earlier marriage.
According to the canon law of the western Church, girls were permitted to marry at the age of twelve, but ecclesiastical authorities recognized the possibility of marriage before that age ‘for the sake of reconciliation and peace between rulers or great men’.2 Richard II of England married Isabella of France just before her seventh birthday. Henry the Young King (as he is known), son of Henry II of England, was married at the age of five to the even younger daughter of the king of France. Contemporaries noted with some disapproval this marriage of ‘little children still wailing in the cradle’,3 but it brought Henry II the important border territory of the Vexin as the baby princess’s dowry.
There are cases of aristocratic women in Ottonian Germany not only marrying at twelve but also bearing children at that age,4 although it was not usual that sexual activity would begin so young. One careful study of upper-class marriages in late medieval England, by John Carmi Parsons, suggests that, whatever the age at marriage, sexual relations usually did not begin before the girl was around fifteen, and this is likely to be true of royal marriages too.5 A good example of this pattern is provided by Margaret, daughter of the king of Denmark and later ruler of all three Scandinavian kingdoms, who was engaged to the king of Norway when she was six and he was eighteen, married him aged ten and bore a child aged seventeen. Matilda, daughter of Henry II of England, married Henry the Lion, duke of Saxony, at the age of eleven; her husband was then thirty-eight. She seems to have borne her first child around the age of sixteen.
But the age imbalance was not always between older men and younger women. When, in 1281, the twenty-year-old Margaret of Scotland was sent to Norway to marry the Norwegian king Erik, who was not yet fourteen years old, the Scots insisted that, when she arrive, she be given separate lodgings until the wedding, ‘in such a way that the king of Norway might have no dishonourable or carnal contact with her in the meantime’.6 The raging hormones of a pubescent boy could not be allowed to upset the course of a carefully negotiated dynastic marriage. Such disparities in age between older brides and younger grooms are to be explained by the politics of dynasty and inheritance. When Matilda, daughter of Henry I of England, married Geoffrey of Anjou on 17 June 1128, she was a widow of twenty-six and he fifteen, and when Constance of Sicily married Henry, son of the emperor Frederick Barbarossa, on 27 January 1186, she was thirty-one and he nineteen or twenty. These ten- or eleven-year differences in age were outweighed by the fact that in each case the bride had a hereditary claim to the kingdom, a claim that was formally acknowledged in the case of Matilda, and may have been in the case of Constance. Both women bore sons, Constance at the age of thirty-nine, and these sons became kings of England and Sicily respectively. In the case of Matilda, relations with her younger husband were initially stormy, though there is no reason to assume that the age difference was the explanation. Less happy was the marriage of Louis V, joint king of the West Franks, and Adelheid of Aquitaine in 980. He was fourteen, she in her thirties:

There was almost no wedded love between them. For, since he was still a teenage boy and she was an old woman, they had quite different ways. They did not sleep together … when they needed to speak, they did so outdoors … Their ways were so discordant that not long afterwards they separated.7


Perhaps, as has been suggested in a later, similar case, Adelheid felt their marriage was ‘like being wed to an annoying younger brother’.8

In the dynastic world, it made a fundamental difference whether the ruler had a son or not. The worry and concern about this issue are often made explicit. ‘Woe to those peoples who have no hope that offspring of their lords will succeed to rule’, wrote Thietmar, bishop of Merseburg, in the early eleventh century.9 Everyone in a kingdom knew whether the ruler could expect a son to succeed him, and knew too that if he could not, there would be consequences for all. Thietmar was here expressing a justified foreboding, for this was exactly the predicament that would face the Germans when the ruling emperor, the childless Henry II, died. Later in that same century, in the reign of a subsequent ruler, the same note of concern is heard in the words of the archbishop of Cologne calling for universal prayers ‘that a son should be given to the emperor by the heavenly mercy, so that the peace of the realm might continue’.10
Pregnancy brought no unqualified reassurance. The world of dynastic politics was full of uncertainties, but these were of two kinds: there were certain uncertainties and uncertain uncertainties. Among the certain uncertainties was childbirth, which was always happening but, on any given occasion, had a doubtful outcome. Would the child survive? Would the mother survive? What sex would the child be? Careful negotiators would have to think through the possibilities. After the wedding of Isabella, daughter of the king of France, with Edward II of England in 1308, the French diplomats wanted to discuss all the permutations:

in the case where there are several sons and daughters, what provision will be made for the younger sons and the daughters; in case my lady dies without sons and there are several daughters, what provision will be made for the younger daughters; and if the eldest will be queen; and if my lady dies without a son but there is a daughter or there are several daughters, and the king of England has a son by a second marriage, what provision will be made for the daughter or daughters of the first marriage?11




Death in Childbirth
Among ruling families, childbirth was a political matter. It was also, for the mother, one of the most dangerous moments in her life. Modern maternal mortality rates vary enormously. In the early twenty-first century, the maternal mortality rate in western European countries was 4 to 10 per 100,000 live births, but in Afghanistan it was 1,575. In other words, it was 150 to 400 times more dangerous to give birth in Afghanistan than in western Europe. We do not have such statistics for the Middle Ages, but reasonably reliable figures for seventeenth-century England, when conditions were probably similar, suggest a rate of 1,500–1,600 per 100,000, a rate like Afghanistan.12
High rank did not make the chances of death in childbirth any less. There are examples of queens dying in this way throughout the Middle Ages and in every part of Christendom. At least four Capetian queens of France died in or immediately after childbirth. In 1160, Constance of Castile, the second wife of Louis VII, ‘died during labour, but the daughter who was the cause of her death survived’.13 Thirty years later, Elizabeth (Isabella) of Hainault, the first wife of Philip Augustus, died giving birth to twins.14 In 1324, Mary of Luxemburg, the second wife of Charles IV, gave birth prematurely, both baby and mother dying:

Around the middle of Lent, as King Charles was returning from the region of Toulouse, and had arrived at the castle of Issoudun with his pregnant wife, she, perhaps worn out by the journey, gave birth to a male child a month or so before its term; he was quickly baptized and, after a little while, breathed his last; and in a few days the mother followed her son and departed this life.15

And Joan of Bourbon, wife of Charles V, died on 6 February 1378, soon after the birth of her daughter Catherine, according to one account because she had taken a bath against her doctor’s advice.16 Joan was just forty and Catherine was her ninth child.

One of the sadder cases of death in childbirth is Isabella (or Yolande), queen of Jerusalem. Isabella’s mother, who was also queen of Jerusalem, died giving birth to her; she was about twenty at the time. As queen of Jerusalem, Isabella was a very desirable bride and she was engaged to the Holy Roman Emperor, Frederick II, at the age of ten or eleven, marrying him two years later. Frederick was seventeen years her senior. In 1228, aged fifteen or sixteen, Isabella died giving birth to a son. This melancholy story shows how childbirth could sweep women away in each generation. Another of the wives of Frederick II, Isabella of England, also died in childbirth.17
Death soon after giving birth, from puerperal fever, was common. The account of the death of Queen Guta or Judith of Bohemia in 1297 describes how she used her last days to set her affairs in order:

But as the sickness that she had contracted during the recent birth of a baby grew stronger, the lady queen, the pious and renowned Guta, recognized from the terrible pains, like unmistakable messengers of death, that the last days of her life had come, and she began wisely to make arrangements for her property and household and to think what might benefit her soul.18


Guta, daughter of Rudolf of Habsburg, had married Wenceslas II of Bohemia shortly before her fourteenth birthday, borne him ten children and now died at the age of twenty-six.19

It is thus not surprising that pregnancy and childbirth constituted a time when supernatural help was welcome. In November 1244 Henry III of England ordered a thousand wax candles, each weighing half a pound, to be placed around the shrine of St Thomas Becket in Canterbury Cathedral, and a like number to be placed in St Augustine’s, Canterbury, ‘for the preservation of the health and for the safe delivery of the queen, who is pregnant’. Later, two nuns brought ‘St Edmund’s cloak’ to Westminster ‘in preparation for our queen’s delivery’.20 Probably the intention was to wrap this around the heavily pregnant queen. She gave birth to a son, Edmund, on 16 January 1245. Likewise, when Scottish queens were preparing for labour, the ‘sark’ or chemise of their saintly predecessor, St Margaret of Scotland, was sent for.21 Judging from other similar use of saintly relics, it is probable that the pregnant queens would wear this holy garment to ease the pain and ensure a healthy birth.22 Isabella of Bavaria, the queen of Charles VI of France, visited the relic of the belt of the Virgin Mary at St-Sanctin-de-Chuisnes, near Chartres, during each of her twelve pregnancies.23




The Uncertainties of Pregnancy
In one case, we can actually hear the apprehensive voice of a queen pregnant for the first time. One of the most remarkable documents of the whole Middle Ages is that issued by Queen Petronilla of Aragon on 4 April 1152. Its opening words are, ‘I, Petronilla, queen of Aragon, lying and labouring in childbirth at Barcelona …’24 The queen is actually issuing this document during her labour. She wishes to make provision for the child, whichever sex it may be – whether it is a boy that ‘is to proceed from my womb, by God’s will’, or ‘if a daughter should proceed from my womb’.25 The conjectural boy is to have the kingdom of Aragon, although Petronilla’s husband, Count Raymond, will rule it during his lifetime. If the boy dies, her husband will have the kingdom. He will also have it if Petronilla’s child is a girl, being required only to ensure that she marries well. Petronilla’s own apprehensions at this time may be signified by the last clauses in the charter, whereby she grants 2,000 gold coins to the churches of Aragon and Barcelona for the sake of her soul. She was only fifteen at this time. As it turned out, Petronilla gave birth to a healthy child, and survived to have four more. It is hard to imagine a more vivid example of the bond between the female body and the body politic, as this teenage girl strains in childbirth, wondering what will ‘proceed from her womb’.
An even more uncertain situation could arise when a ruler died leaving a pregnant wife. A famous instance, with far-reaching political consequences, occurred in 1316. When Louis X of France died on 5 June in that year, he left a daughter by his first wife, but she was of dubious status, since her mother the queen had been found guilty of adultery and imprisoned for life. After the death of this imprisoned first wife, King Louis had married again, to Clemencia, a distant cousin, and she was four months pregnant at the time of his death. The succession to the kingdom was now in suspense. If Clemencia gave birth to a boy, there was no question that he would be king, with a long minority ahead of him, but arrangements had to be made for the eventuality that she might give birth to a girl. In the words of one contemporary account, the dead king’s brother, Philip, was to control the government, ‘with the title of regent (sub nomine regentis), until, if a male child was born, he reached the age of understanding, that is, fourteen, but, if a daughter was born, Philip would himself become king of France and rule’.26 Provisions were made for a landed endowment both for Louis’ daughter by his first wife and this possible daughter by his second wife: such hypothetical children were often major actors in the world of dynastic politics. Meanwhile, from 5 June until the 14 November 1316, more than five months, the kingdom and its ruling dynasty waited for Clemencia to come to term.27
Similar uncertainty went through the mind of Albert of Habsburg as he lay dying on 23 October 1439 in the Hungarian village of Neszmély (Langendorf) on the banks of the Danube. His thoughts turned first to his own chances of salvation, but then to the future of the child that his pregnant wife, Elizabeth, was carrying. Albert was not only ‘king of the Romans’ (Holy Roman Emperor elect), a title that was not hereditary, but also duke of Austria, king of Hungary and king of Bohemia. Albert made careful stipulations for the event that his unborn child were a boy. He named Queen Elizabeth and the oldest male of the house of Habsburg as regents (verweser), who would exercise power in Austria, Hungary and Bohemia, with the advice of councils from those three domains; he instructed that the boy should be brought up in Bratislava (Pressburg) because it was close to all three of his realms; and he directed that officials in the three dominions should be chosen by the local bishops and nobles with the advice of the two regents, and that these officials should render accounts to his son when he came of age.28 A whole imagined future was passing through his mind. Albert died a few days later, on 27 October 1439, and Elizabeth gave birth on 22 February 1440, almost four months later. The child was a boy, known as Ladislas ‘Postumus’, and, after many years of struggle by his partisans, he was able to succeed to all three of his father’s titles, although he died young.
Yet more perplexing difficulties arose when a ruler died leaving a wife who might or might not be pregnant. When Alexander III of Scotland died in a riding accident on 19 March 1286, he left no surviving children. Just five months earlier he had, however, married a young French noblewoman, Yolande of Dreux, and there was a possibility that she was pregnant. For much of 1286, it seems, the regency council that had been appointed was waiting to see whether Yolande would produce a child. One sober chronicle source for that year simply reports: ‘the event did not take place, or there was a miscarriage’.29 A much more dramatic tale is told by a contemporary Franciscan, who had good contacts at the Scottish court but whose account is also coloured by an almost hysterical misogyny. He reports that Queen Yolande, ‘employing her feminine wiles, said falsely that she was pregnant’. She refused to let ‘honest matrons’ inspect her state and ‘determined to deceive the people forever by substituting someone else’s baby’. She had a new font made of white marble and she arranged to acquire a baby boy, the son of an actor, but her trickery was discovered at the last moment by a loyal earl, and ‘she left the land covered in shame’. This all shows, concludes our author, how much trust you can place in women.30 This might all seem like fantasy, but a Scottish historian as hard-headed as Archie Duncan of Glasgow accepted that the queen was pregnant, suggested she might have lost the baby in August 1286, and was at least prepared to consider the possibility that this might have been concealed, and hence, at that stage, became a false pregnancy.31 We do know, at least, that Yolande was fertile because she went on to have many children by her second husband, the duke of Brittany.




Celebration
The story was told that when Margaret of Provence, the wife of Louis IX of France (St Louis), gave birth to her first child, which turned out to be a girl, ‘they did not dare to break the news to the king’ and called on the bishop of Paris to convey this unwelcome information, which he did with a jest to soften the blow.32 Conversely, the worry and concern about whether a son would be born could be explosively dissolved in celebration when one arrived. It was a time for grand public gestures, like the one made by the Frankish king Chilperic in 582. When a son was born to him, after several sons had been born and died, he celebrated by a general amnesty: ‘the king commanded all the prisons to be opened, those in chains to be freed and the fines that were owing to the treasury by delinquents not to be demanded’.33 Despite this act of thanksgiving, however, this little boy also died as an infant, aged two.
Elaborate celebrations for the birth of a son to the Byzantine emperor are described in The Book of Ceremonies of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913–59). The patriarch of Constantinople and his clergy, and the senators in ceremonial dress, are to visit the palace to offer prayers and congratulations. On the third day after the birth, receptions are held and chariot races take place in the hippodrome. On the fifth day, 200 representatives of the Byzantine people assemble in the hippodrome and call out the boy’s name. On the eighth day, the empress’ bedchamber is decked with golden curtains and she receives a procession of high-born women, then high-born men, bringing prayers, congratulations and gifts. For a week, a special ‘childbirth-brew (λοχόζεμα)’ is to be distributed freely in the streets.34
The longer the wait, the greater the relief, and sometimes the wait was protracted. Louis VII of France was in his mid-forties and had been on the throne for twenty-eight years when he finally had his long-desired son. Ralph de Diceto, dean of St Paul’s, London, looking across the Channel, describes how ‘in his last days a happier fortune smiled on Louis, king of the French’. ‘The king had had only four daughters from his first and second marriages; at last, from the third, much more happily, he happily fathered a son, desired by the people and devoutly and keenly besought by the clergy.’ Indeed, he says, the very reason for Louis’ three marriages (trigamia) was ‘to bring forth masculine offspring’.35 Louis’ biographer describes how the king ‘feared that the kingdom of France would not be governed by an heir who had issued from his seed’.36 A poem written to celebrate the birth of this son, Philip, in 1165, puts it pithily: ‘The boy is peace (Pax puer est).’37 This same poem, which was written by a French student in Paris at the time (Paris was in the process of giving birth to the university as well as a Capetian prince), conveys the suspense and tension of waiting to find out the sex of the new child:

It was night and the queen was in labour in this famous childbirth;
the city beseeches you about this, O Christ, with wakeful prayer.
The eager wishes of the city beg that it be male;
the tearful court asks God for a male.38


Another student in Paris that night was woken from his sleep by the noise of the city rejoicing:

As the news was heard in the city and received with a joy such and so great that it cannot be expressed with the tongue, immediately such a great sound and ringing of all the bells broke out everywhere throughout the breadth of the city, and so many wax lights were lit through all the streets, that those who did not know the cause of such a great sound or such an unusual tumult or the vast amount of lights at night-time, thought that the city was threatened with fire. Hence, also, the author of this work … woken from the bed where he had already laid down to sleep, leapt at once to the window, and, looking out, he saw in the street two old women, very poor, but holding wax torches in their hands, rejoicing in expression and voice and every movement of their bodies, and rushing to and fro with swift steps. When he had asked them the cause for all this noise and rejoicing, one of them looked at him and answered, saying, ‘We now have a king given to us by God and a powerful heir to the kingdom by God’s gift.’39


Even two years later the bishop of Orleans made a grant ‘from joy at the birth of the illustrious boy Philip, son of the lord king’.40 No wonder that Philip, later to be famous as Philip Augustus, also had the soubriquet Dieudonné, ‘given by God’.41

An account of the birth of the son of Charles VI on the night of 6 February 1392, over two hundred years later, depicts the Parisian response in equally enthusiastic terms: all the church bells rang, and as royal messengers cried out the news, everyone came onto the streets with lighted torches, playing music and singing all night, while ladies doled out wine and spices from trestle tables set up in the streets.42 Just like King Chilperic in 582, more than eight centuries earlier, Charles VI authorized the release of prisoners ‘because of the joyous arrival and nativity of Monsieur the Dauphin’.43 Bells ringing, music and all-night street parties show that the population at large might have shared the dynastic concerns of its rulers. The birth of a royal son, promising dynastic continuity, might also promise peace to the kingdom at large.
But even when the long-awaited son was born, there was no certainty he would live. High child mortality meant that rulers had to get used to a rapid turnover in their presumed heirs. Edward I of England, for example, had a son, John, born in the summer of 1266, before Edward himself became king. For the following five years John was next in the line of royal succession after his father. But the young prince died in the summer of 1271, which meant his young brother Henry, who was four at the time, took his place as heir. But in three years or so, with Edward now king, Henry also died, leaving the role of heir apparent to the baby Alfonso, who was not yet a year old. For almost ten years, from October 1274 to August 1284, it was Alfonso who was treated as the expected inheritor of the throne. But there was to be no Alfonso I of England, as the prince died before his eleventh birthday. Fortunately for King Edward, he had just had another son, born in April 1284 and christened with the king’s own name. He grew up to be Edward II. But the constant changes over many years show the uncertainties of succession, as well as highlighting the many ‘might have beens’ of history. If Prince Alfonso had lived and succeeded his father, perhaps Alfonso would have become as common a name in English history as Edward, and we might admire the Decline and Fall of that great historian Alfonso Gibbon, or laugh at the nonsense verse of Alfonso Lear.




Childlessness
The purpose of a royal marriage was to produce children, or, more specifically, a son. A childless king not only created, and had to deal with, uncertainty about the succession but was also more vulnerable in his lifetime. If an opponent got rid of him, there would be no sons to fight back or pursue revenge. When Henry Bolingbroke usurped the throne from Richard II of England in 1399, he faced opposition, criticism and, sometimes, rebellion, but Richard had no son to fan the flames. In contrast, when Bolingbroke’s grandson, Henry VI, was removed by Edward of York in 1461, there was a son, and Edward’s regime was not truly secure until the killing of that son ten years later.
There were occasions when childless rulers or nobles sought to bequeath everything to ecclesiastical institutions but such radical measures faced opposition from their wider kindred. Alfonso the Battler, king of Aragon and Navarre, who died in 1134, left a will in which he bequeathed his kingdom to the Templars, the Hospitallers and the Order of the Holy Sepulchre, international Orders based in the Holy Land:

After my death I leave as my heir and successor the Sepulchre of the Lord that is in Jerusalem, and those who keep it and watch over it and serve God there, and the Hospital of the poor that is in Jerusalem, and the Temple of Solomon with the knights who are on guard there for the defence of the name of Christendom. To these three I grant my whole kingdom … so that they should have and possess it in three fair and equal portions.44


If Alfonso’s will had been carried out, his kingdom would have become three states run by the crusading Orders, just like the later Ordensstaat (‘Order State’) of the Teutonic Knights in the eastern Baltic, or the Hospitallers’ Rhodes.

Despite a papal command that the will be fulfilled,45 the leaders of Aragon and Navarre were not prepared to tolerate this. In Navarre the nobles chose as king a descendant of an illegitimate son of a king of Navarre who had ruled eighty years earlier, thus separating the two kingdoms again. In Aragon, Alfonso’s only close male relative, his brother Ramiro, was a monk, but this did not stop the leaders of Aragon hauling him out of his monastery, marrying him to a noble French lady and only allowing him to return to it when she had given birth to a child, a daughter who thus became queen of Aragon before her first birthday. ‘This’, commented a Castilian chronicler, ‘was a great sin before the Lord, but the Aragonese, having lost their dear lord, did this so that sons might be raised up from the royal seed.’46 This infant queen, Petronilla, mentioned above (p. 57), was betrothed to Raymond Berengar IV of Barcelona, twenty-three years her senior, in 1137. He took over the running of Aragon and secured renunciation of their claims by the Hospitallers and the Order of the Holy Sepulchre in 1140, in return for generous grants within the realm.47 A few years later, in 1143, the Templars accepted compensation in the form of a huge endowment in Aragon.48 Later, the renunciation by the Orders and Raymond’s possession of ‘all the land which Alfonso, former king of the Aragonese, dying without an heir, left to the Sepulchre of the Lord, the Hospital and the Temple’ was confirmed by the papacy.49
The same urge that motivated Alfonso the Battler can occasionally be found among the higher aristocracy as well as amongst sovereign rulers. The childless Welf III (d. 1055) wanted to leave his entire estate to a monastery but his nephew turned up from Italy to claim it.50 In English law it was even forbidden to make a bequest of land to a religious house on one’s deathbed, to avoid this situation.51 There were to be states run by the international Orders in medieval Europe but they were created by conquest, not by the wishes of childless kings. The swift action of the Aragonese nobles in finding a blood-heir shows very clearly that this was an elite who thought in dynastic terms.
One story that could be told about childless kings was that they preserved their virginity to maintain their moral and spiritual purity, in accordance with the teaching of the medieval Church that virginity was one of the highest goods. Two childless eleventh-century kings, Henry II of Germany and Edward the Confessor of England, were declared saints, the former in 1146, the latter in 1161, and on each occasion the monarch’s lifelong virginity, despite being married, was given as one of the signs of their sanctity.52 But saints are, by definition, rare. Most childless kings wished to take action to remedy the situation. Should a childless queen be dismissed and replaced by another, possibly fertile, one? How many times could this be done? Or was it better to wait out the first wife and hope for her early death, perhaps while giving birth to a girl? And, failing all else, was it desirable to make arrangements for a successor who was not a son or daughter – perhaps a relative, perhaps not?





Repudiation of Failed Mothers
In the High Middle Ages, the Church did not permit divorce, in the sense of the ending of a valid marriage, but did allow annulment, which was the recognition that the marriage in question had never been valid in the first place, and hence the partners could separate and marry others. One of the most common grounds for annulment was too close a family relationship between the partners, and the Church defined ‘too close’ in remarkably demanding terms (see above, pp. 43–5). But if that was the most common grounds, in the sense of legal justification, then the most common motive for an annulment was the fact that the wife had borne no sons. Commentators sometimes blithely combined the motive and the justification: ‘they had parted because they were closely related and she had borne him no children’.53
An annulment of this kind with enormous political implications was that of the marriage of Louis VII of France and Eleanor of Aquitaine in 1152. At this time, although the king of France had an undisputed position as sole consecrated monarch in the kingdom, real power in most areas was in the hands of the great dukes and counts. Amongst the greatest were the dukes of Aquitaine, ruling the south-west of the country from the Loire to the Pyrenees. Eleanor’s father, Duke William X, died unexpectedly in April 1137, leaving no sons. Within four months Eleanor was married to Louis, son of Louis VI and already crowned in his father’s lifetime (the older Louis died just after this marriage). As husband of Eleanor, the king of France now had direct authority over the huge duchy of Aquitaine. It could have been a turning point in the history of the French monarchy. But there were two sources of tension in the marriage. One was a personal incompatibility. Eleanor supposedly complained, ‘I have married a monk not a monarch!’54 The other was the fact that during the fifteen years of the marriage she bore only daughters. The Capetian dynasty had either to face the problem of the failure of that series of father–son successions that had characterized it for well over a century, or give up Eleanor and Aquitaine. The decision was made in favour of the latter, justified, and perhaps even partly motivated, by the discovery that Louis and Eleanor were related within the prohibited degrees (they were fifth cousins). Louis’ rivals were willing to gamble on the young Eleanor still being able to have sons in return for the acquisition of Aquitaine, and wasted no time. The marriage of Louis and Eleanor was nullified by a council held during Lent, that is, February to March, 1152, and she married Henry of Anjou at Pentecost (Whitsun), 18 May, the same year.55 Henry already ruled Anjou and Normandy and with his marriage to Eleanor and then his accession to the English throne in 1154 there came into existence the huge conglomeration of territories, sometimes called the Angevin empire, that dominated the history of north-west Europe for the next half-century. And Eleanor went on to have five sons with Henry. The accident of her having borne only daughters with Louis VII thus shaped European political and military affairs for generations.
Getting rid of a wife who produced no children, or only girls, had political as well as legal consequences. If she were a member of a family that was important within the kingdom, then her relatives might well object and oppose. When the English king Edward the Confessor fell out with the powerful Earl Godwin and his sons in 1051 (see above, p. 13), driving them into exile, he also repudiated his wife Edith, Godwin’s daughter, and sent her to a nunnery. Moreover, he stripped her of all her property: ‘the king forsook the lady, who had been consecrated as his queen, and had her deprived of all that she possessed, in land, in gold, in silver and in everything’.56 Edward and Edith had been married for more than six years but had no children. However, the next year the Godwin family returned in force, were reinstated in power, and consequently ‘the queen, the earl’s daughter, was brought back to the king’s bed’.57 The king’s failure to break the Godwin family meant that he could not now seek another, younger and potentially fertile bride, and that he died childless, with the throne being taken by Godwin’s son, Edith’s brother, Harold, a move that provided the impetus for the Norman Conquest of 1066.
Some royal marriages were ended without much fuss. In 1153 Frederick Barbarossa, who had become ‘king of the Romans’ (Holy Roman Emperor elect) in the previous year, had his childless marriage to Adela of Vohburg dissolved easily and with no long-term consequences. The grounds were ‘the bond of consanguinity’, that is, they were too closely related.58 Both remarried, he to the heir of the county of Burgundy, she to a member of the German lower aristocracy, and both had children from these second marriages.59 Their marriage had lasted only four years or so, and consequently it is not clear that childlessness was the actual motive for this act rather than political considerations, such as the acquisition of Burgundy. The marriage was dissolved by papal legates, so the pope clearly raised no objections.
A very different situation faced Alfonso III of Portugal in the following century. He had married a great French noblewoman, Matilda of Boulogne, in 1239, many years before he became king – his elder brother Sancho II was ruler of Portugal – but he replaced Sancho as king in 1248 and now had to think seriously about the succession. His marriage with Matilda was childless and she was older than him, well into her forties. He therefore contracted another marriage. It is not clear what form of separation with Matilda took place. His new bride, who was not yet twelve, was Beatrice, the illegitimate daughter of Alfonso X of Castile, a match negotiated as part of a wider settlement of territorial disputes between the two kingdoms. Beatrice appears as ‘wife’ and ‘queen’ in Alfonso’s charters from 1253.60 Matilda, however, did not accept this without protest and appealed to the pope, who first delegated the case to the archbishop of Santiago and then, when the king failed to respond to the archbishop’s summons, himself cited the king. Alfonso failed to send representatives, but Matilda’s lawyer argued that, although Matilda ‘was the king’s legitimate wife, the king had publicly contracted a de facto marriage, or rather cohabitation, with the daughter of the king of Castile’, and hence the pope should grant Matilda’s request for a formal separation and the return of her dowry. The pope agreed to this.61
Alfonso continued to ignore the pope, even when he imposed an interdict on Portugal, and soon his teenage bride produced three sons. He was concerned that they should be declared legitimate, and his path was eased by two developments: a new pope in 1261 and the death of Matilda in 1262. In June 1263 the new pope, Urban IV, wrote to ‘his dearest son in Christ, Alfonso, the illustrious king of Portugal’, recording how the king had approached him, explaining

that in the past, at the time when you received the reins of government of the kingdom of Portugal, on account of the pressing necessities with which your highness was faced and in order to avoid the grave and manifest dangers that were imminently at hand and also on account of the fear which can strike even the steadfast, you contracted a de facto marriage with the noble woman Beatrice, daughter of our dearest son in Christ, Alfonso, the illustrious king of Castile, while Matilda of precious memory, your legitimate wife, was still alive.62

Not only had Alfonso married while his first wife was alive, he had also married a girl who was underage and too closely related to him. But the pope notes that he has the power to suspend the rules if public necessity is great, especially in the case of rulers. Urban goes on to explain that he has taken many things into account – the loyalty of past kings of Portugal to the papacy, the fact that Portugal made an annual payment to the pope, the support for Alfonso’s request from the king of France and from the Portuguese bishops – and declares that Alfonso and Beatrice may stay together and that their children are legitimate and have the right to inherit the kingdom. The kings of the Iberian peninsula had a tradition of making marriages that broke canon law and then outfacing papal disapproval to get their desired end. This is exactly what Alfonso III had done: he had dismissed his first, unfertile wife and found another, much younger one, with whom he had the sons he desired; then he had them legitimated. His male-line descendants ruled Portugal down to 1580.

A similar awareness of political realities is evident in the dealings of Urban IV with Premysl Otakar II, king of Bohemia. Premysl determined to obtain a separation from his wife, Margaret of Austria, ‘since they were not able to have children’.63 In 1261 ‘the sterile queen was repudiated’ and Premysl married Cunigunda, the teenage granddaughter of the king of Hungary.64 The pope was willing to accept this on various grounds, even though Premysl and his new wife were too closely related by the rules of canon law. One reason was that it was argued that Margaret of Austria had been a Dominican nun and therefore could not have entered a valid marriage with the king. Another was that ‘from the continuation of the marriage contracted between you and Cunigunda peace will be preserved in the kingdoms of Hungary and Bohemia and the adjacent provinces’.65 Urban therefore confirmed the annulment of the marriage with Margaret and gave a dispensation for the marriage with Cunigunda. Premysl was indeed succeeded by his son by Cunigunda. International peace was a good reason for being flexible in the application of rules about marriage.






Remarriages
The Byzantine emperor Manuel Comnenus, who had only daughters from his first marriage, married again, ‘since he longed to be called the father of a male child’.66 Remarriage was not uncommon after the death or repudiation of a childless queen, or one who had borne only daughters, and kings could then continue to father children with young brides. The English king most notorious for notching up wives is Henry VIII, who had six all told, motivated mainly by the desire to secure his relatively new dynasty through male heirs. In the end, he produced a son and two daughters, but all three died without children and so with them the Tudor dynasty came to an end. Henry’s activities even left a mark on popular culture, with a mnemonic about how to remember the fate of his six wives: ‘Divorced, beheaded, died; divorced, beheaded, survived.’
One medieval king who came close to rivalling Henry was Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile (d. 1109), although he did not execute any of his wives.67 His first wife, Ines or Agnes of Poitou, who is recorded as queen in the 1070s, when Alfonso was in his thirties, left no children. After her death or divorce, Alfonso married another great French noblewoman, Constance of Burgundy, who gave birth to a daughter, Urraca, later to be the first queen regnant in medieval west European history. Constance seems to have had no further surviving children, and very quickly after her death in 1093, the king married again, to Berta, of uncertain but probably Italian descent. No children are recorded. The year after Berta’s death in 1099 Alfonso married Elizabeth (or Isabella), another queen of uncertain descent but probably French, like two of his earlier wives. By her Alfonso had two more daughters, Sancha and Elvira. By this time the king also had several illegitimate children, two of them daughters, Teresa and another Elvira, by a Spanish noblewoman, and, most significant from his point of view, a son, Sancho, by his Muslim mistress Zaida (on her, see p. 19). A contemporary chronicler reports that Zaida converted to Christianity and took the new name Elizabeth, and this has led to conflicting theories about whether she is to be identified with Alfonso’s fourth wife or whether she succeeded her, confusingly with the same name. At the very end of his life, when the king was again free to marry, after the death or divorce of the preceding Elizabeth or Elizabeths, and now around seventy years of age, Alfonso took a wife called Beatrice, who survived him. He thus had five or six wives but fathered only one son. This son, Sancho, died in battle the very year before the death of his father, hence the succession of Urraca. Alfonso’s matrimonial history suggests that the pursuit of a male heir was a constant purpose and led to remarriage very quickly after the death of a queen.
One of the most controversial remarriages of a medieval monarch was the fourth marriage of the Byzantine emperor Leo VI.68 His first wife, Theophano Martinakia, whom he had married in 882, was chosen for him by his parents. They had one child, a daughter, Eudokia, but relations between the spouses were not good, and the emperor began a relationship with another woman, Zoe Zaoutzaina. There were discussions about a separation between Leo and Theophano, especially after the death of their daughter. After Theophano’s death in 897, Leo’s plans to marry Zoe Zaoutzaina met with some opposition. Partly, this was due to a general Christian hostility towards second marriages, which can be traced back as far as St Paul and was also expressed in penitentials and canon law. St Jerome gave practical advice to those contemplating a second marriage: ‘think every day that you are going to die, and you will never think about a second marriage.’69 A century before Leo faced his own decision, Theodore, influential abbot of the Stoudios monastery in Constantinople, had put it very succinctly: ‘a second marriage, even though it is permissible, still requires penance’.70 But opposition was also inspired by Zoe’s moral reputation, which was not good, since she was suspected of poisoning her husband, as well as being acknowledged as the emperor’s mistress. Because of this, the patriarch of Constantinople refused to take part in the marriage ceremony, and the priest who did so was degraded from office. Zoe Zaoutzaina gave birth to a daughter, Anna, but died after only twenty months as empress. Leo now took a third wife, Eudokia Baiane, but she died in childbirth on 12 April 901, her baby boy also dying.71
If a second and third marriage were deemed ‘permissible but requiring penance’, a fourth was unprecedented in Byzantium. Yet, after Leo had buried his third wife alongside his first two in the Church of the Holy Apostles, the imperial mausoleum in Constantinople,72 he not only took as his mistress Zoe Karbonopsina (‘black-eyed Zoe’), but, after she had given birth to the long-desired son, Constantine, on 3 September 905, he married her. In a reprise of his second marriage, the priest who conducted the ceremony was later degraded from office. This fourth marriage was, however, an even more serious matter, and Nicholas, the patriarch of Constantinople, who had been willing to baptize the baby Constantine, was not willing to countenance the marriage and debarred Leo from entering church. He could be justified by the strong tradition in the eastern Church that condemned fourth marriages as bestial and iniquitous.73 Patriarch Nicholas later claimed that he had agreed to baptize Constantine only in return for a promise from Leo to give up Zoe.74 Matters became embattled. The emperor sought support for his position from Rome, for western canon law put no limit on the number of remarriages. Patriarch Nicholas berated the western Church for allowing not only fourth marriages, but fifth marriages, sixth marriages and so on indefinitely, and this was not a caricature.75 The greatest legal expert of the thirteenth-century Roman Church argued that second marriages were licit and defined ‘second’ to mean any marriage after the first, ‘even the thousandth’.76 Nicholas vacillated in his position, but eventually came down for a hard line. Leo then pressured him into resigning, sent him into exile and secured a new patriarch. He obtained his dispensation and Zoe stayed on, later ruling as regent in the reign of her son Constantine.77
The emperor’s fourth marriage created deep and long-lasting divisions in the Byzantine Church. Some episcopal sees had two bishops for a period, one loyal to the old patriarch, one to the new. Seemingly as part of the process of obtaining a dispensation for his marriage, Leo had to agree to a law forbidding fourth marriages, which thus made him ‘the first and last person in the history of Byzantium to have been allowed to marry for a fourth time’.78 His persistence in the face of opposition, his willingness to endure the disruption this entailed and his disregard of deep moral traditions all indicate a total commitment to the dynastic ideal of having a son to succeed him.
Leo VI finally obtained his son, and his dynasty continued on the Byzantine throne for another 150 years. But having just one son was a precarious position, given the high rate of infant death in the period. Most rulers would prefer more, ‘an heir and a spare’ as it is sometimes flippantly expressed. Edward I of England, after producing at least fourteen children with his first wife, Eleanor of Castile, had three more when he was in his sixties, with his young bride, Margaret of France. This was not simply from emotional or sexual motives. When Eleanor died, only one of the four sons she had borne survived, so Edward’s line hung on a thread. The two further sons that Margaret bore were a guarantee. Extinction of the line was a frightful prospect for patriarchal dynasts like Edward.






The End of the Line
Kings often died without children, or without sons, or without male descendants, or without legitimate children. In all such cases, there would almost certainly be more than one claimant to succeed and the politics of the kingdom would be dominated by the issue until a secure outcome was reached, which might take years or even decades and involve the shedding of large amounts of blood. The long-term fate of kingdoms could be decided by a ruler’s childlessness. After the death of the childless Rudolf III in 1032, his kingdom of Burgundy came into the hands of the Holy Roman Emperors and lost its political identity. Thirty-four years later, in 1066, the death of the childless Edward the Confessor, king of England, set off a ferocious conflict among his potential successors and led to the most dramatic transformation ever experienced by the medieval kingdom of England. In Germany, kings died without leaving children in 911, 918 (although in this case with an adult brother), 1002, 1024, and 1125. This was one reason why German kingship remained elective, since on these occasions the great nobles and higher clergy decided the succession, establishing precedents for election rather than hereditary monarchy. Famous dynasties that died out though lack of male heirs included the Arpad kings of Hungary in 1301 and the Premyslids of Bohemia in 1306, in each case after ruling for centuries in their ancestral realms. In both cases, many years of political uncertainty, military conflict and outside intervention followed. Neither Hungary nor Bohemia was ever ruled by a native dynasty again (as distinct from one individual king), and in the long term both became part of the domains of the Habsburgs, who acquired these realms permanently in 1526 and 1527 and lost them only in the turmoil at the end of the First World War.
The cases of Scotland in 1286 and Aragon in 1410 show very well the big political consequences that could result from kings dying without male descendants. The Scottish example is exceptionally enlightening about the thinking of the nobility and higher clergy in such times of dynastic crisis.79 The unexpected death of Alexander III in 1286, leaving no male descendants, did not result immediately in a contest for the throne, as it would in many dynastic systems, since, by this time, Scottish royal succession had not only been monopolized by one lineage, but also explicitly recognized the right of female heirs. In 1284, two years before Alexander’s death, the nobles of Scotland acknowledged Margaret, ‘the Maid of Norway’, the king’s daughter’s daughter, as heir to the kingdom.80 So, after the king’s death, there was no question about who should succeed.81 But Margaret would be the first female ruler in Scottish history. The nobles could accept this, but presumed that Margaret would marry, not only to have children to continue the dynasty, but also to have a man to govern and make war. The question then arose as to whom she would marry. Edward I, king of England, Scotland’s large and powerful southern neighbour, had a suggestion: his own son and heir, also called Edward, who was two years old in 1286, a year younger than the Maid of Norway.
The committee of Scottish lords and bishops that acted as a regency council for Margaret, the absent child ruler, entered into negotiations for this marriage and in 1290 a detailed agreement was drawn up, carefully designed to preserve the separate identity of Scotland after the marriage of the heir of England and the heir of Scotland.82 If Margaret and Edward had married, any son of theirs would have become both king of Scotland and king of England, but the two realms would not then be united into one (this exact situation did occur in 1603). All this care came to nothing, however, with the death of Margaret on her way to Scotland. There now really would be a contest for the succession.
Fourteen claimants made their case to succeed, but it was generally recognized that only two, John Balliol and Robert Bruce, had a strong basis for their claim (see the family tree in Appendix D). Rather than see civil war, the leaders of Scotland agreed to seek a judgment on the matter from Edward I of England. He first required recognition as overlord of Scotland, and then set up a court of 104 men, twenty-four from his own council, forty nominated by Balliol and forty by Bruce. Both Balliol and Bruce were descended from David, earl of Huntingdon, brother of King William the Lion. The legal argument boiled down to a simple issue: did Balliol, as grandson of Earl David’s oldest daughter, have the better case, or Bruce, as son of a younger daughter of Earl David? On grounds of primogeniture, Balliol’s case was hard to refute, so Bruce’s lawyers had to argue that, as a son of David’s daughter, not a grandson, he was ‘nearer in degree’, that is, closer as counted by generations.83 This did him no good. On 17 November 1292, at a great assembly of the lords and bishops of Scotland and England in the castle of the border town of Berwick-upon-Tweed, judgment was pronounced in favour of John Balliol.84
It might seem that the matter had been resolved, but that was not the case. Edward I had used his opportunity to win recognition as overlord of Scotland and Balliol had to swear fealty and perform homage to him. Although Balliol was now ‘King John’, he had a superior in England with a powerful sense of his own rights and privileges. Very quickly points of tension arose, notably the hearing of appeals from Scotland in the English royal lawcourts and the demand for Scottish military service in King Edward’s war in France. The Scots leaders decided that resistance was better than compliance and entered into an alliance with Edward’s enemy, the king of France. As soon as he could, Edward invaded and conquered Scotland, deposed John Balliol and took the country into his own hands. This was a turning point in relations between Scotland and England. In the previous two centuries, there had been only nine years of war between the two kingdoms but after Edward’s invasion of 1296 warfare was the usual condition, down to 1560. It was the deaths of Alexander III, last of the old line of Scottish kings, and of his granddaughter Margaret, that triggered this shift from two centuries of almost continuous peace to two and a half centuries of almost continuous war. An entirely different history of relations between the two countries could be imagined if the Scottish royal dynasty had not faced the crisis of extinction in the male line.
More than a century later, in 1410, Martin I of Aragon died leaving no legitimate male descendants.85 He did, however, have an illegitimate grandson, son of his predeceased son, and a nephew and a great-nephew who descended from the Aragonese royal family in the female line. Moreover, there were two more distant relatives who descended in an unbroken male line from earlier kings of Aragon (see the family tree in Appendix D). The complexity of the situation, of weighing the claims of legitimate versus illegitimate birth, male-line versus female-line descent and closer or more distant relationship, was compounded by the starker question of the balance of power between the claimants. Unlike the Scots lords in the later thirteenth century, the ruling classes of the lands of the Crown of Aragon (which comprised Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia) decided to settle the question of the succession themselves, not by referring it to any outside power. This involved a long and sometimes difficult process, harmonizing the parliaments of Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia, dealing also with those claimants who were resorting to violence, and maintaining authority in the islands of the Mediterranean subject to the Crown of Aragon, where, in Sicily, there was a move to have Martin’s illegitimate grandson crowned.
The five contenders were Alfonso de Gandía, grandson of James II and quite old at the time of this crisis, who died early in 1412, whereupon his claim was taken up by his younger brother, John of Prades; James of Urgell, great-grandson of Alfonso IV and notorious for his violence; Frederick de Luna, the young illegitimate son of Martin I’s son; Louis (III) of Anjou, always on the lookout for a crown; and Ferdinand of Antequera, the younger son of John I of Castile, and from 1406 regent for his young nephew John II of Castile, who was the son of Ferdinand’s older brother Henry III. Ferdinand was also extremely wealthy and experienced in warfare, both attractive qualities in a candidate for the throne.
In February 1412, almost two years after the death of Martin I, the parliaments of Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia each chose three representatives, thus forming a committee of nine, who were granted the power to decide who should be the next king. Among the nine commissioners were bishops, legal experts, representatives of the towns and also Master Vincent Ferrer, a Dominican friar from a wealthy Valencian family who was one of the most celebrated charismatic preachers of his time (and who was canonized in 1455). A decision of at least six of the nine would be valid, on condition that they included one from each of the three lands of the Crown of Aragon. The nine spent the spring and early summer of 1412 in their deliberations in the town of Caspe, close to where Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia adjoined. They read the documents submitted to them and heard the arguments made on behalf of the claimants. On 28 June 1412 they went to the church of Caspe to publish their decision. An altar had been set up at the doors of the church, facing the square, and benches placed around it. Representatives of Aragon, Valencia and Catalonia, including lawyers, nobles, clergy and others, took their places here. The archbishop of Tarragona celebrated mass at the altar. Master Vincent Ferrer preached a sermon and then proceeded to announce the decision about the succession:

There, publicly, in a loud and comprehensible voice, before the lord ambassadors and the people assembled in that place, he solemnly published one of the documents concerning our lord and king, reading word for word. And when in this publication there was a passage in which the name was mentioned of the most excellent and magnificent ruler and lord Ferdinand, our true king and lord, Master Vincent and the others and all present, expressing their happiness and joy in a great and loud voice, exclaimed many times, ‘Viva, viva nostre rey e senyor don Ferrando!’86


The local garrison then raised a huge banner with the arms of the kings of Aragon, and church bells were rung and trumpets sounded. Everything was being done to make this decision as public and as loud and joyful as possible, and hence irreversible.87 Not everyone rejoiced. James of Urgell refused to recognize Ferdinand and had to be defeated in battle. He spent twenty years a prisoner and his county of Urgell was incorporated into the lands of the Crown. This is how a junior branch of the royal family of Castile came to rule also in Aragon. Ferdinand’s grandson, also called Ferdinand, married his cousin, Isabella of Castile, thus effecting the dynastic union of Aragon and Castile on which modern Spain is based.

In both Scotland and Aragon the ruling classes, lay and ecclesiastical, had contrived to create institutions and procedures to deal with a crisis in the succession without simply lapsing into civil war. The Scots, however, had submitted their case for judgment to a ruler outside the kingdom, and moreover one who would have a very determined and intransigent view of the proper relationship between England and Scotland. That is why, although the judgment in favour of John Balliol was undoubtedly the correct one in terms of the rule of primogeniture, recourse to Edward had left the Scottish kingdom in a vulnerable subordinate position. Perhaps the Scots ruling classes thought they had little choice between accepting Edward as arbiter and seeing a Bruce–Balliol war, although in the long run they got both, since in 1332 John Balliol’s son launched a campaign for the kingship against the incumbent Bruce dynasty that lasted for a quarter of a century. In the lands of the Crown of Aragon the decision was put into the hands of a committee representing the three constituent lands and was reached as much on grounds of utility as of legal custom. Indeed, one account of the proceedings at Caspe alleged that one of the nine commissioners, the archbishop of Tarragona, ‘believed that the duke of Gandía and the count of Urgell, as legitimate males and descendants in the male line of the stock of the kings of Aragon, had greater right’, but had to concede that ‘don Ferdinand was more useful for the government of the realm’.88
The failure of a dynastic line, especially if it was dramatic, often stimulated chroniclers and others to provide an explanation, usually in terms of providence and punishment rather than in terms of biology. One of the more notable cases was the successive deaths in 1314, 1316, 1322 and 1328, of Philip IV (‘the Fair’) of France, his three sons and a grandson. A king who was the most powerful in Europe and had, at the time of his death, three adult sons, left no male-line descendants just fourteen years later. It is a perfect example of the uncertainty of the dynastic world and no surprise that these kings have been christened les rois maudits – ‘the accursed kings’. A chronicler writing in Castile a little later tells the story of the successive deaths, concluding,

and in this way there came to an end the line of King Philip of France, whom they call ‘the Great’ and in France ‘the Fair’. And some say that this death of King Philip and also the failure of his line came about because this King Philip had the pope captured. And others say … because this King Philip in his time made great extortions in the kingdom of France … and some say because this King Philip expelled the Jews from all his realm … but the reason why this happened, God knows.89


Such a superfluity of explanation suggests the inexplicable.







Adoption
There was one institution that might seem to solve the problem of the childless ruler. In his will, which was read out after his assassination in 44 BC, Julius Caesar bequeathed three-quarters of his property to his great-nephew Gaius Octavius, and also ‘adopted him into his family and name’.90 Octavius then became ‘Caesar’ and was launched on his path to becoming ‘Augustus’, conventionally regarded as the first Roman emperor.91 When planning for the future, Augustus himself also employed the institution of adoption. After the death of two of his grandsons, Augustus adopted the remaining grandson and also Tiberius, who was both his stepson and his son-in-law. The grandson proved unsatisfactory and was soon disinherited, but Tiberius entered fully into the role of adopted son. In return Augustus made every effort to increase Tiberius’ power and glory, for ‘it was now certain that hope of the succession inclined to one person alone’.92 These examples show how important adoption was in Roman society, often determining the transmission of power at the highest level.
This tradition continued in the Byzantine empire, where succession to the imperial throne was sometimes by means of adoption: thus the emperor Justin (518–27) adopted his nephew, who took the name Justinian, and succeeded him as emperor, and Michael III (842–67) adopted Basil, his chamberlain, with a view to Basil succeeding (although Basil hastened events by murdering Michael), while the eleventh century saw several examples of adoption being practised or proposed to secure imperial succession.93 It was such a readily conceivable possibility in Byzantium that when Nicholas, patriarch of Constantinople, was justifying his refusal to sanction the fourth marriage of the emperor Leo VI to his mistress Zoe in 906 (discussed above, pp. 70–1), he rejected Leo’s argument that the marriage was required to legitimize the son Zoe had borne him, by saying that it would be perfectly easy for Leo to adopt the boy; this would legitimize him and there would then be no need for the marriage.94
In contrast to Byzantium, adoption became marginal in the medieval west.95 It is mentioned in the Frankish and Lombard laws of the early medieval period, and legal formulae for the procedure are found in formularies from the Frankish empire,96 but cases are few, and even fewer among rulers. There are three instances of adoption among the Merovingian kings, although one of them is doubted by some scholars.97 The most fully depicted case, because it is described in the history of Gregory of Tours, is the adoption of the child king Childebert II by his uncle King Guntram – this was a period when the Frankish realms were divided amongst several members of the Merovingian dynasty. Gregory describes how, in the spring of 577, Guntram arranged a meeting with the young Childebert, along with the chief men from both their kingdoms, and said, ‘It has befallen me, because of my sins, that I am without children, and so I request that this nephew of mine should be as a son to me.’98 He then placed Childebert on a throne, bestowed on him the entire kingdom99 and promised that, even if he had a son in the future, Childebert would be that child’s equal. Thereafter, Guntram referred to Childebert as his son or adopted son.100 Some years later, in 585, this bond was strengthened. At a meeting between the two kings, Guntram placed a spear in the hands of Childebert, who was now about fifteen, and said, ‘This is a sign that I have handed over my whole kingdom to you … For, because of my sins, none of my stock remains except you alone, the son of my brother. For you succeed in all my kingdom, all others excluded from inheritance.’101
In whatever way one interprets these early medieval cases and the references in laws and formularies, there is no doubt that they are few in number and dry up soon after the Merovingian period. From the tenth to the twelfth century there is virtually silence on the subject of adoption in west European sources. The story then recommences but at a very abstract level. The learned lawyers of the twelfth, thirteenth and fourteenth centuries often discussed adoption, since it appeared in the texts of the Roman Law that they studied, but it is clear that, in general, these discussions were theoretical and hypothetical.102 In Spain adoption appears in law codes such as the famous Siete Partidas, but ‘research undertaken in judicial and notarial sources to study the practical application of adoption has produced nothing’.103 Only in the late Middle Ages was there a muted revival of the practice of adoption. There is evidence of adoptions, at various social levels, from the fourteenth century in Sicily and from the fifteenth century in Florence, Provence and southern France, with isolated examples elsewhere.104 These were all areas where written law, as distinct from unwritten custom, was important, and this distinction was recognized at the time, one legal expert, after defining adoption, pointing out ‘this happens more in written law than in custom’.105 Roman Law, with its prominent place for adoption, provided a model in these regions.
Adoption could be used by peasants to bring a strong young man into the family, who would support them in their old age, but it could also be used by aristocrats for dynastic purposes, especially to preserve the family name if they had no sons of their own. The ‘adoption of name and coat-of-arms’, as it is called, enabled dynastic continuity to be salvaged even if the biological male-line transmission was broken. Thus, Lourdin de Saligny, chamberlain of the duke of Burgundy in the mid-fifteenth century, lacking a son, named his daughter as his heir but then ‘substituted’ her son for her. His grandson thus became ‘his substitute son’. This substitute son would inherit all Lourdin’s property, and so would his sons after him if he had any; if not, the property would pass to his younger brothers in turn. A condition of their receiving the inheritance was that they ‘should be held to bear the name, surname, heraldic motto and arms of the testator’.106 In this way generations of men with the name Lourdin de Saligny, and with Lourdin’s coat-of-arms, would march into the future, bridging the gap in male transmission that Lourdin’s daughter represented.
In adoption, the dynastic world would seem to have found an ideal safeguard against rupture of the family line. This was indeed how the institution was used in ancient Rome. However, medieval cases of transmission of royal power in this way are few. Apart from the Merovingian examples already discussed, there are isolated later cases, some of which are hard to interpret. For example, annalists describe a meeting in 887 between the emperor Charles the Fat and his young kinsman Louis, ‘whom the emperor attached to himself honourably as his man, like an adopted son’.107 This word ‘like (quasi)’ can be interpreted as having a stronger or weaker meaning, and some scholars have viewed this as a genuine adoption with Charles accepting Louis as his heir, while others view it as a vaguer ‘ritual of peacemaking’.108
A case of royal succession by adoption occurred in Hungary in 1038. A well-informed Bavarian chronicler describes how Peter Orseolo, whose father was Otto Orseolo, doge of Venice, and whose mother was a sister of King Stephen of Hungary, came to the throne: ‘Since his own son had died during his lifetime, and he had no other, Stephen, his uncle, made him his adoptive son (adoptivum) and appointed him heir to the kingdom.’109 To do this, Stephen had to kill or exile other relatives, and Peter’s reign was precarious: he was deposed in 1041, restored by the German emperor in 1044, and again deposed and blinded in 1046. This adoption of a sister’s son, which is a particularly close relationship in some societies, thus misfired in the face of the claims of other members of the ruling dynasty and also hostility to Stephen’s christianizing policies.
A more successful attempt to alter the succession by some kind of adoption marked the end of the civil war in the reign of King Stephen of England (1135–54). Stephen had faced the competing claims of his cousin, the empress Matilda, and her son Henry of Anjou. Eventually, in 1153, after years of war and the death of his eldest son, King Stephen came to terms, agreeing that Henry would succeed him when he died. The document recording this agreement does not use the language of adoption explicitly, Stephen saying ‘I have appointed Henry my successor in the kingdom of England after me and my heir by hereditary right … I have also given him my assurance on oath that I will support him as my son and heir’, but the chroniclers did not hesitate to describe this act as adoption: ‘the king accepted him as his adoptive son and made him heir of the kingdom’; ‘an agreement of mutual adoption was made between Stephen, king of England, and Henry’; ‘Henry, whom King Stephen adopted as his son’.110 This language of adoption might have inspired the fantastic story, current in the thirteenth century, that Henry was actually Stephen’s biological son, whom he had fathered on the empress Matilda in a ship in the English Channel.111
The most notable instances of adoption by a ruling sovereign occurred in the late medieval kingdom of Naples: both Queen Joanna I (1343–81) and her great-niece Joanna II (1414–35) adopted heirs. The kingdom of Naples, which covered the whole of mainland southern Italy, was in the region of written law where, as was noticed, adoption was more common than in northern Europe. The background to these adoptions was the long and vicious feuding between different branches of the ruling family. In 1380 Joanna I was facing a serious threat from Charles of Durazzo, representative of one of these rival branches. Joanna was in her fifties at this time and, although she had had three children from her four marriages, none had survived beyond their third year. She was thus able to offer to adopt an heir, who would be chosen for his ability to back her cause against Charles of Durazzo. She therefore negotiated with her cousin, Louis of Anjou, younger brother of the king of France, and, on 29 June 1380, issued a document adopting him:

we have adopted, received, admitted and ordained lord Louis as our legitimate son, wishing that lord Louis, our legitimate son, should enjoy and possess all the privileges and rights that legitimate adopted sons can and should enjoy and possess. Moreover, we, honouring lord Louis, our legitimate adopted son, with full and maternal affection, have named, pronounced, declared, made, instituted and ordained, him, and his successors after him, as future king, as our legitimate heir and successor after our death.112


Joanna could now hope for military backing from the powerful French prince. Louis, however, acted with deliberation rather than haste. Charles of Durazzo was able to conquer the kingdom of Naples, capture Queen Joanna and have her murdered before Louis even arrived in the kingdom. But Louis was not deterred from pursuing his claim, just as his son and his grandsons did after him. The act of adoption of 1380 thus helped to shape the politics of Italy, and beyond, well into the fifteenth century.

During the course of this long struggle, adoption was again used as a tool. Joanna II, daughter of Charles of Durazzo, succeeded to the throne of Naples in 1414 but soon faced a serious threat from Louis (II) of Anjou, the son of the man adopted by Joanna I, and, after his death, from his son Louis (III). Joanna was childless and in her forties and hence, like her earlier namesake, was free to offer her inheritance in return for immediate military support. She turned to the king of Aragon and Sicily, Alfonso V, whom she adopted as her son and heir in 1421. Alfonso could provide powerful fleets and had a nearby base in the island of Sicily. He made a grand entrance to the city of Naples on 8 July 1421 and was greeted warmly by his adoptive mother. But these good relations did not last. Alfonso’s military success was limited, and soon serious distrust arose between him and his followers and Joanna and her court. By 1423 relations had broken down completely and Joanna revoked her adoption of Alfonso and Alfonso himself sailed back to Barcelona, while Joanna changed her position entirely and adopted Louis of Anjou in his place.113
There seem to be a few other late medieval cases, but the total number of adoptions by rulers in the Middle Ages, outside of the Byzantine empire, cannot exceed ten or twelve.114 The question naturally arises of why so few childless, or sonless, medieval rulers took this route. The influential anthropologist Jack Goody advanced the thesis that the disappearance of adoption as a general practice in medieval Europe was the result of a concerted effort on the part of the Church, which attacked cousin marriage and concubinage as well as discouraging adoption:

If the Church introduced and encouraged procedures for acquiring land and other property for itself, did it also discourage, at least in consequence if not in intention, those practices that might provide a family heir for the property of a dead man or woman? If so, this would provide some explanation for the dramatic shift from close to distant marriage, as well as the abandonment of adoption, widow inheritance, concubinage, divorce and remarriage and other strategies of heirship.115


Goody sees a pattern here: ‘it does not seem accidental that the Church appears to have condemned the very practices that would have deprived it of property’.116 It is not quite clear how attacks on cousin marriage helped the Church accumulate property, although the other two prongs, hostility to concubinage and adoption, would indeed increase the chances of childlessness, and hence of a bequest to the Church. But there is little evidence of official ecclesiastical hostility to adoption, with one exception, Salvian, a priest from fifth-century Gaul. The uncompromising Salvian is indeed scathing about childless people adopting rather than bequeathing their property for pious purposes, that is, to the Church:

A number of people without sons, paying no attention to their own salvation and the remedy for their sins, even though they lack seed of their blood, nevertheless seek others, to whom they award their property, that is, to whom they ascribe the shadow name of family relationship, whom they, as imaginary parents, might make their adopted sons, as it were, and have these offspring born of perfidy succeed in place of those they do not have.117


Salvian was, however, a more or less isolated voice. The decline of adoption as a general practice cannot be explained by overt hostility on the part of the Church, because there is so little of it. There remains an enigma. If some rulers, at some times, could use adoption to deal with the problem of childlessness, why didn’t all childless rulers do so?






Unmarried Kings and Kings Who Married Late
There is another enigma, although of different degree. If the dynastic world was obsessed with the search for high-born wives to be the mothers of princes, what can explain those cases where kings married late or not at all? There is no doubt that rulers received a constant barrage of advice that they should marry. Ivo, bishop of Chartres, was delighted to hear that Louis VI was intending to marry and urged him to do so without delay, especially since if he died without an heir the kingdom would be torn apart by ambitious men:

Do not devise any delay for entering the order of married life … Hasten so that from your loins there should proceed one who may destroy the vain hope of so many ambitious men and replace fickleness with the hope of one man.118


By marrying, Ivo said, Louis would simultaneously serve his own interest, the stability of the kingdom and the peace of the Church.

James I of Aragon, who succeeded to the kingdom in 1213 at the age of five, recalled in his memoirs how his nobles had urged him to marry:

And we took as our wife the queen, Doña Eleanor, at the advice of our men, who counselled us that, because our father had no other son besides us, that we should take a wife when young, since they had great concern for our life and that above all they wished that an heir should issue from us, so that the kingdom would not pass from the natural line.119


James married Eleanor, a member of the royal house of Castile, just after his thirteenth birthday.

Such advice crops up also in largely fictional accounts. When a hagiographer wrote the Life of Æthelbert, saintly king of the East Angles (d. 794), he needed an explanation for his hero actually agreeing to marriage, a rare thing for a saint. It is the king’s advisers who supposedly urged him to take this step:

Since he had not yet taken a queen in marriage, the whole gathering of his court feared that, if he were snatched from their midst without children, they would fall under foreign rule. Therefore, they counselled the king that he should receive in matrimony a woman worthy of the royal dignity.120


Given all this, one would expect that the early betrothal of kings, or heirs to the throne, would be a universal practice. There are indeed, as we have seen, many examples of the betrothal of very young children or even of babies, and the vast majority of kings did marry. But the exceptions to this pattern raise a question: what motivated kings who did not marry, or married late?

The Byzantine emperor Basil II, who died unmarried and childless in 1025, despite the risk to the continuation of his dynasty, presents a rare case. Contemporaries sought to explain his choice by a vow of celibacy that Basil had taken, renouncing sex and marriage in exchange for divine help in war – Basil was a famously successful war-leader (see below, p. 
never to marry. Later in the eleventh century the case of another unmarried king has provoked speculation about a reason of a different kind. William II Rufus, king of England, came to the throne in 1087 in his late twenties.121 He never married and his court was criticized by a contemporary monastic writer as a centre of effeminacy, with its ‘courtly youths who almost all let their hair grow long like girls’.122 Monks of the following generation also characterized William’s court in this way, adding specific accusations that it was a ‘homosexual brothel’123 and writing of the king that ‘he never had a legitimate wife but he applied himself insatiably to obscene fornication and constant adultery’.124 These authors also launch general attacks on the sodomy that they see all around them, but without making a specific charge against the king. The most thorough biographer of the king concludes that he was probably bisexual.125
A similar view has been advanced about Richard I of England, the ‘Lionheart’.126 Richard married Berengaria of Navarre at the age of thirty-three. The lateness of this marriage may be partly explained by his prior, and very long, engagement to another princess. But contemporary sources do report that, during his marriage to Berengaria, he was criticized for neglecting his conjugal duties. The saintly bishop of Lincoln told him to his face, ‘the public gossip is that you are not faithful to your own wife’, while, after a hermit warned him, ‘Remember the overthrow of Sodom and abstain from illicit deeds’, the king eventually repented and ‘took back his own wife, whom he had not slept with for a long time, and abandoning illicit sexual intercourse, cleaved to his wife’.127 Some have interpreted these words as indications that Richard was accused of homosexual activity, but it is clear that the invocation of Sodom can often imply only the punishment of wickedness in general, rather than this specific sin.
The matter of Richard’s sexuality might have been clarified by a passage by the chronicler Helinand of Froidmont, but we have this in a tantalizing incomplete form. The relevant part of Helinand’s chronicle survives only in a seventeenth-century printed edition, not in manuscript, and the passage about Richard describes how the king, during his captivity in Germany on his way home from crusade, made his confession to a certain bishop and proposed ‘to be continent henceforth’, but another bishop, coming from England and wishing to ingratiate himself with the king, ‘persuaded him, for the sake of his bodily health, that he should … dot dot dot … and thus confirmed the unhappy man in his wickedness’. The learned Cistercian editing Helinand in 1669 obviously thought that what the bishop prescribed was unfit for his readers to know. How bad could it have been? And is this the earliest example of the bowdlerizing ellipsis in print? Helinand vouchsafes this story as being told by King Richard himself on his death bed.128 There is thus no clear and convincing evidence for Richard engaging in homosexual activity but very strong evidence for his sleeping with people other than his wife, and an illegitimate son is recorded. He obviously did not feel that his duty to produce a legitimate male heir was paramount, and he was indeed succeeded by a brother. In this he resembles his predecessor, William Rufus. Both kings, coincidentally or providentially, died in similar ways, the former from an arrow, the latter from a crossbow bolt, a ‘coupling of similar things’ that was noticed at the time.129
Basil II and William Rufus are certain cases of kings who died as unmarried adults. There is also no evidence that Æthelstan (d. 939), often seen as the first king of England, was married. The chronicler William of Malmesbury, writing two centuries later, but perhaps having access to reliable source material, says that the king raised his young brothers with great affection and that ‘when they were adults, he made them partners in the kingdom, and, out of consideration for them, he never made any effort to get married’.130 The implication here is that Æthelstan expected and approved the succession of a younger brother, which indeed was what happened. Such a motive is one of several considered in Sarah Foot’s substantial biography of the king. She also mentions his sexuality, along with a sensible caveat:

Any attempt to talk about the sexual orientation of a tenth-century man is doomed to be anachronistic … Hypothetically, we could concede that, given both the vocabulary and the opportunity to express such desires, Æthelstan’s interests might have tended towards same-sex relations.


Alongside a succession strategy and a sublimated homosexuality, the possible motives for the king’s celibacy, she suggests, might also include ‘a religious vocation to chastity’ (as was suggested for Basil II) although we are warned against the more psychoanalytical theory that it sprang from ‘a revulsion against the suffocatingly feminine atmosphere of his father’s household’. Foot also seeks to depict the king’s unmarried status as nothing extraordinary: ‘While bachelorhood was uncommon among secular European princes of his day, it was not a wholly inexplicable life-choice and need not be treated with particular suspicion.’131 Whether we treat it with suspicion or not, the variety of explanations for the life-choice of unmarried rulers like Æthelstan, whether such explanations appeal more strongly to medieval assumptions (a vow of celibacy) or modern ones (latent homosexuality), shows that an explanation is demanded. Because the number of unmarried kings is so small, and their motivation so uncertain, it remains a safe generalization that kings took it for granted that one of their main responsibilities was to produce a son and heir.





Chapter 3 Fathers and Sons


Securing the Succession
The thirteenth-century Spanish lawbook, the Siete Partidas, explains that a king can obtain sovereignty justly in four ways: by inheritance (by being the eldest son, or other near relative); by election by the people when there is no such heir; by marriage to the heir to the kingdom; and by grant of pope or emperor.1 There are examples of all four types in medieval Europe: cases of inheritance are too numerous to mention; cases of election are less common, but there are many examples, some of them very significant, such as that of the Holy Roman Empire, where, eventually, elaborate rules about election were developed and a class of ‘Electors’ was defined (see below, pp. 401–2); the third way, marriage to an heir, brought the Hohenstaufen dynasty the kingdom of Sicily in 1194, and led to the fifty-year reign of Sigismund of Luxemburg in Hungary (1387–1437); grants by the pope created the kingdom of Sicily in 1130 and transferred it to a new dynasty in 1265, while grants by the emperor conferred the royal title on Polish and Bohemian dukes, either for an individual’s lifetime or permanently.2
If we turn to the first category in this list, inheritance, it is clear that in medieval Christian Europe there was a range of inheritance patterns, both in the sense of varying norms and customs and in the sense of actual degrees of order or disorder. In Ireland a large group of relatives, more or less distant, was eligible to succeed, and there were also overlapping hierarchies of kings, and in Merovingian Gaul division of the inheritance among members of the ruling dynasty was common, while, in contrast, the main continental dynasties of Frankish descent had, by the tenth century, adopted unitary and impartible kingship. If we look at actual practice, in eleventh- and twelfth-century England there was only one case where the throne passed uncontestedly from father to eldest son, but in France in the same period this was the situation at every transmission of power. Crucial variables were family structure, especially the number of spouses, the number of sons and the rights of daughters and ‘illegitimate’ sons, rules and customs of succession, and the ambitions and scruples of family members.
In the early Middle Ages rules about succession were not usually clear, and rarely written down. This left plenty of room for disagreement and dispute. After the death of Henry I of Germany in 936, leaving three sons, Otto, Henry and Bruno (who had been placed in the Church),

the chief leaders assembled and discussed the state of the kingdom. Many judged that Henry should rule the kingdom, because he had been born in the royal palace; but others wanted Otto to possess the honour of ruling, because he was older and more prudent.3


Here we find three different justifications being advanced for preferring one son to another: being born after one’s father had become king; seniority in age; and greater prudence. The first of these was not commonly advanced as a ground, although in Byzantium being born ‘in the purple’, that is, born when one’s father was emperor, and in the imperial palace, was recognized as conveying exceptional status, which might help support a claim to rule. Henry I’s case was, however, unusual, in that he was the first king in his family, having been chosen to succeed the childless Conrad I. He did not therefore have the expectation of being a king, so the fact that his son Otto was born while he was just a duke, but his next son Henry was born after he came to the throne, created a sharper and more unusual distinction than would have been the case if the elder Henry had himself been the son of a king. Henry’s party supposedly thought that, because of this difference between the brothers, the old king had done wrong in preferring Otto to his younger brother. They asked the younger Henry, ‘Do you think your father acted rightly in preferring one who was not born into royal dignity to you, who were so born?’4 Otto’s champions put forward two different criteria of suitability, one entirely objective, Otto was older, and one entirely subjective, he was more prudent. Both types of argument were common when succession was being debated.

A king who wanted to ensure that his son would succeed him, or that a particular son of several would succeed, could employ various methods. Crowning a successor during a ruler’s lifetime was one. There were other, weaker, methods, such as designation. Or the ruler might have the great men of the kingdom perform homage to the designated successor, with or without official recognition as heir. Eventually, as medieval Europe moved from the world of memory to the world of written record, to borrow the title of Michael Clanchy’s famous book,5 complex rules about succession came to be written down and endorsed by official bodies, such as parliaments.
In 1115 Henry I, king of England and duke of Normandy, ‘had all the chief men of Normandy do homage and swear allegiance to his son William’.6 William was twelve years old. There was nothing unusual about this, since the Norman dukes of the tenth and eleventh centuries had designated their sons as successors, a process which is described as involving the chief men doing homage and swearing fealty to the son, who might be very young.7 In the following year King Henry summoned the bishops, abbots and chief men of England to a meeting at Salisbury, since ‘he wished to appoint William his heir in the kingdom’. As in the previous year in Normandy, the chief men did homage and swore fealty to William. The bishops and abbots swore that, after Henry’s death, they would transfer the kingdom and the crown of the kingdom to William.8 A contemporary chronicler, recording William’s death in the wreck of the White Ship in 1120, calls him ‘king and duke designate’.9 Henry had done what he could to ensure his son’s succession. The wreck of the White Ship was also the shipwreck of these hopes.
On occasion, designation as successor might involve handing over regalia, objects with a special power and significance that indicated rulership. For instance, after the death of the Carolingian ruler Charles the Bald in 877, his wife Richildis brought the regalia to Louis, Charles’ son and her stepson:

She brought to him the mandate by which his father, before his death, had transmitted the kingdom to him, and the sword called St Peter’s Sword, by means of which she was to invest him with the kingdom, and also the royal robes and crown and a staff of gold, decorated with jewels.10


Within a few years, Louis himself felt death drawing near: ‘sensing that he could not escape death, he sent the crown and the sword and the other royal trappings to his son Louis, commanding those who were with him to have him anointed and crowned king’.11 A particularly important piece of regalia was the Crown of St Stephen employed in the coronation of Hungarian kings in the later Middle Ages. When two rivals were contesting the kingship in the fifteenth century, this actually had to be stolen by one party to ensure that their candidate’s coronation was legitimate.12

Transmission of the regalia need not be a deathbed act. When the childless Rudolf III, king of Burgundy, recognized the emperor Henry II as his heir, he handed over to him his crown and sceptre, although he continued to rule for another fourteen years, until his death in 1032, being then succeeded by Henry’s successor.13 Another case, like this one, of transmission of the regalia to someone who was not a close relative, occurred in December 918, when, according to the chronicler Widukind of Corvey, the dying German ruler Conrad I summoned his brother to him and told him that, although they had fighting men, fortifications and weapons, they lacked one thing: the favour of fortune (fortuna). This, Conrad said, Henry, duke of the Saxons, did have. So he told his brother to take the royal insignia – the holy lance, the golden arm-rings, the cloak, the sword and diadem of the old kings – to Henry, who ‘would truly be a king and ruler of many peoples’.14 It has been pointed out that Widukind was writing for Henry’s descendants and might have invented this vivid legitimizing scene.
The most drastic way for a ruler to ensure the succession was to have his successor crowned in his own lifetime, with the result that there would be two kings in the kingdom, possibly for a long time. Lothar, king of the West Franks, had his thirteen-year-old son Louis V crowned at Pentecost (Whitsun), 8 June 979.15 This was the first time a king of the West Franks had associated a son as joint king in his own lifetime.16 Lothar did not die until 2 March 986, so for almost seven years there were two kings of the West Franks, a situation sometimes acknowledged quite explicitly in their documents: two royal charters issued in 981 are dated ‘in the twenty-seventh year of the reign of lord Lothar, his most serene majesty, and the third year of the reign of his son, the distinguished youth lord Louis’.17 The Capetian kings of France followed this practice of crowning their sons consistently from 987 to 1179, with the exception of Philip I, who designated his son, later Louis VI, as his heir but did not have him crowned.18 And these ceremonies that took place in the lifetime of the father were genuine coronations. Philip Augustus was crowned and anointed at Rheims on 1 November 1179 and received the acclamation ‘Long live the king!’, while his father Louis VII was still living, although very infirm.19 Louis died, within the year, on 19 September 1180, and most modern textbooks give 1180 as the date of the commencement of Philip’s reign. He himself, however, dated it from 1 November 1179.20 Coincidentally, just as France had two kings from November 1179 to September 1180, so, at this very same time, and quite exceptionally, did England, since Henry II had arranged for the coronation of his oldest son and namesake in 1170.
There was a long tradition behind such rituals. In the last months of his life, in September 813, the emperor Charlemagne called a great assembly at Aachen, crowned his only surviving son, Louis, and had him proclaimed co-emperor.21 A few years later, in 817, Louis conducted the same ceremony at the same place for his own eldest son, Lothar, making him co-emperor ‘just as his father Charles had made him’.22 In both cases the purpose was to ensure a smooth succession: when Charlemagne died, there was already an emperor, Louis, and hence no need for a decision to be made about a successor (although the sitation was simplified by the prior death of all Louis’ legitimate brothers); Louis planned a similar outcome, but was less successful in achieving it, largely because he had several squabbling sons, so that, although his oldest son Lothar was emperor after him, he ruled over only a fraction of the empire.
Sharing the throne in this way was a practice commonly found in the Byzantine empire.23 A French bishop writing in the late tenth century even called such joint rule ‘the Greek way’.24 One advantage of the practice was that it often meant that, when one ruler died, there was already another in place. If an emperor had a son, he might have the child crowned at a very young age. These child co-emperors generally appeared on coins. In the 870s, for example, Basil I appeared on coins flanked by his sons and co-emperors Leo and Alexander, represented on a smaller scale.25
The exact status of Byzantine co-emperors, especially child co-emperors, could be complex and variable. An extreme case is that of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, son of Leo VI, who was born in 905 and became co-emperor in 908 at the age of two, joining his uncle Alexander who had been Leo’s co-emperor for many years.26 After Leo’s death in 912, Alexander became chief emperor and Constantine continued as co-emperor. Alexander died in 913 and Constantine succeeded as chief emperor. In the following years he was depicted on coins alongside his mother and co-ruler Zoe. Although Constantine was named first on these coins, there is little doubt that Zoe was governing, not her son, who was not yet in his teens. In 919, when Constantine was fourteen, Zoe’s regime was overthrown and Constantine had to accept the strongman Romanos Lecapenus as chief emperor the following year, Constantine now being in the secondary position. Shortly afterwards, Romanos had his wife, Theodora, crowned empress, and his eldest son, Christopher, crowned co-emperor. In 924, Romanos’ other two sons, Stephen and Constantine, were also crowned. There were now five emperors: Romanos, Christopher, Stephen, Constantine Lecapenus and Constantine Porphyrogenitus, who was ‘last of all … having only the appearance and name of emperor’.27 Constantine endured this position for many years, but was eventually able to change it. Romanos’ son Christopher died in 931, and Constantine was able to come to some kind of understanding with the remaining sons, who together overthrew Romanos in December 944. Within a month Constantine Porphyrogenitus outmanoeuvred and removed them and, at the age of thirty-nine, finally became chief emperor in both name and fact. He soon appointed as co-emperor his own son, Romanos, who succeeded him as Romanos II on his death in 959. Constantine is remembered particularly for his scholarly interests and the works he wrote, but his life also demonstrated the dizzying paths that the institution of co-emperorship could follow.
Categorizing co-emperors was a delicate matter for medieval historians, as it is for modern ones. A year after the death of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Romanos II had his young son Basil crowned on 22 April 960, which was Easter day.28 Since Basil died on 15 December 1025, he had, from one point of view, a reign of more than sixty-five years. Modern historians, however, date his reign from 976 to 1025, starting it from the time that his co-emperor and guardian, and the real ruler, John Tzimiskes, died. Byzantine chroniclers sometimes distinguish the two periods of his rule. Michael Psellos writes that Basil shared imperial power (συνεβασίλευσεν) until his twentieth year, then reigned fifty-two years ‘as sole or chief monarch (autokrator, αὐτοκράτορα)’.29 John Skylitzes, followed by George Cedrenus, says that he lived seventy years, during all of which he ruled as emperor (βασιλεύσας), and for fifty years of which he ruled ‘as sole or chief monarch (αὐτοκράτορα)’.30
Sometimes, of course, kings who were crowned in their father’s lifetime died before them. Philip, son of Louis VI, was born on 29 August 1116, designated heir on 18 April 1120 and crowned on 14 April 1129, aged twelve, but died in a fall from his horse on 13 October 1131; his younger brother Louis (later Louis VII) was crowned almost immediately to replace him, on 25 October 1131. Louis VI, their father, died in 1137. Tancred, king of Sicily (1190–4), had his son Roger crowned in his lifetime but Roger died a few weeks before Tancred, so never ruled alone. The fact that these young kings were real kings is sometimes reflected in their numbering (see below, pp. 301–10 on numbering). Henry the Young King, the son of Henry II who was crowned in 1170 but predeceased his father, was known as ‘Henry III (Henricus tertius)’ by many contemporaries as well as writers of a later generation. Even in 1307 one learned man referred to the king we know as Henry III (who reigned 1216–72) as ‘Henry IV’, presumably still reckoning the Young King as ‘Henry III’.31 Writing about this same time, Bernard Gui, in his history of the French kings, took into account the young Philip, son of Louis VI, who had died in 1131; since Gui included this Philip in the numbering, all the kings whom we know as ‘Philip II’, ‘Philip III’, etc., appear in his history as ‘Philip III’, ‘Philip IV’, etc.32
Between the mid-tenth and the mid-thirteenth century, all German kings with sons ensured that they were acknowledged as king during their father’s lifetime. There are eleven examples.33 Not all succeeded their fathers, since some predeceased them, but the majority did, indicating that this tactic worked. It was a way of giving the ruler’s child a public and formal status rather than a mere presumption of future succession. These sons were not child heirs but child kings (their average age at election was seven), even if real power was in their fathers’ hands. Examples of the father–son relationship exploding are rare (Henry IV and Henry V, Frederick II and Henry (VII) are the notable examples, as discussed below, pp. 111–12). The succession in 983, 1039, 1056 and 1190 all saw crowned kings ready to succeed their fathers, as planned (Conrad IV who succeeded his father Frederick II in 1250 had been elected king but not crowned).
The earliest of this sequence took place in 961, when Otto I arranged for the crowning of his son, also called Otto, during his lifetime. The younger Otto was elected king at Worms and crowned at Aachen in 961, and later crowned emperor by the pope in St Peter’s in 967. He sometimes appears in charters during his father’s lifetime as ‘Otto the Younger … co-emperor’.34 Likewise, when the emperor Henry III of Germany had a long-awaited son in November 1050, he sought at once to make his succession secure. At Christmas 1050, when the child was not yet two months old, he had the chief men of the kingdom swear fealty to him. In 1053, at a great council in the imperial stronghold of Tribur, he arranged for his son’s formal election as king, and the following year had him consecrated king in Aachen, the traditional coronation site. Henceforth the young boy appears formally in his father’s charters as ‘our dearest son, King Henry IV’.35
Conrad IV, who succeeded in 1250, was the last of such cases for many years. After the extinction of the Hohenstaufen, during the period of alternating dynasties in Germany between 1254 and 1439, kings were not able to secure the election of their sons during their lifetimes, with one exception, Wenceslas (Wenzel), son of Charles IV, in 1376, and the practice did not revive until the Habsburgs established their de facto monopoly of the German and imperial throne at the end of the Middle Ages. There is thus a correlation between the period when the empire was usually hereditary in practice and the custom of child election and designation; the latter was indeed an instrument of the former. Powerful German kings of this period could employ the custom of election as a dynastic tool. In the changed political circumstances of the later Middle Ages, this tool was no longer available.
The custom of crowning sons during their father’s lifetime was found outside of the Frankish kingdom and its successor states in France and Germany. It was not uncommon, for example, in the south Italian principalities of the tenth century. Gisulf I of Salerno was appointed co-ruler when he was three: ‘When the boy was three years old, all the people, and the great men, along with his father, appointed him to the office of Prince, and they swore oaths to him.’36 There are examples of Irish kings associating their sons in their rule from the eleventh to the fifteenth century; they are sometimes titled ‘king by the side of his father’.37 It was not always sons who were appointed or crowned. Baldwin V of Jerusalem was crowned during the lifetime of his uncle Baldwin IV (the ‘Leper King’). It was clear that Baldwin IV would have no children, and this secured the succession, even though Baldwin V was a child of five:

He was adorned with royal unction and solemnly crowned in the Church of the Resurrection of the Lord, and immediately and without delay fealty was paid to the boy by all the barons, with their hands and accompanied by the customary oaths.38


The sons, and others, crowned in this way were not future kings, but kings. When Valdemar I of Denmark elevated his son Canute as joint king in 1170, the chief men of Denmark ‘agreed to assign royal honours to Canute, Valdemar’s son, who was acknowledged not only as future possessor of his father’s majesty but also as present partner in the office’.39 Canute succeeded his father as sole ruler in 1182, after being joint king for twelve years. He died childless but his brother and successor Valdemar II continued the practice of having royal sons crowned in their father’s lifetime, Valdemar in 1218, then, after Valdemar’s death in 1231, his younger brother Erik (Erik IV) in 1232.40

When fathers arranged to have their sons crowned during their own lifetimes in this way, it was intended as a guarantee of a smooth succession. Hugh Capet supposedly wanted his son crowned in his lifetime because ‘if the king were killed and the country deprived of him, then there could follow discord among the nobles, oppression of the good by the wicked and servitude of the whole people’.41 Having two kings reduced the chances of this anarchy, since there already was ‘a reserve king’.42 Abbot Suger writes that the purpose of crowning Louis VII during the lifetime of his father, Louis VI, was ‘to confute the sedition of rivals’.43 There could be no clearer way for a king to indicate his choice as successor, and the ceremony of anointing and crowning marked out the new and future king in an unmistakable and indelible way that would pre-empt and deter rivals, including other possible claimants within the dynasty.





Interregna
The association of sons with their fathers during their lifetime was intended to remove the danger of any gap between reigns, interregna. In some kingdoms, in some periods, if the heir had not been designated or inaugurated before the old king’s death, then the new reign was not deemed to begin until the election or coronation of the new king. The period in between was a kind of no-man’s land. It could last some time. Henry II of England died on 6 July 1189 but his son Richard was not crowned king until 3 September, more than eight weeks later. Ten years later Richard himself died, shot by a crossbow bolt during a siege. This was on 6 April 1199. The coronation of his brother John took place on 27 May. In the intervening seven weeks, knights were paid ‘to guard the country after the death of King Richard’ and ‘all who had castles fortified them with men and provisions and weapons’.44 The interregnum was a nervous time. In the case of kings dying without clear heirs, or of elective monarchies, the interregnum could be even longer than these seven or eight weeks. Conrad I, king of the East Franks (Germany) died on 23 December 918. There was then no king in Germany until 12 May 919, when Henry, duke of the Saxons, was elected, but even then, only by the Franks and Saxons, not by all the peoples of the kingdom. The interregnum had lasted for almost five months. After the death of the childless Christopher III of Denmark on 6 January 1448, it took eight months of negotiations before Christian of Oldenburg was elected as his successor on 1 September.
People were very aware of the dangers of an interregnum. When the emperor Frederick II had his eight-year-old son Conrad elected king of the Romans in 1237, the electors gave as one of their reasons ‘because, after the death of a ruler, the interval of time between the death of a predecessor and the full rule of his successor, which the men of old used to call an “interregnum”, could bring great danger to the empire’.45 An interregnum was viewed as so perilous a time that the chronicler Henry of Huntingdon could scarcely believe the peace and stability that characterized the period of eight weeks between the death of Stephen, king of England, in 1154, and the beginning of the reign of his acknowledged heir, Henry II: ‘The king was dead, but kingless England did not lack peace. You, Henry, are the first in the world to have performed this wonder.’46 Election or coronation during a predecessor’s lifetime ensured there would be no interregnum and hence no need to wish for wonders.
The later Middle Ages saw two developments in succession practice: first, the elaboration of written rules of succession, sometimes quite complex ones, often backed by the authority of assemblies or representatives of the kingdom; second, in those kingdoms where coronation had been seen as the constitutive act, the attempt to remove the gap between one reign and the next by deeming that the new king’s reign began on the day after the old king’s death, or at the very moment of his death, instead of at coronation.






Writing Down the Rules
In the case of societies which had no written rules about succession to the kingship, it might still be possible that unwritten rules and customs can be deduced from actual practice. This has been attempted for early medieval Ireland, although sceptical voices have also been raised. Francis John Byrne wrote:

Most Irish kings were the sons of kings, though few succeeded their father directly. The great majority were grandsons of kings, and few who were not great-grandsons had any chance. Whether this was a ‘law’ or a fact of political life can be a matter of debate.47

Likewise, J. Beverley Smith doubted whether the divisions of the Welsh principalities between kinsmen in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries reflected a rule or law of partible inheritance rather than being simply the outcome of political and military competition.48 Writing about succession to the throne of Aragon in the first half of the twelfth century, Alan Forey questioned whether there was a ‘juridical tradition’ on the matter: ‘As it has been set out, the juridical tradition is merely a series of rules formulated by historians on the basis of what happened on a few particular occasions.’49 These scholars are suggesting that it is possible to describe what happened but not to deduce conscious custom or explicit norms from what happened. It is very unlikely, however, that royal or princely opponents would not make arguments for their case, or that their followers would simply dispense with the need for justifications and explanations for their choice of successor. These would be expressed in a language of right or custom, even if there were no body of law to refer to. The debate over the German succession in 936 (see above, pp. 90–1) is a good example of the way that appeals could be made to general principles, even if they cannot be classified as ‘law’ or ‘juridical tradition’.

Some early medieval societies, however, did produce written documents regulating succession. Writing down the rules about succession can mean two slightly different things: (1) specifying named individuals and the circumstances in which they would succeed to the throne or (2) setting out some general rules (e.g. no woman can succeed). In the early Middle Ages, several written ordinances and agreements of the first kind can be found, sometimes with quite simple provisions, such as the agreement between the Merovingian kings Guntram and Childebert II, who were uncle and nephew, that if one died without sons, the other would inherit his whole kingdom,50 sometimes with much more elaborate stipulations, as found in some of the Carolingian ordinances about future divisions of the kingdom and relations between successors.51
In the later centuries of the Middle Ages, as literacy spread and governments became more bureaucratic, it is not surprising that rules and practices of succession were written down in increasingly exact forms. Sometimes the incentive to do so was a projected marriage, especially with a foreign dynasty, whose members would be very interested in the precise prospects opened up by the match. For example, in 1255, when Alfonso X of Castile negotiated a marriage between his two-year-old daughter Berengaria (or Berenguela) and Louis, eldest son of Louis IX of France, who was then aged eleven, the French court obviously wanted assurances about the girl’s expectations, for Alfonso convened an assembly at Palencia to clarify the issue. There, the special rules governing succession to the kingdom were spelled out. Unlike private property, succession to the kingdom was ‘indivisible and whole’, and, ‘according to the general and approved custom of Spain’, if the king had sons, the firstborn succeeded to the kingdom; likewise, if he had only daughters, the firstborn daughter would succeed; if he had sons and daughters, the eldest son would succeed, even if there were older daughters. Since, at this time, Alfonso’s only legitimate child was his daughter Berengaria, she was his presumed heir, and he had the assembled bishops, nobles and representatives of the towns swear to accept her as queen if Alfonso died without a son. All this was written down, sealed with the seals of the king, his wife, and eight of the nobles and bishops, and sent off to Louis, the young fiancé. The document, with its ten seals, is still in the Archives Nationales in Paris.52
The document is significant in two ways. First, it demonstrates very well the unpredictability of dynastic politics and the alternative histories that it could have produced. If Alfonso had had no sons and if the young Louis had not died as a teenager, then France and Castile would have been joined in a dynastic union. Such multiple kingdoms were not at all exceptional (see below, pp. 419–20). In fact, however, a son was born to Alfonso in the very year of the document, 1255. Second, the negotiations over this specific marriage had prompted the king and the ruling classes of Castile to make a very general public statement about the rule of succession to the throne and had it put down in an official document.
A very similar situation occurred in the kingdom of Scotland twenty-six years later, in 1281, when a marriage was arranged between Alexander, eldest son of King Alexander III of Scotland, and Margaret, eldest daughter of Guy, count of Flanders and margrave of Namur. Alexander issued an open letter explaining that, to expedite this marriage, he had consulted with his barons and could affirm that

the custom and usage of the kingdom of Scotland has been from time out of mind and still is today that if the son and male heir of a king of Scotland has an heir of the body [i.e. a child, grandchild, etc.] and this son dies before his father the king, the heir who issued from this son remains and ought to remain heir to the kingdom.


Consequently, the king can reassure Guy of Flanders that any son of Alexander and Margaret ‘would be heir to the kingdom of Scotland according to this custom and usage’. No brother of the younger Alexander would have a superior claim. Moreover, if Alexander and Margaret had only a daughter or daughters, and Margaret then died and Alexander remarried, the eldest daughter of Alexander and Margaret would become heir if any male heirs of the second marriage died without heirs of their body. Count Guy was being told, as clearly as the biological uncertainties allowed, ‘you will be a grandfather to a king or queen’. The nobles and bishops of Scotland swore to observe these customs and usages.53 Just as the document issued by Alfonso X survives today in the Archives Nationales in Paris, so this statement of the Scottish laws of succession is housed in the archives of Namur. In both cases, it was the court of the proposed foreign spouse that had demanded these written guarantees.

Some of the features of these two occasions – the assembly of the great men, their oath, the written record of ‘customs and usage’ – can be found in other ordinances about royal succession that were drawn up in other circumstances, unconnected with any projected marriage. Kings without a son needed to make decisions about the succession, and these might have to be revised as their situation was changed by deaths and births in their family. In 1315 Robert Bruce, king of Scots, who had a daughter, Marjorie, but no son at the time, convened an assembly at Ayr to determine the succession. It was agreed that, if King Robert died without a male heir of his body, he would be succeeded by his younger brother Edward Bruce, who is described as ‘an energetic man, extremely experienced in warlike deeds in defence of the rights and liberty of the kingdom of Scotland’; if his line died out, then Marjorie would succeed, or, if she were dead, the next descendant of King Robert in line. Provision was made for Marjorie to marry and a regent was named in case any of these hypothetical successors were under age.54 All this was sworn to by the assembled nobles, clergy and representatives of the community of the realm and recorded in a document with their seals. Unlike the documents issued by Alfonso X and Alexander III, this makes no claim to represent ancient custom or usage. In fact, by displacing the king’s daughter by his younger brother, it could be argued that it was ‘neither lawful nor logical’.55
A whirl of birth and death quickly rendered all this effort redundant. Within a year or two, Marjorie Bruce was married, gave birth to a son, Robert, and died. And, despite his warlike experience, Edward Bruce was killed fighting in Ireland in 1318. Since two of the main figures named in the document of 1315 were now dead, and King Robert had a male heir of the body in his tiny grandson, new arrangements had to be made. At a Parliament in Scone in late 1318, the infant was recognised as the king’s heir. On this occasion, however, more was done, since a general principle governing the succession was enacted, sworn to and recorded in writing:

Moreover, since, sometimes in the past, some people have called into doubt by which legal principle the succession to the kingdom of Scotland should be decided, if it was not clear, it was declared in this parliament that succession should not in future be decided by the custom that applies to lesser fiefs or inheritances in the kingdom, since such a custom has not been introduced hitherto in succession to the kingdom, but that at the time of the king’s death the nearest male in the direct line ought to succeed to the kingdom, and, if there is no male, the nearest female of the same line, or, if that line fails completely, the nearest male in the collateral line. This accords with imperial law.56


Here there is no mention of named individuals but a statement of general legal principle, specifying the order of succession to the throne, and buttressed by association with the authority and universality of Roman Law, although without any specific citation of any passage from that law. Such ordinances were to become common across Europe and govern the politics of states up to the present day.57 They were not always observed. In the long term, patterns of succession were determined by three things in interplay, not just by rules and customs of succession, but also by the biological fortunes of the family and by simple power and violence. All written regulations of succession are attempts to dictate the future, so one would expect a high failure rate. But, as has been pointed out, ‘no system of dynastic reproduction and succession ever steadily conformed to its own rules’.58







The Prince as Heir
In some kingdoms, the expected successor was designated by a specific term, such as the tanist (tánaiste) of later medieval Ireland, although in practice tanists rarely did succeed the king.59 In Anglo-Saxon England the title atheling (æðeling) was used of close male relatives of the king, one of whom might well succeed him, but it did not mean ‘designated heir’.60 The Latin equivalent of atheling was clito, an unusual word that crops up in sources from England from the tenth to the twelfth centuries and is apparently an ostentatiously learned coinage, based on the Greek κλειτός, ‘famous, splendid’. William, son of Robert, duke of Normandy, who died in 1128, is regularly called ‘William Clito’, perhaps the last to be so styled. ‘Tanist’ and ‘atheling’ were generic terms, referring to a class of person. A new practice that developed in several kingdoms in the later Middle Ages was the association of specific titles with designated heirs. Many of these titles included the term ‘Prince’, which had not previously been generally used to denote the son of a king. The figure of ‘Prince John’, wicked younger brother of Richard the Lionheart of England, who appears in Robin Hood stories, never bore this title in reality. The earliest occurrence of his title appears to be in the anonymous Robin Hood play Looke about you of 1600, but it only became common usage around 1800, and was then popularized by Walter Scott’s Ivanhoe. An early example of actual usage of such a title is the creation of the style ‘Prince of Salerno’ for Charles, son of Charles I, king of Sicily, in 1272, although the next generations of the dynasty more commonly used the title duke of Calabria for the designated heir.61
In England, the earldom of Chester was conferred on Edward, son of king Henry III, in 1254, and was thereafter regularly granted to the oldest son of the monarch. In 1301 Edward I’s son, also called Edward, was not only granted the earldom of Chester but also made Prince of Wales. Edward senior had conquered Wales and incorporated the lands of the last native prince into the domains of the English Crown. When Edward junior succeeded to the throne in 1307 as Edward II, he did not follow suit and make his own son Prince of Wales, but the practice was revived when this son became king as Edward III. Edward III’s oldest son, Edward the Black Prince, was created earl of Chester in 1333, duke of Cornwall in 1337, the first time the title of duke had been used in the English aristocracy, and Prince of Wales in 1343. Since that time the three titles, Prince of Wales, duke of Cornwall and earl of Chester, have made up the standard style of the heir to the English and British throne. After the union of the Crowns in 1603, when James VI of Scotland became James I of England, the title duke of Rothesay, which had been created in 1398 for the heir to the Scottish throne, has also been part of this style.
In France, it was the acquisition of the Dauphiné by the French Crown that provided an equivalent to the English title ‘Prince of Wales’. The Dauphiné was a lordship east of the Rhone and hence technically part of the Holy Roman Empire, but it was acquired by the king of France by purchase in 1349, and bestowed on his grandson Charles, later Charles V, who took the title ‘Dauphin’, which the rulers of the Dauphiné had employed, and quartered his own coat-of-arms with their dolphin.62 The first royal dauphin was thus the son of the son of the king, rather than the son of the king. After Charles V succeeded to the throne of France in 1364, it was several years before he had a son. During that time, he dealt with his subjects in the Dauphiné as ‘king-Dauphin’.63 When his son, later Charles VI, was born in 1368, his father immediately granted him the Dauphiné, ‘and because of this he was called Monsieur the Dauphin’.64 Subsequently the title was always borne by the oldest son of the king of France, if he had one.
The Iberian peninsula saw similar developments in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, with the heir to Aragon receiving the title Prince of Girona from 1351, the heir to Castile that of Prince of Asturias from 1388 and the heir to Navarre that of Prince of Viana from 1423. This last was created by King Charles III of Navarre for his new-born grandson, also called Charles. In the foundation document of 1423, after a general preamble – ‘As the human race is inclined and desires that men should wish to consider promoting the status and honour of their children and their children’s descendants’ – the king turns to Charles, ‘our very dear and very beloved grandson’, granting him Viana and several other places, and continuing, ‘and we have raised and do raise, by this present document, those towns and places to the name and title of Principality, and we have given and do give to him the title and honour of Prince’.65 Charles, who was the son of Blanca, daughter and heir of Charles III, and John of Trastámara, was not yet two years old when created Prince of Viana.
These new titles gave a clear public recognition to the designated heir and a grander style than had existed hitherto. They did not, of course, ensure that those who bore these titles always succeeded smoothly. Of the eight young men who bore the title Prince of Wales in the medieval period, only four actually succeeded to the throne and, of the four who did, three were deposed and murdered. Charles, Prince of Viana, did not succeed his mother, Queen Blanca, on her death in 1441, since his father, John of Trastámara, retained the royal title he had borne as Blanca’s husband. Eventually civil war broke out in Navarre between supporters of John and supporters of Charles, and the son was more than once held captive by his father. He died in 1461 without ever being crowned king of Navarre. Nor did the title of dauphin prevent Charles, son of Charles VI, being disinherited by his father in favour of Henry V of England in 1420. He had to fight for decades, even with the help of Joan of Arc, before he could be crowned, enter his capital and expel the English from France. These titles thus represent the late medieval proliferation and elaboration of titles and honours rather than any new certainty in succession practice.






Abolition of Interregnum
Some medieval lawyers advanced a radical view of coronation. ‘A ruler’s grants have no validity before his coronation’, wrote Accursius, whose views formed the basis of the standard Roman Law commentary.66 This was an oversimplification. In some kingdoms, such as Scotland before 1329, and intermittently in the Iberian kingdoms, kings were not crowned in any case, as an observer pointed out around 1200: ‘the rulers of the Scots, who are also called kings, just like the rulers of Spain, despite the fact that they are not customarily crowned or anointed’.67 In those kingdoms where coronation was the usual practice, it might still have different meanings. One way of assessing this is by looking at the kings’ regnal years, that is, dating in the form ‘in the first year of king X’, ‘the second year of king X’, etc., for this shows their own, or their counsellors’, idea of when their reign actually began. In the ninth century, for example, the rulers of the West Franks dated their regnal years from the death of their predecessor, but they then began using their coronation as the start of their reign, thus regarding it as the moment when they became kings. In the tenth, eleventh and early twelfth centuries, all French kings used this method, although a few, quite inconsistently, also used the death of their predecessor. In the twelfth century, there was a pronounced vacillation. Louis VII (1137–80) always took the death of his predecessor as the start of his reign, even though he had been crowned in his father’s lifetime, but his son Philip Augustus always dated his reign from his coronation, which had also taken place during his father’s lifetime. From the reign of Philip’s son, Louis VIII (1223–6), however, the Capetians all dated their charters from the dates of their father’s death.68 A final decision had been made in favour of absolute dynastic continuity.
By coincidence, the final abandonment of any hint of an interregnal period occurred in both England and France within a few years and for similar reasons. In 1270, on 25 August, Louis IX of France (St Louis) died outside Tunis, while on crusade. His son Philip was with the army there and immediately received the oaths of his chief nobles and assumed the title of king. Making his will in the camp outside Tunis on 2 October 1270, he styles himself ‘Philip, by grace of God king of the French’.69 He was crowned on 15 August 1271, almost a year after his father’s death. Edward, son of Henry III of England, arrived in Tunis shortly after St Louis’ death and then continued to the Holy Land to crusade there. Two years later, he was in Sicily returning from the crusade when his father Henry III died, on 16 November 1272. The royal government proclaimed the new king’s peace on the following day and buried the old king and organized an oath of fidelity to the new one on 20 November 1272. This last date was taken as the start of Edward’s reign, even though he was not crowned until 19 August 1274. The coronation of a French king almost a year after his father’s death, not before it, as with the early Capetians, and of an English king almost two years after his father’s death, show the stability of these important medieval kingdoms at this period. There was no rush to coronation. In England, the king’s reign, which in the Norman and Angevin period had been taken to commence at coronation, was henceforth taken to commence on the day after the death of the preceding monarch. Later, from the time of the Tudors in the sixteenth century, the reigns of English, and subsequently British, monarchs have been deemed to begin on the day of their predecessor’s death: ‘The king is dead, long live the king!’
Several late-medieval thinkers asserted that coronation actually made no difference to the ruler’s power or authority, adopting a position completely opposite to that of Accursius. ‘As far as the transmission of succession is concerned, coronation does nothing at all’, wrote one legal expert in the 1370s.70 He was defending the rights of a claimant to the throne of the kingdom of Sicily, who had not been crowned, against the incumbent ruler, who had, so it was important for him to stress that coronation had no constitutive effect. This view tied in with another strand of thinking at the time, which sought to free secular authority from any dependence on ecclesiastical authority. Since coronation usually involved clergy and took place in a church, and the anointing associated with it was indubitably a ritual conducted by ecclesiastics, it was natural to assume that the Church was bestowing something on the person being crowned. Opponents of this view wanted to stress that the king was the king, crowned or not. This was a position advanced with particular energy by the learned men who supported Louis the Bavarian, emperor-elect from 1314, in his conflict with the papacy. William of Ockham, for example, one of the greatest thinkers of the Middle Ages, who was in Louis’ retinue after himself escaping persecution by the pope, recorded the argument that ‘A king who succeeds by hereditary right does not necessarily receive any power over temporal things from the fact that he is crowned by an ecclesiastical person.’71 Later writers who followed Ockham dropped that little proviso, ‘necessarily’. ‘A king who succeeds by hereditary right receives no power over temporal things from the fact that he is crowned’, wrote a French royalist author in the 1370s.72 This did not mean that French coronations were not extravagant and memorable occasions, of course, and nor did it mean that kings in those countries where there was no custom of coronation were not eager to introduce it. Popes granted this right to the kings of Norway and the kings of Scots, with the first actual ceremonies taking place in 1246 and 1329 respectively. But the implication of the view expressed by Ockham was that they were purely ritual, not constitutive. This way of thinking was well summed up by the seventeenth-century English legal expert Edward Coke, who wrote that, because ‘the king holdeth the kingdom of England by birth-right inherent, by descent from the blood royal’, ‘coronation was but a royal ornament’.73 If kingship was in the blood, it did not need priests to convey it.





Waiting for Fathers to Die
Kings wanted sons who would succeed them and keep power and authority in their blood line. But adult sons with the expectation of succession also presented a problem in the dynastic system.74 The novelist Thackeray puts it very well in Chapter 47 of Vanity Fair:

You who have little or no patrimony to bequeath or to inherit, may be on good terms with your father or your son, whereas the heir of a great prince … must naturally be angry at being kept out of his kingdom … the fathers and elder sons of all great families hate each other. The crown prince is always in opposition to the crown or hankering after it … and it stands to reason that every great man having experienced this feeling towards his father, must be aware that his son entertains it towards himself.


This is an excellent summary of the internal dynamics of dynasties. Long-lived kings presented problems. Heirs might become impatient and fractious. Otto, son and heir of the emperor Otto I (936–73), supposedly grumbled about his father, ‘He holds onto the kingdoms he has acquired most tenaciously, like a lion, and does not give me, even though I am his son, even one portion.’75

Dashing off to the court of your father’s enemy was a clear gesture of alienation and defiance. This is what the sons of Henry II of England did in the spring of 1173, when they secretly fled to the court of Louis VII of France, who was delighted to welcome them, and thus initiated eighteen months of war and devastation across France and England. This is also exactly what Louis the Dauphin, son of Charles VII of France, did on 31 August 1456, when he fled to the court of his father’s enemy, the duke of Burgundy. Charles and Louis were already estranged; in fact, the two did not meet for the last fourteen years of the king’s life (1447–61).76 It was known that Louis ‘had, for a long time, desired to reign and to have the crown on his head’ and this feeling was deepened by the harshness of his father’s dealings with him.77 Louis was thirty-eight when he finally succeeded his father and could return from the Burgundian court to the kingdom of France.
If the young prince had actually been crowned king, as happened in cases where fathers associated their sons with them during their lifetime, he might be particularly prone to impatience, especially if not granted resources of his own. Hugh, the eldest son of Robert II of France, was crowned in 1017 while still a boy. In the course of time, however, ‘he realized that he could exercise command over no lordship of his own in the kingdom over which he had been crowned, apart from receiving his food and clothes.’ He pressed his father for a lordship of his own, and, when this was refused, ‘he joined with some young men of his own age and began to attack and plunder his parents’ property at will.’ Soon afterwards, however, he was reconciled to them, and was granted ‘authority and power everywhere in the kingdom’, but then ‘suddenly envious death snatched him away from this world’.78 This was in 1025. The next son, Henry, was crowned in 1027 and succeeded his father as sole ruler on the latter’s death four years later.
The fortunes of the restless and ill-fated Hugh were reprised exactly a century and a half later by Henry the Young King, son of Henry II of England.79 Like the French prince Hugh, Henry was crowned during his father’s reign, a unique case in the history of the kingdom of England.80 And, like Hugh, he grew restless. During the absence of Henry II in Ireland in the winter of 1171–2 some powerful nobles and also, rumour said, Queen Eleanor herself stirred up the Young King’s mind against his father, ‘suggesting that to some people it seemed incongruous that he was a king but did not exercise proper lordship in the kingdom’.81 This led to the great rebellion of 1173–4, just mentioned, when the Young King and two of his brothers, but not John, the youngest and his father’s favourite, allied with the king of France and came close to defeating their father. The end of this war did not bring harmony, and fighting between father and son, and among the brothers, continued up to and indeed beyond the death of the Young King in 1183. Writing of his death, a contemporary noted ‘He became a parricide of such immoderate passion that his greatest wish was for his father’s death.’82
Another contemporary observer lamented these notorious family dissensions:

O good gods! If such brothers had observed fraternal agreement among themselves and filial affection as sons to their father and had been bound together by the double bond of good will and nature, how great and beyond estimation, how illustrious and unsurpassed in the ages would have been the father’s glory and the sons’ victory!83


Both the case of Hugh and that of Henry show that, even if a son’s right to inherit had been recognized by something as formal as coronation during his father’s lifetime, there remained the potential for resentment, conflict and even violence, especially if there were powerful allies of the young prince interested in using him for their own ends. In both these cases, too, the son died before the father, so never attained sole rule.

Cases of warfare between royal father and son are numerous, and the outcomes varied. The Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV was imprisoned and forced to abdicate by his son, Henry V, in December 1105, and we can read the old emperor’s complaints about the way he had been dealt with in several letters from the last months of his life. He has been treated, he says, ‘without due deference, inhumanely and unworthily’; his son ‘desired to deprive him of his kingdom and his life’; he had been held in the strictest confinement, suffering hunger, thirst and fear of death.84 Is there just a touch of ambiguity, or perhaps irony, when he calls his son ‘my dearest Absalom’?85
Another father–son conflict in the Holy Roman Empire 130 years later had a quite different outcome. Frederick II, whose father, Henry VI, had been both Holy Roman Emperor and king of Sicily, was left an orphan at the age of three in 1198 and had to fight to win his father’s thrones, but by the age of twenty he had done so. By that time, he had also married and fathered a son, Henry. Frederick’s dominions were vast, since the Holy Roman Empire contained the areas of modern Germany and northern Italy, so Frederick II, who was both king of Sicily and emperor, delegated the rule of Germany to his son Henry in 1220 when the boy was nine years old.86 They did not see each other for twelve years and by the time they met again in 1232 differences between them had arisen, especially about the policy towards the great princes of Germany. In a letter of January 1235 Frederick complained of his disappointment in his son.87 That summer he deposed Henry and took him back as a captive to Italy. Here the young man spent seven years as a prisoner, presumably eventually despairing, since while out with his jailors one day taking exercise, he galloped his horse off a high ridge into the depths below.88 His father expressed his grief in a letter beginning ‘at the death of a son nature grieves with us and draws out from the paternal feelings tears which cancel the offenses of the son’.89
The chronicler Ralph de Diceto, dean of St Paul’s, London, listed numerous examples of father–son conflict from all periods of history. The root of these ferocious struggles was ‘the immoderate lust for power (inmoderata dominandi libido)’. His examples include some in which fathers triumphed, some in which the sons were victorious, and there is always a moral tone to his reflections: the emperor Henry V, for example, died without children as a divine punishment for his rebellion against his father.90
There were occasions when kings disinherited their sons. Two important instances of this type, when a king wrote his son out of the picture, in one case successfully, in the other unsuccessfully, occurred in 1153 and in 1420, in the first case when Stephen of England agreed that he should be succeeded not by his son William but by Henry of Anjou (later Henry II), in the second when Charles VI of France acknowledged as his heir Henry V of England, not his own son Charles, although this Charles did in fact succeed in becoming Charles VII. There were some remarkable similarities between the situations that prompted these unusual decisions. In both cases the throne had been disputed between a crowned and an uncrowned contender: Stephen versus Matilda, whose claim was then taken up by her son Henry, and Charles versus Henry V, who was a crowned king of England but not of France. In both cases the uncrowned contender had had military success. Henry of Anjou waged effective campaigns in the years leading up to his agreement with Stephen, and Henry V won the spectacular victory of Agincourt in 1415 and allied with the duke of Burgundy to begin a sustained war of conquest in France. But it was also probably important that both Stephen and Charles VI lost older sons in the years prior to the treaties they made. They thus were not disinheriting their firstborn, who had lived long years expecting to succeed their fathers.
Stephen’s oldest son, Eustace, was five or six years old when his father became king, and from that time he was recognized as the heir to the throne. Stephen even tried to have him crowned joint king during his own lifetime, following a custom of the contemporary French kings. Eustace married royalty: his bride was Constance, sister of Louis VII of France. But Eustace was not only heir to his father’s throne but also to his endless war against his cousin Matilda. From the late 1140s he had to face up to Matilda’s son Henry. Eustace and Henry of Anjou, the former in his early twenties, the latter in his late teens, campaigned in England and France, with Henry slowly gaining the upper hand. In August 1153, unexpectedly and leaving no children, Eustace died. His father obviously decided that a negotiated settlement, leaving him the Crown and securing a proper place for his younger son William, was acceptable. Within three months of Eustace’s death, Stephen agreed terms with Henry of Anjou, recognizing him as his heir and arranging a huge lordship for his son William, and, within another year, Henry had become King Henry II on Stephen’s death.
The Treaty of Troyes in 1420 between Charles VI of France and Henry V of England likewise recognized the disinheritance of a royal heir, in this case Dauphin Charles. But Dauphin Charles had only been dauphin, the title held by the heir to the French throne, for a few years at this time. Four of his older brothers had, in fact, preceded him as dauphins, but they had all died without sons. At the time of the great French defeat of Agincourt, Charles’ brother Louis was dauphin, but Louis died the same year as the battle, 1415, and was succeeded by the next brother John. John, however, died in less than eighteen months. So, in April 1417, at the age of fourteen, Charles became dauphin. He had not been raised as an heir, and it may be this was one thing that made it easier for some of the French to accept his disinheritance three years later. But Dauphin Charles refused to be disinherited, and he had some unexpected help from Joan of Arc. Her energy and faith brought Charles to Rheims, traditional coronation site of the French kings, in July 1429, where he was crowned. He had regarded himself as king of France since the death of his father in 1422, but there is a possibility that Joan had more old-fashioned ideas and thought of him as simply the ‘noble Dauphin’ prior to coronation. One of the witnesses at her rehabilitation trial in 1455–6 reported that, after she had sought out Charles in the spring of 1429, saying that she had been sent by God to help ‘the noble dauphin’, she had been asked why she called him dauphin and not king. She supposedly replied that she would only call him king after he had been crowned at Rheims.91 Joan was betrayed and burned, but Charles went on to expel the English from their possessions in France, except Calais, and could thus take his revenge on ‘the damnable Treaty of Troyes’ as later French royalists called it.92




Minorities
If royal sons might wait impatiently for their fathers to die, the unpredictable biology of dynasties could also sweep fathers away while their children were still very young and vulnerable.93 In a world where kings were war-leaders facing endless threats from aggressive competitors, it might seem obvious that the succession of a child would be ruled out. In some dynastic systems, this was in fact the case. In Ireland it was expected that the new king would be an adult male, and he certainly need not be the son of the preceding ruler. In Scotland there are no minor kings before the mid twelfth century, when the model of the dynasty and the nature of succession had shifted towards the kind of primogeniture found in other west European kingdoms. Military needs were indeed cited as an argument against the succession of babies. After the death of Albert of Habsburg, king of Hungary, in 1439, the Hungarian aristocracy was divided between supporters of the succession of his posthumous son Ladislas, and supporters of the king of neighbouring Poland as king of Hungary too. When some of the Polish king’s supporters were negotiating with Ladislas’ mother, Queen Elizabeth, they were blunt: ‘Gracious lady, even if you had a son who was ten years old, we would not accept him as our lord, because he could not lead us against the Turks.’94
When, in 890, the bishops and nobles of Provence chose as their king the nine-year-old Louis (later nicknamed ‘the Blind’), they acknowledged that ‘his age was not suitable to repress the savagery of the barbarians’, that is, Viking and Muslim raiders, but stressed, first, that he was of high descent, ‘coming from imperial stock’, since his mother was a Carolingian, mentioning also that he had grown to be ‘a boy of good abilities’, and concluding with the confident assertion that the barbarian attacks would certainly be repelled ‘by the advice and bravery of the nobles of this kingdom, who are not few in number, and God’s help’.95 They recognized the power of the argument for having an adult male king as a defender of the realm, but thought that high descent, innate ability and a supportive aristocracy could be adduced to outweigh that consideration. The very existence of child kings indicates a strong sense of dynasty. A boy king or girl queen might seem a ludicrous idea in a world of constant armed conflict between competing lords, but, in the dynastic system, the claims of blood counted for much.
Cases where the claims of blood-right outweighed the obvious need for a military aristocracy to have an adult male as their war leader are not rare. There are at least ninety instances from the period 500–1500 (see Appendix B).96 In Byzantium, minorities, excluding child co-emperors, occur roughly once a century.97 About half of the Merovingian kings who ruled between Clovis (d. 511), conqueror of Gaul, and 751, when the last member of the dynasty was deposed, came to the throne as minors. For instance, when Chilperic I was murdered in the autumn of 584, he left a four-month-old son. The boy’s mother, Fredegund, called on his uncle, Guntram, to act as protector to the baby and regent of his kingdom. The nobles assembled, named the child with the royal name Clothar (Lothar) and secured from the cities of Chilperic’s kingdom oaths of loyalty to King Guntram and his nephew Clothar.98 As Clothar grew up, he, like most Merovingian kings, faced threats from his relatives, and he suffered defeats, but he was also able to reunite the Frankish realms under his rule and died a natural death at the age of forty-five. He is a good example of the way that succession of a tiny infant could work in the Merovingian kingdoms.
The Carolingians, who succeeded the Merovingians, had no child kings for over a century (751–855), excluding those crowned in their father’s lifetime, but they are found in the second half of the ninth century in several of the component parts into which the Carolingian empire had broken, the kingdoms of the West Franks, the East Franks and Provence. Thereafter, the situation in the east (Germany, the Empire) came to diverge from that in the west (France). Minor kings inherited the throne in France in 954, 1052, 1226, 1316, 1380 and 1483, roughly once a century, like Byzantium, but because the Empire was not in theory hereditary, there are very few cases of minorities there. There are two cases of very young sons succeeding their fathers as rulers in the tenth and eleventh centuries: Otto III in 983 at the age of three, and Henry IV in 1056 at the age of five. But after 1056 there are no further cases. As election became a stronger tradition with clearer rules, the chances of electing a child vanished.
Minorities were often the result of an unexpected death, which could be natural but might be violent. There is thus sometimes a correlation between the frequency of the violent deaths of kings and that of minorities. In fifteenth-century Scotland, for example, there were four minorities, and three of these resulted from the violent death of the child’s father: James I was murdered, James II blown up by one of his own cannons and James III killed by rebels, who included his son, either in or after battle (see also below, pp. 248–9). It is significant, however, that when the lives of these kings were cut short, their young sons were accepted in their place. In eleventh-century Scotland, in contrast, which was even more violent, with six of eight kings being killed in battle, there were no boy kings, for the dead rulers were succeeded by adults of either their own or a rival line. By the end of the Middle Ages the violence was taking place in a different kind of dynastic world.
Minorities meant regencies, rivalries, decisions about and by queen mothers, and, of course, endless negotiations about future brides for the child ruler. Figures at court or noble factions might compete for control of the child king, who could then be their tool. Queen mothers commonly served as regents for their child and were often both protagonists and victims of such factional politics. An early example is Amalswintha, widowed daughter of Theodoric, ruler of Ostrogothic Italy, who acted as regent for her son Athalaric after he succeeded his grandfather as king in 526 when aged eight.99 For the next eight years she was a major figure in the politics of Italy and beyond, praised for her wisdom and justice, but willing to take harsh measures against her enemies among the Ostrogothic nobility. In 534 her son, the young king, died, and Amalswintha arranged for her cousin Theodehad to become king in his place, reportedly with the stipulation that she would continue to exercise real power. If that were so, she was quickly double-crossed, imprisoned by Theodehad and murdered by her enemies, strangled in the bath according to one account.100 Her killing provoked Justinian, the eastern emperor, with whom she had had mainly friendly relations, to attack Italy, beginning a war that would last twenty years and end with the complete destruction of the Ostrogothic kingdom. Amalswintha provides a clear example of the way high-born queen mothers could exercise great political power, and of the dangers as well as the influence that brought.
On numerous occasions widowed queens of the Merovingians acted as regents for their minor sons.101 It was also standard practice in the Byzantine empire: of the seven child emperors in the period 500–1500, six began their reigns under the regency of their mother.102 In the Western Empire, Empress Theophanu, who acted as regent for her young son Otto III for six years (985–91), won praise for her government during that time, even if clerical writers cannot avoid a note of surprise that a woman could do so well: ‘although she was of the weaker sex, she guarded her son’s kingdom with masculine care’.103 After the unexpected death of Louis VIII of France in 1226, at the age of thirty-nine, the misogynist rhetoric was stronger amongst the nobles who opposed the regency of Louis’ widow, Blanche of Castile, for her young son. Their spokesman put the feeling into verse: ‘France is truly made a bastard, hear me lord barons, when a woman has it to rule.’104 Blanche went on to devote the next eight years to suppressing or bribing dissident aristocrats, facing down the king of England, leading armies on occasion, and ensuring that by 1234, the year that her son turned twenty-one and took a wife, he could embark on his adult reign with a relatively loyal kingdom.105 Such struggles between queen mothers serving as regents and aristocratic groups were recurrent features of minority politics. Ingeborg, daughter of King Haakon Magnusson of Norway, served as regent for her son Magnus VII Eriksson, who became king of both Norway and Sweden in 1319, aged three, but she was deposed by a group of Norwegian nobles in 1323, who accused her of squandering royal revenues and of going to war with Denmark to further the interests of her lover, Canute Porse.106
A dramatic example of a struggle to control the young ruler occurred during the minority of Henry IV of Germany, who succeeded his father in 1056 just before his sixth birthday.107 In the early months of his minority events were controlled by Pope Victor II, who was a German bishop as well as pope and happened to be in Germany at the time of the death of Henry’s father, but the regency was exercised by Henry’s mother, Empress Agnes. The chronicler Lampert of Hersfeld gave her a warm endorsement: ‘Supreme government of affairs and of everything that needed to be done remained in the hands of the empress, who safeguarded the endangered state with such skill that the unexpected turn of events resulted in no disturbance or dispute.’108 The German nobles swore an oath that, should the young Henry die, they would consult the empress about his successor.109 But in the sixth year of her regency a group of dissatisfied nobles, headed by the ambitious archbishop Anno of Cologne, plotted a coup. The key was physical possession of the king, now eleven. He was at the royal palace at Kaiserswerth, at that time an island in the river Rhine. After the archbishop and the boy king had enjoyed a banquet, and were talking cheerfully, Anno invited Henry to inspect his new ship, moored in the river nearby. The moment they set foot on it, the plotters cast off and rowed out to the centre of the river. Henry, fearing for his life, threw himself overboard and was only saved by Count Ekbert of Brunswick, one of the conspirators, diving in to rescue him. Anno tried to reassure the panicking boy, and the ship rowed off to his city of Cologne.110 Having gained control of the king, Anno was now able to exercise governmental authority himself.
Henry IV grew into a controversial adult ruler with a dramatically disruptive reign and a sorry end. It is not clear if the kidnapping played any part in shaping his character or his political assumptions. In the case of Wenceslas II of Bohemia (1278–1305), however, there is an account that details some of the trauma of a boy king. The opening section of the chronicle written at the Cistercian abbey of Zbraslav (Königssaal) in Bohemia, which comprises an account of Wenceslas II, provides one of the most arresting and personal pictures of a medieval king to be found anywhere (see also below, pp. 233–5). It starts with the pathos of the boy king, whose father was killed when he was not yet seven, being brought up by his uncle in Brandenburg with inadequate revenues, while his mother and her lover, the powerful noble Zawisch von Falkenstein, dominated Bohemia. The psychological consequences for the child included a phobia about cats and about thunderstorms. One way he tried to deal with this latter fear was the construction of a hollow altar within which he hid during storms, while one of his clerks lay at the entrance to the altar, reading to him from the Bible.111 Wenceslas eventually established himself as king of Bohemia, had Zawisch executed, after his mother’s death, and succeeded in becoming king of Poland too.
Queen mothers often acted as regents but they were not always either available or suitable. Another choice would be a senior churchman, who would have authority, experience of administration and, at least in principle, no sons of his own to complicate loyalties. Engelbert, archbishop of Cologne, was the first regent of Henry (VII), who was elected German king (‘king of the Romans’) in 1220 aged nine. The archbishop is described as the boy’s ‘guardian, and administrator of the whole of the Roman kingdom in Germany’.112 Sometimes the pope himself was involved, particularly in those kingdoms with a special tie to the papacy, such as Sicily. This was acknowledged by Constance, queen of Sicily, in her will. When she died in November 1198, she left the ‘custody of the kingdom’ to Pope Innocent III ‘as superior lord’, although actual physical custody of her three-year-old son was in the hands of members of the royal household.113
Adult male relatives were also available as regents, although relations between uncles and nephews could be tense or worse. Charles VI of France was eleven when he became king in 1380; several years earlier, his father, Charles V, had already made arrangements for a possible regency, entrusting his own younger brother, Louis, duke of Anjou, with the government of the kingdom until his son and successor was fourteen, while reserving a large royal estate for the minor king, who was to be under the guardianship of the queen mother and his two younger uncles, the duke of Burgundy and a maternal uncle, the duke of Bourbon.114 This rather complex system did not work smoothly, but it gave the royal dukes the chance to run the kingdom in their own interests in the 1380s, although, of course, their interests did not always coincide. The king’s fourteenth birthday, stipulated by his father as the age of his majority, was ignored. Throughout these years the king’s uncles, including the duke of Berry, who had been excluded from the original scheme, dominated royal government, using royal resources to support their own projects, such as the duke of Anjou’s attempts to become king of Naples and the duke of Burgundy’s efforts to establish himself in his wife’s inheritance of Flanders. These were also years of war with England and serious popular revolts. Eventually, in 1388, as he approached the age of twenty, Charles asserted his personal control of government. At a meeting of the great nobles and clergy in Rheims, the cardinal of Laon acted as his mouthpiece. After praising Charles’ qualities and describing the experience he had gained in war, he concluded:

Since nothing is lacking in him that ought to adorn the royal majesty, I, by the oath of fealty by which I am bound, declare that henceforth he does not need guardians, but the business of government in war and at home ought to be directed by him himself.115


The majority present, though not the king’s uncles, approved the cardinal’s proposal. The king himself tactfully thanked them for the care they had taken during the time of their guardianship and promised that he would continue to value the advice. It was a disputed matter whether the cardinal’s death a few days later was due to poisoning.

When a minority was going to end was clearly a big question. There were various rules and customs about when a child ruler reached the age of majority, though they are not all a good guide to actual practice. The laws of the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem, for example, specified that a minor king should be crowned at the age of twelve, but no such case is recorded, and Baldwin V was crowned at the age of seven.116 Fourteen was a common age of majority. As mentioned, Charles V, in a royal ordinance of August 1374, specified the age of majority for his son as fourteen, citing both biblical and Merovingian precedents for kings of a young age.117 Majority could be marked by rites of passage: Alfonso II of Aragon was knighted, got married and issued a new coinage in January 1174.118 He was sixteen at this time and these were all acts that proclaimed his entry to adulthood. Later ages were also possible. In the kingdom of Navarre a document of 1329 stipulated that if Queen Joanna, who was a queen regnant, died leaving a minor heir, her consort could act as regent until that heir was twenty-one.119
The case of Henry III of England, like Wenceslas II a boy king who grew up with a fear of thunderstorms, shows that the end of a minority could be a multi-stage process.120 Henry succeeded his father, King John, in 1216 at the age of nine, and William Marshal, a tried and loyal servant of the dynasty, was appointed regent: ‘our ruler and the ruler of our kingdom’, in the boy king’s words.121 The Marshal was supported by the papal legate, Guala, an especially important figure since England was a papal fief at this time, while the bishop of Winchester would look after Henry on a day-to-day basis. Henry was crowned quickly but not at Westminster, the traditional coronation site, since this was in the hands of his enemies, rebel barons and their ally Louis of France. The Marshal’s first job was to win the war against them, which he did. In the meantime, royal documents were sealed with his seal since the king did not yet have one. In November 1218, when a new Great Seal was made, the young king proclaimed that ‘it has been provided by the common council of our kingdom that no charter, no letters patent of confirmation, alienation, sale or gift, or anything else that can be granted in perpetuity, shall be sealed with our Great Seal until we are of full age’.122 Clearly there was a worry that royal resources might be squandered, as Ingeborg, regent for Magnus VII Eriksson in Norway, had supposedly done. Henry became fourteen on 1 October 1221, and this is probably the date that the personal guardianship of the bishop of Winchester came to an end. Two years later the king took control of his seal, but still without being able to authorize grants in perpetuity. Finally, in January 1227, when he was nineteen, Henry declared that henceforth he would issue royal charters. Even this was not the end of the matter, for some people thought that the king would only come of age when he was twenty-one, the age of majority for English barons and knights.
Child-rulers faced a wave of critical opinion. It was commonplace to cite the text from the Book of Ecclesiastes: ‘woe to you, the land whose king is a child’.123 And ‘boy’ was an insult. In 1219, when he had been king for three years, some of his subjects were still deriding Henry III of England as ‘not a king but a boy’.124 Critics sometimes associated the evils of child rule with those of female rule, as during the regency of the empress Agnes for Henry IV of Germany: ‘For the king was a boy, while his mother, just like a woman, easily gave way to whatever was suggested to her.’125 It was this supposedly hazy, yielding quality of rule by children and women that hostile clerical observers stressed: ‘The land is cursed where a boy rules and a woman holds the government; a kingdom should be ruled by laws and command, not by entreaties or blandishments.’126 It was said of Philip Augustus of France, who succeeded his father aged fifteen, that he was a plaything in the hands of his noble advisers: ‘For the king was a boy and they could bend him like a reed to their will as they wished.’127
But counter-arguments were also made, and it is hard to believe that there could be ninety boy kings and girl queens if the hostile views were the only ones. A letter, written in the year 900, sets out the reasons that had led the bishops and nobles of the kingdom of the East Franks (Germany) to accept as their king Louis, son of the emperor Arnulf, even though he was only aged six – he is indeed traditionally known as ‘Louis the Child’.128 Louis’ father, the emperor Arnulf of Carinthia, had made determined efforts to ensure his son’s succession. In 897, two years before his death, he ‘demanded from everyone an oath of fidelity to himself once more and to his little son Louis’.129 After Arnulf’s death and Louis’ recognition as king, Hatto, archbishop of Mainz, one of the leading figures in the kingdom, wrote to the pope justifying this action:

It remained uncertain for a while whom to elect as king, and, because there was great fear that the unified kingdom would break into separate parts, it was decided, by divine impulse (as we believe), that our lord’s son, although he was very little, should be raised to the kingship, by the common counsel of the chief men and with the consent of the whole people; and because the kings of the Franks always come from one family, we preferred to keep the old custom rather than settle on some novel arrangement.130

This passage is short but covers a lot of ground: fears of a kingdom disintegrating, something of which there was a lot of experience in 900; the justification derived from the common counsel of the top level of the aristocracy and the agreement of ‘the people’, usually taken to mean the rest of the aristocracy; a nod to divine will; and, overriding even the fact that Louis was ‘very little’, the old custom that kings come from one family – one dynasty.





Chapter 4 Female Sovereigns


The First Female Sovereigns in Medieval Europe
There is no question that during the Middle Ages many female members of ruling dynasties exercised considerable power and influence. The king’s wife might be influential, the king’s mother might be even more so. Cases of powerful female regents, like Blanche, mother of St Louis, who governed vigorously on behalf of her son for over a decade in all, or queens fighting for the rights of their sons, like Margaret of Anjou, wife of the mentally incapacitated Henry VI of England and champion of the young Prince of Wales, are not uncommon. Sometimes women might also rule in their own right, although it is not always easy to identify which of them ruled formally in this way, rather than as regents and consorts. There seem to be no cases in the medieval west as unambiguous as the long reign of an unmarried queen, like the sixteenth-century Elizabeth of England or the seventeenth-century Christina of Sweden. And the example of Elizabeth’s sister and predecessor, Mary Tudor, shows that marriage could change a queen from a sole monarch to a joint ruler, since, after her marriage to Philip of Spain, the royal style became ‘Philip and Mary, by the grace of God, king and queen of England and France, Naples, Jerusalem and Ireland’ (perhaps the only time when Jerusalem and Ireland had the same ruler).
In Byzantium, it is not clear whether the empress Eudokia Makrembolitissa should best be viewed as a regent or a co-empress. She certainly exercised imperial authority after the death of her husband Constantine X Dukas on 22 May 1067, but on behalf of her young sons. After she remarried, to Romanos Diogenes, he was proclaimed emperor on 1 January 1068. Then, after Romanos’ defeat and capture at Manzikert in August 1071, she again exercised power along with her son Michael, but he exiled her in October 1071 and sent her to a nunnery.1 Berenguela (or Berengaria) of Castile is another uncertain case. She was the daughter of Alfonso VIII, who died in 1214 and was succeeded by his son Henry, the much younger brother of Berenguela. In 1217, after her young brother’s death, Berenguela and her sons attended a great assembly of her supporters. There

one of them spoke for all, with their universal consent, recognizing, on behalf of the people, that the kingdom of Castile rightfully belonged to the lady queen Berengaria and that they all acknowledged her as lady and queen of the kingdom of Castile. But they all unanimously begged her that she should grant the kingdom, which was hers by proprietary right, to her eldest son, that is, lord Ferdinand, since, because she was a woman, she would not be able to bear the exertion of ruling the kingdom.


She agreed and ‘granted the kingdom to her son’.2 Taking this literally, Berenguela was thus a sovereign for a short time in 1217, but this may not be a useful categorization. Moreover, it has been argued that Berenguela was not merely ‘queen for a day’ in 1217, but actually co-ruler with her son Ferdinand.3

The problem of categorizing Berenguela is compounded by the fact that, in the twelfth and early thirteenth century sometimes the daughters of the kings of Castile, as also the daughters of the kings of Portugal, were called queens.4 This caused annoyance when they married into the great families outside the Iberian peninsula. The chronicler Gilbert of Mons scarcely ever mentions Matilda, daughter of the king of Portugal and wife of Philip, count of Flanders (d. 1191), without adding ‘who had herself called queen’, ‘who had herself named queen’, ‘who named herself queen’, or ‘called queen’.5 It was clearly a practice that irritated him. Another contemporary explains her title more neutrally: ‘She was called queen because she was the daughter of a king and had exercised rule over the kingdom of her father on behalf of her brother, who was not strong.’6 Here the explanation involves not just the position of being the daughter of a king but also the actual exercise of power. It was clearly a practice that non-Iberian observers thought needed explanation.
However, while one must recognize some ambiguities, it is possible to draw up a provisional list of at least twenty-seven women who ruled medieval European kingdoms and empires as sovereigns rather than as regents or consorts. They are listed in Appendix C, which also indicates those who were named or depicted on the coinage, since this can be a prima facie indication that they were sovereigns not consorts (although absence of such evidence does not indicate they were not sovereigns and their presence on coins is not always definitive evidence that they were).





Byzantium
The earliest were in the Byzantine empire, where there are three cases of empresses ruling in their own right. The first is Irene, who, after blinding and deposing her own son, ruled alone from 797 to 802, issuing coins with her image on both obverse and reverse, and promulgating laws as ‘emperor (βασιλέὺς)’.7 All this was quite exceptional. Indeed, according to one western account, the reason that the Frankish ruler Charlemagne was crowned emperor in the year 800, in the middle of Irene’s sole reign, was ‘because at that time the name of emperor ceased among the Greeks and they had female rule (femineum imperium)’.8 While Irene saw herself as ‘emperor’, the hostile Franks chose to regard the empire as vacant.
After Irene, there are no examples of sole female rule in Byzantium for the next two hundred years, but in the eleventh century there was the remarkable Zoe, daughter of Constantine VIII.9 In his last days, in the autumn of 1028, Constantine, having no sons, decided that his successor would be the aristocrat Romanos Argyros. He forced him to put away his wife and marry Zoe instead. Since Zoe was fifty, this could not have been in the hope of grandchildren but must rather have been intended to maintain a family link of some kind into the new reign. But the marriage of Zoe and Romanos was not a success. They soon stopped sleeping together, and Zoe then fell for a young man named Michael, who became her lover. Reports circulated that, when Romanos drowned in his bath, this was no accident. Without delay Zoe married Michael and had him proclaimed emperor, as Michael IV. Their marriage had problems too. Michael’s family then arranged for Zoe to adopt Michael’s nephew, also called Michael, to ensure that power did not slip from their hands on the death of the older Michael. When this came about, in 1041, Michael the nephew ascended the throne as Michael V. As her adopted son, he did not, of course, have the option of marrying Zoe, but instead he tried to freeze her out of power, and eventually expelled her from the imperial palace and sent her away from Constantinople and into exile. The historian Michael Psellos, our main source for all these events, gives a vivid picture of her, standing on the deck of the ship that was carrying her away, looking back at the palace and recalling her imperial ancestors.10 But Michael V had miscalculated. A wave of sympathy for Zoe spread through the city. The emperor sought to defuse the opposition by recalling her, but the rebels then found another focus in Zoe’s long-forgotten younger sister Theodora. In April 1042 Michael V was blinded and exiled, Zoe and Theodora met, embraced, and, says Psellos, ‘the empire now devolved upon the two sisters’.11 Until now, Zoe had been empress as wife and adoptive mother. In 1042, briefly, she ruled in her own right alongside her sister. Zoe and Theodora are depicted side-by-side on their coins.
Psellos is quite clear that in this short period ‘the sisters chose to rule alone’.12 But, he says, after less than two months, Zoe ‘sought strength in marriage’ and took Constantine Monomachos, a member of an important Byzantine family, as her husband.13 He was crowned emperor as Constantine IX. This, writes Psellos, ‘marked, for the empresses, the end of their power to act and rule as sovereigns, but, for Constantine Monomachos, the beginning of the establishment of his imperial authority’.14 Whatever traces of joint rule between Constantine and the two sisters may be found in symbolic language and iconography, notably the so-called Monomachos Crown showing the three of them,15 the reality was clear. Zoe retired from public life to experiment with the manufacture of different kinds of perfume. She even had to tolerate Constantine’s mistress moving into the palace. Zoe died in 1050. She had transmitted her imperial magic to three husbands but had only ruled herself for a few months and then jointly with her sister.
Surprisingly, it was the sister, Theodora, who was to rule alone, outliving and succeeding her brother-in-law Constantine Monomachos, and having a sole reign for more than a year and a half in 1055–6.16 Psellos expressed the general surprise that she did not delegate authority to some noble man but ‘took on the supreme authority of the Romans herself with no bad consequences (ἀνατί)’.17 He describes her as ‘acting like a man’ or ‘taking on the duties of a man’,18 appointing officials, hearing court cases and making decisions. He notes, somewhat bemusedly, that all seemed to go well: the empire was peaceful and prosperous, and equity (ἰσότης) was maintained. Theodora’s reputation was high too among neighbouring peoples, the Armenian chronicler Aristakès of Lastivert calling her a ‘lioness’.19
Figure 3 The Byzantine empresses regnant, the sisters Zoe and Theodora, on a gold coin (histamenon) in 1042, the year of their joint rule.
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Irene from 797–802, Zoe and Theodora for two months in 1042, and Theodora alone in 1055–6: these are the only examples of Byzantine empresses ruling alone. All other cases of female rule involve joint rule with husbands or sons, or regencies. Irene’s story is extraordinary, as the wife of an emperor who came to exercise sole rule through the violent removal of her own son. The story of Zoe and Theodora, although still unusual, is less strange, and, especially since the sources for it are quite rich, can be used to explore the issue of female rule. Two contradictory points stand out in these sources: the general assumption among men that sole female rule was unnatural and undesirable; and the strong contrary widespread feeling that the imperial sisters had unassailable hereditary rights.
The fact that Zoe and Theodora were female rulers did raise comment. Psellos, although balanced in his judgment of them, expressed the thought that the joint rule of Zoe and Theodora represented a muddling or jumbling of spheres that should be distinct. ‘For the first time’, he wrote, ‘our age witnessed the transformation of the women’s quarters into an imperial council chamber.’20 He accused the empresses of ‘mixing the trifles of the women’s quarters with the serious matters of the empire’.21 Incidentally, the Penguin translation of Psellos’ history, a translation first published in 1953, renders ‘the trifles of the women’s quarters’ as ‘the trifles of the harem’, thus orientalizing as well as trivializing the issue. Psellos thought that the empire needed ‘a man’s care’,22 especially to deal with outside attacks. When describing the sole rule of Theodora in 1055–6, he reports the views of those who claimed that ‘it was not fitting for the empire of the Romans to become feminine (ἐκθηλυνθῆναι) after having had a man’s wisdom’.23 He says that this was notably the view of Michael Cerularius, the patriarch of Constantinople at the time, who supposedly gave his opinion that ‘sovereign power stands in need of a masculine mind and soul’.24
Yet despite this current of definite, but not ferocious, misogyny, contemporaries also stressed the hereditary claims of the two sisters. Psellos recognized that the empire belonged to Zoe ‘through inheritance (κλῆρος)’; she was popular, he says, ‘as a woman and as an inheritor of power’.25 He describes her supporters at the time that Michael V sent her into exile asking ‘where can she be … she who has the inheritance of the empire according to law?’, and they recall her descent from a line of emperors.26 The other main source for Zoe’s and Theodora’s activities, John Skylitzes, writes that, on the death of Michael IV, ‘supreme power passed to the empress Zoe, as heir’, while in 1055, he says, Theodora acquired ‘her hereditary empire’.27 The Armenian chronicler Aristakès of Lastivert writes that Theodora possessed the empire as ‘her own patrimonial inheritance’.28
Psellos even writes of Theodora’s ‘natural (συμφυής)’ right or property.29 Her right was ‘natural’ because it was a matter of blood and birth. Theodora’s blood was imperial.30 Both Zoe and Theodora were porphyrogenitae, born when their father was emperor, and in the imperial palace. This made them unique at this time, for there were no living male equivalents after their father’s death. And it gave them a status that was generally recognized by contemporaries. Aristakès of Lastivert describes the Constantinopolitan crowd asking for Zoe, ‘our empress porphyrogenita, who has received the empire as an inheritance from her fathers and grandfathers’.31 In the reign of Constantine Monomachos, according to Skylitzes, another restive crowd in the imperial city expressed their reverence for Zoe and Theodora, ‘our mothers and porphyrogenitae’.32 During the period of her sole rule, Theodora’s coins and seals bear the legend ‘Theodora, lady (δέσποινα) and porphyrogenita’ and ‘Theodora, Augusta and porphyrogenita’.33
One could thus say that the two empresses had a strong sense of dynasty. Yet it was very different from the dynastic sense to be found in the west. Future transmission of the line appears to have been treated with astonishing casualness. According to Psellos, neither Constantine VIII, the father of the princesses, nor their uncle Basil II had made any plans for them, even though Basil and Constantine were the last male members of the so-called Macedonian dynasty, the descendants of Basil I who had reigned since the late ninth century.34 Basil II never married, and a contemporary western chronicler accounts for this by a vow that Basil had taken, promising to live like a monk if God gave him victory in war; from a western viewpoint, a ruler’s celibacy needed explanation.35 Basil’s brother Constantine VIII had three daughters: the eldest went into a nunnery; Zoe, the second, was married, as mentioned, only when fifty; the third, Theodora, never married. Psellos describes the ointments and magic charms that Zoe and her first husband Romanos used to try to secure offspring,36 but it is difficult to believe that continuance of the line could have been a pressing concern if only one of the three imperial daughters was given in marriage, and then at an age when people must have known that a pregnancy was very unlikely. It is hard to imagine western rulers in similar circumstances who would not have started marriage negotiations when the daughters were still in the cradle. The transmission of power in Byzantium was not only different in fact from the transmission of power in the west, but contemporaries conceived of it differently. Psellos, in a panegyric to the empress Theodora, praised her for her virginity and her ‘unmarried life’.37 But, while a virgin queen could have enjoyed such compliments, those who were concerned about the succession knew that she brought only uncertainty.






Latin Christendom
The contrast between the sole rule of women in the Byzantine and western worlds can be explored through the prism of the first western queens regnant. The very first queen to rule in her own right in western Europe was Urraca, queen of Leon and Castile, who reigned from 1109 to 1126.38 It is worth dwelling on her for a moment, since her story highlights both the possibilities and the limitations of female rule. Her father, Alfonso VI, had fought his way to sole rule in the kingdom and had expanded its territories, most memorably by capturing the great city of Toledo from the Muslims. Unlike the last of the Macedonian emperors in Byzantium, Alfonso had made determined efforts to secure a male heir, marrying five (or possibly six) times but without producing a legitimate son (see above, p. 69). Urraca was his oldest daughter and he arranged a marriage for her with the immigrant French noble Raymond of Burgundy, with whom she had a son, another Alfonso. Lacking a legitimate son, Alfonso VI had supposedly promised the succession to the kingdom to this son-in-law, Raymond of Burgundy, but Raymond died before him.39 Alfonso then seems to have viewed his own illegitimate son Sancho as his heir, but he too predeceased the king, being killed in battle in 1108, the year before Alfonso died.40
Our main chronicle source for Urraca’s reign, the Historia Compostellana, is written to glorify Diego Gelmírez, the first archbishop of Santiago, who was sometimes Urraca’s ally but often her opponent, so what it says has to be viewed in that light, but, nevertheless, it can probably be trusted when it reports King Alfonso’s plans after the deaths of his son-in-law, Count Raymond, and his illegitimate son, Sancho. This is what Urraca herself says, in a speech put into her mouth in the Historia Compostellana:

it is well known to all the inhabitants of the kingdom of Spain that as my father, the emperor Alfonso, was approaching death, he transmitted to me the whole kingdom, and Galicia to my son Alfonso, his grandson, if I should take a husband.41


So Urraca was to inherit the kingdom, but part of it, Galicia in the north-west, would be reserved for her son Alfonso if Urraca remarried. Galicia had been Count Raymond’s great fief and it would thus be secured to his son in the event of Urraca marrying again.42 This did happen, in 1109, when, in the immediate aftermath of her father’s death and her own succession, Urraca succumbed to pressure to take a new husband.43 One chronicler, who says he was actually present at the deathbed of Alfonso VI, reports that, as soon as the king had been buried, ‘the nobles and the counts of the land gathered together and went to the lady Urraca his daughter, saying, “You will not be able to rule or retain your father’s kingdom or reign over us unless you take a husband.”’44 In the speech attributed to her in the Historia Compostellana she says that the dying king had ordered her to do nothing important without the advice of the great nobles of Spain, and hence it was at their recommendation that she married, although ‘unwillingly’.
Figure 4 Urraca, queen of Leon-Castile (1109–26), the first queen regnant in western Europe.
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The husband chosen for her brought immediate complications, both political and personal. He was Alfonso the Battler, king of Aragon. The marriage of Urraca and Alfonso could have brought about a union of the kingdoms, as happened much later in the Middle Ages with the marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella, if Urraca’s son by Count Raymond, Alfonso, had been excluded, but, in any case, arrangements had to be made to deal with the presence of the powerful and warlike Aragonese king as joint ruler of Leon, and negotiations were undertaken about the rights of any children of Urraca’s new marriage.45 The major change that all this involved is reflected in the language of the charters. In a document she issued on 22 July 1109, soon after her father’s death, Urraca styles herself ‘Urraca, by God’s command queen of the whole of Spain’, but the following December, after her marriage, a private document is dated ‘when Alfonso, king of Aragon, was ruling in Leon’.46 Her sole reign had lasted about three months. Like the empress Zoe, she had been forced ‘to seek strength in marriage’.
Alfonso the Battler deserved his nickname. Soon after the marriage with Urraca he was deeply involved in suppressing a rebellion in Galicia, where the local nobles who were guardians of Urraca’s son Alfonso formed a nucleus of opposition. Alfonso the Battler conducted his campaign with all the usual brutalities of medieval warfare and was impervious to reproaches and pleas for mercy. When complaints were made that his Muslim troops had raped nuns in their churches, he supposedly replied, ‘I do not care what my army and my fighters do.’47 More dramatically yet, when a rebel knight, well known to Queen Urraca, fled to her seeking grace, and she wrapped her mantle and her arms around him as a sign of protection, Alfonso, ‘like a savage barbarian’, grabbed a spear and thrust it through him. Urraca decided to separate from her pitiless husband and made her way back to Leon.48
Alfonso the Battler was a man’s man. A Muslim historian reports:

No Christian ruler had more courage than him, more ardour to fight the Muslims without break, more power of resistance. He slept with his mail-coat and without a mattress; and when one day he was asked why he did not sleep with the daughters of the Muslim chiefs he captured, he said, ‘A real soldier must live with men, not with women!’49


Whether he had slept with Urraca, we do not know. She supposedly complained that he regularly insulted her, struck her in the face and kicked her.50 The marriage was now effectively ended, and the fact that Urraca and the Battler were closely related allowed the pope to declare an annulment on grounds of consanguinity. Alfonso, however, was not going to surrender his claims to Leonese and Castilian territory. By early 1113 Urraca was appealing for help against ‘the Aragonese tyrant’.51

Urraca was now at war with both her husband and the supporters of her son. Adding to the family fun was the claim advanced by Urraca’s illegitimate half-sister, Teresa. Like Urraca, Teresa had been married to an immigrant French noble, Henry of Burgundy, who had been endowed with a county in the west of the kingdom, a territory that included such important centres as Coimbra and Porto. Teresa had definite ambitions. A sceptical chronicler noted that, soon after the beginning of Urraca’s reign, Teresa suggested to her husband that a division of the kingdom would be justified and, ‘as is the custom of flattering tongues, this wife of the count was now called “queen” by her household and her knights’.52 But the essence of being a queen is being called a queen, and the practice has to start somewhere, even if only in one’s own home. By 1116, several years after the death of her husband Count Henry, it was not only her servants and retainers who were giving Teresa this pleasant distinction, for a papal letter of that year about a dispute between the bishops of Coimbra and Porto is addressed not only to the archbishop of Toledo but also to ‘queen Teresa and her barons’.53 From 1117 at the latest Teresa was calling herself queen in official documents. And of what was she queen? She was ‘queen of Portugal’, the name of her husband’s county.54 In this way, from the rivalry of squabbling sisters, a new country emerged on the European scene.55 In the dynastic world, power-struggles within the family could leave a permanent imprint on political geography.
The problems of Urraca’s reign do not appear to have discouraged other western European rulers from attempts at ensuring female succession. Indeed, less than ten months after Urraca’s death, Henry I of England, a king just as domineering as Alfonso VI, demanded that his nobles accept his only surviving legitimate child, his daughter Matilda, as his heir.56 She had been born after his accession, so was a western equivalent of a porphyrogenita. The oath the nobles swore on that occasion (Christmastide 1126), and which was subsequently renewed, did not prevent them ignoring their promise and accepting Henry’s nephew Stephen as king after him, but it is unlikely that Urraca’s example had much part to play in that choice. Like Alfonso VI, Henry I was willing to envisage a woman on his throne, and her supporters in the civil war that eventually flared up between her and Stephen obviously took the same position. But when Henry made his plans for his daughter, and had her recognized as his heir, he still expected her to marry at his command, both for political advantage and to produce a son to continue the dynasty. Her marriage, to Geoffrey of Anjou in 1128, at first looked as if it would be as rocky as that between Urraca and the Battler, with an early separation, but Matilda and Geoffrey were reconciled and produced three sons, one of whom became Henry II of England. She herself never attained the title ‘queen’, being only ‘Lady of England’, that is, uncrowned queen, although she preferred to call herself ‘empress’, referring to the status she had from her first husband, the Holy Roman Emperor. This is her title on the coins she issued during the civil war.57 But, while she was never crowned queen, she maintained her cause through war, effectively ruling parts of England for most of Stephen’s reign, and passed on her claim to her son Henry, who did eventually succeed to the throne.
And in the very years when Henry I of England was attempting to secure the succession of his daughter and arranging her marriage, exactly the same was happening at the other end of Latin Christendom, in the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem. Baldwin II, king of Jerusalem, had four daughters but no sons, and he determined that his eldest, Melisende, should succeed him.58 She was in her early twenties and unmarried, so Baldwin saw his first duty as choosing a husband for her. He looked west, to the great princes of France, and in 1127, the year after Urraca’s death and only months after the recognition of Matilda as heir to Henry I of England, he negotiated a marriage alliance with Fulk, count of Anjou. Fulk was the father of Geoffrey of Anjou, just mentioned. Fulk surrendered the county of Anjou to his son and went off to the east to marry Melisende, which he did in 1129.
Just as the Historia Compostellana is the main narrative source for Queen Urraca, so William of Tyre’s Chronicle offers the most substantial contemporary comment on Queen Melisende. In his text, the exact status of Melisende’s sovereignty is not always quite clear. In William’s words, Fulk of Anjou had been promised that after his arrival in the East, ‘the king’s eldest daughter would be handed over to him with the prospect of the kingdom (spes regni) after the king’s death.’59 What exactly this ‘prospect’ was might of course be debated. Did it mean sole rule with his wife as consort, or would she be queen regnant and Fulk a king ‘in right of his wife’? On his deathbed in 1131, King Baldwin summoned Melisende, his son-in-law Fulk, and their child, his baby grandson Baldwin, and ‘handed over to them the care of the kingdom and full power’.60 Three weeks later Fulk ‘was solemnly and according to custom crowned and consecrated in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre along with his wife’.61 The anodyne phrase ‘along with his wife’ is paralleled in William’s description of what happened after the death of Fulk in 1143, when his son by Melisende, Baldwin III, was ‘solemnly anointed, consecrated and, along with his mother, crowned’.62 Both phrases imply a joint ceremony of some kind, but leave many open questions. The joint rule of Melisende and her young son, if that is what it was, broke down as he entered his early twenties, when frivolous advisers, according to William of Tyre, told the young man that it was unworthy of a king ‘that he should always dangle from his mother’s breasts’.63 It was ‘shameful’, they said, ‘that he should be ruled by the will of a woman’.64 The kingdom was first divided between them; but soon Baldwin besieged his mother in Jerusalem and forced her to retire to the city of Nablus, where she ended her days.
Figure 5 Melisende, queen of Jerusalem (1131–52/61), and her husband Fulk of Anjou.
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In the cases of Urraca, Matilda and Melisende, the pattern is clear: successful warrior kings of the early twelfth century were willing to champion their daughters as their heirs in the absence of sons, or legitimate sons, but expected them to have powerful husbands. Given that the right of female succession could be asserted as a general principle, it was also clear that female rulers were expected to have a man. With her customary cogency, the late Marjorie Chibnall pointed out that in these cases, ‘it was essential to bring in either a husband or a son as a nominal co-ruler’.65 Alfonso VI told Urraca to follow the advice of his nobles, and their advice was to marry the king of neighbouring Aragon; Henry I married his daughter and heir to Geoffrey of Anjou, who indeed did later provide important military support for Matilda, while Baldwin of Jerusalem married his daughter and heir to Geoffrey’s father Fulk, expecting him to bring military and monetary resources to the crusader kingdom. And both Geoffrey and Fulk also fathered sons through their royal brides.
There is not much evidence for how these ruling women viewed themselves. Charter terminology may give some hints, as in the way Matilda seems to have insisted on being styled ‘empress’, or Melisende’s use of the ‘by grace of God (Dei gratia)’ formula, but more explicit and developed images of these queens or would-be queens can only be found in contemporary chronicles, all written by men, either clergy or monks. What we find there cannot be expected to yield a self-image but rather a view of the female ruler from outside, not without its interest despite that.
During her seventeen-year reign Urraca had to fight and negotiate without respite, sometimes in alliance with her son, sometimes in opposition to him, almost always struggling with her half-sister, although gradually less troubled by her battling ex-husband, who, however, retained some important territories in Castile, notably the major centre of Burgos. But heads that wear the crown are often uneasy. Is there any evidence that there was anything different about her reign because she was female? Urraca had determined opponents, some of whom made a point of the fact that she was a woman. A Spanish chronicle written soon after her death reports that ‘she reigned for seventeen years tirannice et muliebriter – tyrannously and like a woman’, adding the detail that she died giving birth to a child born of adultery.66 This is actually not impossible, for the Historia Compostellana reports that Urraca had both sons and daughters with her lover, the count of Lara,67 and the chronicler Orderic Vitalis, writing in Normandy little more than a decade after Urraca’s death, also claims that she died in childbirth. His comments on the queen are disapproving. He calls her war against her husband a rebellion, and says she was the cause of destruction to many, and that her death was ‘at God’s command’.68
The author of the Historia Compostellana, the fullest contemporary source, describes how Urraca, after being on good terms with bishop Diego Gelmírez, was persuaded by evil counsellors to plan his arrest. ‘A woman’s mind’, the chronicler reflects, ‘is weak and unstable and quickly wanders, as is written: Better is the wickedness of a man than a woman who does good.’69 The last line is a quotation from the book of Ecclesiasticus, which has a claim to be the most misogynistic book in the Bible. Later he returns to the attack.

What does woman’s fury not dare to do? What does the cunning of the serpent not presume? What does the most wicked viper not attack? The example of Eve, our first parent, informs us well enough what female creatures dare, presume and attack. Woman’s most audacious mind rushes to the forbidden; it violates the holy and confounds right and wrong.70


Monastic and clerical opponents of the queen thus wheeled out standard misogyny. There is nothing surprising about that.

Positive evaluation of these queens avoided simple misogyny – women are wicked and fickle – by embracing its more complex twin – women can rise above their natural wickedness and fickleness. William of Tyre’s praise of Melisende, which is frequent and warm, stresses the way that she transcended her sex: ‘The mother was a most wise woman, with great experience of almost all secular business, overcoming the condition of the female sex so completely that she could set her hand to great deeds.’71 He describes how she undertook the care of the kingdom ‘energetically and fortunately, transcending female power and spirit’, although also ‘with the advice of the chief men of the region’.72 When talking of her government, he uses the straightforward vocabulary of rule: ‘she ruled the kingdom, she had ruled the kingdom (regnum … rexit, regnum … rexerat)’.73 Writing of her last illness, William says she had ruled the kingdom for more than thirty years, thus clearly referring to the time between the death of her father in 1131 and her own in 1161 or 1162, including the years after 1152, when her rule had in fact been confined to the city of Nablus. She was ‘a resourceful woman, wise beyond the female sex’, and ‘transcending female power’.74
William of Tyre’s comments can be compared with those of St Bernard, who wrote to Melisende on the occasion of the death of her husband Fulk and encouraged her in her difficult situation, a widowed mother of a young son. ‘The eyes of all are on you’, he wrote.

It is necessary that you set your hand to hard things75 and show the man in the woman. You must administer everything with such prudence and moderation that all who see you will judge from your deeds that you are a king rather than a queen. But, you will say, I am inadequate for this task. These tasks are the tasks of a man, but I am a woman, weak in body, unstable of heart, neither wise in counsel nor accustomed to business.76


Whether Melisende would say anything of the kind is doubtful. But, like William of Tyre, or like Psellos on the empress Theodora, Bernard envisaged Melisende’s responsibilities as requiring male rather than female qualities. Matilda, too, was commended in this way. An epitaph written after her death in 1167 praises the empress for ‘having nothing of the woman (nil mulieris habens)’.77 Praise indeed!

What may also be significant is that there seems to have been no, or virtually no, opposition to the succession of Urraca, Matilda and Melisende explicitly on the grounds that they were female. Alfonso VI, Urraca’s father, was willing to designate her as his successor, although it may be relevant that Urraca came to the throne already the mother of a male child, and accepting the rule of a woman with a living male heir may have been easier for a male aristocracy, because they could picture a future king. What seems to have brought the kingdom into crisis was not the succession of a woman but the imposition on her of an ill-chosen husband, the Battler. This opened up the rivalry of factions, each with a regional base: the Galicia of her son’s supporters, the Portugal of her half-sister. Urraca’s reign was not a model, but it can hardly be interpreted as a warning against female rule.
Modern historians, including the present writer, have often said that one objection to Matilda’s succession was that she was a woman.78 In fact there is little contemporary evidence for anyone taking this position. There were plenty of other objections to Matilda, or, at least, justifications for opposing her. Some of Stephen’s supporters argued that the oath they had sworn to her had been extorted by force; some that Henry I had changed his mind on his death-bed; some that Henry’s marriage was ‘incestuous’, in the medieval sense, since the king’s wife had earlier been a nun, and so Matilda had no right of succession; some that Matilda’s marriage to Geoffrey of Anjou, made without their consent, cancelled their earlier oath to her.79 None of this concerns simply her sex. The only time there is mention of this is in a letter of Gilbert Foliot, abbot of Gloucester at the time, and one of Matilda’s supporters, who is undertaking to refute the arguments of Stephen’s party. He writes that some might object that ‘royal sceptres, which suit a son, ought not to be given to a daughter’.80 He dismisses this idea by citing an Old Testament passage in which God himself upheld inheritance by daughters in the absence of sons.81 He also emphasizes the natural affection that parents have for their children, both male and female, and defends King Henry’s designation of Matilda as his heir on the grounds of divine, natural and human law. But this discussion forms only one part of Abbot Gilbert’s argument and is an isolated case. The barons of Norman England were perfectly familiar with female inheritance and did not really require much analysis of it. Between the Norman Conquest of 1066 and 1150 thirty baronies had descended through the female line, and the respondent in one of the most famous cases from twelfth-century England argued simply that ‘a daughter is to be preferred to a nephew in cases of a parental inheritance’.82 In the case of Matilda, her illegitimate half-brother Robert of Gloucester not only recognized her right but became the chief and most loyal supporter of her cause, although her cousin Stephen, nephew of Henry I through the maternal line, obviously did not!
These three active and powerful women, Urraca, Matilda and Melisende, were recognized as heirs to their fathers’ kingdoms (the word heiress is a seventeenth-century novelty). An eye-witness account tells how Alfonso VI ‘left the lordship of his kingdom to the lady Urraca, his daughter’.83 Urraca herself constantly stressed her descent, styling herself in her charters most often ‘Urraca, by grace of God, queen of Spain, daughter of king Alfonso’, and sometimes dating them ‘when the lady queen Urraca was ruling in the kingdom of her father’.84 She never ceased to emphasize her parentage, appearing in a charter the year before her death as ‘the lady queen Urraca … daughter of the lord king Alfonso of worthy memory’.85 Likewise, when, at Christmastide 1126 Henry I of England insisted that, if he had no sons in the future, his bishops and barons should recognize his daughter Matilda as his successor, ‘they solemnly promised the king’s daughter, pledging their faith and swearing an oath, that, if she survived her father, they would defend the whole kingdom of the English for her against everyone’.86 After Henry’s death Matilda described herself as ‘rightful heir to the kingdom of England’.87 In a document of 1129 Melisende is referred to as ‘the daughter of the king and the heir to the kingdom of Jerusalem’.88 In these cases, therefore, the female sovereign’s right to rule was being asserted as a right of inheritance as a daughter, a right that was seen, in the case of Matilda, as greater than the right of either illegitimate sons or male collaterals such as nephews. As with Zoe and Theodora, the claims of Urraca, Matilda and Melisende were conceived of as the claims of heirs. But, unlike Zoe and Theodora, these western female rulers were expected to marry early enough to produce heirs of their own and transmit their claims to them.





The Later Middle Ages
As mentioned, a provisional list of medieval female sovereigns contains twenty-seven names.89 The three Byzantine examples occur in the late eighth/early ninth century and in the eleventh century. In Latin Christendom there were seven ruling queens in the course of the twelfth century, beginning with Urraca, but only three in the thirteenth. Then the later Middle Ages sees seven in the fourteenth century, seven again in the fifteenth. A high point of a sort occurs in the 1380s, a decade during which Naples, Sicily, Hungary, Poland and Portugal all had sovereign queens, while at this same time the three Scandinavian kingdoms were ruled by Margaret, who seems never to have borne the title ‘queen’ except as queen consort but who had all the other trappings of sovereignty – the queen of Denmark who acceded in 1972 clearly thought her medieval predecessor was a genuine sovereign since she chose to style herself ‘Margaret II’.
There is a geographical pattern. Of these twenty-seven queens and empresses regnant, twenty-four were from Mediterranean and Iberian realms. The other three comprised one from Scandinavia, if we include Margaret, and two from eastern Europe, all three of these in the late fourteenth century. In recent times, for some reason, European monarchy has had its most solid base in the mainly Protestant social democracies of northern Europe: Scandinavia, the Low Countries and Britain. Several monarchs of these countries have been female. Indeed, the Netherlands was ruled by queens from 1890 to 2013. Meanwhile, Mediterranean monarchy disappeared in the twentieth century, with the unusual exception of Spain, where it was restored by Franco in 1975. The pattern in the Middle Ages, with its strong tradition of female sovereigns in the Mediterranean region, was clearly different. It does not seem to be the case that the contrast reflects a difference in the rules of inheritance of landed property, and it remains a clear geographical pattern without an obvious explanation.
Although it appears there were only three female sovereigns in the thirteenth century, this does not mean that there was a tide of opinion against female rule at that time. In the later centuries of the Middle Ages, as it became more common for rules about royal succession to be set out formally in documents, these rules often explicitly envisage women succeeding as sovereigns. In the negotiations of 1255 about the marriage of the daughter of Alfonso X of Castile, her right to succeed, if the king were to have no sons, was explicitly recognized (see above, p. 101), and the king’s law-code, the Siete Partidas, was also clear on the subject: ‘wise and learned men ordained that if there was no son, the eldest daughter should inherit the kingdom’.90 In 1265, when Pope Clement IV bestowed the kingdom of Sicily upon Charles of Anjou with the intention of rooting out the last of the Hohenstaufen dynasty, which ruled Sicily at this time, the terms and conditions were spelled out carefully, including the rules of succession. Charles’ throne could be inherited by males or females, although preference would be given to sons over daughters. If there were no sons and several daughters, the eldest daughter would succeed, for the kingdom could not be divided. In the case of a ruler of Sicily dying without children, a brother or sister, or an uncle or aunt, could inherit. Female inheritance was thus written into the dynastic structure of the kingdom.91 Likewise, when Pope Martin IV bestowed the kingdom of Aragon upon a son of the king of France in 1283, he specified that ‘if he happens to be survived only by children of the female sex, the oldest of them shall succeed’.92 As it turned out, this attempt to impose a French prince on Aragon was a disastrous failure, but the recognition of the principle of female succession is just as clear and as explicit as in the case of Sicily. In the following year, 1284, Margaret, ‘the Maid of Norway’, was recognized as ‘the right heir’ of her grandfather Alexander III of Scotland,93 and was expected to become queen of Scotland after his death two years later, although she died at sea on her way from Norway to Scotland in 1290, aged only seven. She was almost never styled ‘queen’ by the Scots, simply ‘Lady of Scotland’, just as the empress Matilda was ‘Lady of England’, that is, uncrowned queen (see above, p. 135).94 In that very same year, 1290, Edward I of England ordained that his eldest daughter Eleanor should succeed to the kingdom if his son, or any future sons, died without heirs; if Eleanor died without heirs, her younger sister would succeed.95 These five cases, from Castile, Sicily, Aragon, Scotland and England, did not immediately result in female sovereigns, although the kingdom of Sicily was eventually to have memorable queens regnant, but they do underline the fact that female inheritance of the throne was perfectly conceivable in the minds of thirteenth-century popes, kings and nobles.
It is also certain, however, that these ruling women were expected to have suitable husbands, who might well bear the royal title. In the kingdom of Sicily, the pope ruled, that ‘if, in the absence of males, an unmarried female should succeed to the kingdom, she should be married to a person who is suitable for the rule and defence of the realm, after the advice of the Roman pontiff has been obtained’.96 In the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem men often obtained royal power through marriage to a sovereign queen. Sybilla, daughter of Amalric I, married William of Montferrat, but he died after only a year of marriage, leaving her pregnant with the future, and short-lived, Baldwin V. She married again, to Guy of Lusignan, and, when she inherited the throne in 1186, she crowned him too. Guy used the royal title as ‘eighth king’ of Jerusalem and kept it for a while even after Sybilla’s death in 1190. But the right to the throne now passed to Isabella, Sybilla’s younger sister. Isabella married four times, to Humphrey of Toron in 1183, then to Conrad of Montferrat in 1190, after a semi-coerced divorce from Humphrey. Conrad did not take the title king but called himself ‘king elect’ in a charter of May 1191. The daughter of Isabella and Conrad, Maria, was born that year. After Conrad’s murder in 1192, just before his planned coronation, Isabella took a third husband, Henry of Champagne. He was not styled ‘king’ but is called ‘lord of the land of Jerusalem’ in some documents. After he died in 1197, Isabella married Amalric (Aimery) of Lusignan, king of Cyprus, brother of Guy of Lusignan, her former brother-in-law. Isabella and Amalric were crowned in 1198, and she is then called queen, and he styled himself ‘ninth king’ of Jerusalem, therefore ignoring both Conrad of Montferrat and Henry of Champagne. He died in 1205, she soon afterwards, leaving as her heir her daughter Maria. Maria brought the throne to her husband John of Brienne, and it passed after her early death to her daughter Isabella, who brought it to her husband, Emperor Frederick II. Four successive ruling queens of Jerusalem had thus brought the royal title to their husbands.
In the 1380s eastern Europe had its first female rulers. Louis the Great, king of Hungary and Poland, died in 1382, leaving daughters but no sons. His elder daughter Mary inherited the kingdom of Hungary, while the younger, Hedwig or Jadwiga, was accepted by the Polish nobility as their ruler on condition that she married Jagiello, prince of Lithuania, who had to convert to Christianity to marry her. In this way the last pagan state in Europe was brought into Christendom and the Polish–Lithuanian union came into being. In Hungary, some of the novelty of the situation, and perhaps also the difficulty her Hungarian subjects had in conceptualizing the unfamiliar role of female sovereign, is revealed in Mary’s title. The Venetian chancellor, always keeping an eye on Venice’s giant neighbour Hungary, reported the young queen’s accession, under the regency of her mother Elizabeth: ‘Queen Elizabeth, wife of king Louis, along with Mary her daughter, took up the reins of government in Hungary. This Mary was called “king of Hungary”.’ He goes on to discuss the events in the early years of ‘King Mary’.97 This style is confirmed by the reports of the Hungarian chronicler John of Thurocz: ‘all the common people agreed to call this maiden “king”’. After the challenge to her rule by her kinsman Charles of Durazzo had been repressed, Mary’s supporters ‘gathered in the streets shouting, “King Mary rules!”’. John of Thurocz himself terms Mary ‘the female king’.98




The Exclusion of Women from Rule
But although female rule was certainly conceivable, it was not always embraced. The most famous case of the exclusion of women from inheritance to the throne occurred in late medieval France. After a remarkable eleven generations of father–son succession, the death of Louis X in 1316, leaving a daughter by his first wife and a pregnant second wife, placed the French monarchy in an unprecedented situation. Louis’ wife did indeed give birth to a male child but he lived only five days. This raised the question of female succession for the first time. If female succession were permissible, then Louis’ daughter Joanna was clearly the heir. But she was young, about four years old, and, since her mother, the king’s first wife, had been convicted of adultery, there were doubts about her paternity.99 Worse than all this, Joanna had uncles. One of these, her maternal uncle the duke of Burgundy, did seek to protect her rights, which coincided with his own interests, but her paternal uncles, Philip and Charles, the younger brothers of Louis X, saw her simply as an obstacle. Writing of these uncles, the great French medievalist Robert Fawtier judged that they ‘may have been good fathers, good sons, good husbands, and perhaps even good brothers, but they certainly qualified for the title of wicked uncles’.100 Joanna’s uncle Philip, who had already been appointed regent, moved quickly and ruthlessly to exclude his little niece. The posthumous baby son of Louis X, known as John I, had been born and died in November 1316. On the following 9 January Philip was crowned, as Philip V, in Rheims, the traditional coronation site of the French monarchy. One chronicler describes this, tellingly, as happening ‘in the presence of the great men and peers of the kingdom (although not all of them)’.101 Within four weeks a large assembly was held to ratify this act, the masters of the University of Paris adding their approval. ‘Then also’, says a contemporary chronicler, ‘it was declared that a woman could not succeed to the crown of the kingdom of France.’102
This general statement was clearly fashioned to justify the wicked uncle’s coup. The issue of female succession had not in fact arisen in the previous history of the kingdom, because of reproductive chance. Now the exclusion of women became a general principle, and was applied again in 1322, when Philip’s own daughters were excluded, and in 1328, when a male cousin was preferred to the daughters of kings. On this last occasion, one issue at law was whether a woman could transmit a claim even if she could not herself rule. If she could, Edward III of England would become king of France, if not, then Philip of Valois would succeed. Learned lawyers were consulted, but, as a contemporary chronicler makes clear, it was not only law that mattered: the French lawyers, ‘not bearing it with equanimity to be subject to the rule of the English’, denied the right of a woman to transmit a claim.103 Later, the French royal ordinance of August 1374 about royal minorities simply assumes male succession.104
At first there was no mention of the roots or basis of this rule, but during the century after the compliant assembly summoned by Philip V there appeared the claim that the exclusion of women was actually based on the ancient Salian or Salic Law of the Franks. Some cooking of texts was necessary for this to have any plausibility, but texts can be cooked. Although there are isolated references to the Salic Law in royalist discussions of the second half of the fourteeth century, it was the work of Jean de Montreuil in 1413 that was really significant. This was because he took a clause of the Salic Law, which deals with the exclusion of females from the right to inherit a particular kind of private property and augments it with two words which are not in the text: ‘A woman shall have no share in regno – in the kingdom.’105 Thereafter Salic Law became a kind of shorthand term for the exclusion of females from succession, or, yet more restrictive, even the transmission of a claim to succession through the female line. In the age of the Hundred Years War, when the English kings claimed the French throne on exactly this basis, the political point was clear.106 This is one of the most obvious cases of an ancient law or custom being invented to meet pressing contemporary political needs. Women were not excluded from the throne of France because of the Salic Law, rather the Salic Law was dug up and doctored because women were excluded from the throne of France.
After this political choice had been made at the beginning of the fourteenth century, arguments for the exclusion of women from French royal succession could be elaborated. There was indeed virtually a literary genre on the topic in the late Middle Ages.107 Of these many tracts, one of the most influential is known by its opening words as Pour ce que plusieurs.108 This was written in 1464 and is bold in its assertion that the Salic Law, which was the first law of the Franks, going back to ‘the time when the French still lived on the banks of the Rhine’,109 unequivocally prohibited women from inheriting royal power. But the author is not content simply to appeal to ancient law. The exclusion of women from sovereign power can be supported by other arguments. God had commanded women to be subject to men. As God said to Eve in Genesis 3: 16, ‘you will be under the power of the man and he will be your lord’.110 And women should not have the power to hear criminal cases and condemn people to death ‘because their thoughts and their judgments could be a little too sudden (un pou trop soudains)’.111 Or a queen might marry a low-born man, or an enemy of the kingdom, and, in such cases, there was almost certain to be civil war. Moreover, the custom of the Ile-de-France is that, if there are only daughters, the estate should be divided among them, so, if women were allowed to inherit, and the king of France had fifteen daughters, France would be divided into fifteen.112 The author concedes that ‘great and notable things’ had been done by past queens of France, but these queens were widows and mothers of kings, not queens by hereditary right.113 And these are not all of his arguments. It is, of course, an old and wise piece of advice, that if someone gives you more than one reason for something, you should never believe them. The author of Pour ce que plusieurs does not enhance his case by multiplying his points. But what is perhaps worth pointing out is that his misogyny is mild, conventional and can hardly be regarded as the animating principle of his text. He has to justify the exclusion of women from succession, or transmitting the right to succeed, because by his time the French royal dynasty was founded on that rule, and this rule (so-called) in its turn sprang from the political circumstances of 1316 and 1328.
In other situations, in other kingdoms, where general objections to female rule were made, often a closer analysis suggests that the real argument on these occasions was not ‘we do not want a woman to rule us’ but ‘we do not want this woman to rule us’, or, perhaps, ‘we do not want this woman, with this husband, to rule us’. This certainly seems to have been important in the opposition to Matilda, who was not only daughter of Henry I of England but also the wife of Count Geoffrey of Anjou, a figure who was at best distant and at worst hostile in the eyes of the Anglo-Norman barons. Some contemporary chronicles did indeed speak as if Henry I viewed Geoffrey of Anjou as a future king of England, one writing that Henry I agreed that, after his death, if he had no legitimate son, ‘his son-in-law would succeed him in the kingdom’.114 Another, writing of the time after Henry’s death, when Geoffrey and Matilda were fighting Stephen, notes ‘husband and wife were claiming England’.115 Another tells how, after Henry’s death, Geoffrey ‘aspired to the sceptre of the kingdom across the sea’.116
Again, after the death of William II of Sicily in 1189, his nearest legitimate relative, his aunt Constance, was passed over in favour of his illegitimate cousin Tancred (see the discussion below, pp. 170–1). According to one contemporary, the issue here was not Constance’s sex but her husband:

The illegitimate Tancred succeeded, by the judgment and election of the chief men, who all rejected German authority, for Constance, the dead king’s aunt, who appeared to have the right to succeed him, had married Henry, the son of the German emperor Frederick.117


Likewise, a few years later, in 1195, when William the Lion, king of Scots, lay ill and wanted to arrange for the succession by having his eldest daughter Margaret recognized as queen, and a marriage arranged between her and the German prince Otto of Brunswick, a group of Scottish nobles declared

they would not accept his daughter as queen, because it was not the custom of the kingdom that a woman should have the kingdom while there was a brother or nephew in his lineage who was able to have the kingdom by right.118


The general statement of custom here, however, may well conceal a more specific and personal objection to having Otto, a nephew of Richard the Lionheart of England, as king of Scots. Just like the chief men of Sicily, they resisted the prospect of having a powerful German ruler foisted on them. In this they were successful, unlike the nobles of Sicily who found out just how powerful and ruthless Henry, Constance’s husband, was, when he conquered the kingdom of Sicily and established his Hohenstaufen dynasty on the throne for the next seventy years.

In 1406 the English Parliament turned an amazing somersault on the issue, excluding female heirs in June and reinstating them in December. The ‘Act for the Inheritance of the Crown’ of 7 June declared that Henry IV’s eldest son, Henry (later Henry V), was heir apparent; if Henry died without a son, the throne would then pass to his next brother; if that brother died without a son, it would go to the third brother, and so on. Any daughters were to be ignored, although they could inherit the Duchy of Lancaster, which Henry IV had held before his usurpation of the throne and was now in the hands of his son. Six months later, on 22 December, this was reversed, because, as the king put it, ‘a statute and ordinance of this kind, by excluding the female sex, restricted too much the right of succession of our sons and their children’.119
Apart from these very specific political situations, the issue of female succession was sometimes discussed in abstract and general terms. In the scriptural and scholastic world of medieval debate, this involved the citation of proof texts, passages from authoritative works, especially the Bible, that could be considered to support one side or the other of an argument. As mentioned above (p. 141), when he was writing in support of Matilda’s claim to the English throne, Gilbert Foliot, abbot of Gloucester, cited from the Old Testament. The biblical passage he invoked is from the Book of Numbers and concerns the daughters of Zelophehad (Salphaad in the Vulgate), whose father had died without sons. The daughters consult Moses who in turn consults God, who declares, ‘When a man dies without a son, his inheritance shall pass to his daughter’ (Numbers 27: 8). This obviously vindicated the principle of female inheritance and could be brought up when expedient.
The passage was invoked, for example, in an illuminated parchment roll glorifying Edward IV of England, who had deposed his distant cousin Henry VI in 1461. Henry was descended from the third son of Edward III (1327–77), Edward from the second, but through females, and hence his claim to the throne rested on acceptance that the right of inheritance could pass through daughters in the absence of sons. The roll includes a family tree of the English royal dynasty showing all this, and identifying Henry VI’s grandfather, Henry IV, as the usurper who had robbed Edward’s line of the throne. The figure of Moses is portrayed, pointing accusingly at Henry IV and saying, ‘By the law divinely given to the daughters of Zelophehad, you are proved to be the usurper of the rights of the lawful heir.’120
A rather curious example of the use of this biblical passage is the appeal in verse by the men of Cork to the men of Dublin in 1487, after the latter had recognized the pretender Lambert Simnel, a challenger to Henry VII. This brings in these daughters of Zelophehad to defend Henry VII’s right to the throne, for Henry’s claim was unambiguously through the female line:

Moses had of God, by commaundement,
If a man died without issue male
His lands should, by lyniall discent,
Descend to daughters, his heires generall.


The men of Cork appeal to the men of Dublin:



O Dublin! Dublin! Where be the jurours,
Thy noble men of aureat glorie?


And they provide their authority:

… Ye may read this story
Of Sulphact (Zelophehad) his daughters in the booke of Numery.121


(‘Numery’ is an old form of Numbers, and here is rhymed with ‘story’). It is a striking example of how biblically based argument of this type could reach far beyond the world of Latin learning.

One significant development occurred in the thinking of theorists on the topic of female inheritance. Those who wished to assert that women could not succeed to kingdoms had no desire to extend this exclusion to fiefs and estates within kingdoms, and would find customary law against them if they tried to do so. Hence, they distinguished the rules governing succession to the throne and those governing inheritance of fiefs and estates. This is what we find, for example, in the views of François de Meyronnes, a Franciscan from Provence, a disciple of Duns Scotus. Among many other, more demanding, theological works, he produced an anthology of extracts from Augustine’s City of God, and this is where the issue of female inheritance crops up. Augustine mentions the old Roman Lex Voconia, a law of 169 BC that prohibited wealthy Romans from making women their heirs. Augustine condemns it in strong terms: ‘I do not know what could be thought or said more iniquitous than such a law.’122 François de Meyronnes cites Augustine’s condemnation of the Lex Voconia, and then adds his own comments. A supporting argument for Augustine’s hostile attitude to the law, he says, is the passage in Numbers in which the daughters of Zelophehad claim the right to inherit from their father, in the absence of sons, and are given permission to do so by the explicit authority of God. Moreover, he continues, ‘by natural law a father is obligated to any one of his children more than to a stranger’.123 Hence he has patristic, scriptural and natural arguments for female inheritance.
Then, having established this point, François de Meyronnes, in good scholastic style, moves to the arguments for the opposite case. The chief of these is empirical, based simply on what is the case: ‘But doubt arises why in kingdoms where the rulership is hereditary women usually do not succeed?’124 He explains this by a distinction: ‘a kingdom is not only an inheritance but also an office that concerns the whole state’ and women ‘are not entitled to office as they are to an inheritance’.125 This is an important distinction, and one that would eventually undermine the dynastic system itself. Rule of the state is one thing; the transmission of private property another. François de Meyronnes does not use the words ‘private’ and ‘public’ here, but those are terms that would spring to modern minds when considering his distinction between an ‘inheritance’ and an ‘office’, although one should note that he says ‘a kingdom is not only an inheritance’, implying that it is an inheritance. A slightly later author who does couch the discussion in terms of ‘private’ and ‘public’ is the Dominican Thomas Waleys, in his commentary on Augustine’s City of God, a work which survives in more than seventy manuscripts. He notes Augustine’s view that the Lex Voconia was unjust, but adds, ‘it seems truly iniquitous as far as private persons are concerned although it could be reasonable as far as public persons, such as kings and rulers, are concerned’.126 He then moves on to the daughters of Zelophehad, but has made an important distinction: exclusion of women may be unjust when it is a matter of private inheritance but just when public persons and rule of the state are concerned. By the time the French apologists for the exclusion of females from the throne of France were elaborating their case, they could cite François de Meyronnes and Thomas Waleys, as well as pointing out the parallel between the Lex Voconia and the Salic Law.127 A basic difference between private property and public office had been clearly formulated.
Despite this development in France, most kingdoms in medieval Latin Christendom experienced the rule of a female sovereign, once or more than once. In some cases, it might be purely accidental that it did not. England, for example, could well have had a Queen Matilda in the twelfth century. The fact that John of Gaunt, son of Edward III, was unsuccessful when he supposedly tried to induce the English Parliament, ‘following the example of the French, to pass a law debarring a woman from being heir to the kingdom’, shows that there can have been no assumption that women were debarred.128 In France, as has been discussed, the exclusion of women was late, and explained entirely by the circumstances of one particular political crisis. Only in the Holy Roman Empire, where monarchy was elective, and continued to be elective despite all attempts to establish hereditary dynasties, was the exclusion of women structural, one might even say constitutional: if the nobles had the right to choose a ruler, they would not choose a woman. No one can deny the patriarchal nature of medieval Europe, but, from Byzantium to Scotland, from Leon to Poland, it was not without its windows and opportunities for female sovereigns.




Chapter 5 Mistresses and Bastards


Concubines
In his study of dynastic systems across the world during the late Middle Ages and Early Modern period, Jeroen Duindam contrasted the harem system, in which the sovereign kept numbers of women for himself (often in seclusion and served by eunuchs), and their numerous children might all be potential claimants to succeed to the throne, with the system established in medieval Europe, where the Church upheld monogamy as a principle and when married rulers slept with women other than their wife it was deemed adultery. He goes on: ‘Royal adultery, not uncommon in most dynasties and an acclaimed practice in some, created two characters absent in harem-based reproduction: the mistress and the bastard.’1
This is an acute and memorable formulation, and a good description of the contrast between the dynastic world of late medieval Christian Europe and that of, say, the Ottoman or imperial Chinese courts, but it is important to remember that the sharp contrast between harems and (official) monogamy was not so sharp earlier in the Middle Ages, or in some parts of Christian Europe. This is because at that time, or in those places, rulers often had acknowledged female sexual partners who had a status somewhere between a casual lover and a fully legitimate wife. Among writers in Latin, the usual term for such a partner was ‘concubine’ (concubina).
An example from the Carolingian period illustrates some features of the institution of concubinage. In October 869 the Frankish ruler Charles the Bald, having been informed of the death of his wife, took the noblewoman Richildis ‘as his concubine’. In January 870, just a few months later, ‘he espoused her, gave her a dowry and took her as his wife’.2 One can conclude a few things from this: a concubine and a wife had recognized, and different, statuses; a marriage ceremony (desponsatio) and a dowry were crucial elements in distinguishing the two;3 and a concubine could be noble. It is also worth pointing out that this account, written by an archbishop, shows no overt signs of moral disapproval of Charles’ actions.4
Concubines had been a common and recognized part of both ancient Greek and ancient Roman society. Justinian’s Digest, the sixth-century compendium of Roman Law, mentions the term ‘concubine’ some forty times and even has a separate section ‘On Concubines’. From these references, it is clear that concubines were systematically distinguished from wives (uxores) and concubinage distinguished from marriage (nuptiae, matrimonium). They also demonstrate that many concubines were former slaves, but that it was possible for a concubine to become a wife. The legal rulings sometimes throw a little light on social realities: we hear of concubines accused of theft, concubines becoming the concubine of their former lover’s son, rules that concubines had to be at least twelve, prohibitions on taking a niece as a concubine, acceptance that officials sent to the provinces could take a local woman as a concubine, rules about bequests to concubines, concubines who were given the clothes of former concubines. A concubine may have been ‘she who is in the house in the place of a wife but without marriage’, but these references show that she would definitely know she was not a wife.5
In the early Middle Ages, Christian writers and ecclesiastical authorities expressed disquiet about concubines, and ruled that men who kept them could not be promoted to the higher ranks of holy orders, but the campaign against concubinage was hardly sustained or zealous. The great canon law collection of the twelfth century, Gratian’s Decretum, contains the rulings: ‘He who does not have a wife and has a concubine instead should not be barred from communion, but he should be content to be joined to just one woman, either a wife or a concubine’ and ‘I would not say that it is licit for a Christian to have several women or even two women at the same time, but one only, either a wife, or, if there is no wife, a concubine instead.’6 There is nothing here to suggest outrage at the prospect of a laity happily cohabiting with women not their wives. The tone is quite different from the, sometimes hysterical, note to be found in the utterances of clerical and monastic authorities about ‘incest’, that is, marriage between cousins.
Perhaps the low temperature of the churchmen on this subject may be linked to the fact that early medieval rulers, and, in some parts of Europe, rulers well into the later centuries of the Middle Ages, took concubinage for granted. These concubines were not necessarily the counterparts of the low-born concubine envisaged by Roman Law, who might have been a slave, who could conceivably be inherited by the master’s son and who was expected to tolerate being decked out in a previous concubine’s dresses. Merovingian kings had both wives and concubines, sometimes numbers of them. Of Dagobert I it was said:

He was given to lust beyond measure and had three women as queens and many concubines. These were the queens: Nantechildis, Wulfegundis and Berchildis. It would increase the length of this chronicle too much to insert the names of the concubines, because there were so many.7


The four sons of Theuderic II were all born from concubines. One of them was the boy king Sigebert II.

The Merovingians recognized all sons of kings, not just those born of wives: ‘those who are born of kings are called the children of kings, regardless of who their mother is’.8 Their successors, the Carolingians, changed this. They continued to have concubines but their children were generally excluded from succession. This narrowed the field. Thus Charlemagne, who had twenty children by nine or ten different women, did not leave a succession crisis on his death but was succeeded by his only surviving legitimate son, Louis the Pious. And, when the emperor Louis the Pious made arrangements for his own successors in 817, he explicitly excluded ‘children born from concubines’.9 In other societies, like early Ireland, the sons of kings by women other than their wives (‘concubines’) would not have accepted their exclusion so peacefully. And in some parts of Europe the Merovingian approach continued. A commentator of the late twelfth century noted that ‘the custom of the kingdom of Norway until today is that anyone who is known to be the son of a king of Norway, even if he is illegitimate and born of a servant girl, can claim as much right to the kingdom of Norway as a son of the king’s wife born of a free woman’.10 Jan Rüdiger pointed to the parallel: ‘In fact the Norway of the sagas followed the view of the Merovingians, that the father’s blood was enough to transmit eligibility to the throne.’11
While the Merovingians sometimes took slaves as their wives, the Carolingians usually sought high-born women as their concubines, such as Liutswind, concubine of Carloman, son of Louis the German, whose child was Arnulf, ‘born of a most noble woman but one not legally married to him’, or the unnamed concubine of Carloman’s brother Louis, described as ‘a concubine of extremely high birth’.12 Not all Carolingian concubines were of this status, however. The wife of the emperor Lothar died on 20 March 851; less than a month later, on 19 April, Lothar granted her freedom to his slave mistress Doda, by whom he had a son with the royal name of Carloman.13 The average age at marriage of the Carolingian kings of the ninth century was twenty-five, well after sexual maturity, and they commonly had concubines before marriage.14
The chroniclers of the early dukes of Normandy distinguished the sexual partnerships of these rulers as being either ‘in the Danish way (Danico more)’ or ‘in the Christian way (Christiano more)’.15 One of these chroniclers, Robert of Torigny, writing in the abbey of Bec in the 1130s, tells how Duke Richard I had several children by his countess, Gunnor, but that when he wanted to appoint one of them as archbishop of Rouen, he was told ‘this could in no way be, according to the decrees of the canons, because his mother had not been married’. The duke responded by uniting with Gunnor ‘in the Christian way’. During the ceremony, they and their children were draped symbolically in a cloak, and, with everything righted, their son could become archbishop.16 What is being applied here is the canon law principle that subsequent marriage legitimized the children. Whether it was actually applied in 989, when the event supposedly occurred, or is a retrospective piece of imagination by Robert of Torigni, it is not possible to say for certain.17 But the distinction between unions in the Danish way and in the Christian way seems to parallel the distinction between concubine and wife. The Burgundian chronicler Ralph Glaber, who died in the 1040s, noted that Norman dukes were born of concubines, but pointed out the good precedents for this: several of the children of the patriarch Jacob, as well as the first Christian emperor, Constantine, were born of concubines.18
It is not always easy to ascertain whether a woman was regarded as a wife or a concubine. Charles Martel’s mother was called both ‘wife’ and ‘concubine’ in the medieval sources, and modern historians continue to disagree about her status.19 Cases of Carolingian concubines becoming wives may include Pippin III’s Bertrada, Louis the Pious’ Ermengard and Louis II’s Angilberga.20 Indeed, when chroniclers classify women as either ruler’s wives or their concubines, they may be making choices that have nothing to do with the status of these women in fact. As Sylvia Konecny observed, ‘the success or failure of a woman’s sons or the partisan position of a chronicler often determined whether a woman would be described as a concubine or a wife’.21 Nevertheless, the distinction existed, and could have political consequences, especially for inheritance (see below, pp. 166–8).
To classify a woman as a concubine could be a hostile act or it could be a simple statement of fact in a world where concubinage was a recognized status. The Latin word pelex was used less often than concubina and usually with a negative implication. In the interminable dispute involving Lothar II of Lotharingia and his two women, Teutberga and Waldrada, those who championed Teutberga as Lothar’s lawful wife and queen frequently labelled Waldrada a pelex (or pellex).22 Some Bible commentators, dealing with the rare word pellicientes in the Latin text of the Second Epistle of Peter, which means ‘alluring’ or ‘enticing’, linked it to pellices, the plural form of pellex, adding ‘that is, prostitutes, who take their name either from pollution or from the beauty of their skin (pellis) by which they entice the unwary’.23 Pellex is not a term in Roman Law, like concubine, and it becomes very rare in the later Middle Ages.




Noble Mistresses of the High Middle Ages
When we turn to the twelfth century and later, especially in the central regions of western Europe, the picture is different. Semi-official concubines disappear, while, as Duindam observed, we enter a world of mistresses and bastards. Although these mistresses could be noble and powerful, and produce offspring whose interests they might protect and further, their status was never officially defined, as that of concubine had been by Roman Law or customary law.
Most of these mistresses came from the landed aristocracy. Rosamund Clifford, the most well-known mistress of Henry II of England, belonged to an Anglo-Norman baronial family with landholdings in the Welsh Marches.24 Her relatives benefited from the connection, since her father’s estate was increased by a valuable manor that the king gave him ‘for love of Rosamund his daughter’.25 Henry’s affection for her was shown by the care he took over her burial place in Godstow nunnery outside Oxford, endowing the nunnery with lands and having an elaborate tomb constructed for her inside the church, ‘in the middle of the choir before the altar, covered with silk cloths and surrounded by lamps and candles’.26 She entered legend as ‘Fair Rosamund’.
Spain saw several royal mistresses who were of great importance and had dramatic lives (and deaths). One was Eleanor de Guzmán, mistress of Alfonso XI of Castile (1312–50). Alfonso had married Maria, the teenage daughter of the king of Portugal, but, after two years, she had borne no children. ‘And because the king was a very accomplished man in all his actions’, says the chronicler of his reign, ‘he felt himself diminished by the fact that he had no sons by the queen; and, for this reason, he sought a way to have sons otherwise.’27 In 1330 Alfonso met the noble young widow, Eleanor de Guzmán, in Seville, and they formed a liaison that was to last the whole of the king’s life and produce numerous offspring. Queen Maria did eventually also have children, two sons, one of whom died in infancy. The other, Peter, was born in 1334, the same year as Eleanor de Guzmán gave birth to her fifth son by the king. The rivalry between the legitimate son and the illegitimate ones was to shape Castilian politics in a fundamental way. Alfonso’s concerns are illustrated by a remarkable clause he insisted on including in the treaty he made with the king of France in 1345: that if any future king of Castile should not respect the grants and favours he had bestowed on Eleanor de Guzmán and her children, the whole treaty would be void.28 It is an attempt to secure the support of the powerful French king for the position of Alfonso’s mistress and their many children. Alfonso’s apprehensions on this point were realistic. After his death and the succession of his legitimate son, Peter, the new young king sent his father’s mistress under guard to Queen Maria’s castle of Talavera, where, on Maria’s instructions, Eleanor was soon killed.29
Alfonso’s son and successor, Peter, nicknamed ‘the Cruel’, also had a complex series of relationships with women.30 A marriage agreement was drawn up between the young king and a French princess, Blanche of Bourbon, in July 1352, but, when Blanche arrived in Valladolid for the wedding the following February, Peter was not there, since he was 250 miles away in Cordoba awaiting the birth of his first child by his mistress Maria de Padilla. Once that child, a girl named Beatrice, had been born, and endowed with an estate, Peter finally came to Valladolid for his wedding, which was celebrated with pomp and festivity. But then, two days later, he abandoned Blanche and returned to Maria.31 Subsequently, under pressure from his mother and his senior ministers, he revisited Blanche but only for two days. After that, says a contemporary chronicler, ‘he never again saw the queen, Doña Blanche his wife’.32
Maria de Padilla lived with Peter for a decade (1351 until 1361, when she died) and had four children by him. The only serious disruption to their relationship occurred in 1354, when Peter married another woman, Joanna de Castro, after having had two tame bishops confirm that his marriage to Blanche was null. It remains a complete enigma why he did this and also why, immediately after the marriage, Peter left her and, in the words of the same chronicler, ‘never again saw Doña Joanna de Castro’, although she was given an estate and always called herself ‘queen’.33 Blanche remained in Spain and was able to obtain the support of the citizens of Toledo for her cause but was eventually unsuccessful in her efforts and became a permanent prisoner of her husband. She died, still under guard, in 1361, the same year as Maria de Padilla. The circumstances of her death are unclear, but could have been simply natural.34 She entered the literature of romance, in more than one language, including a full-length English poem of 1855, where she appears ‘pale, pensive and alone’, as she might.35
Throughout her travails, Blanche had a determined champion, the pope, Innocent VI (1352–62). He wrote a series of letters: to Blanche, first telling her to be obedient to her husband and mother-in-law, later writing to console her in the face of Peter’s terrible treatment; to Peter, telling him to treat Blanche with marital affection, later congratulating him on the, mistaken, news that the king had separated from Maria de Padilla, eventually exploding at the news of Peter’s marriage to Joanna de Castro – ‘you, doing recent things that are worse than what you did before, not dismissing your adulteress nor taking back the queen, have brazenly taken up with another adulteress’; to the queen mother, Maria, encouraging her support for her daughter-in-law; to his legates, Bertrand, bishop of Senez, and William, cardinal-deacon of St Mary in Cosmedin, urging them to vigorous action; to Blanche’s supporters in Toledo and to the Spanish bishops; to the king of France and the duke of Bourbon, Blanche’s father; to the nobles of Spain.36 All this epistolary and rhetorical activity had no effect. Peter remained with Maria de Padilla until her death, which was followed the next year by that of Pope Innocent.
After the deaths of Blanche and Maria de Padilla in 1361, Peter announced publicly that he had in fact married Maria before Blanche, so that Maria was truly queen of Castile and his marriage with Blanche null. He had his son by Maria declared his heir and exhumed her body to be re-interred in Seville.37 It is not possible to say how much truth there is in this claim. The witnesses the king produced to testify to the earlier marriage included relatives of Maria, with a clear interest at stake, but Peter’s matrimonial history is impulsive enough to make it possible. In his will Peter expresses the wish to be buried alongside her.38 Peter was deposed and murdered by his half-brother, Henry of Trastámara (see below, p. 174) but his daughters by Maria de Padilla carried claims to the Castilian throne to their husbands, both of them sons of Edward III of England.




Mistresses Drawn from the Queen’s Ladies-in-Waiting
One pool from which royal mistresses were recruited was the body of ladies-in-waiting around the queen, who were mostly young, unmarried and of relatively high social class. These ladies could be seductive. Robert de Vere, earl of Oxford, scandalously separated from his wife and married one of the foreign ladies-in-waiting who had come with Anne of Bohemia, queen of Richard II of England. The inventory of his property after his death included two new saddles ‘for the ladies from Bohemia (pour damoiselles de Boeme)’, and one old saddle ‘in Bohemian style’.39 Queens who were concerned about the reputation of their entourage would keep their ladies busy. The austere St Margaret of Scotland surrounded herself with ‘ladies of noble birth and proven sobriety of morals’ who spent their time sewing liturgical vestments and whose contact with men was limited to those whom the queen allowed and had no ‘disreputable familiarity’ or ‘wanton levity’, while the revered Guta, wife of Wenceslas II of Bohemia, ‘did not allow her ladies-in-waiting to be idle but allocated each of them their work, instructing this one in weaving, this one in spinning, this one in sewing’.40
But all this needlework did not always keep ladies from the attention of the king. When the illegitimate daughter of the emperor Frederick II, Constanza-Anna, arrived in Nicaea in 1241 as the bride of the Byzantine emperor, John III Vatatzes, she was accompanied by an Italian lady-in-waiting named Marchesina, who soon became the emperor’s favourite mistress. He gave her red shoes, customarily reserved for the empress alone, along with a red saddle and bridle, and provided her with a larger retinue than the empress had herself. She was very publicly the empress’ ‘rival (ἀντίζηλος)’.41
Ines de Castro also met her royal lover when serving in the household of his wife. Ines was a high-born but illegitimate Castilian noblewoman, and half-sister of Joanna de Castro mentioned above, who came to Portugal in 1340 in the entourage of Constance, bride of Peter, son and heir of the king of Portugal. Ines and Peter became lovers and, after Constance’s death, had four children. Peter’s father, King Alfonso IV, was unhappy with the situation, perhaps because of the dominant position being assumed in Portugal by Ines’ family, the de Castros, perhaps because of fears about the legitimate successor, Constance’s son, and he eventually came to countenance Ines’ murder, which took place with his permission in 1355. After Peter became king in 1357, he took a terrible revenge on those who had perpetrated her murder, supposedly having their hearts torn out and then watching from a window, eating his dinner, while their bodies were burned. Peter said that he and Ines had been married and referred to her as ‘the queen Doña Ines’ and tended her memory. The parallel with the case of Peter I of Castile and Maria de Padilla is striking. Peter of Portugal had an ornate stone tomb made for Ines in the royal mausoleum, the monastery of Alcobaça, which was carved with scenes of the life of Christ and the Last Judgment and had her effigy above, wearing a crown – if she had not worn one in life, she wore one in death. Ines’ body was transferred from its initial resting place in Coimbra to the new tomb, with an escort of knights and a crowd bearing lighted candles. The king prepared an equally elaborate tomb for himself in Alcobaça, where he was eventually placed by Ines’ side.42
Another lady-in-waiting to the queen who made her way to the king’s bed was Alice Perrers, mistress of Edward III of England, who served in the household of Edward’s queen, Philippa of Hainault, and was a young widow at the time their sexual relations began. She had a son and two daughters by the king, was publicly acknowledged after Philippa’s death in 1369 and was notorious for accumulating lands and wealth. This made her vulnerable when the king was no longer there to protect her, and soon after his death in 1377 Alice was tried, condemned and deprived of all her lands. She spent the rest of her life – more than twenty years – trying to recover what she could. Unlike most royal mistresses of the period, she was not from a noble or knightly background but from a family of London goldsmiths and jewellers, who provided her first link with the royal court.43 Also recruited from the queen’s household was Agnes Sorel, mistress of Charles VII of France. Their liaison began in 1443, when she was twenty-two and he forty-one, and she bore him four daughters, dying in the fourth childbirth in 1450, aged twenty-eight. She came from the lesser nobility of Picardy and was endowed with several manors by the king. Charles erected two grand tombs for her, one in the abbey of Jumièges, where her heart was buried, and which included a statue of Agnes offering her heart to the Virgin Mary, the other at Loches, where her body was buried.44
Wives and mistresses were not always rivals. Odette de Champdivers, of a knightly Burgundian family, was provided as a mistress for the mad Charles VI with the agreement of his wife, Queen Isabella, who was not willing to suffer the violence the king sometimes inflicted on her. Odette was ‘a very beautiful, delightful and pleasing young woman’, bore the king a daughter, and was rewarded with two fine manors. She was nicknamed ‘the little queen’.45 Mistresses, and their relatives, including sometimes their husbands, could gain a lot from the relationship with the ruler. Apart from the intangibles of the emotional bond, they were usually endowed with lands, and their family might gain titles and positions. They could be highly prized: ornate tombs such as those of Rosamund Clifford in Godstow, Ines de Castro in Alcobaça and Agnes Sorel in Jumièges and Loches were permanent, visible witnesses to the affection and sense of loss felt by powerful royal lovers. But the life of a royal mistress could be dangerous. Three were murdered in the space of nine years in the middle of the fourteenth century: Eleanor de Guzmán in Castile in 1351, Ines de Castro in Portugal in 1355 and Katherine de Mortimer in Scotland in 1360, the first by a vengeful wife, the second by a repressive father, the last by Scots lords unhappy to see their king return from imprisonment in England with an English mistress.46




Bastards
Most kings were powerful, wealthy and aggressive males, and might be expected to produce offspring from women other than their wives. Henry I of England has the record for the number of bastard children, over twenty, ten times as many as all the Capetian kings of France together achieved.47 The emperor Frederick II had twelve. The kings of the Iberian peninsula also tended to have large extra-marital families. Alfonso IX of Leon (1188–1230) had eleven illegitimate children by five different noblewomen, as well as eight by his two wives.48 Alfonso X of Castile (1252–84) had four illegitimate children, the eldest of them, Beatrice, by a noblewoman of the house of Guzmán, Mayor Guillén de Guzmán; Beatrice married the king of Portugal. Alfonso XI (1312–50) had two children by his second wife, but a total of ten with his long-term mistress, the noble widow Eleanor de Guzmán, who was the great-great-niece of Mayor Guillén.
Sometimes these children were thus the offspring of a long-term and publicly acknowledged relationship. Their mother might be classified as a ‘concubine’, with or without derogatory intention, and the sons of such women could then be identified by the status of their mother. For example, one chronicle introduces Tancred, king of Sicily (1190–4), the illegitimate son of Roger, duke of Apulia, and grandson of Roger II, as Roger’s son by a concubine: ‘He had had a son by a concubine, who was called Tancred, and that concubine had been the daughter of the count of Lecce.’49 Likewise, Manfred, illegitimate son of the emperor Frederick II, is described as ‘born of a concubine’.50 This way of referring to such children does not label them with a specific term, identifying them instead by the status of their mother. Such terms were, however, also available. Isidore of Seville, whose work was the first recourse of medieval authors in search of a definition, wrote that ‘he is called nothus, who is born of a noble father and an ignoble mother, such as from a concubine … the contrary is a spurius, who is born of a noble mother and an ignoble father’.51 Isidore’s emphasis on the unequal status of the parents, rather than the simple fact that they were not married, can be traced in later writers who repeated his words.52 Canon lawyers, however, could use the term spurius differently, for a child of prohibited unions, such as incest or adultery, or of a casual encounter, as distinct from a long-term concubinage.53
These Latin terms stand alongside the more robust label of ‘bastard’. A curious etymology has been proposed for this word. The Oxford English Dictionary says it derives from the Old French bast, meaning pack-saddle. The pack-saddle, the Dictionary helpfully explicates, was ‘used as a bed by muleteers in the inns’.54 This conjures up a picture of casual sex in the straw rather than noble mistresses, but the term was certainly not limited in this way. The earliest occurrence of the word in England is in the Domesday Book of 1086, where a Norman landholder in Devon bears the name ‘Robert Bastard’, or ‘Robert the Bastard’.55 Another early use is in the chronicle of John of Worcester, who, describing the arrival of Robert, earl of Gloucester, in England in 1139, calls him ‘the son of Henry, former king of the English, but a bastard’.56 This is a strictly contemporary record. The word is found in several European languages and was even borrowed into medieval Greek.57 The Church courts could ‘bastardize’ someone by declaring that they were illegitimate, like Hamo de Masci ‘who was declared a bastard (abastardatus) in the church court’.58
In the dynastic world, the crucial question about illegitimacy was whether or not it was a bar to inheritance. When Henry I of England died in 1135 he left numerous illegitimate children including one, just mentioned, Robert, earl of Gloucester, whose wealth and talents could have made him an excellent contender to succeed. A report did indeed circulate that Earl Robert had been advised to seek the throne on the death of his father but that he had followed ‘sounder advice’ and committed himself instead to the cause of his nephew Henry (later Henry II), son of the Empress Matilda.59 It seems that on this occasion his illegitimate birth weighed heavily not only with the Anglo-Norman barons but also with Robert himself.60
The complex way that the rights of bastards might sometimes be denied and sometimes asserted is revealed in the events of the 880s and 890s, a period when the Carolingian empire finally disintegrated.61 In 885, the emperor Charles the Fat, lacking a legitimate child, was rumoured to be planning to have Bernard, ‘his son by a concubine’, made his heir, but was frustrated in the attempt. His intention was to summon the pope to an assembly in Germany, where Bernard’s status would be recognized by papal authority, since Charles ‘doubted whether this could be done by him himself’, but the pope’s death en route upset his plans.62 Charles’ doubt and his appeal to the pope suggest that he was considering not simply designating Bernard as his heir but also having him declared legitimate and, if so, this would be the earliest, and for this period an isolated, mention of the possibility of legitimation by the pope.63
In 885, therefore, Charles the Fat thought it essential to secure papal backing for the legitimation of his illegitimate son so that he could succeed to the throne. Just over two years later, however, Charles’ illegitimate nephew, Arnulf, showing no doubts on the grounds of his birth, deposed Charles and himself became ruler of the East Frankish kingdom and eventually emperor. Partly this is to be explained by Arnulf’s ambition and political and military skill and strength, but it also reflects the very narrow range of choice available in the Carolingian dynasty. Apart from Charles the Fat, there were only five Carolingian males in 887: Charles’ illegitimate son Bernard, the illegitimate Arnulf and his two illegitimate sons, and Charles the Simple, the eight-year-old representative of the West Frankish branch of the family, whose own legitimacy could also be questioned. As the chronicler Regino of Prüm put it,

After the death [of Charlemagne] fortune changed and the glory of things, which had overflowed beyond expectation, now, in the same way, began gradually to drain away, until, after kingdoms had fallen away and the royal stock had partly been extinguished by early deaths and partly withered by the sterility of wives, he alone [Arnulf] of all the numerous descendants of kings could be found suitable to take up the sceptre of the empire of the Franks.64


Arnulf was able to have the rights of his two illegitimate sons recognized by the East Frankish aristocracy, but only ‘if an heir was not born to him by his legal wife’. In fact, he did have a son by her, and this son, although a child, succeeded him in 900 as ‘the only one born of his legal wife’ (see above on Louis the Child, pp. 122–3).65





Bastard Kings
It is not known exactly why there was opposition to the declaration of Bernard as heir to Charles the Fat, and the case of Arnulf shows that bastards sometimes could inherit, but there is no doubt that there was frequently opposition to bastards succeeding to power, both in general principle and practical politics. A possible early example is Aldfrith, king of Northumbria (685–704/5), an illegitimate son of King Oswiu, fathered during Oswiu’s time in Ireland on a princess of the O’Neil dynasty.66 His contemporary, Bede, calls Aldfrith a bastard (nothus).67 Writing very much later, the historian William of Malmesbury says that Aldfrith was the older son of Oswiu but did not succeed him ‘because he was a bastard’ and only came to the throne after the death of his younger but legitimate half-brother Ecgfrith.68 Despite the lateness of this testimony, it is clear that William of Malmesbury had access to materials for Anglo-Saxon England that no longer survive, so what he says may be credible.
Be that as it may, a council held by papal legates in England in 786 was explicit about the issue of legitimacy and royal succession:

in the ordination of kings no one shall permit the assent of wicked people to prevail, but kings are to be chosen lawfully by the priests and elders, and not from among those born from adultery or incest, for, just as in our own times according to the canons a bastard cannot be promoted to the priesthood, so neither can he who was not born of a legitimate marriage be the Lord’s anointed and king of the whole kingdom and heir of the land.69

The most famous bastard of the eleventh century was William the Bastard, duke of Normandy and king of England, whose conquests not only enormously enlarged his wealth and power but also enabled him to go down in history with the more refined nickname William the Conqueror. He succeeded his father as duke in 1035 while still a boy. His soubriquet dates to his own lifetime, for a German chronicler, writing in 1074, refers to ‘this William, whom the French call “the Bastard”’.70 Orderic Vitalis, writing much later but with good knowledge of the traditions of the Norman aristocracy, says William ‘was despised as a bastard by the native nobles and especially by those descended from the earlier dukes Richard’ (that is, Richard I and Richard II who reigned 942–1026).71 Two of these descendants of earlier dukes, Guy of Burgundy and William, count of Arques, were to prove William’s most dangerous enemies. Orderic gives William the Conqueror a death-bed speech in which he recalls how Guy ‘called me a bastard and ignoble and unworthy to rule’, while William of Arques and his brother ‘despised me as a bastard’.72 In the following century, those who resisted the attempt of William of Ypres to become count of Flanders in 1127 declared that they opposed him ‘because he is a bastard, born from a noble father and an ignoble mother, who carded wool all her life’.73 Here the word for ‘bastard’ is spurius, and hence an inversion of the definition in Isidore of Seville (above, p. 166).

Despite such objections, some bastards established dynasties, or even kingdoms. The first kings of Aragon were descended from an illegitimate son, Ramiro I, who was supposedly endowed with Aragon in 1035 by his father, since it was ‘a little portion of his kingdom set apart’ and would not suggest he was being put on the same level as his brothers, ‘because he was not their equal on the maternal side’.74 There are two notable cases in which illegitimate members of the royal dynasty succeeded to the throne in preference to a legitimate female heir: in the kingdom of Sicily after the death of William II in 1189, and in Portugal after the death of Ferdinand I in 1383. The situations are remarkably similar. In both we see the death of a king leaving a legitimate female heir, but one who was married to a foreign ruler; preference in the kingdom for an illegitimate male member of the dynasty, Tancred of Lecce in the Sicilian case, John of Avis in the Portuguese; and invasion by the foreign king married to the female heir. The only difference was the outcome. Tancred’s family was wiped out; John’s ruled Portugal for the next two centuries.
The childless William II of Sicily designated his only surviving legitimate relative, his aunt Constance, as his heir, and had the great men of the kingdom swear an oath to ‘accept her as mistress and queen if he died without children’.75 This oath of the Sicilian nobles to Constance, which took place at Troia, probably in 1184 or 1185,76 is strongly reminiscent of the oath, taken a half century earlier, that Henry I of England made his barons swear, to acknowledge his daughter Matilda as his heir (above, p. 135). As in the case of Matilda, an unpopular marriage complicated the situation. Just as the Anglo-Norman barons objected to Matilda’s marriage with Geoffrey of Anjou, so it seems the chief men of Sicily were not pleased at the prospect of having as their ruler Constance’s husband, Henry, son of the Holy Roman Emperor and already designated as his successor. In November 1189, when William II died, it was not Constance and Henry who were recognized as successors, but Tancred, count of Lecce, an illegitimate member of the royal dynasty. He was the son of Constance’s older brother, who had died in 1149.
A letter written by a prominent Sicilian, probably early in 1190, expresses the fears that the inhabitants of the kingdom had at the prospect of Constance’s German husband and his German army. The author of the letter had just heard of the death of the childless William II, and he reflects on ‘how great a calamity this change will bring’. The only two possible futures seem to him either ‘the storm of hostile invasion’ or ‘the fierce whirlwind of civil war’. His imagination is heated:

I seem already to see the turbulent battle lines of the barbarians carried forward in a rush, bringing terror to rich cities and places that have long flourished in peace, slaughtering the inhabitants, devastating them with their plundering, befouling them with their lust.77


He pictures men cut down by the sword, virgins raped before the eyes of their parents. ‘German frenzy (teutonica insania)’ knows no bounds. He talks of the Germans as ‘a most foul people’ and ‘a hard and stony race’, paints a scene of the native children ‘terrified by the gruffness of the barbarian language’ and expresses his fears that Palermo, the capital and the focus of his affections, might be ‘polluted by the entry of the barbarians’.78 The only hope for this writer was that the Sicilians would elect a king of their own and then, especially if the Christian and Muslim inhabitants of Sicily could collaborate, ‘summon up their forces and fight the barbarians’. But would they be willing to take this course, ‘or would they prefer to submit to the yoke of servitude, however harsh, rather than be mindful of their reputation and dignity and the liberty of their country?’79 Probably already by the time this letter was written, some at least of the Sicilians had decided to elect a king of their own, even if he was illegitimate. Another source represents the arguments that Tancred’s supporters advanced against the claims of the legitimist adherents of Constance: ‘First learn the emperor’s ways, learn his fury! Who can bear German frenzy? … will it be possible for you, like a child, to learn to make barbaric sounds like a barbarian?’80 Just as in the case of the letter, the German reputation for ferocity and their ‘barbaric’ language could stir up hostility to the rule of a foreign king. Tancred reigned for four years and was succeeded by his young son, but the dynasty was then annihilated by the irresistible force of Henry and his Germans.

Similarly, two centuries later, when Ferdinand I of Portugal was making arrangements for the succession, there was a legitimate female candidate, his daughter Beatrice, but no son. Ferdinand anticipated that Beatrice and her husband, the king of Castile, would produce a son who would inherit Portugal when of age. Ferdinand died in 1383, when Beatrice was ten, and very quickly Castilian troops crossed the border. Just as in the Sicilian case, the nobles and populace of Portugal were presented with a clear successor, who was legitimate, but one who had the potential disadvantage, in some contemporary views, of being female, and the definite disadvantage of bringing with her as consort the king of a large neighbouring country which had fought wars with Portugal only a few years earlier.
Ferdinand had declared that his wife, Eleanor, should be regent after his death, but there was considerable opposition to her and to the Castilian king’s claim to be king of Portugal in right of his wife. The eventual head of the resistance was John, the illegitimate son of Peter I of Portugal (Ferdinand I’s father) and his mistress Teresa Lourenzo, and hence Ferdinand’s half-brother. John had been publicly acknowledged as King Peter’s son – we even know exactly when he was born, 3:00 in the afternoon on 11 April 1357 – and he was raised by a rich citizen of Lisbon, later educated by the Master of the Knights of the Order of Christ, a Portuguese crusading order, and he himself became Grand Master of the Order of Avis at the age of seven, which is why he is usually known as John of Avis.81 In 1383, in the face of Castilian aggression, an opposition party chose him as regent instead of the queen mother Eleanor, and for two years war was waged between John of Avis, on the one hand, and Eleanor’s supporters and the Castilians. John had the backing of the city of Lisbon, which withstood a Castilian siege in the summer of 1384, and on 6 April 1385 he was accepted by the Cortes (Parliament) as king. A crushing victory over the Castilians at Aljubarrota on 14 August 1385 confirmed his position.82 John of Avis was not only illegitimate but had also taken vows as a member of the Order of Avis. In order to marry, he needed a dispensation from the pope, and he was as assiduous in pursuing this as he was in resisting Castile’s armies. In 1391, six years after he had been accepted as king, he received letters from Pope Boniface IX declaring that, although John was of illegitimate birth and had taken vows of poverty, chastity and obedience, he was now legitimized, could marry (which he had already done) and rule as king.83 Despite continued conflict with Castile, he ruled for forty-eight years. John I entered history and legend as a champion of Portuguese independence and, as such, has a grand equestrian statue in Figueira Square in Lisbon, as well as a medieval effigy, holding hands with his queen, over his tomb.84
Sometimes the application of fairly strict rules about illegitimacy increased the chance of there being a female ruler. Blanca of Navarre (1425–41) succeeded her father Charles III in preference to any of his illegitimate sons, as he explicitly recognized: ‘Due to a lack of legitimate male sons … the daughters of ours will be held to be the first by law to the land of Navarre.’85 In contrast, in dynastic systems like the Irish, with numerous sons from different unions and recognition of the rights of collateral branches, such a development would be impossible as there was simply no space for sovereign queens. In the case of Sicily in 1189 and Portugal in 1383 the illegitimate male was preferred to the legitimate female largely, it seems, because of the desire to have a native ruler. This preference for a local but illegitimate son over an alien married to a legitimate woman is expressed very well in a parallel case from twelfth-century Normandy: ‘they preferred to have over them a bastard who was a compatriot’.86
Figure 6 The Battle of Aljubarrota, 1385, in which John of Avis, bastard son of the king of Portugal, defeated his Castilian rivals and established his dynasty on the throne.
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One of the most successful dynasties to originate in an illegitimate son of a king was the house of Trastámara, which ruled Castile from 1369, after a short abortive earlier attempt, and later acquired the thrones of Aragon, Sicily, Naples and Navarre. The founder of the dynasty was Henry, one of the ten children of Alfonso XI of Castile and his long-term mistress, Eleanor de Guzmán. Understandably, Alfonso’s wife, Maria, and their legitimate son, Peter, regarded them with hostility. On Alfonso’s death in 1350, the competition became bloody. Henry and his brothers rebelled, with varying degrees of success, while Eleanor de Guzmán, as mentioned above, was taken into custody and executed. After many years of fighting, Henry was able to defeat Peter and kill him with his own hand. This was in 1369.
Henry’s opponents naturally stressed his illegitimacy. The Chandos Herald, who wrote a life of Peter’s ally, Edward, Prince of Wales (‘the Black Prince’), always calls him ‘the bastard’, and has Peter’s loyal supporter, Ferdinand de Castro, say ‘he could not consent that a bastard should hold the kingdom’. In a letter that Chandos Herald claims the Black Prince wrote to Henry before confronting him in the Battle of Nájera, the Prince says, ‘you must feel in your heart that it is not right for a bastard to be king’.87 It is not clear whether Henry felt this. The chronicler Froissart writes that Urban V excommunicated Peter and legitimized Henry in 1362: ‘And the Holy Father placed the whole kingdom of Spain in the hands of Henry, bastard brother of King Peter, and he legitimized him to hold the kingdom and the inheritance.’88 There does not seem to be any corroboration of Froissart’s statement but, if it is true, then, at the very least, some of Henry’s supporters thought that legitimation would be an asset.
It is customary to label the descendants of Henry of Trastámara ‘the house of Trastámara’ and the descendants of John of Avis ‘the house of Avis’, although in both cases there was no break in male-line descent. When the royal secretary and archivist of Portugal, Fernão Lopes, was commissioned by John of Avis’ son and successor, King Duarte, to write a chronicle, his task was described as ‘setting down in a chronicle the histories of the kings that had previously reigned in Portugal, right up to, and including, the great and most noble deeds of my most able and virtuous father’.89 This was to be a continuous history of all Portuguese kings, with no hint of a dynastic rupture. Likewise, Pero López de Ayala, commissioned by Henry of Trastámara to write a history of the reign of his enemy Peter I and his own reign, justified Henry’s succession to the throne and made his illegitimacy invisible.90
In the fifteenth century the kingdoms of Naples and Cyprus were entangled in a web of dynastic and political manoeuvres in which rulers of illegitimate birth figured prominently. Ferdinand (or Ferrante), illegitimate son of Alfonso of Aragon, king of Naples, was legitimized by his father in 1440.91 After succeeding to the throne of Naples in 1458, he attempted to make his own illegitimate son, Alfonso, king of Cyprus through marriage to the illegitimate daughter of the illegitimate James II of Cyprus.92 In James’ will of 1473 he left the kingdom of Cyprus to his pregnant wife and to the child that she would bear; if that child died, the succession would pass to James’ oldest illegitimate son, and, if he died childless, to his next illegitimate son, and so on; if these sons produced no heir, the kingdom would go to his illegitimate daughter, Charla, the girl who was betrothed to Alfonso of Naples.93 Nothing eventually came of all these plans but the fact that the illegitimate son of an illegitimate but legitimized ruler could seek a kingdom through marriage to the illegitimate daughter of an illegitimate king shows that legitimate birth was not considered indispensable in this world. The succession of James II himself had been a matter of ruthless power by a talented man:

At this time James, the son of John, king of Cyprus, from a concubine (e pellice), took possession of the kingdom after his father’s death; his father had understood that he was very eager to rule, it being natural that as he was extremely well formed, of great physical size, very eloquent and gifted with exceptional intelligence, he thought himself worthy of the royal dignity.94





Bastard Culture
During the great revolt of 1173–4, when the adult sons of Henry II of England rebelled against him, his bastard son Geoffrey, at that time bishop-elect of Lincoln, fought bravely and successfully on his father’s behalf. When Henry and Geoffrey met, the king is reported as saying, ‘My other sons have proved themselves to be the real bastards, this one alone has proved to be legitimate and true.’95 There is plenty of evidence for affection between rulers and their illegitimate children. They were, after all, the offspring of a relationship based on warm personal feelings of love and/or desire, rather than of a marriage that might well have been initially between two complete strangers and was certainly politically motivated. In addition, if it was recognized that they had no right to succeed, a source of major intergenerational tension would not exist. There is no mistaking the note of paternal pride when Richard III of England, appointing his ‘beloved bastard son, John of Gloucester’, as captain of Calais (then an English possession) in 1485, praised ‘the great vivacity of his mind, agility of his limbs and inclination to all good morals’.96
The favourite son of the emperor Frederick II, it seems, was Enzio, ‘whom’, Frederick himself says, ‘some time ago we fathered on the German noblewoman Adelheid, when she was single and we were not’.97 Frederick legitimized Enzio on his own authority in 1239, a power accorded to the emperor by both Roman and canon law, at the same time appointing him his lieutenant in Italy. Enzio was later captured by Italian enemies and spent twenty-two years as a prisoner in Bologna, writing poems lamenting his fate. The fact that those hostile to the emperor and his family said that Enzio’s mother was ‘disreputable and ignoble’ shows the type of invective that was often employed to discredit illegitimate enemies.98 If we believe the emperor, however, his mother was an example of a well-born mistress providing valued and cherished sons outside of marriage.
Sometimes bastards were marked out by their very names. The Carolingians tended to give different names to their legitimate and illegitimate sons, reserving the ‘royal names’ like Charles, Louis and Lothar exclusively for the former, while christening their bastards with a variety of names, some of them shared with legitimate Carolingians (Carloman, Pippin) but most not.99 When a Carolingian king like Lothar II named his illegitimate son Hugh, this was virtually a statement that the boy was not to be considered as an heir or successor to the kingdom.100 It has also been pointed out that in the ninth century no legitimate Carolingian fell in armed conflict but five illegitimate ones did, suggesting the former were protected more carefully on the battlefield, so those ‘bastard names’ implied dispensability.101 In the late Middle Ages, the rulers of Savoy and Piedmont often gave their bastard sons exotic names, some drawn from ancient names of their dynasties that had fallen out of use, so with an archaic ring, some taken from the heroes of fashionable chivalric literature, such as Lancelot. Later, with the impact of humanism in these courts, illegitimate sons might bear names such as Hector, Achilles and Hannibal.102 There are examples elsewhere in late medieval Europe, such as Lancelot (d. 1422), son of Charles III of Navarre, or Hector, bastard of Bourbon and archbishop of Toulouse (1491–1502).103 Humphrey, duke of Gloucester, brother of Henry V of England, followed this custom by naming his two illegitimate children Arthur and, amazingly, Antigone.104
One very visible way in which bastards might be distinguished was in their coats-of-arms. By the later Middle Ages the custom had developed of distinguishing the arms of illegitimate branches of the family by a small change or an additional symbol, a ‘difference’, as it was known. ‘In some countries’, wrote a French author in the 1370s, ‘the bastards bear the arms of the lineage from which they descend with some difference, a custom that seems reasonable’.105 About twenty years later, a writer in England wrote ‘there are those who bear the mark of bastardy, and such people bear the entire arms of their parents with a diagonal bend’.106 The ‘bend sinister’, that is, a diagonal band running from (viewer’s) upper right to lower left on the shield, became a common difference indicating illegitimacy. It was even made compulsory for bastards by the first king-of-arms of the Burgundian Order of the Golden Fleece in his instructions of 1463 and by Manuel I of Portugal (1495–1521).107 It was also possible for bastards to bear a blank shield with their father’s arms in one quarter, or to place their father’s arms on the bend.108
In the aristocratic world of those bearing coats-of-arms, the illegitimate were thus being publicly marked out, but it does not seem that this was intended to shame, rather to make an open acknowledgement of their family connections. The bend sinister was borne, for example, by the great French noble, the count of Dunois, illegitimate son of Louis of Orleans (younger brother of Charles VI) and a companion-in-arms of Joan of Arc, whose arms were ‘France, a label argent, a bend sinister of the same over all’, that is, the royal arms of France (three golden fleurs-de-lys on a blue ground), differentiated by a silver label (a narrow horizontal band at the top of the shield with three pendants) and a silver bend sinister over all.109 The label was a difference of Louis of Orleans, so Dunois bore his father’s arms with the addition of the silver bend sinister. It proclaimed his illegitimacy at the same time as his royal descent. The sumptuous Dunois Hours, now in the British Library, which he commissioned in the 1430s or 1440s, shows him feasting in a room with a huge wall-hanging decorated with these arms.110 He was not sheepish about his bastardy.
The dukes of Burgundy, who came close to creating an independent state in the borderlands between France and Germany during the fifteenth century, were well known as fathers of bastards. As in the case of Dunois, there was no attempt to hide or conceal their status; an illegitimate son of John the Fearless, duke of Burgundy, is recorded in the matriculation list of the University of Louvain in 1436 as ‘John, bastard of Burgundy’. This John went on to become bishop of Cambrai and himself had at least fourteen illegitimate children by eight different women.111 A delegation from Bohemia visiting the Burgundian court in 1466 was surprised to be joined at dinner by three of the duke’s bastards:

In those regions, they are not considered shameful, as they are among us … Some kings and rulers have the custom of maintaining mistresses in their palaces, and they endow the sons they have from them, however many, with lordships for their lifetimes. When the father dies the legitimate sons do not take these away.112


The duke of Burgundy at this time was Philip the Good, whose oldest illegitimate son bore the unusual name of Cornelius (Corneille) and signed himself ‘Bastard of Burgundy’, a phrase also appearing on his seal. After his death, his younger bastard brother, Anthony, bore the title ‘Grand Bastard of Burgundy (Grand Bâtard de Bourgogne)’.113

Illegitimate sons could attain prestigious positions, in the secular or the ecclesiastical world. Two of the many illegitimate sons of Henry I of England became earl of Gloucester and earl of Cornwall, and both of them proved loyal champions of their legitimate half-sister, the empress Matilda, and her son, Henry of Anjou, in the political turmoil after Henry I’s death in 1135. An illegitimate son of Henry of Anjou, who succeeded as Henry II, became earl of Salisbury, through the patronage of his legitimate half-brother, Richard I. Another rose to be archbishop of York. Illegitimate daughters of rulers might make prestigious marriages. Constance, illegitimate daughter of Peter II of Aragon (1196–1213), was married to a member of the aristocratic house of Montcada, endowed by her father with valuable lordships and proudly bore on her seal the title, ‘the lady Constance, infanta of Aragon’.114 Sybilla, daughter of Henry I of England, married Alexander I, king of Scots. As mentioned above, the illegitimate daughter of Alfonso X of Castile became Queen Beatrice of Portugal. The illegitimate daughter of Frederick II married a Byzantine emperor. There is even a case of marriage to an illegitimate daughter of a ruler being a step to the succession. Filippo Maria Visconti, duke of Milan (1412–47), had no legitimate children but an illegitimate daughter, Bianca Maria, whose mother was a lady-in-waiting to the duke’s wife. Bianca Maria’s engagement to the mercenary leader Francesco Sforza, despite an age difference of twenty-four years, and their subsequent marriage in 1441, was one part of Sforza’s ascent to the duchy of Milan, which he ruled from 1450 to 1466.
Figure 7 The Dunois Hours showing the count of Dunois (d. 1468), illegitimate son of Louis of Orleans and companion of Joan of Arc, in a room decorated with his coat-of-arms, which publicly proclaimed his illegitimacy through the bend sinister (the silver diagonal).
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Legitimization
Some inheritance systems did not care whether a child was legitimate or illegitimate – the Merovingian dynasty and the dynasties of Ireland or early Scandinavia have already been cited as examples. Others stressed legitimacy. In the kingdom of Sicily it was ruled in 1265, ‘No one shall succeed to the kingdom and land who is not born of a legitimate marriage.’115 But even in systems where it mattered very much, it might be possible for a child to cease to be illegitimate and become legitimate.116
The illegitimacy and legitimacy of children was something that the Church devoted a great deal of effort to defining. The Church’s definition of illegitimacy was closely linked to its definition of marriage. Sons and daughters of people who were not married to each other were illegitimate; sons and daughters of those who had married in full compliance with the rules of the Church were legitimate. But, in between these clear-cut situations there were dubious cases. As a very restricted set of rules about choice of marriage partner developed, excluding even distant cousins (see above, pp. 43–5), decisions had to be made about the consequences for the offspring of ‘incestuous marriage’, i.e. that between cousins. A hard line could sometimes be found. In 1065 Pope Alexander II wrote to a Sardinian grandee who had married a relative in the third degree, thundering that this was ‘detestable according to divine and human laws’ and that if a son were born from such a union he ought not to be regarded as a legitimate heir.117 This letter, however, was not incorporated into any influential canon law compilation.
Important decisions about the canon law of marriage and legitimacy were taken early in the thirteenth century. At the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215, along with a reduction in the number of the prohibited degrees (above, p. 45), the Church adopted a new definition of ‘clandestine marriages’, as those that were celebrated without the banns having been previously read, and ruled that the children of such marriages were ‘to be deemed completely illegitimate (prorsus illegitima censeatur)’. Although the marriage itself was valid, the children could not be deemed legitimate. The same applied to the children of those married even after proper publication of banns if the spouses were related within the prohibited degrees and, crucially, knew of the relationship.118 For children to be legitimate according to these newly clarified standards, their parents’ marriage would have to be a properly publicized union between partners who were either not related within the prohibited degrees or did not know they were. The Decretals of 1234, an official codification, have a specific section, ‘which children are legitimate’.119 It contains rulings that, if a marriage was public and had not faced ecclesiastical prohibition, the children are legitimate and can succeed to paternal property even if the couple are subsequently separated; that a child born of adultery is illegitimate and cannot inherit; and that if two single people had children, their subsequent marriage made their children legitimate: ‘The power of marriage is so great that those who were born before marriage are deemed to be legitimate after it.’120
Since annulment of a marriage was, technically, not a divorce but a declaration that the marriage had been no marriage at all, the question naturally arose whether the children of such a union were legitimate or not. In English Common Law, the rule was that, if a marriage was dissolved because of consanguinity (being too closely related), the wife could have no dower but the children could inherit.121 Important questions of royal succession might depend on the issue. When the marriage of King Amalric of Jerusalem and Agnes of Edessa was annulled in 1163 on the grounds of consanguinity, it was specifically stated that ‘those who had been born to the two of them should be regarded as legitimate and should obtain the full right of succession to their father’s possessions’.122 The throne of Jerusalem did indeed descend through their children. Similarly, after the marriage of James I of Aragon and Eleanor of Castile was nullified on the grounds of consanguinity, a special effort was made to ensure the succession of their son Alfonso. In 1235, Pope Gregory IX wrote to Alfonso, legitimizing him, ‘so that no one can raise an objection to you on the grounds of your birth’.123
A separate issue from the legitimacy of children born from consanguineous marriages was the legitimization of children who were admitted to be bastards. From the late 1330s, Robert Stewart, recognized as heir to the Scottish throne, had many children by Elizabeth Mure, daughter of a Scottish knight, but was not married to her. This situation was regularized by a papal letter of 22 November 1347 responding to Robert and Elizabeth’s petition, which had the powerful backing of both the king of Scots and the king of France. In it, Pope Clement VI authorized the bishop of Glasgow to grant a dispensation to allow them to marry, which was necessary both because Robert had also slept with one of Elizabeth’s relatives, creating an impediment to their marriage, and because they themselves were related. ‘They had lived together for a long time, producing a multitude of offspring of each sex’, but they had at first been ignorant of the relationships that constituted the impediments. Now, because these offspring ‘are hoped to be a great future support’ to the king and kingdom of the Scots, the bishop should allow the public marriage of Robert and Elizabeth and declare their children, past and future, legitimate. They did marry in 1349. Robert succeeded as king of Scots in 1371, the first Stewart king, and his oldest son by Elizabeth, who was born illegitimate but legitimized by the papal action of 1347, followed him on the throne.124 This long-lasting royal dynasty thus needed an act of legitimization at its outset.
Canon law and secular law sometimes disagreed on their definitions of illegitimacy. For example, the twelfth-century treatise on English law that goes under the name of Glanvill noted explicitly that a child born before his parents’ marriage was a bastard according to the law and custom of the kingdom of England but not by canon or Roman Law and that, according to English law, a bastard cannot be an heir.125 A famous clash between the two views took place at a royal council in Merton in 1236:

All the bishops asked the magnates to agree that those born before marriage should be legitimate, just like those born after marriage, as far as the right of hereditary succession is concerned, for the Church regards such children as legitimate; and all the earls and barons answered with one voice that they did not want to change the laws of England.126


Popes might be willing to be flexible in applying the strict letter of the law in matters of legitimacy if political circumstances warranted it. During his long tussle with Philip Augustus of France over the king’s repudiation of Ingeborg of Denmark (see above, pp. 46–8), Innocent III was prepared to take into account the fact that Philip had only one legitimate son and that this made the dynasty vulnerable. In 1201 he therefore responded favourably to Philip’s request that he legitimize his children by Agnes of Meran:

Since Philip, king of the French, has no children other than his first-born son, born of his first wife, except for the boy and girl that the noblewoman, daughter of the duke of Meran, recently deceased, bore him, he, carefully considering posterity, has humbly asked us that we should legitimize them as a favour of the apostolic see.


Innocent, weighing up, among other things, ‘what is useful and necessary for the kingdom of France’, granted his request.127

But Innocent was not always accommodating, as his dealings with Alfonso IX of Leon show (see also above, p. 46). Alfonso had married his first cousin, a Portuguese princess, in a remarkable breach of the canon law of marriage, and, after having had children with her, had finally repudiated her, and then, in the year before Innocent became pope, had undertaken an almost equally ‘incestuous’ marriage with Berenguela of Castile, the daughter of a first cousin. Innocent III’s letters on the subject are inflamed. He demanded that the couple separate and decreed that ‘if any offspring has been or should be produced from such an incestuous and damnable union, they should be regarded as completely bastard and illegitimate, with no claim to succeed to paternal property according to the statutes of the law’.128 Some years after this letter, the pope’s anger is evident in a letter he sent to Berenguela’s father, the king of Castile, who had arranged for his grandson, the child of the union of Berenguela and Alfonso IX, to be recognized as heir to the throne of Leon:

although we have declared that offspring produced from an incestuous union of this kind are bastards and at no time whatsoever should succeed to paternal property according to the rulings of the law, you, to our great amazement, cunningly arranged that almost the whole kingdom of Leon should swear an oath to him.129


Although Berenguela and Alfonso did separate, Innocent’s indignation about the prospect that their offspring might succeed to their inheritance had no effect. Their son Ferdinand became king of both Leon and Castile, reuniting the two kingdoms permanently and becoming one of the most successful Christian rulers in the attempt to conquer territory in Muslim Spain, adding Cordoba and Seville to his kingdom.

Sometimes illegitimate royal children were legitimized with the explicit reservation that this did not give them any claim to succeed to the throne. When the pope legitimized the illegitimate children of Premysl Otakar II of Bohemia in 1260, he explicitly stated this.130 A similar step was attempted in the case of the Beauforts, the illegitimate, but legitimized, children of John of Gaunt, son of Edward III of England, and his mistress Katherine Swynford, who won the backing of both pope and king to be declared legitimate. Katherine was the daughter of one of the knights of Hainault who had come to England with Philippa of Hainault, queen of Edward III. Katherine had married an English knight, which is how she acquired her surname, but had also been recognised as Gaunt’s mistress. In the 1370s she bore him four children. In February 1396, after the death of Gaunt’s second wife, he married Katherine. The high-born ladies of the royal dynasty were not amused at this. ‘We will not go anywhere she is’, they said. ‘It would be a disgrace if this duchess, who is low born and was his mistress for a long time when he was married, should have precedence over us. Our hearts would break with grief, and with good reason.’131 But the ladies were ignored.
It is probable that Gaunt married Katherine in preparation for the next step, because in September 1396 he obtained papal dispensation for the marriage, with explicit legitimation of their children, and in the Parliament of January to February 1397 the chancellor reported that the pope had legitimized Gaunt’s children by her and that the king had done the same. The royal charter was read out and at the same time the oldest of the children, called John like his father, was created earl of Somerset.132 The children of Gaunt and Katherine were given the aristocratic-sounding surname Beaufort, and they and their descendants were to be one of the most important political families in England for the next century. In 1407, ten years after their legitimation, John, earl of Somerset, sought a confirmation of the act, and this was issued but with an extra clause excluding the Beauforts from any claim to the throne, which was perhaps inserted by a political rival.133 The Beauforts were supporters of the Lancastrian kings and suffered heavily in the Wars of the Roses between Lancaster and York, but their line did eventually sit on the throne, since Margaret Beaufort, great-granddaughter of Katherine Swynford, was the mother of the first of the Tudors, Henry VII.
The purpose of legitimation was to clear the way for succession. Conversely, an attempt to demonstrate illegitimacy was intended to bar the way. This could be an important political weapon. When Richard III of England decided to take the throne from his nephews, he thought it necessary to undertake an elaborate process to declare them illegitimate. In English Common Law, although the children of a marriage annulled on the grounds of consanguinity were deemed legitimate, those of a marriage annulled on the grounds of pre-contract, that is, a previous engagement to marry, were not. This is why Richard III was so keen to demonstrate pre-contract by his brother Edward IV, this delegitimizing Edward’s sons, the unfortunate Princes in the Tower. Even if no one believed his arguments, he felt it was a case he had to make: if the princes were not of legitimate birth, they could not be kings.134
Thirteenth-century Norway provides a good example of a society making a transition from one way of thinking about illegitimacy to another. In 1218, the mother of King Haakon Haakonsson, who had just begun his reign, had to prove his paternity through the ordeal of the red-hot iron.135 She asserted that his father was King Haakon Sverresson, who had died fourteen years earlier. She carried the red-hot iron and, when her hand was inspected three days later, it was declared to be healing cleanly, thus proving her claim. In 1246 Haakon thought it worth obtaining a papal dispensation for his illegitimate birth, even though by then he had been on the throne for almost thirty years. Innocent IV acknowledged that Haakon’s father and mother had both been single when he was born, which was the simplest case in canon law, and granted the dispensation, so that ‘notwithstanding this defect, you may be admitted to the honour of the royal throne … and also your legitimate heirs may succeed you in lordship and title’.136 This dispensation was granted a few days after Innocent had allowed Haakon to be crowned, as the first Norwegian king to enjoy a coronation, and must be linked to that.137 As a crowned Christian king, both he and the pope, it seems, thought it right that he should be legitimate, while the mention of his heirs was intended to secure the succession. Haakon’s son, Magnus (1263–80), specified in his law code that the right of succession belonged to ‘the oldest legitimate son of the Norwegian king’.138 Prior to this time, that had been an exceptionally rare qualification for a Norwegian king.139 When Haakon’s mother bore the red-hot iron, she was undergoing this ancient and direful form of proof in order to verify her claim that Haakon was a king’s son, for, as in Merovingian Gaul, being the son of a king was grounds enough to raise a claim to kingship. Legitimacy was not an issue. When, a generation later, Haakon decided it was useful to do so, his legitimacy could be obtained through a more bureaucratic and less painful process. A papal ruling could legitimize him, in this new world where educated and legally trained clergy had outlawed trial by ordeal.




Chapter 6 Family Dynamics


The Shape of the Dynasty
Families are always changing. As they do so, the individual members assume new roles and identities, sometimes happily, sometimes less so. Children become parents, parents become grandparents, wives become widows. And these identities and roles are never singular and simple. Younger sons are also younger brothers and may well become uncles. Your sister is your child’s aunt. And a sudden death might mean new roles had to be assigned. The future Louis VII was ten or eleven when his older brother Philip died in an accident. Until then, for fifteen years, Philip had been the presumed heir, and Louis, who had not been brought up expecting to inherit, now had to take his place. As a result of these instabilities, family dynamics are complicated and ever-changing. This is as true for ruling dynasties as for other families, and hence shaped the high politics of the dynastic world.
Dynasties were never biologically stable. The dynasty that ruled the Mark of Brandenburg from the time of Albert the Bear in the twelfth century provides a good example of the way a family could change shape dramatically in a short time. Albert’s great-grandsons founded two distinct lines, each with numerous sons and grandsons. In the year 1295 there were at least fifteen male members of this family alive. Yet in 1320, a bare generation later, the house became extinct in the male line. This dynasty had blossomed and then suddenly withered. Childless marriages and early deaths removed it from history. Processes like these were visible to contemporaries and are sometimes mentioned explicitly.1
For example, a speech attributed to Bretislav I of Bohemia, who died in 1055, has him contemplating the changing biological fortunes of his dynasty, the Premyslids:

Since my destiny is calling me and black death is now flying before my eyes, I wish to declare to you and commend to your good faith the one who should govern the state after me. You know that our ruling line, partly through sterility, partly through early deaths, was reduced to me alone. But now, as you see, five sons have been granted to me by God. It does not seem to me expedient to divide the realm of Bohemia among them, because every realm divided against itself will be ruined. Proven examples testify to us that from the origin of the world and from the beginning of the Roman empire and up to these present times, friendship between brothers has been rare. For if you observe what two brothers did – Cain and Abel, Romulus and Remus, and my forebears, Boleslav and St Wenceslas – what will five do?2


Bretislav was mulling over two kinds of extremes, each of which presented problems for dynasties: too few children or too many.

His solution to the problem of having too many sons was to recommend the principle of seniority. ‘Seniority’ describes a rule of succession whereby the position of ruler is transmitted not from father to son but to the next oldest member of the dynasty. Bretislav I on his death bed in 1055 urged his family to follow the principle, ‘that among my sons and grandsons the oldest by birth should always possess the highest authority and the ruling throne’.3 The subsequent transmission of ducal authority in Bohemia does indeed show the influence of this principle, even if it was not respected invariably, down to the time of the establishment of the hereditary kingship under Premysl Otakar I. It could even be explicitly invoked during succession disputes, as in 1101, when the Premyslid Udalric objected to the accession of his younger cousin Borivoj, as this was not ‘according to the proper custom of the fatherland’.4 Udalric based his own power in Moravia, a dependency of Bohemia, and this also illustrates the way that subordinate lordships there (for Moravia usually contained two or three duchies) continued to provide a basis for the claims of the junior branches of the dynasty to the title of duke of Bohemia. These claims could be nurtured over many years. An extreme case is Conrad-Otto of Znojmo, who ruled as duke of Bohemia from 1189 to 1191. Neither his father nor his grandfather had held that title, which had last been held in this line by Conrad-Otto’s great-grandfather, who had died a century earlier in 1092.
Neither succession by seniority nor the existence of subordinate lordships was unique to the Premyslid lands. Both in Russia and in Poland the principle of seniority governed princely succession for considerable periods of the Middle Ages. The Russian Primary Chronicle includes, under the year 1054, a deathbed speech by Prince Yaroslav very similar in its nature to that attributed to Bretislav I, while in Poland it was Boleslaw III (d. 1138) who was credited with instituting the system.5 Succession to Irish kingships was also marked by a preference for the oldest member of the ruling dynasty to succeed and a pattern of alternation between different branches.
The political history of the Premyslid dynasty between 1050 and 1200 was in fact determined less by the seniority system or the co-existence of superior and inferior dukes than by the biological accident of a superabundance of male members. As mentioned, Bretislav I left five active adult sons, and four of these ruled as dukes of Bohemia or Moravia, the other becoming bishop of Prague, and three of these brothers produced lines of descendants who continued to the end of the twelfth century or beyond. Cosmas of Prague, the most important Bohemian chronicler of the time, applauded this ‘noble set of brothers’,6 but such a multiplication of males was a source of political instability. This was noted at the time. One of the Premyslid castellans remarked on the number of claimants to ducal power in 1109: ‘Woe to you, Bohemia, you are not large enough to be subject to many lords in common. Unless I am mistaken, there are now twenty lordlings (dominelli) born of the ruling line and of the male sex.’7 He was right. The third, fourth and fifth generation of Premyslids from Bretislav I each counted ten or more male members, and hence an estimate of twenty or so alive at any time is quite accurate.
The establishment of the hereditary kingship in Bohemia at the turn of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries coincided with a change in the biological fortunes of the dynasty. At the time of the death of Premysl Otakar I in 1230, the only male Premyslids surviving were his son Wenceslas and a few of the ‘Dipoltici’, exiled descendants of Premysl Otakar’s uncle Dipolt. Although long reigns by powerful monarchs characterized the thirteenth century (Premysl Otakar I, Wenceslas I, Premysl Otakar II), a single murder in 1306 brought this ancient native dynasty to an abrupt end when Wenceslas III, the last male Premyslid, was stabbed by an unknown assailant while he relaxed in the summer heat. The continuous succession crisis of too many sons that had troubled the thoughts of Bretislav I was now overshadowed by the stark and evident succession crisis of there being no sons: ‘Thus the powerful dynasty of kings was conquered by the bite of death, leaving no male stock.’8
Precisely the same thinning process had taken place in Scotland, where the rivalry between different segments of the old ruling dynasty characteristic of the tenth and eleventh centuries was replaced by undisputed male primogeniture in one line by the thirteenth century. The process came to a bloody conclusion in 1230, when a final rising of the MacWilliam family, descendants of King Duncan II (d. 1094), was suppressed, one of the girls of the family having her brains dashed out on the market cross at Forfar.9 This pruning of the dynasty eventually produced a reasonably clear line of succession, with long reigns by powerful monarchs – William the Lion, his son, Alexander II, and Alexander’s son, Alexander III, ruled for a total of 121 years. Yet this narrowing of the dynasty carried with it risks, and a single accident in 1286 ended the male line. The Scottish ancestral dynasty had resolved the problems of intra-familial conflict only at the price of extreme genetic vulnerability, just as the Premyslids of Bohemia had done. An accident in 1286 and a murder in 1306 snapped the thin thread on which the continuity of the dynasty hung.
In the last centuries of the Middle Ages, father–son succession was taken as the norm in most European kingdoms, and people might recall earlier succession practices with curiosity. In the later twelfth century, Sven Aggesen, writing his Brief History of the Kings of Denmark and looking back on the early history of Denmark, tells of the legendary kings descended from Skiold (‘Shield’), the first man to rule the Danes. The kingship passed from father to son among his descendants until the time of Ingeld. ‘After his time’, writes Sven, ‘for a period of many centuries no son succeeded his father in the kingdom.’ During that time, he says, the kingship passed to the previous king’s nepotes, which can mean either nephews or grandsons. But these heirs, whether nephews or grandsons, were all, Sven stresses ‘descended from the royal stock on one side’.10 So he is picturing a loose royal lineage of a kind familiar from other parts of the medieval world, such as Ireland. Kingships like those in Scandinavia or Scotland moved from the broader to a narrower concept of the royal kindred.




Brothers
Legend tells of many pairs of brothers, some of them mythic founders or ancestors: Romulus and Remus, Hengest and Horsa. As is clear even from these two examples, brothers might compete or they might collaborate. Not all alliterated. In historical time, the same is true.11 And there were often many more than two brothers. Medieval families could be large. A healthy, sexually active woman can become pregnant every couple of years, and upper-class women of the Middle Ages married young and did not have their fertility reduced, as the lower classes did, by malnutrition or by breast-feeding, since aristocrats had wet-nurses to suckle their babies. Long marriages and fertile wives could produce large numbers of children. The Holy Roman Emperor Frederick Barbarossa and his second wife Beatrice of Burgundy had ten or eleven children in the 1160s and 1170s; the marriage of St Louis and Margaret of Provence also produced eleven children in the 1240s and 1250s; Eleanor of Castile, queen of Edward I of England, had at least fourteen children between 1264 and her death in 1290; Albert I of Habsburg and Elizabeth of the Tyrol had twelve children over a quarter-century (c. 1280–1305); Isabella of Bavaria, queen of France, wife of Charles VI, bore twelve children in twenty-two years (1386–1407); one of them, Charles VII, went on to have fourteen children with Mary of Anjou over a similar period (1423–46).
These numerous children were, of course, not immune from the high child mortality of the time, so the number reaching adulthood or surviving their parents was much smaller. Only five of the fourteen children of Charles VII survived him. But if custom allowed serial monogamy or polygamy and gave concubines a recognized status, as in native Ireland, then the number of acknowledged sons could be even higher. Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair (Turlough O’Connor), king of Connacht (1106–56), had twenty-two sons by at least six partners.12 In the harem systems of such societies as imperial China or Ottoman Turkey the numbers were comparable or higher. The emperors of the Tang dynasty (618–907) had an average of 24.4 children, while the Ottoman sultan Murad III had, at his death in 1595, forty-nine living children.13





Fratricidal Impulses
Chapter 47 of Thackeray’s Vanity Fair not only provides a telling quotation about the relationship of fathers and oldest sons (see above, p. 109) but also has something to say about relations between older and younger brothers:

Then again … you ought to know that every elder brother looks upon the cadets of the house as his natural enemies, who deprive him of so much ready money which ought to be his by right. I have often heard George MacTurk … say that if he had his will when he came to the title, he would do what the sultans do, and clear the estate by chopping off all his younger brothers’ heads at once … they are all Turks in their hearts.


If kings were usually distressed at the lack of a son, they might also have reasonable apprehensions about having too many sons, with the danger of fraternal discord that this brought.

Relations between royal brothers could range from the collaborative to the lethal. It was often the death of the father that was the starting gun opening the contest. As one Spanish chronicler put it, ‘royal funerals have been moistened with the blood of brothers’.14 Another remarked upon the fratricidal strife of their rulers:

Such was the discord of the brothers in their desire to rule … If you read carefully through the deeds of kings, you will find that there is scarcely ever a lasting peace when royal power is shared. Moreover, the Spanish kings are said to have been of such ferocity that when some prince of their line came of age and took up arms for the first time, he was ready to strive for his rights against his brothers, or his parents if they were alive, in order to obtain royal power for himself alone.15


Sometimes conflict between brothers was to the death. The Merovingian dynasty was in almost constant family conflict and this often pitted brother against brother. In 612 Theuderic II defeated his half-brother Theudebert II in a series of bloody battles and ordered that his little son should have his brains dashed out on a rock. Theuderic either believed or pretended to believe that Theudebert’s paternity was in doubt, and hence he was no brother to him, and not a grandson of his grandmother, the fearsome Brunhild, either. Brunhild was certainly not an ideal grandmother, if that was what she was, since, after the defeated and humiliated Theudebert was placed in her custody, she first had him forcibly ordained a cleric and soon thereafter killed.16 Forcible tonsuring, making defeated dynastic rivals a cleric or monk, was a not infrequent way of dealing with them, even if they were left to fight another day, but Theudebert was not given that chance.

A dramatic instance of fratricide occurred in Sweden in the early fourteenth century. The king, Birger Magnusson, had two ambitious younger brothers, Erik and Valdemar, who attempted to create their own independent or semi-independent principalities. In 1306 the king was at his manor house at Håtuna, south of Uppsala, when the brothers took him by surprise and imprisoned him. He was eventually released but had to concede to his brothers the whole western half of Sweden and Finland, which was part of the Swedish realm in this period. Birger bided his time. In December 1317 he invited Erik and Valdemar to a feast at the royal castle of Nykoping. Erik was doubtful but Valdemar had already visited the king and thought ‘he has utterly changed his mind and only wishes us well’. The two royal brothers went to Nykoping. Accommodation in the castle was limited, so the king suggested their followers lodge in the town. The royal brothers sat down to a feast with plenty of mead and wine. Conversation flowed. ‘It is said that one never saw the queen so happy as then.’ In the small hours, Erik and Valdemar went to their sleeping quarters, but, as they slept, the door burst open and twenty armed men entered and seized them. King Birger soon followed. Referring to the time when they had captured him eleven years earlier, he asked, ‘Do you recall anything of the Håtuna game? I remember it very well.’
The brothers were bound and led off, to be shackled in the dungeon. At dawn a large royal force went into the town and seized all their followers. One knight, attempting resistance, was shot through the heart with a crossbow bolt. Erik and Valdemar were kept in stocks and neck irons. However, as the news spread, opposition to King Birger was aroused, and he was unable even to enter Stockholm because of the townsmen’s resistance. At this point he went back to Nykoping, locked up the tower in which his brothers were imprisoned, threw the key into a nearby river and left. Erik survived for nine days without food and drink before dying of starvation, Valdemar for eleven days.17 The opposition to Birger was so strong that eventually he and his queen had to leave Sweden and take refuge in Denmark, the queen’s home country, while the supporters of his murdered brothers executed his son and, in 1319, elected Erik’s son, Magnus, king. The fratricide has thus led to the extinction of the perpetrator’s line and the victory of the victim’s.
Killing your brothers was only one tactic. It was possible to leave them alive but to make them ineligible for rule by blinding them. This was a common way of dealing with deposed emperors in Byzantium, although the emperor Isaac II Angelus, who was deposed and blinded by his brother Alexius III in 1195, remarkably made a brief comeback, ruling again, jointly with his son, in 1203–4 (see pp. 250–1 for blinding). Another, perhaps more humane, method was to lock defeated brothers up for life. After Alfonso VI of Leon-Castile had, in all probability, arranged the murder of one of his brothers, Sancho, he was more restrained with the other, García, simply dispossessing him in 1073 and keeping him in captivity for the remaining seventeen years of his life. Although García was held in chains, he was otherwise treated well and even regarded by Alfonso as a possible successor, should the king have no other heir.18 Another trio of brothers who sparred in the late eleventh century were the sons of William the Conqueror, and the least successful of them, Robert, endured an even longer captivity than poor García. After being captured in battle in 1106 by the troops of his younger brother, Henry I of England, Robert was a prisoner for the next twenty-eight years, until his death. He was held in various castles in England and Wales, dying in Cardiff castle in 1134 aged over eighty and being given an honourable burial before the main altar in Gloucester Abbey.19 His captor, King Henry, even handed over a royal manor to the abbey ‘to provide a light to burn before the main altar perpetually for the soul of Robert his brother’.20 In a similar way, Alfonso’s brother García had been buried in the royal mausoleum at Leon in the presence of his two sisters, the funeral being conducted by a large number of clergy, including the archbishop of Toledo and a future pope.21 So, as long as they were kept tightly under lock and key for the whole of their lives, defeated brothers need not be killed, mutilated or treated dishonourably. Robert indeed was said ‘to have suffered no evil except solitude, if you can call it solitude when there were endless games and banquets’.22
A particular problem in relations between brothers was presented by the ‘late lamb’, a child born many years after its siblings. Because men have the potential to father children throughout their lives, their oldest sons could never feel quite secure that rivals might not arise in the form of unwelcome baby half-brothers. The unexpected newcomer might well upset property arrangements that had already been made and intrude into a pattern of relationships forged long before. A conspicuous example is Charles the Bald, son of the Carolingian emperor Louis the Pious, born in 823, when the youngest of Louis’ other sons, Charles’ half-brothers, was already in his late teens. Six years before the young Charles arrived, his father had made an elaborate plan for the three sons he had at that time: Lothar the oldest was crowned co-emperor, while his younger brothers were given sub-kingdoms under him.23 The question now arose of how to fit Charles into the plans for the succession. The emperor himself supposedly ‘did not know what to do for him’.24 Lothar’s two younger brothers had been ‘indignant’ at the earlier settlement,25 but all three of them had the chance to be ‘indignant’ again when their father gave the six-year-old Charles a huge landed endowment in the heart of the empire.26 This was the beginning of a crisis that would end with the permanent destruction of the Carolingian empire.
The motives for Louis’ second marriage are unclear, since he already had three sons by his first wife. This first wife died in October 818, and within a few months a second bride for Louis was being sought. The contemporary annals report that, ‘after considering many daughters of his nobles, the emperor took as wife the daughter of count Welf, Judith by name’.27 A later source, written shortly after Louis’ death, expands on this:

At this time, at the pressing advice of his men, he was contemplating entering the bond of marriage, for it was feared by many that he might wish to put down the reins of government. But he was compelled and, finally satisfying their wishes and, after considering the daughters of his chief men, who were brought from far and wide, he was joined in matrimony to Judith, daughter of the most noble count Welf.28


One wonders why his nobles wanted him to remarry, and whether it was a good idea to have an extra son, half-brother to the other three. The avowed purpose, to keep him from abdicating, seems hard to understand.29 The consequences, decades of struggle between the brothers, are, however, clear.

In the following century, it was rumoured that Liudolf, son of the German King Otto I by his first wife, was to be disinherited when Otto had a son by his second wife:

After a son was born to the king from his more recent wife, it was said that the king promised to that child his kingdom, which he had earlier assigned to Liudolf, and had had his chief men swear fealty to him.30


Liudolf was twenty-three when this younger brother arrived. Whether the rumour of disinheritance was true or not, Liudolf was sufficiently disturbed to rebel against his father, and throughout 953 and 954 led a widely based and serious revolt. Rebellious sons could often rally support from restless aristocrats of their own age, and Liudolf’s followers included Duke Conrad of Lotharingia, ‘a spirited and bold young man’.31 The rebels were eventually forced to submit and Liudolf died three years later, in 957. The nineteenth-century authors of the standard factual survey of Otto’s reign comment loftily, ‘perhaps for him and for the Empire it was fortunate that he was not allotted a longer time of action’.32 It was good for the Empire, presumably, because the unity of the imperial family was now unimpaired, and good for Liudolf because he did not have to recognize the authority of his younger half-brother! Otto I was indeed succeeded by a son born of his second marriage.

The case of John ‘Lackland’ did not involve a child of a second marriage but still upset existing territorial arrangements and had big political consequences. John, the youngest son of Henry II of England, was born in 1167, nine years after the youngest of his older brothers, so they were all knights and leaders of men before he had even entered his teens. Moreover, they had all been promised lands and lordships when John was still a baby: Henry the eldest was to have England, Normandy and Anjou, Richard, the next son, Aquitaine, and Geoffrey Brittany.33 This left nothing for John. Hence his nickname, ‘Lackland’ (Sine Terra, Sanz Terre), which is attested as early as 1185, the year when John sailed to Ireland to visit the new lordship he had been granted there. By that time the nickname was already recognized as out of date: ‘John, youngest son of the king of the English, whom they call “Lackland”, although he has many and wide possessions and many counties, travelled to Ireland.’34 The chronicler William of Newburgh, writing in the 1190s, even says that King Henry himself ‘gave his fourth and youngest son John, the nickname “Lackland”’.35 This notion, improbable though it may sound, was also credited by the French writer William the Breton, who wrote a poem in praise of John’s enemy Philip Augustus. Addressing John in the poem, William writes, ‘Before a trick of fate made you a monarch, you had received the name “Lackland” from your father’s mouth.’36
It was King Henry’s attempt to find a grand landed endowment for this youngest, and favourite, son that triggered one of the great crises of his reign, the rebellion of 1173–4. Marriage to a female heir was a familiar and relatively cheap way of providing for a younger son, and Henry thought he had found one in the person of the daughter of Humbert, count of Maurienne, who possessed numerous lordships on both sides of the Alps, which was the core of the later County of Savoy. Early in 1173 an agreement was drawn up between the king and the count, arranging the marriage of John and the count’s daughter Alice, and specifying that John would inherit all the count’s lands in the event of his not having a son. Even if Count Humbert did have a son, however, John would still inherit a very large portion of his lands. At some point in the discussions, Humbert asked King Henry what he was going to give John, and Henry specified three castles in Anjou, disregarding the fact that Anjou had already been promised to his oldest son, Henry the Young King. Henry the father and Henry the son quarrelled and soon Henry the son sought out the king of France and began the great rebellion against his father.37 This was the first episode in the long story of violent conflict within the family of Henry II, which only ended thirty years later with John’s murder of his nephew and his own humiliating defeat and dispossession of his French lands. In such cases as these, Charles the Bald, Liudolf’s new brother and John Lackland, the birth of a brother or half-brother some years after his older brothers (seventeen, twenty-three and nine years respectively) caused family strife, and family strife in ruling dynasties means political conflict and war.






Provision for Younger Brothers
In order to avoid fraternal strife, some kind of provision had to be made for the sons who did not succeed to the throne. One way of attempting to deal with their demands and needs, if the circumstances were right, was to assign to them any lands acquired by conquest or marriage, reserving the ancestral, inherited lands for the firstborn. This is what happened on the death of William the Conqueror in 1087, when his eldest son Robert inherited the duchy of Normandy and his second son became ruler of William’s most spectacular acquisition, the kingdom of England. Likewise, after the death of James I of Aragon in 1276, the Balearic Islands, which James had conquered, were formed into a new realm, the kingdom of Majorca, for his younger son James, while Aragon and the other mainland territories, which also included some conquests, went to his eldest surviving son, Peter. In neither case were the sons happy with these arrangements, but they demonstrate one way the claims of older and younger brothers might be addressed.
The younger sons of the English royal family were involved in several schemes intended to set them up in kingdoms of their own. After the failure of the attempt to give John ‘Lackland’ the lordship of Maurienne, a higher ambition arose. He was meant to be king of Ireland and was sent a peacock crown, although he had to settle for ‘lord of Ireland’ instead, a title the kings of England bore down to the time of the Tudors, when it was upgraded to ‘king of Ireland’. But if the original plan had worked, and if John’s older brother, Richard the Lionheart, had not been killed, childless, at the age of forty-one, the result would have been a Plantagenet kingdom of Ireland as a neighbour to a Plantagenet kingdom of England. Edmund, younger son of Henry III, was proposed as king of Sicily, although the only result of this scheme was an explosion of resentment among the English baronage which would contribute to the civil war of 1264–5. John of Gaunt, son of Edward III, claimed and fought for the Crown of Castile. The only English prince actually to establish himself on a distant throne, however, was Richard of Cornwall, the younger brother of Henry III, who became ‘king of the Romans’, which meant Holy Roman Emperor elect, and was crowned in Charlemagne’s old capital of Aachen.
A different approach to balancing the claims of the oldest and the younger brothers is found in the arrangements of 817, mentioned earlier (p. 195), in which the emperor Louis the Pious envisaged that he would be succeeded as emperor by his oldest son, Lothar, but that the two younger sons, Pippin and Louis junior, would be kings under their brother, based in sub-kingdoms in Aquitaine and Bavaria respectively. The brothers would meet together once a year to discuss ‘matters relating to common utility and perpetual peace’. The older brother would give the younger brothers aid in war against foreign peoples, but they would make war and peace only with his advice and would keep him informed at all times of the arrival of foreign envoys and their dealings. They would choose a wife only with his consent.38
This concept of a ‘family firm’, of royal brothers guided by the oldest member, failed spectacularly in the Carolingian case, but something like it can be found in Capetian France under Louis IX (St Louis). Louis was the oldest of a number of brothers, all of whom fought for him, supported him and never posed a threat to his rule or his line. There are structural features that might have shaped such sibling relations. Clearly the custom of apanages, large territorial endowments for younger brothers, as was the case with Louis’ brothers, gave them power, status and a field for action that might satisfy them. When Louis’ father, Louis VIII, made his will, establishing these huge lordships for his younger sons, he explained that he did this ‘so that no discord could arise among them’.39 Apanages were a natural device for a dynasty seeking to balance the claims of younger sons of royal or princely blood with the desirability of unified and enduring political units.
But, in the long run, apanages could lead to decentralization or even disintegration of the realm unless they were reincorporated, and this would only happen if the junior branch died out. The royal house of Bourbon, for example, had its origin in the endowment of Robert, a younger son of St Louis, with the county of Clermont-en-Beauvaisis. Robert married the heir to the lordship of Bourbon, and their son, Louis, was created first duke of Bourbon in 1327, and from him descended two branches in the male line down to the sixteenth century, when the head of the younger branch, Henry, became Henry IV of France. It thus took four centuries for the cadet line’s lordships to be reintegrated with the royal domain.
It might also require vigorous action to reincorporate apanages. When Alphonse of Poitiers, younger brother of St Louis, died in 1271, the year after the king, leaving no children, the new king, Philip III, presumed that Alphonse’s great apanage would revert to the Crown. He faced a challenge, however, from Alphonse’s brother, Charles of Anjou, who claimed that as a brother of Alphonse, he was a nearer heir than the king, who was only Alphonse’s nephew. The case took thirteen years to resolve. King Philip’s lawyers claimed that it was ‘the custom of France’ that, ‘if the king gives to anyone a county, barony, castle or fief, and that person dies leaving no legitimate children, the gift reverts to the king who gave it, or to his heir’. Charles’ lawyers fought back with a motley assortment of arguments, backed by a fusillade of Roman Law citations: this so-called ‘custom’ could not be demonstrated; if it did exist it did not apply to this case; the transfer of land from a father to a son, as in the endowment of Alphonse, was not technically a ‘gift’ but a ‘provision’; there was no tacit condition involved in the endowment; it would be ‘hard and absurd’ to deny to kings’ sons the right to collateral inheritance enjoyed by all the barons of the kingdom. In 1284 the final ruling, by the Parlement of Paris, the supreme royal court, dismissed Charles’ plea, a judgment that has been called ‘a milestone in the development of the reversion clause’, since henceforth it was presumed that apanages would revert to the Crown on the failure of direct heirs.40






Dividing the Kingdom
Claims of younger brothers could also be settled by a division of their father’s realm. In the early Middle Ages, it was not uncommon for a kingdom to be divided on the death of a king. Each of his sons would take a share. This was standard practice in the early generations of the Merovingian dynasty, which ruled the kingdom of the Franks until 751, and could be found at times in Anglo-Saxon England and elsewhere. In 511 the four sons of the Frankish king Clovis split up his realm between them and fifty years later in 561 Clovis’ grandsons again divided the kingdom into four.41 But there was no fixed system: for much of the sixth and seventh centuries the Frankish kingdom was divided not into four but into two or three component parts. Only after 679 was there virtually always just one Merovingian king at a time. It is not clear whether the divisions of the earlier generations represented some kind of accepted norm or custom, or whether they were simply the outcome of a power struggle. The Carolingians, who displaced the Merovingians in 751, reverted to the custom their predecessors had practised in earlier times, with significant divisions or subdivisions of the kingdom in 768, 843, 855, 870, 876, 879 and 888, not to mention numerous other territorial readjustments or planned divisions that did not in fact come to pass. Some of these partitions only lasted a short while, but others shaped European history to the present: it was from these ninth-century territorial arrangements that France and Germany emerged as separate countries.
But there was nothing predestined about this. Other possibilities were numerous. For instance, in 865 Louis the German, who ruled the kingdom of the East Franks, arranged a division of his kingdom between his three sons, to take full effect after his death. Roughly speaking, the oldest son received Bavaria, the second son Franconia and Saxony, the third son Swabia, each with adjoining lands.42 Accordingly, after their father’s death ‘the sons of King Louis came together and divided their father’s kingdom among themselves and confirmed with an oath that they would keep faith with each other. The text of this oath, written in German, can be found in many places’.43 If this division had taken effect, there is no reason why these kingdoms might not have become permanent features of Europe’s political geography.
The formation of the kingdom of England is often dated to the reign of Æthelstan, who died in 939, but there was also nothing inevitable about England either, and there are later occasions when the kingdom was divided, and these partitions could have endured and become permanent, like that between France and Germany. Sometimes these divisions were based upon the earlier independent kingdoms, as in 957, when the men of Mercia chose Edgar as king in place of his brother Eadwig, who continued to rule in Wessex.44 This arrangement lasted until 959, when Eadwig died, and England was reunited under Edgar. But it was divided again, albeit for a short time, in the same way in 1016, when the beleaguered English king Edmund Ironside received Wessex and the Danish invader Canute took the rest.45 After Canute’s death in 1035, because of the rival claims of his two sons, ‘the kingdom of England was divided by lot’.46 The nobles north of the Thames chose his son Harold as regent of all England but the leaders of Wessex opposed this and arranged for an alternative kind of regency in Wessex on behalf of Harthacnut, Canute’s son by a different mother. This temporary de facto division of the kingdom did not last long, however, and in 1037 Harold was chosen unanimously as king.47
Such divisions of the kingdom, however, became unusual later in the Middle Ages. The kingdom of the West Franks (France) and the kingdom of the East Franks (Germany) were not partitioned again after they finally emerged from the last breakup of the Carolingian empire in 888, although they fought over their borders, while the last division of the kingdom of England, as just mentioned, ended in 1037.48 There were some unsuccessful later medieval attempts to divide kingdoms. During the disputed succession to the Scottish throne in the late thirteenth century, the less plausible candidates argued that the kingdom should be divided, just as great fiefs would be between female heirs, so that they could have something at least. The king of England, who had been called in as arbiter, was not sympathetic: ‘the kingdom of Scotland is not partible’.49 This statement, laconic as it is, unequivocally asserts the unity of the kingdom.
The fate of Galloway in the thirteenth century shows another path, in which loss of regality had as a consequence loss of impartibility. This region, the south-western part of modern Scotland, had its own rulers in the twelfth century, one of whom, Fergus (d. 1161), was actually styled ‘king of the men of Galloway’, at least on one occasion, and given exactly the same status as the king of Scots.50 Fergus’ descendants did not bear this title but continued to rule their semi-independent lordship until the death of Alan, lord of Galloway, without legitimate male heirs in 1234. His lands were then divided among his three daughters according to feudal custom, although not without resistance. The kingdom of Galloway thus did not become a permanent feature of the political map of Europe but was treated as a fief, divisible among female heirs and subject to the lordship of the kings of Scots, who must have been pleased to see this great lordship subdivided.
In 1316, soon after the judgment that the kingdom of the Scots was not partible, there was another attempt to use the law of fiefs to dismember a kingdom. Upon the death of Louis X of France and of his posthumous son in that year, Louis’ younger brother Philip proclaimed himself king, but was faced with the objections of the third brother, Charles, who wanted his legal portion of the kingdom. He does not appear to have suggested sharing the Crown, but wanted a division of the territories that had been acquired by the Crown in the last hundred years, applying a principle familiar from the private law of the Ile-de-France, that is, equal division in the case of collateral succession. Some opportunists also contacted Edward II of England, whose wife Isabella was a sister of Louis and Charles, suggesting that he put in a claim for her share (purpartie) of France too.51 Nothing came of all this, but it shows, like the Scottish case, that the rules about succession to estates could be brought up by interested parties when what was actually at issue was succession to a throne.
There were places where partible inheritance of political units could be found after 1100. The kingship of Norway was shared between two sons of Harald Gille on his death in 1136, and they acknowledged the claims of a third son in 1142. The Welsh principalities of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, down to the English conquest of 1282, were frequently shared out between members of the ruling dynasty, although, as in the case of the Merovingians, it can be debated whether this was because of a custom or simply the result of power struggles.52 In that same period, the composite kingdom of Castile-Leon periodically broke into constituent parts, or new ones, ruled by siblings or cousins. Before his death in 1065 Ferdinand the Great divided his realm between his three sons: the eldest, Sancho, received Castile; the second son, Alfonso, Leon; and the third, García, Galicia. He supposedly did this ‘so that they might live a quiet life together after his death, if this were possible’, but since Leon was the traditional heartland of the kingdom, Sancho might well have felt ill-used, and indeed Ferdinand is said to have loved Alfonso more than the others.53 Alfonso reunited Castile and Leon in 1072, but they split into the two constituent kingdoms again between 1157 and 1230, each ruled by a branch of the royal dynasty. Before that, Portugal had emerged as an independent kingdom, with an illegitimate daughter of Alfonso VI as its first ruler. But after 1230 the number of Christian kingdoms in the Iberian peninsula was stable and none was to be formally divided again, with the exception of the creation of the kingdom of Majorca (which lasted from 1276 to 1285 and 1298 to 1343) from Aragonese territory.
The country in high medieval Latin Christendom most shaped by partible inheritance was Poland, where after 1138 the ruling dynasty, the Piasts, split into numerous lines, each at the head of a duchy. There were as many as ten or twelve of these at any one time and they were subject to repeated subdivision. Silesia, for example, split into Upper and Lower Silesia, both of which then spilt into three further subdivisions in the thirteenth century, and this was not the end of the process. Repeated division between brothers thus created numerous small states, although the more successful dukes might obtain more than one duchy. During this period, although individual Piast rulers of the eleventh century had borne the title ‘king’, that title lapsed and there were no Polish kings, only dukes. The revival of the royal title in 1295–6 and 1300–6 and then, permanently, in 1320 marked the end of the extreme fragmentation of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. The situation in Poland in the years 1138–1320 resembled that in its large neighbour, Russia, where the Rurikid dynasty followed a similar pattern of inheritance and division.
Partibility also came to be a common practice among the great territorial princes of late medieval Germany, such as the rulers of Saxony or Bavaria, producing those hyphenated entities that give a Ruritanian flavour to the map of the Holy Roman Empire: Bavaria-Munich, Bavaria-Straubing, Bavaria-Landshut, Bavaria-Ingolstadt; Braunschweig-Lüneburg, Braunschweig-Wolfenbüttel, Braunschweig-Grubenhagen, and so forth, the example best known outside Germany being Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, a great exporter of monarchs and consorts, including Prince Albert, husband of Queen Victoria of Great Britain.54 Division had not been practised at the level of the great duchies and counties, as distinct from ordinary aristocratic holdings, before 1250 but it was to mark Germany down to the nineteenth century. The small German mini-states, like the Polish duchies, demonstrate the point that partible inheritance solved the problem of disputes between brothers, but only at the risk of diminishing the family’s overall power. The impartible inheritance of Flanders was indeed explained in just these terms by a chronicler writing in the 1070s: ‘this was done to avoid the glory of the family being brought low by lack of family property if the province had been divided into many parts’.55
Efforts might be made to stop endless subdivision. When Louis the Pious stipulated the territorial division of his empire between the three sons he had at the time, he also specified ‘if any of them dies, leaving legitimate children, power should not be divided among them, but instead the people should assemble and choose one of them, according as the Lord wishes’.56 Louis envisaged three rulers in his place, but not more than three. It has been wisely observed that ‘Every dynasty sooner or later faces the choice of either dividing the realm or shedding some of those eligible for the succession, or both.’57 Louis planned to divide the realm between his three sons, and thereafter to shed any younger sons in each generation.
When Charlemagne dictated the terms of the division of his empire between his three sons after his death, he explained his purposes very clearly: ‘We do not wish to bequeath to them, in confusion and disorder, the contention of quarrel and dispute by referring to the whole kingdom but, dividing the whole body of the kingdom into three portions, we are specifying and describing which portion each of them will protect and rule.’58 This division, which he proposed in 806, included provisions for future relationships between the three parts: the king of one kingdom should not receive political exiles from another kingdom; a king’s followers should only be granted fiefs (beneficia) within that king’s kingdom, although this did not apply to inherited property; a woman from one kingdom could marry a husband from another kingdom, and keep control of her property in her original kingdom, even though living in another; disputes over the boundaries of the kingdoms should always be settled peacefully.59 These are imaginative precautions addressing practical problems. The issue of men in one kingdom holding lands in another was indeed to be a recurrent issue in medieval politics, as, for example, in the case of England and France and England and Scotland. The harbouring of political exiles from another kingdom was another such issue, with one case, that of Robert of Artois, cited as a justification for the hostilities that were eventually to be known as the Hundred Years War.60 Division solved one problem, the competing claims of ambitious sons, but created others.






Verdun
The political map of modern Europe is partly a result of family squabbles among the ruling dynasties of centuries past. The clearest, and one of the most important, examples is the division between France and Germany. Neither of these countries existed in the early Middle Ages, since the territories comprising those modern states were included in one vast Frankish kingdom, which, at its greatest extent under Charlemagne, stretched from Barcelona to Hamburg and from the frontier of Brittany to central Italy. But after Charlemagne’s death, his descendants fought over the inheritance, and, following a particularly bloody civil war in the early 840s, three of his grandsons agreed on partition. The Treaty of Verdun of 843 specified who got what. It was quite a complex business, involving 120 delegates, forty from each brother, and an empire-wide survey of imperial resources.61 The partition allotted most of the eastern part of the empire to Louis, the middle brother, and most of the western part to Charles, the youngest, but the oldest brother, Lothar, who already bore the imperial title, was allotted a strange elongated territory, composed of northern Italy, Provence and a swathe of land extending northwards from Provence to the North Sea. Although his realm looks odd on a map, it did give Lothar both Aachen and overlordship of Rome, the two imperial cities; in the negotiations leading to the Treaty of Verdun he had indeed put forward claims for a larger share than his brothers ‘on account of the title of emperor and the dignity of the empire’.62
After Lothar’s death in 855, his unusual amalgam of territories was divided among his three sons, with the northern section, from the North Sea to Burgundy, going to his namesake, Lothar II, who gave his name to the region (regnum Lotharii, i.e. ‘Lothar’s kingdom’, whence Lotharingia, Lothringen, Lorraine). After the death of Lothar II in 869, Lotharingia went through an unsettled period, sometimes part of the kingdom of the East Franks, sometimes part of the kingdom of the West Franks, sometimes divided between them, but from 925 it was permanently part of the kingdom of the East Franks.63 In this manner the lines drawn by the squabbling grandsons of Charlemagne came to be impressed right through the heart of western Europe.
In particular, the line between the kingdom of the West Franks and the kingdom of the East Franks (and its later development, the Holy Roman Empire) was to be the site of future struggle.64 There were two important features of this political boundary: it did not correspond to a linguistic border, and it carved its path through densely populated landscapes which had centuries of common history. While most of the kingdom of the East Franks, or Germany, was German-speaking, Lotharingia was divided between Romance and Germanic speakers. Likewise, within the kingdom of the West Franks, or France, most of the county of Flanders was Germanic-speaking. Linguistic nationalism was not unknown in the Middle Ages, but this lack of fit between political and linguistic frontiers was rarely an issue in the medieval period and was only to have its full impact in the hyper-nationalism of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
This border cut right through the middle of the settled lands of the Carolingian empire. There were wild frontiers in medieval Europe, highly militarized borders that divided peoples of different religions or cultures. The word ‘frontier’ itself arose in such a borderland, the shifting and dangerous boundary between Christian and Muslim in the Iberian peninsula.65 The frontiers that were carved through the former Carolingian empire, however, were nothing like that. They were imaginary lines between farms, estates, villages, towns and churches that were otherwise indistinguishable. Later in the Middle Ages, the boatmen on the Rhone and Saône, rivers that divided France from the Holy Roman Empire, simply called the western bank ‘kingdom’, the eastern bank ‘empire’.66 Their day’s work might well take them from kingdom to empire and back many times. The very fact that these boundaries were defined by rivers is significant, since boundaries that follow rivers cut up natural unities, simply for the convenience of a clear demarcation. A contemporary of these ninth-century divisions lamented the fragmentation they entailed: ‘instead of a kingdom, we have fragments of a kingdom’.67
Later historians recognized that France and Germany had a common origin. A monk of St-Denis near Paris, writing in the 1190s, explained that the phrase regnum Francorum had both a larger and a more restricted meaning. In the wide sense, it was a historical term and meant ‘kingdom of the Franks’ and included Germany, northern France and southern France, but in its narrower sense it meant simply the land between Rhine, Meuse and Loire, ‘which is properly called Gaul but modern people call France’. He invoked a helpful parallel from biblical history: both the large kingdom of David and Solomon, and the later truncated version with just ten tribes were called the kingdom of Israel.68 He clearly sees the kingdom of France of his own time as arising from fission.
These divisions, entirely dynastic in origin, thus determined there would be an eastern kingdom, mainly German-speaking, and a western kingdom, mainly Romance-speaking, and that the fate of the lands between them, which were partly Romance-speaking but fell eventually to the eastern kingdom, would be a tense political issue for a thousand years. As the French monarchy asserted its power within the kingdom of France in the late twelfth and thirteenth centuries, it also began to cast its eyes beyond the boundaries of the kingdom. The eastern boundary of France was long and bordered the highly fragmented lands of the Holy Roman Empire. This was the area where French expansion was to be most decisive in shaping the political and military history of western Europe. The first inroads across the border made by the French royal house were not through direct annexation but by the acquisition of fiefs and lordships. Provence came into the hands of Charles of Anjou, brother of Louis IX of France, in 1246, when he married the heir to the county, and thereafter it passed through the hands of his descendants and later into the possession of yet another cadet branch of the French royal house before being finally incorporated into the kingdom of France in the 1480s. Another important lordship in the Empire was acquired by purchase in 1349. This was the county of Vienne, which had become known as the Dauphiné from the name borne by many of its rulers, Dolphinus, a name that had then turned into a title. After its acquisition by France, the Dauphiné became the usual apanage of the heir to the throne, who consequently was known as the Dauphin (see above, p. 105). This French nibbling gathered pace in the Early Modern period. The bishoprics of Metz, Toul and Verdun were seized in 1552 and officially ceded in 1648, while Louis XIV pushed the French frontier to the Rhine, annexing Strassburg in 1681. How far east France would extend was an open question, and one that constantly provoked war.69 It is only since 1945 that the frontiers of the French state have had a long period of stability in modern times.
The politicization of Carolingian history visible in French and German textbooks of the nineteenth century has, as its background, this division between the two countries and the struggle over the delimitation of their borders. The millennium of the Treaty of Verdun in 1843 was celebrated in Germany as ‘the founding of the German Reich’. The famous German medievalist Georg Waitz gave a lecture with that title and the following year the king of Prussia founded a valuable Verdun Prize, to be awarded every five years for the best work on German history.70 The Treaty of Verdun was still a standard set-piece of those twentieth-century historians who wrote books with titles such as La naissance de la France (‘The Birth of France’)71 or Wie das erste Reich der Deutschen entstand (‘How the First German Reich was Born’).72
Historians were aware that no one in the ninth century planned or envisaged this long-term effect but they nevertheless stressed the formative nature of those Carolingian divisions:

Just as no one at Verdun intended to destroy the unity of the Christian world forever, so no one believed that the borders that were defined there would last for long. In fact, the treaty determined the political geography of France for the whole of the Middle Ages and beyond, and, to a lesser extent, that of the future Germany. No one expected these results.73


It can still be reasonably argued that ‘the treaty of Verdun is like a prefiguration of the political map of western Europe’.74

When young Germans and Frenchmen died in the hundreds of thousands fighting each other in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the frontier they were fighting on was an inheritance from that distant time. In 1916 Verdun indeed cropped up again as a name of significance. Who would believe that some makeshift dynastic arrangement of the ninth century would be etched permanently on the map of Europe, and that young men might die for that line in 1870 or 1914, a thousand years after it was devised?





Wicked Uncles
Relations between uncles and nephews were different in partible dynastic systems, where the kingdom was customarily divided, and impartible systems. In the former, younger brothers could expect their share, although they could only expand it at the expense either of their brothers or their nephews. The kingdom of the Franks in the early Middle Ages provides a perfect example. As mentioned above, the custom among the Merovingian kings of the Franks was to divide the kingdom among all the old king’s sons. This led not only to rivalry between the brothers but also, as their children grew up, conflict between uncles and nephews, which could be brutal. After the death of Clovis, the first Christian king of the Franks, in 511, his kingdom was divided between his four sons. One of these, Chlodomer, was killed in battle, leaving young male children. Their uncles, Chlodomer’s brothers, were envious of these boys, especially since they seemed to be favourites with their grandmother. Two of the uncles, Childebert and Clothar (Lothar), asked the grandmother (that is, their own mother) to send the boys to them, ‘so that they may be raised to the kingdom’. Unsuspecting, she did as they asked. Events at this point became complicated, but the eventual outcome was that the two brothers were alone with the two nephews: ‘Without delay, Clothar seized the older boy by the arm, threw him to the ground and, driving a knife into his armpit, cruelly killed him.’ The boy’s younger brother knelt at Childebert’s feet, wrapped his arms around his legs and begged for his life. Childebert, clearly the softer of the two uncles, then asked Clothar not to kill the boy. Clothar was unmoved: ‘Either you push him off or you will die in his place!’, he cried. Childebert pushed the boy towards Clothar, who stabbed and killed him. The uncles then killed the boys’ servants and nurses. ‘After they had been killed, Clothar mounted his horse and departed, little bothered by the killing of his nephews.’ Nor does he seem to have been bothered by the fact that, since he had married his brother Chlodomer’s widow, they were also his stepchildren.75
The Merovingians have a particularly strong reputation for violence within the family. This is only in part to be explained by their individual emotions; it is also linked to the dynastic pattern of recurrent territorial divisions. However, impartible systems, such as those based on primogeniture, also had an intrinsic tendency to produce wicked uncles. If your father was a king, you might well dream of being a king yourself, and, although you might have to tolerate your older brother inheriting the throne, why should his snivelling children have precedence over you? In the early Middle Ages, and in some regions much later than that, the logic of kingship demanded that a dead king’s younger brother was preferable as a successor to that king’s young children. A king had to be a war-leader, and the advantages of an adult war-leader are self-evident. But with the crystallization of rules of succession that favoured the sons of kings, even infant children were regarded as rightful heirs. Their uncles might not all take a legalistic view, however, and this is when ambitious and ruthless uncles crop up: the wickedness of wicked uncles is determined by these rights of child inheritance.
One of the wickedest of the wicked uncles was King John of England. When Richard I ‘the Lionheart’ was struck by a mortal crossbow bolt while campaigning in the south of France in 1199, the two main claimants to succeed him were Arthur, the son of his deceased brother Geoffrey, and John, younger brother of Richard and Geoffrey. Arthur was not yet a teenager – he turned twelve just before Richard’s death – but he had the support of the lords of Brittany, where he had grown up. His mother Constance was a member of the old ruling family of Brittany and the Bretons recognized Arthur as their duke. At first he was also able to win the support of other parts of Richard’s French empire, Anjou and the surrounding regions, and had the backing of the French king Philip Augustus. But the war of 1199–1200 saw some serious reverses for Arthur, and eventually he had to settle for Brittany alone, held as a fief from his uncle John. War broke out again in 1202. On one side were Philip Augustus and Arthur, on the other John. In the summer of 1202, John, showing rare military flair at this point, managed to defeat and capture his nephew and many of his supporters. Arthur was imprisoned in Normandy and was never seen again.
What exactly happened will always be uncertain, but there is no doubt that John had both the means and the motive for getting rid of Arthur. Shakespeare, who knew that stories of wicked uncles make great theatre, puts these words into the mouth of an acute observer in his play King John:

John hath seiz’d Arthur, and it cannot be,
That whiles warme life playes in that infants veines,
The mis-plac’d John should entertaine an houre,
One minute, nay one quiet breath of rest.


There is indeed one contemporary chronicle that probably had a good source for the story it tells of Arthur’s fate:

When King John had captured Arthur and held him alive in prison for some time, he finally killed him with his own hand, in the keep of Rouen castle, on the Thursday before Easter [3 April 1203], after dinner, when he was drunk and filled with the devil. Tying a great stone to his body, he threw it into the river Seine. It was found in a fisherman’s net and dragged to the shore, where it was recognized, and then buried in the priory of Bec, secretly for fear of the tyrant.76


As rumours of Arthur’s murder spread, a sense of outrage stirred up his supporters and gave a propaganda advantage to John’s great enemy, Philip Augustus of France. William the Breton, a trusted servant of the French king and a propagandist for his cause, painted a pathetic picture of the murder in his verse epic, the Philippis, as Arthur pleaded for his life: ‘Uncle’, he cried, ‘have pity on your little nephew; uncle, good uncle, spare, o spare, your nephew; spare your own kindred; spare your brother’s offspring.’77 William the Breton goes on to compare John with Nero, Judas and Herod, the king who ordered the massacre of the Innocents, although Arthur, sixteen at the time of his death, would certainly have been viewed by contemporary standards as a leader of men rather than a ‘little nephew’. The murder and the reaction to it thus played some part in John’s defeat and his loss of his northern French territories. Perhaps he should have let his nephew live.

John’s succession to the English throne in preference to Arthur threw up a delicate legal question.78 Geoffrey, Arthur’s father, had been John’s older brother, so, according to one reading, his right to succeed would be superior to John’s. Arthur, it could be argued, had inherited his father’s right; the legal term for this is ‘representation’. Alternatively, it could be said that John had the superior right, as closer in blood to Richard, being a brother, not merely a nephew. These differences could not be resolved by looking up a list or a table, for none such existed, and eventually the issue was determined by war and murder, but it had repercussions in the courtrooms.
Uncertainty about such a case is recognized in the contemporary English lawbook known as Glanvill, which says that ‘when someone dies having a younger son and a grandson born to his predeceased oldest son, there is great doubt in law which of them is to be preferred in the succession, the son or the grandson’.79 The custom of Normandy, which was also ruled by the king of England at this time, was more definite: ‘a son, although younger, is the nearer heir of his father than the grandchildren, sons of the older son’.80 The chief men of both England and Normandy, although not of Anjou, the other main part of the inheritance, accepted John as their lord in 1199. The impact of this decision, that John the younger brother should succeed, not the son of a deceased older brother, has been traced in the ordinary land law of England. In a case heard in the first year of John’s reign, for example, in which the descendants of a deceased older brother obtained an inquest into the rights of a younger brother who actually held the land in question, the record concludes, ‘it should be noted that this inquest was made through command of the lord king and not through the decision of the court or according to the custom of the realm’.81 John might well be interested in such an issue. In 1201, two years after John came to the throne, a case was heard in Cornwall, in which a younger brother claimed that he should succeed to his older brother’s acre of land, not the son of a deceased middle brother, which was exactly the issue between John and Arthur. The judges record the detail of the case and then conclude ‘sine die’ – adjourned with no set date for resumption – ‘because the judgment depends on the king’s will’.82 It sounds as if they were well aware of just how delicate such cases were. The learned judges of the 1220s and 1230s recognized that the precedent of ‘the king’s case’ (casus regis) would prevent a son of a deceased older brother getting a court judgment against his uncle, although this rule silently disappeared in the course of the later thirteenth century.83
A similar dispute between uncle and nephew occurred in the kingdom of Sicily a hundred years later. Charles II of Sicily (1285–1309) had several sons. The second one, Louis, became a friar (and later a saint) so was not a contender to inherit. The oldest son, Charles Martel, was recognized as heir in 1289 but died before his father, in 1295, leaving a seven-year-old son, Charles Robert or Canrobert. Charles II decided that he would prefer his third son, Robert, to succeed him, rather than this grandchild, and arranged the support of the pope for his position. On his death, Robert became king of Sicily (that is, the mainland territory also known as the kingdom of Naples). But the older line had not given up its claims, and the situation was complicated by the fact that Canrobert had, through his mother, a claim to the kingdom of Hungary, and this he had eventually been able to assert. The kings of Hungary thus nurtured a grievance and believed that they, not Robert and his family, should be kings of Sicily. The issue was the same as that with John and Arthur, the rights of a younger brother versus those of a son of a deceased older brother.
Both the political implications of the Sicilian case, and its intellectual and legal ramifications, far outstripped those of the earlier one. The king of Hungary invaded the kingdom of Sicily more than once. As early as 1312, just three years into his reign, King Robert was reportedly worried about such an invasion.84 Hungary and Sicily were not then so far apart as their present geographical associations would lead one to imagine, since in the middle and eastern parts of Italy the kingdom of Sicily extended to latitudes further north than Rome, and the kingdom of Hungary included Croatia, with its coast only 100 miles away, not to mention the land routes around the head of the Adriatic. When he attacked the kingdom of Sicily in 1347, King Louis of Hungary took just six weeks to get from his base at Visegrád on the Danube to the northern frontier of the kingdom of Sicily in central Italy.85
Italy was also the home of the lawyers, whom both sides enlisted to back their case.86 Lawyers can, of course, always produce plenty of arguments. Baldus de Ubaldis, one of the most famous academic lawyers of the Middle Ages, gave ten reasons for and ten reasons against the right of Robert of Naples to succeed to the throne instead of his older brother’s son. He noted that Canrobert’s claim was ‘in the person of his father’, that is, through representation, he thought that the usual law of fiefs would give the succession to the grandson, but he acknowledged that Pope Boniface VIII, the Vicar of Christ, had backed Robert’s succession instead and that Boniface had probably taken into account some practical considerations, ‘since it is better to be ruled by an older person’. One of the technical issues in Baldus’ discussion was the meaning of primogenitus, ‘firstborn’. Even if it were acknowledged that the firstborn had a greater right to succeed, wrote Baldus, ‘a grandson cannot be called firstborn, except by fiction and incorrectly, since that would be against the natural bounds of the truth, and we ought to pay no attention to fictions’.87
The main participants in the initial decision to exclude Canrobert in favour of his uncle had also fastened upon this word primogenitus. Writing to Charles II in 1297, after the death of the king’s first son Charles Martel and the entry into the religious life of his second son Louis, Boniface VIII declared, ‘Among your children, he is to be understood as primogenitus and to be your successor and heir in the kingdom who, at the time of your death, is found to be prior in degree and older in birth.’88 The pope was thus authorizing the succession of Charles’ oldest surviving son, as indeed occurred. The rather special meaning that primogenitus thus acquired comes out vividly in Charles’ will of 1308, the year before his death: ‘We institute as our heir and universal successor in our kingdoms Robert, our firstborn; we bequeath to Charles, our grandson, the firstborn of our former firstborn, the king of Hungary, 2000 ounces of gold.’89 Robert was now primogenitus, oldest surviving son, while Charles’ grandson was the primogenitus of a former primogenitus.
Lawyers were naturally found to make the case for the king of Hungary. They asserted that, in fiefs, the grandson should succeed the grandfather in the place of his deceased father, and this rule covered the kingdom of Sicily.90 A memorandum drawn up by a learned Italian lawyer for the king of Hungary in 1376 gave it as ‘common opinion that a son of a firstborn son is to be understood as a firstborn (primogenitus) in succession and is to be preferred to an uncle’, echoing and refuting the phrase of Boniface VIII. He also denied that a mere declaration by Boniface and the agreement of Charles II could change this.91 The case shaped European politics for almost a century. There was even a brief period in 1385–6 when a great-grandson of Charles II ruled both Sicily and Hungary. And it aroused strong feelings. Dante placed Charles Martel in Paradise and referred to ‘the treacheries his seed would suffer’.92 This uncle–nephew conflict thus won a mention in the greatest poem of the Middle Ages.
The late fourteenth century saw boy kings in both England and France, each with powerful uncles. Richard II succeeded to the English throne in 1377 aged ten, Charles VI to the French throne three years later aged eleven. Three of Richard’s paternal uncles were alive: John of Gaunt, Edmund of Langley and, by far the youngest, Thomas of Woodstock, who was twenty-two when Richard came to the throne. Charles VI also had powerful uncles: Louis, duke of Anjou, Philip the Bold, duke of Burgundy, John, duke of Berry, and, on his mother’s side, Louis, duke of Bourbon.
Since the difference in age between Richard II and Thomas of Woodstock (who became duke of Gloucester in 1385) was only twelve years, this was a possible difference in age between brothers, rather than uncle and nephew, and it may be one reason that Thomas felt competitive with, rather than protective of, his young nephew. He spoke derisively of Richard’s lack of warlike spirit in the conflict with France: ‘If there were a good king in charge in England’, he reportedly said, ‘who desired war and the recovery of his inheritance, he would find 100,000 archers and 6,000 men-at-arms to serve him. I am the youngest of all the princes of England, but I would be the first to renew the war.’93 In 1387, when Richard was twenty, five great nobles, including Thomas of Woodstock, staged a coup against him. The king remained in power but his favourites were tried for treason and executed or exiled. Among those executed was Simon Burley, former tutor of the young king Richard. Duke Thomas was particularly insistent on the death sentence for him, despite strong opposition to it on the part of his older brother Edmund of Langley. After this, it has been memorably said, ‘if Richard had been prepared to bury the hatchet, he had not forgotten where he had buried it’,94 and in 1397 he had three of the five nobles responsible for the coup of 1387 arrested, including Thomas of Woodstock. When the king came with a powerful body of men to arrest his uncle, Thomas pleaded, ‘May you act towards me mercifully and spare my life.’ The king’s chilling reply was, ‘You will have the same mercy that you showed to Simon Burley.’95 Thomas was sent off under guard to Calais, then an English possession, and murdered soon afterwards. He was declared a traitor posthumously, and the king took all his possessions, but he did allow his uncle’s body to be buried honourably in Westminster Abbey.
In the case of Charles VI of France, Richard’s contemporary, the balance between nephew and uncles was different. Although Richard became king at the age of ten, there was no formal regency, but the arrangements for Charles’ minority had been set out by his father, Charles V, some years before, and they gave official positions and authority to his uncles (see above, pp. 119–20). Charles V declared that his oldest brother, Louis of Anjou, ‘on account of the very singular, perfect, loyal and true love that he has always had towards us and our children, should have the government of our kingdom’, but that another brother, Philip of Burgundy, and his brother-in-law, Louis of Bourbon, ‘should be tutors and governors of our children’.96 What this arrangement guaranteed was a period of fierce rivalry during Charles’ minority, as each uncle sought to establish his own position and use the royal resources for his own ambitions. Nevertheless, France was steered through a very difficult time in Charles VI’s early years, which included popular revolt, English invasion and the virtual secession of Flanders. Charles came of age in 1388.
What transformed Charles’ reign and gave his uncles a quite new significance, was the sudden onset of mental illness that rendered the king incapable of ruling. The political results were disastrous. In the summer of 1392 Charles, then aged twenty-three, was leading a military expedition against the duke of Brittany. According to an eye-witness, his household had already noticed unsettling signs of what was to come: ‘foolish words’ and ‘gestures unbecoming the royal majesty’. But the final outbreak was far more serious. While the army was on the march, ‘a most lowly man’ terrified the king by calling out, ‘Don’t go any further, noble king, for you are soon to be betrayed!’ Then one of the king’s soldiers accidentally dropped his sword. ‘The king was moved to a sudden fury by this crash and, as if out of his senses, he brandished his sword and killed the soldier.’ He then went on a rampage, charging his own followers and killing four more of them, while shouting, ‘I am to be handed over to my enemies!’ Only after an hour, when his sword broke, could he be restrained and brought back to the nearest town, tied to a cart.97 The king regained his senses after a few days, but this was only the first of a series of episodes.
Explanations of his illness varied. After the first dramatic attack, medical opinion was that the cause was black choler, the bodily humour that was the root of melancholy, combined with the king’s anger at the slow progress of his army. Many others said it was a visitation from God, ‘who chastises those he loves’. But the majority opinion, both among the upper and lower classes, was that it had been inflicted by witches and sorcerers, who abounded in the kingdom of France.98 The chronicler Jean Froissart gives a characteristically vivid account of the incident, stressing, for his part, the fact that the king had overheated, partly because of the velour jacket he was wearing, and describing how afterwards the king’s uncles had inquired carefully about what he had last had to drink.99
Charles reigned for thirty years after this first onset, and his spells of madness, termed ‘absences’ by the court, alternated with brief lucid periods. Often, he had the illusion that he was made of glass, and allowed no one to touch him, and had iron rods sewn into his clothes to protect him.100 It was clearly necessary to have some sort of regency, even if not an official one. Louis of Anjou was dead by this time, but Philip of Burgundy took effective control of the royal government, in alliance with his brother, John of Berry, and for most of the next decade the king’s uncles built up their power and their territorial possessions, siphoned off a high proportion of royal income and made the important political decisions. But a challenger arose in the person of the king’s younger brother, Louis of Orleans, who maintained good relations with his brother, even during his periods of insanity. Relations between Louis and the duke of Burgundy were especially bitter and competitive, and the quarrels between their followers continued after Philip’s death and the succession of his son John as duke of Burgundy, culminating in murder and civil war (see below, pp. 222–5).
Another king who suffered mental illness was Charles’ grandson, Henry VI of England. It is sometimes thought that Henry’s madness can be traced genetically to Charles, but they had very different forms of illness. Charles’ manic outbursts and his remarkable fantasies, such as the belief that he was made of glass, were nothing like the illness that afflicted Henry, who simply slumped into a stupor, failing to register even the birth of his only son. Henry, like Charles VI, had powerful and ambitious uncles who acted as regents during his minority. Until the birth of the king’s son, the oldest of his uncles was next in line to the throne. This led to dangerous territory, such as consultation of experts on the question of when Henry VI would die (see below, pp. 358–9). The uncles of Charles VI had no such temptation since Charles had many children, born both before and after his first bout of insanity, although they still knew how to take advantage of the situation.
The case of Richard II of England and Thomas of Woodstock shows that the age gap between uncles and nephews need not be great. Sometimes, indeed, nephews were older than their uncles. When Henry of Castile, later to be the short-lived Henry I, was born in 1204, his older sister Berenguela had already given birth to four or five children. One of them, Ferdinand, who was born in 1201 or a year or two before, succeeded Henry on the throne of Castile. So, although there was a seemingly natural generational transition, with a nephew succeeding an uncle, the nephew in this case was actually older than his uncle. And the story of Ferdinand’s grandson, Sancho IV of Castile, also shows that ambitious uncles did not have to be very old. Sancho was a younger son of Alfonso X (1252–84). When his older brother Ferdinand de la Cerda died in 1275, leaving two young sons, the elder only five, the seventeen-year-old Sancho and his aristocratic supporters asserted his rights as heir to the kingdom over those of his young nephews and won official recognition when the chief men of the kingdom all did homage to him in 1276.101 Soon thereafter Sancho began issuing documents as ‘oldest son and heir of the lord king Alfonso’.102
But the rights of the two sons of Ferdinand de la Cerda, Alfonso and Ferdinand, known as the Infantes de la Cerda, still had their champions. Alfonso X’s own law code, the Siete Partidas, when discussing succession to the kingdom, stated that ‘wise and learned men decreed that if the eldest son should die before he inherited, if he should leave a son or daughter that he has had of his lawful wife, he or she should have it, and no other’.103 By this law, which recognized the principle of representation, the older of the Infantes de la Cerda was clearly heir to the Castilian throne. And the rights of the young princes were also backed by the noble house of Lara. Moreover, their mother, Blanche, the widow of Ferdinand de la Cerda, was the sister of the king of France. The political situation became yet more complex when Alfonso X and his wife, Yolande or Violante, became estranged. In 1278, Yolande, who was the sister of the king of Aragon, fled to her brother’s kingdom, taking with her the Infantes de la Cerda, her grandsons. Alfonso responded by reiterating Sancho’s status as heir.104
The difficult political relations between the three generations, that of Alfonso X, his son Sancho and Alfonso’s grandchildren, the Infantes de la Cerda, were to be a major feature of the history of Castile for the next fifty years, continuing long after the deaths of Alfonso and Sancho. ‘Because of this,’ lamented one chronicler, ‘the kingdom suffered much evil and much damage.’105 Castile was riven with civil war. Alfonso X was deposed by Sancho and recognized the Infantes de la Cerda as his heirs, but Sancho nevertheless obtained the throne. Alfonso de la Cerda, growing up in exile, sought and sometimes obtained help from his relations in Aragon and in France, and managed on one occasion, after the death of Sancho IV, to establish himself temporarily in Castile. It was not until 1331 that the aging claimant finally came to a compromise with Alfonso XI, Sancho’s grandson. He abandoned his claims to the throne in return for the grant of a huge lordship within the kingdom, and his noble descendants were prominent in the later history of Castile. Nevertheless, he remains a classic example of a nephew dispossessed by an ambitious uncle. It was the descendants of that uncle, Sancho IV, who were to rule Castile for the rest of the Middle Ages.106




Killing Cousins
Some dynastic systems, such as that of native Ireland, simply assumed there would be competition between cousins. In his great book Conquest, Coexistence and Change: Wales 1063–1415, Rees Davies included several family trees of the Welsh princely dynasties of the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth centuries, which not only showed family relationships but also, through a system of underlining, indicated which family members had been ‘killed or maimed by other members of the dynasty’.107 Of the twenty-three sons, grandsons and great-grandsons of Bleddyn ap Cynfyn of Powys, seven had this unenviable distinction; of the twenty-seven male descendants of Owain ap Hywel Dda of Deheubarth in the following five generations, by a strange coincidence, again seven were killed by other descendants of Owain; in Gwynedd, from 1137, the death of Gruffudd ap Cynan, down to the catastrophe of 1282, family rivalry was as vigorous, but significantly less bloody: only two family members out of twenty-nine males were killed or maimed, although another nine were imprisoned or dispossessed by their kinsmen. As Rees Davies pointed out in his book, his diagrams do not include all male members of the dynasty, so it would be wrong to use them for rigorously statistical purposes, but they do convey an impression, and that impression is that members of Welsh princely dynasties had a one in three or one in four chance of being killed, maimed or dispossessed by kinsmen.
One of the diagrams is labelled ‘Segmentary Conflict in a Native Welsh Dynasty’, but to use the anthropological term ‘segmentary’ when talking of early Wales, or Ireland for that matter, may be misleading. The expression was devised in the twentieth century to describe the kinship structures and political workings of some African societies, usually very small-scale ones. Its borrowing by historians of early Wales and Ireland, even if worthily motivated by the desire to integrate history and anthropology, risks by implication placing these societies into the common category of ‘primitive’. But if a defining feature of ‘segmentary conflict’ is the rivalry of cousins for power, then it applies not just to the rural and economically undeveloped worlds of early Wales and Ireland but also to the most sophisticated and urban parts of medieval Europe. The kingdom of Naples, with its networks of towns, high literacy and international connections, was riven by segmentary conflict of this type in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, as the lineages descending from four of the sons of Charles II (1285–1309) struggled with each other. They intermarried, but they also murdered one another, and they did so for four generations. Likewise, the so-called Wars of the Roses in England are a perfect example of segmentary conflict: Henry VI was deposed and killed by his third cousins.
In English history, violent conflicts between first cousins repeatedly caused civil war, deposition and murder. The long war in the twelfth century between King Stephen and his cousin Matilda was so destructive that it has been called simply ‘The Anarchy’. In the early fourteenth century the struggle between Edward II and his cousin Thomas of Lancaster ended in the latter’s judicial murder; interestingly, both parties were later claimed as saints. In 1399 Richard II was deposed, and later murdered, by his cousin Henry Bolingbroke (Henry IV). They had played together as children and were knighted by their grandfather, Edward III, on the same day, but nothing idyllic marked their final encounter.





France and Burgundy
A particularly long and violent struggle between royal cousins marked the history of France and Burgundy in the fifteenth century. The greatest threat to the French monarchy from a junior branch of the royal dynasty arose when the dukes of Burgundy amassed so much land and power that they came very close to establishing a new kingdom of their own in the borderlands between France and Germany. Burgundy has indeed been called ‘The Unfinished Kingdom’.108 The founder of this line was Philip, fourth son of John II of France, who was endowed with the duchy as an apanage in 1363. He married the heir to Flanders and Artois, which he acquired on the death of his father-in-law, Louis de Male, count of Flanders, in 1384, along with the county, as distinct from the duchy, of Burgundy. Because the county of Burgundy was part of the Holy Roman Empire, not the kingdom of France, Philip now ruled an assemblage of lands straddling the frontier between the Empire and the kingdom. This was to be a determining characteristic of the Burgundian state.
Philip and his three successors were major figures in European politics for over a century. Each successive duke of Burgundy added to the family lands, by purchase, conquest or inheritance, gradually building up an almost continuous bloc of territory extending 450 miles (750 kilometres) from the Jura Mountains to the North Sea. As members of the French royal house and as peers of France, they were deeply involved in the violent and sometimes chaotic politics of the Hundred Years War. Their rivalry with other branches of the dynasty, notably with Louis, Duke of Orleans, younger brother of King Charles VI, eventually accelerated into civil war and two dramatic public murders, of Louis of Orleans in the streets of Paris in 1407 and John the Fearless, second Duke of Burgundy, in 1419.
The latter was especially spectacular. By the year 1419 John’s opponents were headed by the Dauphin Charles, and, after negotiations between the duke and the Dauphin conducted by Tanneguy du Châtel, one of the Dauphin’s trusted followers, an agreement was made that the two great Capetian princes should meet on the bridge at Montereau, where the river Yonne joins the Seine, upstream from Paris. As Duke John neared the town it was reported to him that the party of the Dauphin had erected several strong barriers on the bridge, and some of his men advised him against proceeding further. Opinions were divided, but eventually the duke announced in a high clear voice that he would go on and ‘await the adventure that it pleased God to send him’. Tanneguy du Châtel informed him the Dauphin was ready, and, with a small group of his nobles, John advanced onto the bridge. Some of the Dauphin’s men met him at the first barrier on the bridge, renewed the oaths and promises as to his security and told him the Dauphin awaited him. He passed the first barrier, then the second, which was immediately locked behind him. There waiting was Tanneguy du Châtel, and Duke John slapped him on the shoulder, saying to his men, ‘here is the one I trust!’ The Dauphin was present, fully armed, leaning on one of the barriers. The duke knelt before him but received a cold response. One of the Dauphin’s followers took the kneeling duke by the arm, supposedly to help his rise, but at this moment Tanneguy du Châtel approached, said, ‘It is time!’, and struck the duke in the face with a small axe, slicing off his chin. John grasped for his sword, but Tanneguy and others gave him repeated blows and he fell dead. A sword was stuck into his belly to make sure. One of the Burgundian nobles who tried to resist was killed, the rest made captive. After the killing of his cousin, the Dauphin, who had been looking on, retired behind the barrier on which he had been leaning, and was escorted back to his lodgings.109
Figure 8 The murder of John the Fearless, duke of Burgundy, by followers of the Dauphin on the bridge at Montereau in 1419, a particularly bloody moment in the long struggle between the two branches of the French royal house.
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The immediate result of the murder of John the Fearless was an alliance between the Burgundians and the English invaders of France. This was agreed in principle within two months of the assassination and embodied in a formal treaty in December 1419. For the next sixteen years Philip the Good, son and heir of the murdered Duke John, cooperated with the English, although not without tension. The most remarkable fruit of this Anglo-Burgundian cooperation was the capture of Joan of Arc in a skirmish before Compiègne in 1430. She was a prisoner of the Burgundians before being sold to the English, tried and burned. But eventually Duke Philip came to terms with Charles VII, that is, the Dauphin who had stood by and watched while his father had been butchered. In the Treaty of Arras of 1435, Charles VII offered ‘our cousin, Philip, duke of Burgundy’ his excuses for the murder on the bridge at Montereau: he had been young and inexperienced at the time of the murder, it was a wicked deed, and he begged Duke Philip to remove from his heart any hatred towards him that he might have on its account; he would do all he could to arrest the perpetrators, relying on a list of their names provided by the duke; he would establish religious foundations for the soul of Duke John, including a Charterhouse at Montereau itself; as recompense for Duke John’s jewels, plundered at the time of the murder, he would pay 50,000 écus d’or, representing about 419 pounds or 190 kilogrammes of gold. It was only after all these provisions that the Treaty went on to talk about the territorial concessions Charles would make to Philip and the common front they would offer to the English. The Treaty of Arras, an important turning point in the Hundred Years War, thus opened with detailed provisions regarding a family murder.110
But the dukes of Burgundy had ambitions wider than that of being the dominant noble in France. One possibility was for the duke to become Holy Roman Emperor, with its essential preliminary of election as ‘king of the Romans’ by the leading figures of Germany. Another was the creation of a new kingdom. This hovered on the brink of realization in the middle decades of the fifteenth century. One of the subjects discussed between representatives of the Holy Roman Empire and Duke Philip in 1447 was ‘if it pleased him to be a king and take a crown with the title of one of his lands, such as Frisia, which was a kingdom in ancient times, or Brabant, which is the most ancient and excellent duchy of all Christendom’.111 Nothing came of this, but the idea was opened up again under Philip’s son and successor, the fiery but erratic Charles the Bold. Charles was well aware that there had once been a kingdom of Burgundy, which, he thought, France had ‘usurped’.112 It was even reported in 1473, after a ceremonious and well-publicized meeting at Trier, that a definite agreement had been made between Charles and the Emperor Frederick III that all Charles’ lands in the Holy Roman Empire would be incorporated into a new ‘kingdom of Burgundy’, for which he would do homage and render military service to the emperor.113 For whatever reason, the emperor got cold feet and departed secretly from Trier, leaving behind not only Duke Charles but also an unused crown and sceptre.114
From the time of her birth in February 1457, Mary of Burgundy, daughter of Charles the Bold, was heir to the Burgundian domains. As the years passed and it became clear that Charles would not have a son, Mary, as the most eligible bride in Christendom, was the subject of many marriage proposals. Eventually, despite the complications of their earlier dealings, Duke Charles and the emperor Frederick III agreed that Mary should marry Frederick’s son Maximilian of Habsburg. The marriage had not actually taken place when Duke Charles was killed in battle at Nancy in 1477, but it was celebrated soon thereafter, and so the Habsburgs staked their claim to the Burgundian inheritance. Although the French king was able to recover the duchy of Burgundy, most of the rest of the lands of Charles the Bold eventually came into Habsburg hands. The endowment of a junior line of the French royal family in 1363 thus led, two hundred years later, to the establishment along the French frontier of the greatest rivals to the kings of France. But if Charles the Bold had had a son to succeed him, his lands would probably have remained under the rule of his family, and perhaps the dukes of Burgundy might even have obtained the royal title they were so close to procuring. The Low Countries, rather than being under Habsburg rule, could have formed part of a new kingdom between France and Germany. So, the genetic lottery, and luck, again played a central part in European political history.





Queens, Sons and Lovers





Adulterous Queens
Although ruling female sovereigns were uncommon, queens consort, that is, wives of kings, were present in almost all kingdoms most of the time. Such queens not only had the task of giving birth to a son but were also centres of power: they had their own landed estate and treasure, they had a household, followers and servants, they were patrons of the Church and perhaps of writers and craftsmen. But they also had enemies, and because the queen’s chief role was sexual, to conceive and bear a son, her enemies might well choose to undermine her by a sexual charge, an accusation of adultery.115 An adulterous queen threatened both the king’s honour and the legitimacy of his descent. Such accusations were very serious and, although not common, there were a sufficient number of cases, and they attracted sufficient attention as public sexual scandals, that they also became a subject in fictional literature.116 The love triangles of Arthur/Guinevere/Lancelot and Mark/Isolde/Tristan, which centre on adulterous queens, are among the most familiar stories to have come down from the Middle Ages. Perhaps significantly, however, these famous literary cases involve queens who had not borne children, and they thus highlight fidelity, honour and trust between men rather than the legitimacy of the bloodline.
A notorious historical case involved the empress Judith, second wife of the emperor Louis the Pious. When Louis married her, in 819, he was over forty and already had three sons by his first wife. It is not known how old Judith was, but she must have been younger, perhaps much younger, and was renowned as being ‘really pretty (pulchra valde)’.117 In 823 she gave birth to a son, Charles, and then dedicated herself to ensuring that he would get his share of Louis’ empire, in the face of understandable resentment from Louis’ older children, her stepsons (see above, pp. 195–6). A further source of tension at Louis’ court was the dominant role of the chamberlain, Bernard, count of Septimania (Septimania is southern France between the Rhone and the Pyrenees). Resentment against him, and hostility to Judith’s ambitions for her son, could be neatly combined in an accusation that Bernard and Judith were engaged in an adulterous affair. Their enemies went to one of Louis’ sons, complaining about Bernard’s arrogance, ‘and also asserting, what is horrible to say, that he had defiled the father’s marriage bed’. The word used of Bernard here is incestator, which can simply mean ‘defiler’ but also more specifically ‘one who engages in incest’, a charge based on the fact that Bernard was Louis’ cousin and godson. The emperor’s lack of response to this shameful behaviour was attributed to witchcraft: ‘moreover, the father was so deceived by certain enchantments that not only could he not avenge this but was not even able to notice it’.118 A shifting alliance of Bernard and Judith’s enemies, including Louis’ older sons, was powerful enough to have Judith placed in a nunnery and make Bernard flee to Spain. But the situation was volatile, and both of them were eventually allowed to clear themselves by swearing an oath to their innocence. In the end, Judith was successful in her backing of her son Charles, who is known as Charles the Bald and sometimes regarded as the ‘first king of France’. One of the things that he did early in his reign was to have Bernard of Septimania executed, although not on a charge of adultery or incest.
Accusations of adulterous relations between queens and bishops were not uncommon, possibly because bishops would have less restricted access to royal women, as advisers or confessors, and this would give plausibility to accusations. In 887 Richardis, wife of the Frankish ruler Charles the Fat, was accused of adultery with Liutward, bishop of Vercelli, ‘who was active in the palace, living intimately with her and the emperor’, but she was able to refute the charge decisively.119 A century later, Emma, wife of Lothar, king of the West Franks, was accused by her brother-in-law, Lothar’s brother Charles, of adultery with Bishop Adalbero of Laon. Since the issue was public knowledge, a council of bishops was convened to discuss it. Intriguingly, the chronicle describing these events has the section containing their judgment cut away.120 We have a sad letter of Emma to her mother, complaining of the way her friends have turned against her and how ‘they have made up very wicked things against the bishop of Laon, to my shame and the shame of my whole lineage’.121 The ‘queen and the bishop’ story became a topos that generated legends, such as that concerning Queen Emma, mother of the English king, Edward the Confessor, who was supposedly accused of sexual relations with the bishop of Winchester but cleared herself through trial by ordeal, walking barefoot on red-hot ploughshares.122
The case of the empress Euphrosyne, wife of the Byzantine emperor Alexius III (1195–1203), is strange and complicated.123 She was a powerful woman, deeply involved in the patronage system, which she manipulated through her minister, Constantine Mesopotamites. Others, including her own son-in-law and brother, felt excluded and plotted revenge. They went to the emperor Alexius and, proclaiming that their loyalty to him outweighed even the bonds of kinship, accused Euphrosyne of adultery. They pointedly combined their picture of her foul deeds in the marriage bed with the suggestion that she was probably preparing her lover to be the next emperor. Alexius was convinced and sent one of his guards off to kill the supposed lover, an otherwise unidentified Vatatzes. Vatatzes’ head was sent to the emperor who vented his feelings by kicking it and reviling it. Euphrosyne appealed to have a proper trial, so that she could answer these charges, but Alexius refused, tortured her female servants and interrogated the eunuchs in order to get the information he wanted, and then banished the empress from the palace, sending her to a convent dressed in humble clothes and with two foreign maids who spoke poor Greek.
The picture to this point is fairly clear, with political factions of a purely self-interested kind struggling for advantage and using the particular vulnerability of powerful female figures, their sexual reputation, as a tool. It is perhaps unusual that it was Euphrosyne’s own relatives who brought the charge of adultery. The chronicler who tells this story, Niketas Choniates, explains that the accusers had not expected such a dramatic reaction from the emperor and had only wanted to diminish the empress’ influence, not have her expelled. They were also conscious of the shame they had brought on their own family and of the hostility of the populace at what they had done. Hence they encouraged Alexius to reinstate Euphrosyne and, six months after she had been sent out of the palace, she was back, regained the emperor’s affections and was as powerful as ever. It seems that the twists and turns of events in this case may be best explained by the character of the personalities involved: Alexius’ impulsiveness and Euphrosyne’s survival skills. Both were to be swept from power when the Fourth Crusade burst upon Constantinople in 1203–4.
One of the most dramatic cases involving the charge of adultery against royal women marked the final days of Philip IV of France. In 1314, which was to be the last year of his life, his dynasty faced a major scandal involving charges of sexual misconduct against not one, but three, royal brides.124 Margaret, wife of the king’s oldest son, Louis, and Blanche, wife of his youngest son, Charles, were accused of adultery with two of their household knights. Moreover, Joan, Blanche’s sister, who was the wife of the king’s middle son, Philip, was also under suspicion of connivance in these affairs. The three young brides found themselves part of an ominous drama: ‘all three were apprehended and conducted in carriages covered in black to be held in custody in strongholds’.125 Joan insisted on her innocence and was eventually cleared in the Parlement of Paris, the chief law-court, and reconciled to her husband, but the other two were imprisoned for life and the two household knights suffered a gruesome execution. It is possible that doubts about the paternity of Joanna, daughter of Louis and Margaret, played some part in excluding her from the succession after Louis’ death (see above, p. 146). Margaret died in prison and Louis remarried, while the marriage of Blanche and Charles was nullified by the pope in 1322, enabling Charles to make two more marriages in the, unfulfilled, hope of producing a surviving son. Between them, the three sons of Philip IV had six marriages but none produced sons who survived childhood. Philip was also the king responsible for the destruction of the Templars and that process shows how ready the king was to believe the most ornate and improbable charges, including those concerned with sexual misbehaviour. The persecution of the Templars culminated in the burning alive of the Grand Master of the Order, Jacques de Molay, on 18 March 1314, at the king’s orders. On 19 April 1314 the two knights accused of sleeping with the king’s daughters-in-law were tortured and executed. In the last springtime of his life Philip was determined to destroy the perverse wickedness he saw all around him.
Although no public trial was involved, accusations of adultery circulated against Margaret of Anjou, the queen of Henry VI of England.126 Their purpose was clearly to suggest that her son Edward, Prince of Wales, was not actually Henry’s and hence had no true claim to the succession. The beneficiary in that case would be Richard of York and these stories of adultery came from the Yorkist camp. They were given more plausibility by the fact that Margaret and Henry had been married for eight years before Edward was born and Henry, who was mentally ill, had not at first responded to him at all. In 1460 the earl of Warwick reportedly said, ‘our king is senseless and, disturbed in his mind, he does not rule but is ruled, power being in the hands of his wife and those who defile the king’s bed’.127 Here the charge is clearly that the queen is sleeping with other men. After the Yorkist victory at the Battle of Northampton in July that year, when the young Prince of Wales was seven, news spread as far as Italy that the Yorkist lords were planning to make a son of the duke of York king and ‘pass over the king’s son, as they are beginning already to say that he is not the king’s son’.128 But the earliest mention of doubt about the prince’s parentage, from 1456, is of a different charge. In that year an apprentice was hanged, drawn and quartered because ‘he made writings saying that Prince Edward was not the queen’s son’.129 Around that same time, a chronicler reports, ‘the queen was defamed and slandered that he that was called Prince was not her son but a bastard gotten in adultery’.130 Taken literally, both these cases imply that the rumour was that Edward was not Margaret’s son, rather than not being Henry’s. Perhaps they should be read as meaning that he was not Margaret and Henry’s son. Margaret fought ferociously for her son’s rights but could not prevent his killing at the hands of the Yorkists when aged seventeen.
Of course, it is entirely possible that some charges of adultery were true, but it is also clear that the issue involved an explosive combination of male honour and the legitimacy of the blood-line, both of them threatened by such accusations.






Sons and Lovers
The fate of royal widows varied considerably. Some married their dead husband’s successor (see above, pp. 34–43). Sometimes foreign queens went back to their homeland, as happened in the case of Matilda, daughter of Henry I of England and wife of Henry V of Germany, who returned to her father’s lands after the death of her husband in 1125. Their marriage was childless, but there are cases of foreign royal widows abandoning both their adopted countries and their natural children. A striking example is Isabella of Angoulême, wife of King John of England, who left England in 1217, the year after John’s death, to return to Angoulême, where she remarried. Her new husband was the son of the man she had been engaged to before John swept her away. Her children by John, including the nine-year-old Henry III, were left behind. She and Henry did not meet again until 1230. Despite this desertion, Henry proved to be generous to Isabella’s children by her second marriage, and his patronage of them in the 1240s and 1250s was one of the causes of the baronial rebellion against him. Aymer de Valence, a son of one of these half-brothers of the king, played an important part in the reigns of Edward I and Edward II. This royal widow thus left a mark on English politics for a hundred years, something that cannot be said of her predecessor as queen, Berengaria of Navarre, who never visited England at all. More significant than such cases were the widowed queens who remained in the kingdom, and here one crucial issue was whether they were the mother of the new king or not. Queen mothers were to be found in every kingdom and every century and often exercised considerable power, especially if their son, the new king, was young, for a respected queen mother could well be seen as a possible regent for a child king. Blanche of Castile, regent for the young Louis IX, is a notable example (see above, p. 117).
Kings were often resentful if their widowed mothers remarried. When Eadgifu, mother of Louis IV of France, remarried after twenty-two years of widowhood, Louis was so angry that he deprived her of her property, giving some of it to his own wife. Perhaps his anger is partly explained by her choice of a new husband, Count Heribert, son of the man who had driven Louis from the kingdom as a child.131 A later king of France, Philip I, reacted in a similar way to his mother’s remarriage. The marriage of Anna of Kiev, widow of Henry I, to Raoul, count of Crépy and Valois, took place in 1062, and was reported in a letter from the archbishop of Rheims to the pope: ‘Our queen married count Raoul, which grieved our king exceedingly.’132 A widowed queen’s remarriage was a major event and could have political consequences. Catherine, widow of Henry V of England, was forbidden by an Act of Parliament of 1427/8 to remarry without royal consent on pain of forfeiture of all her lands.133
In ruling dynasties, as in other families, a son’s relations with his father might be difficult. Relations with a stepfather had yet more potential for conflict. But what of relations with a mother’s lover? On more than one occasion young dynasts did encounter the situation where their powerful mothers, ruling as queens or regents, took one of their own nobles as a lover. Urraca, queen regnant of Castile, is an example (on her, see pp. 131–5 above). She had a son, Alfonso, by her first husband and, after the death of that husband and Urraca’s succession to the throne, she got married again, to Alfonso of Aragon. An opposition had formed around the figure of her son, which led to warfare between Urraca and Alfonso of Aragon, on one side, and the young Alfonso’s supporters, on the other: a mother and a stepfather at war with the mother’s son. After separation from her Aragonese husband, Urraca took a noble lover, Peter González of Lara, and had two children by him. Peter appears in sixty-six of her charters (44 per cent of the total 149 for her reign). In the first year of her reign he is called simply ‘the queen’s squire’, but by the last years he has become ‘the honourable count, lord Peter de Lara’.134 After her death and the accession of Urraca’s son, Alfonso, Peter rebelled and was exiled, seeking the protection of Urraca’s previous husband, Alfonso of Aragon, and was soon thereafter killed in a duel.135
This tale is curiously duplicated by that of Urraca’s illegitimate half-sister, Teresa of Portugal. She too had a son, Alfonso, by a first marriage but found herself at war with him after her husband’s death. She, too, had a noble lover, Ferdinand Perez of Traba, by whom she had two daughters. Between 1121 and 1128 Ferdinand Perez was virtual ruler of Portugal. Even twenty years later a flattering poet could write of him, ‘if one were to see him, one would judge him already a king’.136 This did not stop the austere saint Theotonius, prior of the Holy Cross, Coimbra, from publicly rebuking the couple: ‘one day, while he was preaching in the church of Viseu, the queen and count Ferdinand, who was living with her but not her lawful husband, quickly left the church blushing with shame’.137 They faced opposition of a different kind from Teresa’s son, Alfonso, who defeated his mother and Count Ferdinand in the Battle of Guimarães or São Mamede in 1128. Like Peter González of Lara, Ferdinand went into exile, but was ultimately reconciled to his lover’s son.138
Another young ruler who had to deal with his mother’s lover was Wenceslas II of Bohemia (see p. 119). He was not yet seven years of age when his father Premysl Otakar II was killed fighting the Austrians in 1278. Rudolf, king of the Romans (Holy Roman Emperor elect), entered Bohemia and appointed the margrave of Brandenburg to govern it, and the young Wenceslas was taken off to Brandenburg, where, a sympathetic chronicler records, he faced poverty and want: ‘He often lacked food … he spent several years there in worn-out clothes, … and, denied linen clothing, he had to be content with just woollen garments. He frequently appeared with shoes that were falling to pieces, because he had not a penny to give to have them mended.’139 Finally, in 1282, Wenceslas returned to Bohemia. In the intervening four years the situation in his kingdom had become anarchic, and the country also suffered famine. ‘With how great a sting of agitation’, asks the chronicler, ‘do you think the king’s heart was pierced, who found his kingdom completely desolate?’140
He also found that his mother, Cunigunda, widow of Premysl Otakar, had taken a lover, Zawisch von Falkenstein, member of a powerful Bohemian noble family who had opposed Premysl Otakar.141 The chronicler can only explain this distasteful fact by magic:

Because a woman’s mind changes easily, the queen, as they say, deluded by certain tricks of his magic art, loved him warmly and made efforts to please him … Zawisch, seeing that he had found favour in the eyes of the queen, desired more, and stirred up the queen’s heart to love him, deceiving her with certain stratagems of black magic. So the devil, as a deceitful best man, took care that illicit intercourse should be consummated between the queen and Zawisch.142


The queen gave birth to a son by Zawisch: ‘Thus Zawisch prostituted the pure Cunigunda and stained the bed of the dead king of the Bohemians.’143

Cunigunda was, perhaps understandably, apprehensive that her son might be angry, but Wenceslas was more pleased to see her than cross with what she had been doing: ‘The king ordered his mother Cunigunda to be cheerful, and thus the boy rejoiced in his mother, he who had previously lived suffering, without a father, in foreign lands.’144 He was only eleven. Zawisch was also reconciled with the king. He wasted no time in securing control of the royal court, dismissing the current officials and replacing them with his own men, restricting access to Wenceslas and encouraging the young king to indulge in ‘childish games’, so that ‘while he played’ he would have a free hand in running the state.145 Zawisch now married Cunigunda, in May 1285, but she did not long survive this second wedding, dying the following September.
Zawisch’s ambitions were still high and he now sought and won the hand of the king of Hungary’s sister. When she bore a child, he diplomatically asked both the king of Hungary, his brother-in law, and King Wenceslas, his stepson, to be godparents, and to meet him on the borders of the two kingdoms. Wenceslas’ friends feared a trap, designed to get the king away from the crowds of Prague to a remote spot where Zawisch could kill him. Wenceslas devised a counter-plan, asking Zawisch to come to Prague to escort him to the baptism and then seizing him, recovering from him the royal treasure and regalia that he had in his possession and finally, in 1290, executing him before the walls of the castle of Hluboká (Frauenberg), which Zawisch’s brother was refusing to surrender. For twelve years, from the age of seven to the age of nineteen, Wenceslas had lived precariously and in the shadows of others. His mother’s lover had ruled in his place and had acquired royal estates and royal treasure. Now, at last, his loyal chronicler proclaimed, ‘You can live peacefully, young king.’146
A similar situation occurred in England a generation or two later, but with a more chilling ingredient. The young Edward III, like Wenceslas II, faced a regime ruled by his widowed mother and her lover, but in this case they had been responsible for his father’s deposition and death.147 The father, Edward II, had a fondness for bright young men and indulged them by granting them lands and titles, freezing out the old aristocracy.148 His French queen, Isabella, finally left him and resided in France, where she encountered Roger Mortimer, a rebel baron, now living in exile after escaping from the Tower of London. They became lovers by March 1326 and plotted their return to England and the overthrow of Edward II. In September 1326 they landed in England with forces made up of Edward’s enemies and mercenaries and very quickly brought down his regime and captured the king himself.
Edward II was deposed in January 1327 and his fourteen-year-old son crowned as Edward III. His mother Isabella and her lover Roger Mortimer governed England for the next four years, despite having no official position. Mortimer used his power to destroy his enemies, build up enormous wealth and even have an entirely new title, earl of March, invented for him. At some point, most people believe, he ordered the murder of the deposed king. Naturally, Mortimer created many enemies, some of whom were willing to support the young Edward III in a bid to free himself from the domination of his mother’s lover. In October 1330, the seventeen-year-old king and a band of supporters entered Nottingham castle, where Isabella and Mortimer were sleeping, through a secret underground tunnel. Hearing them approaching the bedchamber, Isabella called out, ‘Good son, good son, have mercy on noble Mortimer!’149 But Edward showed no mercy. Mortimer was taken to the Tower of London, the same place where he had earlier been imprisoned by Edward II, and, within a few weeks, was hanged like a common criminal. Isabella was retired to a distant castle where she lived on for almost twenty-eight years.
Wenceslas II and Edward III had experienced similar unsettling situations, having the title of king but seeing their mother’s lover actually rule. In Edward’s case, in addition, the relationship between his mother and Mortimer was adulterous and had led to his father’s murder. Wenceslas, on the other hand, had endured deprivation and hardship and was much younger than Edward, only seven, when his trouble began. In their late teens both kings had asserted themselves, capturing and killing their mother’s lover, in Edward’s case seizing him in his mother’s bed. There is no question that Zawisch and Mortimer were powerful nobles who represented a political threat to the young kings, but it is hard not to imagine that there were complex sexual feelings at work when these teenage boys killed their mother’s lovers in 1290 and 1330.






Stepmothers
In the pre-industrial world, stepmothers were common, because people died young, and women were especially likely to die in childbirth, leaving youngish husbands who would remarry. In the modern industrial world, stepmothers are common because of the prevalence of divorce. Both situations create a family with particular dynamics. One strong and recurrent conception of the stepmother that emerges from many medieval sources is of a hostile and jealous figure, who hates her stepchildren and tries to influence her husband against them. For instance, Gregory of Tours tells the story of King Sigismund of Burgundy (516–24), who married a daughter of the Ostrogothic king Theodoric and had a son by her, Sigeric. After her death, Sigismund married again:

he took another wife, who began fiercely to malign and slander his son, as is the way with stepmothers. Whence it happened that, one feast day, when the boy recognized his mother’s clothes on her, disturbed by bitterness, he said to her, ‘For you were not worthy to have these clothes cover your back, which are known to have belonged to your mistress, my mother.’150

This stepmother contrived to stir up Sigismund against Sigeric and he had his son killed. The account simply assumes that stepmothers will resent their stepsons. It also provides a credible motive for the son’s outburst, seeing this woman dressed in his dead mother’s clothes, an unforgivable appropriation of her intimate femininity. A son who had lost his mother would, perhaps understandably, have complicated feelings about his father’s new young wife. The sympathetic canoness, Hroswitha of Gandersheim, explained the dissatisfaction of Liudolf, oldest son of Otto I, on seeing his father remarry and the new wife assuming a central place at court: ‘from the buried depths of the troubled young man, it brings sighs of the heart for the lost loving of his own dear mother’.151 Liudolf went on to rebel against his father, and died young.

Philip I of France was notorious for setting aside his wife, mother of his son Louis, and taking up with Bertrada of Montfort, wife of the count of Anjou. By her he had two sons, Philip and Florus, and rumours circulated that Bertrada was determined that Philip, rather than her stepson Louis, should succeed to the throne.152 Bishop Ivo of Chartres justified the very hasty coronation of Louis in 1108, after his father’s death, by the fact that ‘there were certain disturbers of the kingdom’ plotting ‘to transfer the kingdom to another person’.153 The Norman chronicler Orderic Vitalis gives a colourful, perhaps partly imaginary, picture of Bertrada of Montfort as a wicked stepmother. Orderic disapproved of the relationship between King Philip and Bertrada, which he regarded, not unreasonably, as adulterous, calling Bertrada a pelex, the less polite word for ‘mistress’, and stressing her ambitions for her own sons: ‘She greatly desired his [Louis’] destruction and made many attempts, with the help of her companions in evil, to ensure that she would glory in the ruling power and her sons, Philip and Florus, would be securely enthroned in the royal seat if he should die.’ Orderic tells the story of how, when Louis visited the court of Henry I of England, Bertrada sent a secret envoy to Henry with a letter supposedly from King Philip, asking him to seize Louis and lock him up for life. The plot failed, however, and, when Louis heard of it, he wished to kill his stepmother. She decided to strike before him and employed three sorcerers to kill him through magic. When the plot was discovered and disrupted, Bertrada turned to poisoners, who were able to bring Louis to the point of death. He was saved at the last minute, not by French doctors, but by ‘a hairy man from Barbary’, who ‘had lived a long time among the heathen and had learned the deep and subtle secrets of nature from his teachers’. Louis recovered but was always paler than before. Soon after his succession his stepmother retired to a monastery.154
Stepdaughters could have feelings just as complex as stepsons. Maria porphyrogenita, daughter of the Byzantine emperor Manuel Comnenus by his first wife, was regarded as rightful heir to the empire until the birth of a son to Manuel by his second wife, Maria of Antioch. This might have been grounds enough for resentment on the part of Maria porphyrogenita. The situation became more complicated, however, after Manuel’s death in 1180 and the succession of his young son, Alexius II, with Maria of Antioch, his mother, as regent. Although the widowed empress took the veil and adopted the name in religion of Xene (‘the foreign woman’), she nevertheless took as her lover Manuel’s nephew, the protosebastos Alexius Comnenus. The emotions of Maria porphyrogenita are described by the historian Niketas Choniates: ‘She almost choked at the thought of the protosebastos unholily exploring her father’s bed; besides, she welcomed rash deeds, was like a man in spirit and exceedingly jealous of her stepmother by nature.’155 Here there is a remarkable conjunction of two apparently contradictory emotions: outrage at another man being in her father’s bed, but also hatred of the woman her father had been in that bed with. Young kings like Wenceslas II and Edward III had to deal with their mother’s lover, princes like Sigeric of Burgundy and the future Louis VI faced antagonism from stepmothers, but Maria porphyrogenita confronted a stepmother who had introduced a lover into her father’s bed.
Maria porphyrogenita now gave her support to a cousin, Andronicus Comnenus, in opposition to Maria of Antioch, and plotted to overthrow her, but, after the failure of her coup in 1181, she had to take refuge in Hagia Sophia, saying that she was in flight from her angry stepmother and violent lover, who, she said, ‘had sullied the family’.156 Street fighting between her faction and that of the empress followed, eventually settled by a truce and amnesty. Meanwhile Andronicus Comnenus was closing in and eventually all other participants fell victim to him. The protosebastos Alexius Comnenus was blinded, Maria porphyrogenita and her husband supposedly poisoned, the empress Maria of Antioch strangled after Andronicus had secured her condemnation by her own son, the young emperor Alexius, who signed the decree ‘as though with a drop of his mother’s blood’.157 Finally Alexius himself was strangled, decapitated and his body thrown into the sea. Andronicus had ruthlessly cleared the field for himself but his first steps were made easier by the clash of stepmother and stepdaughter in Constantinople.
These events, like the alleged adultery of the daughters-in-law of Philip IV of France or the tense relations between Wenceslas II and his mother’s lover, Zawisch von Falkenstein, underline how impossible it is to separate the political and the sexual in the lives of members of ruling dynasties. For great men and great women, taking a lover was far from being a private matter. It not only involved them with the family of their lover, with possible consequences for the patterns of power, but also threw a stone into the dark waters of the emotions of their own relatives. Sons and daughters had strong feelings about the sexual behaviour of their widowed mothers or stepmothers and all around were powerful and competitive courtiers and lords eager to use those feelings to gain an advantage for their own position, while an adulterous queen or simply the charge of adultery would unsettle court life and perhaps provide her enemies with the chance to advance their own faction or undermine that of their opponents. What happened in bed had political consequences.





Chapter 7 Royal Mortality


Death
Very many members of ruling dynasties, like other people in the Middle Ages, died before puberty. A study of the top ranks of the nobility in late medieval England, whose mortality would be the same as or similar to that of royal families, shows that around a third of children died before they were five. Those who survived, who are the ones we know something about, might live a fair bit longer. Male members of this group who survived to twenty might expect to live another twenty years, while females could anticipate another thirty, the difference being largely explained by the violent deaths of males through execution or in battle.1 The average age at death of the Plantagenet kings was forty-five. The longest survivor, Edward I, died at the age of sixty-eight. Statistics for German rulers are astonishingly similar. The average age at death of the kings of Germany in the period 911–1273 was about forty-six. Frederick Barbarossa was the oldest, probably sixty-eight, like Edward I of England. The rulers of Castile from 1157–1504 were slightly less long-lived, dying, on average, at forty, with Alfonso X, ‘the Wise’, being the veteran, at age sixty-three.2 So these monarchies present a generally similar pattern, with average age at death in the forties and the longest-lived monarchs dying in their sixties.
A normal life, terminated by a ‘natural’ death, through illness, need thus not be very long. Many lives, however, came to a violent and sudden end. Sometimes this was through accidents. Most members of ruling dynasties lived active, outdoor lives and faced the risks that are unavoidable to those on horseback. Horses are big, powerful animals and riding has its hazards. Philip, the crowned son of Louis VI of France, died when his horse fell on him after stumbling on a pig in the streets of Paris.3 In 882 Louis III, king of the West Franks, met his death after an accident he suffered while chasing a girl. She fled to her father’s house and Louis ‘jokingly’ pursued her on horseback. He hit the door-frame, however, and injured himself so seriously that he died soon afterwards.4 When John I of Castile visited Alcalá de Henares in 1390 he was tempted to give his horse its head on a clear open field:

the king rode on a Castilian roan horse. He went out of the town through the Burgos Gate and, in a fallow field, the king gave the spurs to the horse he was riding and, in the middle of the gallop, it stumbled and fell with the king, in such a way that he broke every bone in his body.5


Mary of Burgundy, who ruled the great Burgundian domains in her own right from 1477 to 1482, and was the wife of Maximilian of Habsburg, son of the Holy Roman Emperor (later to be Emperor himself), ‘rode a fiery little horse’, but while she was out riding in the early spring of 1482 this creature threw her and she hit her head upon a large piece of wood, dying a few days later. News was brought to Louis XI of France, enemy of the house of Burgundy, ‘who had great joy of them’. He immediately began planning to undermine Burgundian power.6 Such was the link between a fall in the woods and the high politics of medieval Europe.

The dangers of riding were heightened during the hunt. In November 1143, Fulk, king of Jerusalem, was accompanying his wife on an excursion outside the city of Acre when their entourage startled a hare in their path.

The king, unfortunately, snatched up his lance and urged his horse forward to that spot and drove it into a swift gallop in order to pursue the hare. Speeding heedlessly forward, the horse fell headlong to the ground, threw the king and, as he lay there, stunned by the pain of the fall, the saddle crushed his head, so that his brains came out both through his ears and his nose.7


He lived on for three days but did not regain consciousness. His body was taken for burial to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem and his widow and teenage son took up the reins of government.

In this case, Fulk had simply seized an unexpected opportunity for hare-coursing, but planned hunts were also very hazardous and could result in fatal accidents. Since the hunt was a major activity of the European ruling class throughout the Middle Ages (and beyond), there are examples from all times and places, some of them with important political consequences. Aistulf, king of the Lombards, was killed in 756 while hunting in the woods when his horse threw him against a tree.8 In 884 the West Frankish king Carloman also died from a hunting accident: ‘he is said to have been killed by being gored by a boar during a hunt, but in fact he died after being accidentally wounded by one of his followers in that hunt’.9 In the haste and excitement of the hunt, with the limited visibility of forest terrain, such accidents were not surprising. William Rufus, second of the Norman kings of England, son of William the Conqueror, also died when one of his companions shot him accidentally while on a hunt in the New Forest. One of Rufus’ nephews also died in the New Forest, either colliding with a tree while galloping after an animal or, like Rufus, shot accidentally by a companion, and one of Rufus’ brothers also died hunting there. The New Forest had been created by William the Conqueror as a royal hunting reserve and required the eviction of most of its inhabitants and the closure of many churches, so it is not surprising that monastic chroniclers saw the deaths of these members of the Conqueror’s family as divine judgment.10 Whether this was the case or not, William Rufus’ unexpected death provided his younger brother with the opportunity to seize the Crown and become Henry I of England. Another royal casualty of an accident on the hunt was Valdemar, son and heir of Valdemar II of Denmark, and co-king, who was shot in the foot while hunting at Røsnæs, near Kalundborg, in 1231 and died from the wound, presumably from infection.11
The combination of fast riding and wild beasts that the hunt might involve often proved fatal. Three Byzantine emperors died in hunting accidents, either falling from their horse or from the attack of the animals they were hunting.12 Two of the last three Carolingian rulers of France, Louis IV in 954 and Louis V in 987, died after hunting accidents, the former falling from his horse while pursuing a wolf.13 This latter incident marked the end of the last Carolingian king. A rather more unusual beast turned up in 1220 when the disaffected Leonese prince Sancho, a potential claimant to the throne, who was on his way to join the Spanish Muslims but had set up a base in an abandoned castle in order to plunder the neighbouring lands, was killed by a bear while hunting in the wilderness.14
Riding accidents and hunting accidents thus harvested a crop of rulers. Another permanent threat was human physical violence in this complex, brutal world. It is easy enough when reading medieval chronicles or modern summaries of the political histories of medieval kingdoms to be struck by the high level of violence in political life. Obviously, modern times also provide plenty of examples of political violence, but it is remarkable how often medieval rulers died violent deaths and how common usurpation was. But this violence was not uniform, of a similar intensity in all times and places, and it is worthwhile trying to map out the more and the less violent regimes and societies.
A statistical study of 1,500 European rulers between 600 and 1800 calculated that about 6 per cent died in battle and more than 14 per cent were murdered. It also concluded that the rates of both battle deaths and murders declined markedly over the course of the Middle Ages: battle deaths were common in the period 600–1100, less frequent in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries and insignificant after 1300, while murders of kings and queens were less frequent after 1400 than before.15 Since these statistics are drawn from a large number of monarchies, including the Ottoman empire and Muslim Spain, and extend to the end of the eighteenth century, the resulting thesis, of a long-term decline in political violence, cannot simply be reapplied to Latin Christendom and Byzantium in the period 500–1500, the world of this book. It is probably more fruitful to look at geographical and chronological variation within that world.
The average length of the reign of medieval monarchs varied from country to country and period to period. This is unlikely to reflect different demographic regimes, such as major changes in overall life expectancy or the impact of new diseases, but rather the level of instability and violence in the political system. For instance, if we compare the average length of reign of the Byzantine emperors with that of the kings of France after 987, the date of the accession of the first Capetian, it is striking that the former, at twelve years, is exactly half that of the kings of France.16 This is obviously connected with the fact that more than a third of Byzantine emperors came to power through usurpation, while the French throne descended in an unbroken line of family succession. A calculation has been made that of the eighty-eight Byzantine emperors from Constantine the Great, who founded Constantinople in 324, to Constantine XII, who died defending it in 1453, only thirty-seven died natural deaths in office. That is 42 per cent. Of the rest, three died in hunting accidents and five in battle, but forty-five were either killed, mutilated or sent to monasteries by their supplanters. Blinding was the most commonly inflicted form of mutilation, sometimes done with such gusto that it led to death, as in the case of Constantine VI, blinded on his mother’s command in 797, and Romanos IV Diogenes in 1072.17
When we compare Byzantium and France, we are in fact comparing, on the one hand, an empire which continued the violent succession practices of imperial Rome, with, on the other hand, the most smoothly functioning dynastic system in western Europe. One of the things that struck contemporary observers of the Capetian dynasty was this peaceful transmission of power from generation to generation. ‘They have persisted faithfully in the faith of Christ’, wrote Ralph de Diceto, dean of St Paul’s, London, in a riot of alliteration, ‘and have experienced the most faithful faith of their subjects, so that, raised to the royal crown through the due favour of the Gauls, they have completed the course of life, not with the sword, not by poison, but by the common fate of all.’18 Gerald of Wales echoed this praise of the Capetians:

these, always following their father’s reign in hereditary sequence and by natural right … when they have at last run through the course of temporal life, dying a good death and receiving eternal reward in heaven for such pious and just rule, hand on their realms happily to their sons and heirs.19


The calm waters of Capetian rule were occasionally troubled by disputes involving members of the family. The first three generations, in particular, saw kings in conflict with sons and brothers, but after the middle of the eleventh century such dissension was rare. It was reported that Bertrada of Montfort, stepmother of Louis VI, hoped to replace Louis with her son by Philip I, also called Philip;20 there was apparently an attempted coup by Robert of Dreux, brother of Louis VII, in 1149, while the king was still in the East during the Second Crusade;21 and, in the early years of the young Louis IX, aristocratic rebels included Philip Hurepel, son of Philip Augustus, and Peter Mauclerc, a great-grandson of Louis VI. But these challenges are separated by fifty or eighty years and seem to have been brushed off without much trouble. Significantly, in none of these cases does physical violence seem to have been envisaged against the king. In fact, no French king suffered a violent death at the hands of assailants between the death of Robert I in battle in 923 and the assassination of Henry III in 1589, a record that has no parallel in medieval Europe.

Kings were expected to be war-leaders and so death in battle against foreign foes was sometimes their fate. These foreign foes might not be so far away. The competing Anglo-Saxon kingdoms of the seventh century were often engaged in warfare with each other and Bede, the main source for the period, reports the deaths of twelve kings fighting against their English neighbours, as well as the defeat and death of Ecgfrith of Northumbria during his invasion of the land of the Picts. Warfare between the Irish kingdoms was likewise constant and death in battle a common fate of Irish kings. Elsewhere, there might be a clearer cultural division between enemies. The Byzantines conceived of their world as surrounded by barbarians who needed to be resisted and this warfare was endless and sometimes disastrous: the emperor Nicephorus I was killed fighting the Bulgars in 811 and his skull made into a drinking cup by the victors,22 while in 1453 Constantine XII, the last emperor, died fighting the Turks in the imperial city of Constantinople itself.
It was not only foreign enemies who were to be feared. Probably as much effort was expended in fighting internal rivals as external foes and some civil wars were long and bloody. Several rulers of the western empire (‘Holy Roman Emperors’) or claimants to that title died in battle against German rivals or rebels. Rudolf of Rheinfelden, elected king in opposition to Henry IV, met him in battle in 1080 and, although Rudolf’s side won the battle, he died after having his right hand cut off, a ‘most worthy punishment for his perjury’, according to Henry’s supporters.23 William of Holland, another ‘anti-king’, died fighting against the lightly armed and always independent Frisians in the winter of 1256, when his heavy armoured war-horse fell through the ice of a frozen marsh, and the Frisians stuck him full of javelins.24 In 1298 Adolf of Nassau was killed fighting against Albert of Habsburg, whom the electors had chosen in his place after deposing him.
Some battle deaths marked a dynastic revolution: the replacement of native Anglo-Saxon kings by the Norman dynasty after Hastings in 1066; the overthrow of the Hohenstaufen by the Angevin dynasty in Sicily after Benevento in 1266; the end of the Plantagenets and arrival of the Tudors after Bosworth in 1485. Others did not end dynasties but nevertheless marked permanent political reorientations. After Peter II of Aragon was killed at Muret in 1213, his assemblage of southern French territories and overlordships largely disintegrated and southern France orientated itself towards northern France, not towards Catalonia. The death of Premysl Otakar II of Bohemia at the Marchfeld (also known as the Battle of Dürnkrüt) in 1278 led to the disintegration of his central European empire and opened opportunities for the family of his victorious opponent, Rudolf of Habsburg, father of the Albert just mentioned.
Battles were rare; murder and assassination less so. In some regimes they were constant features. Between 531 and 555 four Visigothic kings of Spain were killed by their own subjects. Bishop Gregory of Tours expressed his distaste for this way of dispensing with rulers: ‘The Goths have this detestable custom, that, if one of their kings does not please them, they fall upon him with the sword, and make someone king who is agreeable to them.’25 It needed the harsh rule of Leovigild (568–86) to end this situation, and Gregory describes him ‘killing all those who had been accustomed to kill kings, not leaving alive anyone who pisses against a wall’ (that is, any male).26 But, after the reigns of Leovigild and his son Reccared, dynastic stability was again disrupted and most subsequent Visigothic kings were killed or deposed.
Scandinavia also had a reputation for the killing of kings. The English chronicler William of Newburgh, writing in the 1190s, thought that it was pretty much a law that Norwegian kings came to a violent end:

for the last hundred years, or more, although many kings have succeeded there, not one of them has ended his life either from old age or disease, but all have died from cold iron, leaving the title of the kingdom to their killers, as if to legitimate successors.27

But this was changing even as William wrote. The last violent death of a recognized Norwegian king was that of Magnus Erlingsson in 1184, who drowned during a battle in the Sognefjord. Only six kings before that time had died a peaceful death, so 1184 marks a turning point.28 It was a change in levels of violence that came to the other Scandinavian kingdoms, for the murder of Erik Klipping of Denmark in 1286 was the very last case of the murder of a Scandinavian king, with the one exception of Gustaf III of Sweden, who was shot at a masked ball in 1792.29 The example of Denmark also shows that periods of violence could be short and intermittent. Of the thirty-two kings who ruled Denmark in the period 1000–1500, eight died violent deaths, but half of these (i.e. the deaths which occurred in 1134 and 1137, and the two in 1157) were in a period of civil war in the middle of the twelfth century; otherwise, there was one case in the eleventh century and three in the thirteenth, including Erik Klipping’s murder. While it is true that a quarter of Denmark’s kings in this period died violent deaths, the violence was not a uniform feature of Danish dynastic life.

But the pattern of declining violence is certainly not universal. Dynasties which proliferated into various separate lines had a particular tendency to bloody rivalry. When Charlemagne drew up plans for the future of his empire in 806, he included a provision protecting his present and future grandsons. None of his sons, he ordered, should kill, mutilate, blind or forcibly tonsure any of the grandsons, without a just trial.30 This provision reveals what he thought were likely events, which needed to be guarded against, namely, violence within the dynasty. This was a striking feature of Irish royal dynasties. For instance, ‘between 1274 and 1315 there were no less than thirteen kings of Connacht, of whom nine were killed by their own brothers or cousins and two were deposed’.31
The history of the Angevin dynasty of the later Middle Ages, which ruled both Naples and Hungary, is also marked by recurrent murders as the different branches of the family struggled with each other. Notably, the victims included royal women as well as royal men. Andrew of Hungary, the teenage husband, and cousin, of Joanna I of Naples, was murdered in mysterious circumstances in 1345, and Andrew’s older brother, Louis, king of Hungary, suspected Joanna’s involvement and undertook repeated military expeditions to Naples. In 1348, Joanna fled the kingdom, while Louis captured and beheaded Charles of Durazzo, Joanna’s brother-in-law and cousin. Eventually Louis withdrew and Joanna was restored. Louis of Hungary now encouraged the ambitions of Charles of Durazzo’s nephew, also Charles of Durazzo, who, in 1381, deposed Joanna I, took the throne of Naples, and, the following year, had Joanna murdered. After the death of Louis of Hungary in 1382, his daughter Mary was proclaimed his successor, under the regency of Elizabeth, her mother, but Charles of Durazzo was determined to assert his claim and invaded Hungary. He deposed Mary and became king of Hungary as well as Naples in December 1385, but was murdered after a few months, at the instigation of Elizabeth. It was not long before Elizabeth herself fell into the hands of her opponents, who had her strangled in 1387. This complex and brutal sequence of events shows competition between different branches of the family reaching a very high level of violence and enduring over generations. There is nothing primitive or backward about the societies in which this savage family drama was played out and it is clearly not part of a story of declining violence.
It is possible to establish the chronological patterns of dynastic violence in individual kingdoms. If we take as an example the twenty-five kings of Scots who died between 1000 and 1500, we find that eight suffered a violent death at the hands of enemies, to which we can add the case of Donald III (Domnall Bán), who was either deposed and blinded or actually killed in 1097. Of those nine cases, seven are found in the eleventh century and two in the fifteenth. Between 1097, the deposition of Donald III, and the murder of James I in 1437, a period of 340 years, no Scottish king was killed by enemies, although one died in an accident and another, John Balliol, was deposed. It is certainly not the case that Scottish history in the twelfth, thirteenth and fourteenth centuries was tranquil and untroubled, but the killing of kings was not part of ordinary political life. In the eleventh century, in contrast, it was the rule: only one of the eight kings who died in that period died a natural death. This was Malcolm II, whose reign was an unusually long one of twenty-nine years. His reign began with Malcolm defeating and killing a cousin, and he was still finding it necessary to kill kinsmen in his last years, so this was not an oasis of peace in a bloody century. At the other end of the period we are discussing, the fifteenth century, two of the four regal deaths were murders by native opponents. In addition, James II was blown up by one of his own cannons while besieging Roxburgh. There thus seems to be a move away from the most extreme form of dynastic violence after 1100 but a return to it in the fifteenth century. If we consider the Plantagenet dynasty of England, a clear chronological pattern emerges, which we can set by the side of the Scottish figure. In the medieval period, excluding those who died as babies, there were fifty-eight male descendants of Count Geoffrey of Anjou, from whom the Plantagenets descended. Of these, twenty-three died through violence, sixteen of them (almost three-quarters) in the fifteenth century, the last century of Plantagenet rule. This century clearly belongs to what the great medievalist Maitland called ‘the ages of blood’, after an earlier period when the upper classes had been relatively less bloodthirsty in their feuds.32 A return to high levels of violence in the fifteenth century is thus discernible in both Scotland and England.
An ancient Greek saying was, ‘He is a fool who kills the father and spares the sons’,33 and the unfortunate children of deposed rulers might well be finished off along with them, a natural precaution to prevent future trouble. This is what happened to the young sons of the emperor Maurice when he was deposed and beheaded in 602.34 When Justinian II was murdered in 711, his six-year-old son Tiberius was also hunted down and killed.35 The same savage efficiency was exhibited by the Merovingians. After the Frankish king Theuderic II defeated his half-brother Theudebert II in 612, ‘his little son, called Meroveus, was, at Theuderic’s command, seized by the foot and dashed against a rock; his brains burst forth from his head and he gave up the spirit’.36
There were ways of neutralizing one’s enemies short of murder. Byzantine usurpers sometimes sought to insure their future by castrating the sons of those they displaced. If dynastic continuity depended on ‘propagation of blood’, then castration was one effective way of ensuring that no propagation took place. To castrate one’s enemies meant that their line was at an end and that no sons would grow up as their avengers. The oldest son of Michael I Rangabe (811–13) was castrated at the age of twenty after his father’s deposition, while, after the murder of Leo V in 820, his four sons were exiled and castrated.37 Michael V (1041–2) had the evil reputation of having castrated all his own relatives, presumably to safeguard his position.38 Blinding of rivals was also a very common practice in Byzantium. In 792 Constantine VI blinded his uncle Nicephorus, who was a contender for the throne, as well as cutting out the tongues of his other four uncles.39 The Carolingians, too, frequently used blinding as a way of removing opponents without actually killing them. Louis the Pious had his nephew, Bernard, king of Italy, blinded in 818 after he had conspired against him. Louis’ son Charles the Bald had his own son, Carloman, blinded after rebellion. Charles the Fat blinded his cousin Hugh, the illegitimate son of Lothar II, in 885 after a conspiracy against him.40 The practice continued after the collapse of the Carolingian empire. Louis, king of Provence and later emperor, whose mother was a Carolingian, was blinded by Berengar, his rival for the kingdom of Italy, in 905. Berengar justified his action by saying that Louis had earlier sworn an oath not to come to Italy again.41 A contemporary poet gives a vivid picture of Berengar’s men approaching the walls of Verona, where Louis had taken refuge in a church:

They were admitted straightaway and entered the church where the wretched Louis was, and swiftly seized him, bound him and deprived him of his fair eyes. For he was sitting in the nave, perhaps thinking himself safe, and that is why he lost the kindly gifts of light, and was to be besieged by shadow even at daybreak.42


Blinding of rivals, within or outside the dynasty, was also a common feature of dynastic life in Ireland. The Annals of Ulster report fifteen cases in the eleventh century alone.43 The practice continued into the late Middle Ages. In 1444, the Annals record, ‘Mathgamain Ua Brian was blinded and deposed this year by his own brother, namely, Toirdelbach Ua Brian, and Toirdelbach himself was made king over Thomond.’44 In the Welsh princely houses the practice of castrating enemies and rivals was common. In one case, the motives, although perhaps obvious anyway, are spelled out: ‘Hywel ap Iorweth of Caerleon seized Owain Pen-carn, his uncle. And, after gouging his eyes out of his head, he had him castrated lest he should beget issue who might rule thereafter over Caerleon.’45 Castrating your uncle meant you did not have to deal with cousins. It has, however, been plausibly argued that Welsh dynastic politics underwent a change in the last century of Welsh independence and that after 1200 ‘political bloodshed was rare’.46 Indeed, the last case of castration recorded in the main Welsh chronicle, the Brut y Tywysogyon, is in 1175, the last case of blinding in 1193.47

After the Holy Roman Emperor Henry VI conquered the kingdom of Sicily in 1194, he ensured that the previous ruler would never pose a threat by blinding and castrating the child-king William III, son of Tancred.48 Duke Almos of Hungary and his son Bela were blinded by Almos’ brother, King Koloman of Hungary, c. 1113, on account of Almos’ rebellion. Koloman also ordered Bela to be castrated, but the man instructed to do this, ‘fearing God and the sterility of the kingdom’, castrated a puppy instead and brought its testicles to the king. Koloman’s son, King Stephen II (1116–31), kept Bela in custody but designated him as his successor and arranged his marriage with the Serbian princess Ilona. Bela ‘the Blind’ ruled 1131–41 and was the ancestor of the later kings of Hungary. Queen Ilona reportedly had sixty-eight nobles executed for their involvement in her husband’s blinding.49




Burial





Mausolea
It is in the nature of the evidence that we know more about the deaths than the births of members of ruling dynasties. Memorialization of the dead was one of the main activities of the medieval Church, and was one of the reasons that lay people, including rulers, were willing to invest in it, donating vast amounts of property in return for burial sites, commemoration and intercessory prayer. Kings gave a lot of thought to where they wanted to be buried and might have their tombs constructed during their lifetime. The place of burial would often be specified in their wills and sometimes long journeys were undertaken with the corpse to fulfil the king’s wish about his last resting place. Medieval genealogies and family trees (discussed below, pp. 326–39) sometimes identified rulers by their places of death or burial. A genealogy of the Dauphins of Vienne from the twelfth to the fourteenth century gives very little biographical information but invariably names their wives and the churches in which the Dauphins were buried.50 In some texts of this type the circumstances of death might be mentioned if they were unusual. One family tree noted that the West Frankish king Carloman (879–84) was ‘killed while hunting’ and another labels the unfortunate Philip, the son of Louis VI, crowned in his father’s lifetime, whose horse fell on him after stumbling on a pig in the streets of Paris, ‘killed by a pig’.51
Some rulers wished to be buried in churches that they themselves had founded. This was true of the Norman kings of England: William I was buried in Caen, Henry I in Reading, and Stephen in Faversham, in each case in abbeys of their own foundation. The Angevin kings, Henry II and Richard I, were buried in Fontevrault, not a church of their founding but one they had patronised, and John was buried in Worcester Cathedral at his own request. Of the kings of England 1066–1216, only one, William Rufus, who died in a hunting accident in the New Forest and was buried in Winchester Cathedral, the nearest great church, had no say in his choice of burial site. Similarly, the Byzantine emperors of this period also were often buried in monasteries they had founded in Constantinople: Romanos III Argyros (d. 1034) in St Mary Peribleptos; Constantine IX Monomachos (d. 1055) in St George Mangana; Alexius I Comnenus (d. 1118) in Christos Philanthropos; John II Comnenus (d. 1143) in the Pantokrator monastery.
In contemporary France, Louis VII was buried in the Cistercian abbey of Barbeau in 1180. The French chronicler Rigord, reporting this fact, stresses that Louis was the founder of this monastery and also envisages the main purpose of such patronage:

His body was buried with glory in the church of Notre-Dame-de-Barbeau, which he himself founded, where, to the honour of Our Lord Jesus Christ and of the blessed Virgin Mary, mother of God, and of all the saints, divine services are celebrated day and night by holy and religious men for his soul and the souls of all his predecessors and for the state of the kingdom of the French.52


What was desired was a stream of intercessory prayer, for the dead king, his predecessors and the kingdom, going on for ever until the end of this world. By being the founder, a king might hope that the monks would remember him all the more. Whether or not they founded a burial church, kings frequently specified where they wished to be buried. In 1180, when Ferdinand II of Leon confirmed the property and privileges of the cathedral church of Santiago, he also promised them ‘my burial and that of my successors’.53 He was indeed buried there, as was his son, Alfonso IX. These specifications could be complex. When Charles II, king of Sicily, made his will in 1308, he asked to be buried in the church of Notre-Dame-de-Nazareth in Aix-en-Provence, the kings of Sicily being also counts of Provence at this time. However, he added, if he died in his Italian kingdom he should be buried in the Dominican church at Naples but, within two years, should be transported to Aix (as he was).54

Some dynasties developed mausolea, customary burial sites for the family. Churches were used for this as soon as rulers converted to Christianity. The Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople, originally founded by the emperor Constantine I or his son Constantius II, served as a mausoleum for Byzantine emperors from the fourth to the eleventh century. Eventually it housed forty-eight tombs containing the remains of emperors or members of the imperial family.55 It is possible that this imperial mausoleum was a model for Clovis (d. 511), first Christian king of the Franks, when he built a church of the Holy Apostles in Paris as his own burial church.56 Æthelbert, king of Kent (d. 616), the first Anglo-Saxon king to accept Christianity, founded a burial church for himself in his chief city of Canterbury, in a chapel attached to the monastery of St Peter and St Paul (later called St Augustine’s). Subsequent kings of his dynasty were buried in Canterbury for generations, in the church of St Mary within the precincts of the monastery.57
In later centuries, the royal abbey of St-Denis came to fulfil the function of a mausoleum for the French kings. Of the twenty-three Capetian kings who ruled between the reign of Hugh Capet (987–96) and the end of the Middle Ages, twenty were buried there.58 Exceptions were so rare that they provoked comment. Abbot Suger of St-Denis, for example, described how Philip I, who died in 1108 and was buried at the abbey of Fleury, ‘had resolved to absent himself from the burial place of his royal forefathers, which is regarded as being the church of St-Denis as if by natural right’.59 The Norman chronicler Orderic Vitalis gives Philip a deathbed speech in which he says ‘I know the burial place of the kings of the French is at St-Denis but because I feel that I am a great sinner, I do not dare to be buried alongside such a great martyr’ (Denis was reputed to be an early bishop of Paris who had been martyred at Montmartre, ‘martyrs’ hill’).60 The Capetians, especially the early ones, are famous for their narrow horizons, spending most of their lives in the royal demesne lands around Laon, Paris and Orleans, and their burial choices reflect this local rootedness.
The pattern of burials of the German rulers was very different. The burial places of the Hohenstaufen kings of Germany, who ruled from 1138 to 1254, show their wide vistas, but also their lack of an enduring territorial base, even one of the modest size of the Ile-de-France. Only two were actually buried in Germany, at Bamberg and Speyer, while the dynasty’s acquisition of the throne of Sicily in 1194 led to four of the Hohenstaufen kings having their tombs in Italy, two at Palermo, one at Messina and one at Cosenza in Calabria, while the death on crusade of Frederick Barbarossa explains why his bones came to rest in Tyre.61 The closest Germany came to a royal mausoleum was Speyer. Eight of the twenty-four kings who ruled in the period 911–1308 were entombed there.62 But even if this figure represents a third of the monarchs of this period, there were substantial breaks in the continuity of the tradition. Only the Salian dynasty, which ruled for a century from 1024–1125, buried all its members there, often undertaking long journeys with the body of the dead king to ensure it rested in Speyer Cathedral, which the family had built in the midst of their ancestral estates just for that purpose. But after the death of the last Salian ruler in 1125, there was only one royal interment there in the next 166 years.63 It was no St.-Denis. This contrast in the patterns of the burial sites of the Capetians and the German kings, the concentration of the former, the wide dispersal of the latter, is a contrast between a narrow range with deep roots versus wide imperial horizons.
The royal tombs in St.-Denis became a tourist attraction and, like all such sites, generated guidebooks. Writing in the 1190s, the monk and chronicler Rigord produced a ‘handbook (opus manuale)’ which listed all the kings, gave brief details about them and informed the reader ‘where each of them has his tomb’.64 The same purpose informed William de Nangis, archivist of St.-Denis, a century later. He explained his object in translating his own brief account of the kings of France into the vernacular:

Because many people, and high and noble men too, who often come to the church of my lord St Denis of France, where some of the valiant kings of France lie buried, wish to understand and know the birth and descent of their most high lineage, and the wonderful deeds of these kings of France, which are recounted and spread abroad through many lands, I, brother William de Nangis, monk of this church of St.-Denis, at the request of good people, have made a translation from Latin into French so that those who do not understand Latin can know and understand whence such noble and blessed people descended and first came from.65


Noble visitors to St-Denis could thus have a handbook in French to help make sense of their tour of the abbey.

Across the Channel, it eventually became a common, though by no means universal, custom for English kings to be buried in Westminster Abbey. Edward the Confessor, last of the Wessex line, who was responsible for rebuilding the abbey church, was buried there in 1066, but it was more than two centuries before the next royal interment, that of Henry III, who died in 1272. Henry revered Edward the Confessor and had himself rebuilt the church. After Henry’s death, four more medieval English kings were buried there: Edward I, Edward III, Richard II (after initial burial elsewhere) and Henry V. Westminster’s role as a burial church was therefore far more intermittent than its acknowledged status as the place for coronation. There continued to be a variety of burial sites in the later Middle Ages: Edward II at Gloucester, Henry IV at Canterbury, Henry VI and Edward IV at Windsor (the former case a reinterment), Richard III at Leicester, close to the site of his death in battle.
Westminster and St.-Denis have some obvious similarities: both were great abbeys which played a central role in royal rituals, coronation and burial in the first case, guardianship of the royal insignia, though not coronation, and burial in the second, both were situated not in, but close to, the chief city of the kingdom, both produced generations of monastic chroniclers. Yet there were also important differences, notably the fact that royal government in England came to be centred in Westminster, adjacent to the abbey, while in France the royal palace and the central offices of the royal government were located in the capital city itself, in Paris not in St-Denis. Westminster was thus as much a capital as the city of London, or more so. Even today one speaks of the ‘Cities of London and Westminster’, two distinct ‘cities’. Relations between Crown and abbey in St-Denis were not so continuous or so intense at the governmental rather than ritual level.66
Continuity of royal burial site is linked to the question of whether a kingdom had a capital. Although smaller than some other European kingdoms, Bohemia was marked out by the fact that it clearly had one.67 Prague was not only the essential inauguration site but also the heart of the country, ‘mistress of all Bohemia’, in the phrase of Cosmas, first chronicler of the Bohemians.68 Prague’s central location, symbolic importance and economic preponderance mean that it can be called a capital without danger of the anachronism that might attach to a description of even London or Paris by that term. Indeed, when a thirteenth-century Bohemian chronicler called Prague castle ‘the seat of the king of the Bohemians and of the whole kingdom’, the phrase ‘seat of the whole kingdom’ is a perfect medieval counterpart to the modern ‘capital city’.69 It is perhaps only in the central cities of the Russian principalities that we find a close parallel to Prague at this time. Hence it is no surprise that, of the eighteen kings and dukes of Bohemia from the Premyslid dynasty whose burial places are definitely known, eight were buried in St Vitus’ Cathedral in Prague (including one reinterment), while three others were buried elsewhere in Prague and another in Vysehrad, the fortress on the opposite bank of the river from the cathedral a mile or two upstream. This makes a total of twelve of the eighteen, that is, two-thirds. In addition, of those whose burial site is not known definitely, there are grounds for thinking at least another three were buried in Prague or Vysehrad.70 The contrast with Germany, which had no capital and whose kings were buried in many different and far-flung places, is clear.
Actual changes in the size and shape of the kingdom might also have an impact on the choice of burial site. In 1199 Alfonso VIII of Castile and his wife Queen Eleanor formally granted the monastery of Las Huelgas, ‘which we have founded near the city of Burgos and endowed with our own property’, to the Cistercian Order. ‘Moreover’, they declared, ‘we promise that we and our children who wish to abide by our counsel and command should be buried in the monastery.’71 Alfonso, Eleanor and their young son Henry I (1214–17) were buried in Las Huelgas. Subsequently, however, as the kings of Castile expanded their frontiers spectacularly at the expense of the Muslim rulers to the south, Burgos became less central and new cities from the conquered regions were chosen for royal burials: between 1252 and 1350, Seville and Cordoba were selected for four royal burials out of the five that occurred.
When a new royal burial church replaced an old one there might be significant cultural implications. The dynasty that was eventually to produce the kings of Scots had its roots in Ireland and had spread from there to the northwestern seaboard of Britain. The most important monastery in the region was Iona, founded in 563 by St Columba on a small Hebridean island, and later king-lists claim that this was the traditional burial place of the kings of the dynasty of Kenneth Macalpine (d. 858) down to the time of Donald III (Domnall Bán), who died in 1097 or 1099.72 The shift at that time to interment in the Benedictine abbey of Dunfermline, founded by Queen Margaret, who was of English descent, can be seen as marking a reorientation of the Scottish dynasty. Margaret herself, her husband Malcolm Canmore, and three of their sons who succeeded as kings of Scots were buried in Dunfermline. They continued their role as defenders of Scotland even after death, for in 1263, 170 years after the death of Margaret and Malcolm, they were seen, along with their three sons, coming out of the church of Dunfermline in order to fight a Norwegian army that had invaded the kingdom.73 A total of eight kings of Scots were eventually buried in Dunfermline, the last of them, Robert Bruce (d. 1329), being a descendant of a Norman family invited to Scotland by one of Queen Margaret’s sons. The shift of the royal burial church from Iona a hundred miles eastwards to Dunfermline had been part of a wider change in Scotland, away from its Gaelic roots and towards England and Europe.
The practice of the kings of Portugal also shows that different churches might be preferred as burial churches in different periods.74 The first two kings of Portugal, Alfonso I (d. 1185) and Sancho I (d. 1211), were buried in the priory of the Holy Cross in Coimbra, the most important Portuguese city at this time. The monastery had been founded with Alfonso’s support and so had clear links with the new dynasty. The next king, Alfonso II (d. 1223), although he showed favour to the priory in Coimbra, desired to be buried in the monastery of Alcobaça, a Cistercian house halfway between Coimbra and Lisbon. Alfonso’s successor, Sancho II of Portugal, was deposed and driven into exile in Castile by his brother Alfonso III, and, although Sancho stated in his will that he wished his body to be returned to Portugal for burial in Alcobaça, Alfonso was not willing to give him this legitimizing treatment and Sancho’s remains still lie in Toledo Cathedral.
Alfonso III himself was buried in Alcobaça. His successor, however, King Denis (d. 1325), chose to be buried in St Denis of Odivelas, a short distance north of Lisbon. This was an unusual step in three ways: Odivelas was a nunnery, not a monastery of men; Denis’ wife was not buried in the same church, unlike the other queens of Portugal; and the dedication to St Denis is unique in Portugal. An earlier version of Denis’ will chose Alcobaça as his place of burial, so he had clearly made a considered change of opinion. He had founded the convent of St Denis and presumably had a say in choosing the dedication to a saint with his own, unusual, name. The next three kings of Portugal, Alfonso IV (d. 1357), Peter I (d. 1367) and Ferdinand I (d. 1383), were buried in Lisbon Cathedral, Alcobaça and the Franciscan church at Santarém respectively, so without a definite pattern. However, after the succession crisis of 1383–5, which ended with the accession of the illegitimate John I, an entirely new royal mausoleum was created. This was the monastery of Batalha (Santa Maria da Vitória), which was founded as a thanksgiving after the Battle of Aljubarrota, John I’s victory over the Castilians in 1385 that confirmed him as king of Portugal. Late in his reign he founded a funerary chapel there. He and his wife, Philippa, share a joint tomb in Batalha with carefully carved effigies. John’s successor, Edward (Duarte) (d. 1438), and his successor, Alfonso V (d. 1481), and his successor, John II (d. 1495), are also buried there, along with the four younger sons of John and Philippa with their wives. Batalha is a dynastic mausoleum in the fullest sense, providing a last resting place for wives and cadets of the royal family as well as kings, and commemorating in its very name the triumph of the old Portuguese royal lineage when faced with the threat of incorporation into Castile.
In Denmark, the Benedictine abbey of Ringsted, in the centre of the island of Zealand, was a royal burial site for many generations. A late medieval account, similar to the guide book to St-Denis, lists the royal burials there, the date and place of death, the length of reign of the kings, the family relationships and the location of the tomb. The first member of the ruling family to be buried in Ringsted was Canute Laward, duke of Schleswig, who was murdered in 1131. His son, Valdemar I, was able to secure his canonization, and the official translation of Canute’s remains to the altar in 1170 marked the beginning of the church’s dominant position as a royal mausoleum. The late medieval catalogue lists twenty royal burials, including six ruling kings of Denmark, from Valdemar I (d. 1182) to Erik VI (d. 1319), as well as queens, royal princes and the exiled king of Sweden, Birger Magnusson, whose wife’s burial in 1341 is the latest recorded.75 The first half of the fourteenth century saw Danish royal burials shift from Benedictine Ringsted to the Cistercian abbey of Sorø, also on Zealand. Interments took place here of kings who died in 1322, 1375 and 1387. Margaret, the effective ruler of Denmark, Norway and Sweden (d. 1412), was first buried at Sorø also, but in 1413 the bishop of Roskilde had her body transferred to the cathedral of Roskilde, despite the objections of the Cistercians of Sorø. Thereafter Roskilde became the usual burial place for Danish royalty, today claiming thirty-nine royal tombs.
It is hard to generalize about the history of dynastic mausolea. Even if they were established, as in the case of the Scottish kings at Iona (probably) and Dunfermline (definitely), they might not endure. The eleven kings of Scots who died between 1200 and 1500 were buried in nine different places, belonging to six different religious Orders. Only two were buried in churches of their own foundation. Nevertheless, looking across the wide range of evidence, it appears that kings preferred burial in monasteries to burial in secular churches, with exceptions such as the Premyslids in Prague and the Danish royal house from the fifteenth century; that there were some well-established Benedictine houses that had a long if not absolutely continuous history as burial churches, St-Denis pre-eminently but also Westminster and Ringsted; and that the Cistercian Order was favoured in many places from the twelfth century onwards: Sorø in Denmark, Alcobaça in Portugal, Las Huelgas in Castile, Santes Creus and Poblet in Aragon, plus Royaumont for uncrowned Capetians in France. Of the thirteen kings of Aragon who ruled between the union of Aragon and Barcelona in the twelfth century and the end of the Middle Ages, eight are buried in Poblet, including every king after 1387. Peter IV, who died in that year, not only undertook a major rearrangement of the tombs in Poblet but made it a requirement that all future kings should promise to be buried there.76 Occasionally burial church and coronation church coincided, at least on many occasions: this is true of Westminster in England and Székesfehérvár (Alba Regia) in Hungary. Burial of kings in Franciscan or Dominican churches was rare, the Dominican La Batalha in late medieval Portugal being an exception.
Even if continuity of burial church was maintained, as in France, there might be changes over time within the church. At St.-Denis, careful thought was given to the arrangement of the tombs. In 1263–4, under Louis IX, a new layout was introduced, with a clear rationale:

At St.-Denis in France a simultaneous and joint relocation of the kings of the French buried in various places in that monastery was undertaken by the holy king Louis and Matthew, abbot of that monastery. Both the kings and the queens of the family descending from Charlemagne were placed together on the right side of the monastery, raised two and a half feet above the ground, with carved images, and the others, stemming from the family of king Hugh Capet, were placed on the left.77


Here, the recognized distinction between the ‘second family’ and the ‘third family’ of kings of France (see below, pp. 285–6) was being given striking visual form. At the same time as the tombs were rearranged, they were given statues of those within. Hence many of the Merovingian and Carolingian rulers in St.-Denis are depicted in the courtly costume of the mid thirteenth century.

St Louis certainly had strong views about royal burials. He thought only kings should be buried at St.-Denis and other members of the royal family should go to Royaumont, the Cistercian abbey founded by his mother, Blanche, in memory of his father. Louis had supposedly helped the monks build the walls of the abbey, carrying stones himself. As he lay dying outside the walls of Tunis on his second and ill-fated crusade, Louis was informed that his son, John Tristan, who was also in the army, had died: ‘The king chose his burial at St.-Denis and the burial of his son in the church of Royaumont, because he was not willing that he should be buried in the church of St.-Denis, where only kings were buried.’78 In Louis’ view, there was a burial church for kings and another for members of the royal family, although this distinction was certainly not observed in practice.






Reinterment
Bodies did not always stay in the place where they were first buried. As soon as Leo VI became Byzantine emperor in 886, he had the body of Michael III exhumed from its tomb in Chrysopolis, on the Asian shore opposite Constantinople, had it dressed in imperial robes and reburied in honour in a marble sarcophagus in the Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople, the traditional burial place of the East Roman and early Byzantine emperors.79 Michael had been assassinated in 867 by Leo’s father Basil I, although there were rumours that Leo was actually Michael’s son, not Basil’s.80 For those who believe that Leo was Michael’s son, and that Leo knew this, his act was one of filial piety. For others, ‘Leo was seeking to atone for the crime of his dynasty’, that is, the usurpation and murder perpetrated by his father.81 Exactly the same interpretation has been placed on the action of Henry V of England when he reinterred the body of Richard II in 1414. Richard had been deposed by Henry’s father, Henry IV, in 1399 and murdered the following year. The dead king’s body was not buried in the royal mausoleum at Westminster Abbey in 1400, despite his having prepared a tomb there for himself. The relocation of Richard’s remains to the abbey in 1413 marked a greater sense of security on the part of the new regime, unafraid to acknowledge the royalty of their deposed victim, but also perhaps Henry V’s ‘desire to atone for his father’s usurpation’.82
Reinterments could thus symbolize reconciliation, even if of a posthumous kind. A striking example is the transfer of the body of Maria, widow of Alfonso XI of Castile, from its original resting place at Evora in Portugal to the royal chapel in Seville, to lie by the side of King Alfonso. This ceremony was initiated by her son, Peter I of Castile, but the reason Maria died in Portugal rather than in Castile was that she had fled there from Peter during the political and military struggles of the early years of his reign after he had had four of her supporters killed before her eyes. Nevertheless, in 1357 Peter sent the archbishop of Seville, other prelates and a chief officer of his household to collect his mother’s body, received it in Seville surrounded by clergy and nobles, and celebrated a funeral service with great honour before interring the body next to Alfonso, her husband.83 Peter’s sense of dynastic fitness outweighed any memory of antagonism; what his mother would have thought we do not know.
Sometimes reinterments brought the dead ruler to the place of burial he had requested during his lifetime. The Frankish king Charles the Bald explicitly requested that his body be interred in the abbey of St.-Denis outside Paris; this was clear from at least 862, fifteen years before his death.84 After he died in Italy in 877, his followers carried his body back to France but were overwhelmed by the stench of the corpse and interred it at the monastery of Nantua, west of Lake Geneva. A few years later, however, his bones were disinterred and taken 300 miles north for honourable burial in St.-Denis.85 St Denis had been the king’s particular patron and protector in life, and he now rested near the saint in death.
The emperor Henry V’s reinterment of his father, Henry IV, at Speyer in 1111 is an example both of a posthumous reconciliation and of the fulfilment of the dead king’s wishes about his burial place. The younger Henry had fled his father’s court and rebelled in December 1104, gaining a considerable body of supporters among the German nobles. A year later he captured his father and, on 31 December 1105, forced him to abdicate. Nevertheless, the older Henry escaped and war continued between father and son, until the death of the old emperor on 7 August 1106 in Liège. Amongst his last requests was the plea ‘to bury him alongside his ancestors in Speyer’.86 Henry IV was well aware of the connection between the church of Speyer and his own dynasty. ‘We especially revere the church of Speyer’, he had written, ‘which was gloriously constructed by our ancestors, the august emperor Conrad, that is, our grandfather, and the august emperor Henry, that is, our father, and by us.’87 Henry thus wished to rest alongside his grandfather Conrad II and his father Henry III. However, the path of the dead emperor’s body to final inhumation in Speyer Cathedral was not a simple one. The main problem was that Henry had died excommunicate because of his quarrel with the papacy and burial in consecrated ground was denied to excommunicates. So, although the loyal bishop of Liège buried Henry’s body in his cathedral, it was dug up and placed on unconsecrated ground on an island in the Meuse. Even when Henry V agreed to have his father’s coffin transported to Speyer, the bishop there refused to let it remain in the cathedral and it was placed in an adjacent unconsecrated chapel, where the inhabitants, conscious of the emperor’s devotion to Speyer, frequently visited it. Only after five years, and very complicated dealings with the pope, was permission granted for the emperor to be buried in the cathedral. On 7 August 1111, in the presence of an assembly of bishops, abbots and nobles, Henry V celebrated a ‘most magnificent anniversary’ for the father he had deposed, and Henry IV was finally ‘buried in the church alongside his ancestors’.88
A reinterment with a powerful, if complex, political message, was that of Sancho III ‘the Great’ of Navarre. He died in 1035 and was succeeded by his three sons, each of whom took a portion of the kingdom, Navarre going to García, Aragon to Ramiro and Castile to Ferdinand. Sancho was buried at San Salvador de Oña in Castile. Two years after his death, Ferdinand of Castile, who was married to Sancha, a sister of Vermudo III, the king of Leon, defeated and killed his brother-in-law and became king of Leon. It was supposedly at the suggestion of his wife that Ferdinand transferred the remains of his father from Oña to Leon ‘and buried him with the other kings of Leon’.89 Ferdinand’s powerful father now lay in the same resting place as the earlier kings of Leon, including the last one, whom Ferdinand had killed. Ferdinand was claiming a position as both king of Leon and inheritor of his father’s traditions, perhaps with an eye on his brothers, García of Navarre and Ramiro of Aragon.90 The royal pantheon attached to the church of San Isidoro at Leon to which Sancho III’s body was brought became an important mausoleum of both the Leonese and Castilian rulers. An account of the tombs there in the sixteenth century lists thirty-three, including Vermudo III, his father, Alfonso V, and his grandfather, Vermudo II; Sancho III of Navarre; Ferdinand I and his wife Sancha; their son, García of Galicia; Queen Urraca, their granddaughter; and many queen consorts and royal children.91
Not all reinterments involved removal of bodies from one church to another. It was also not uncommon for bodies to be moved around within a church, as in the rather dramatic case of St.-Denis, just mentioned. Such reinterments often involved transfer to a more honourable position, meaning, in Christian churches, a place closer to the high altar and the east end of the church. For example, in 1286 Sancho IV of Castile moved his distant ancestor, Alfonso VI (d. 1109), whose body lay in the abbey of Sahagún in Leon ‘at the foot of the church’, implying it was in an entrance area at the west end of the building (a narthex or porticus), to ‘the chapel before the high altar’, where it was placed ‘in a green monument’, between two of Alfonso’s, many, wives who had also been moved there. The motive is not clear, apart from general respect, but the chronicler describing the relocation calls Alfonso ‘the king who won Toledo’, so perhaps it was Alfonso’s reputation as the king who had conquered Toledo, capital of Spain in the Visigothic period, from the Muslims in 1085 that earned him this special treatment. His descendant thought it worth making the effort for this honourable gesture 177 years after Alfonso’s death.92






Tombs
Royal tombs were usually made of expensive materials, such as marble and alabaster. The most exclusive material was porphyry, a hard, purple-red rock from the deserts of Egypt that the Roman emperors had employed for grand monuments. It was expensive and rare. The tombs of the eastern Roman emperors of the fourth and first half of the fifth century in the Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople were of porphyry, but not those of later emperors.93 Most examples of porphyry in the medieval west were taken from ancient Roman sites to be reused. Sometimes tubs from bathhouses, after being given suitable lids, were employed as tombs. There is a porphyry tub in Ravenna that might have been used for the tomb of Theodoric, king of Ostrogothic Italy (d. 526); this, at least, was local belief by the ninth century.94 It is possible that the late Roman bath in porphyry now in the Louvre was acquired by Charles the Bald (d. 877) to serve as his tomb in St-Denis.95 Among the most spectacular royal porphyry tombs from the Middle Ages are those of the emperors Henry VI and Frederick II in the cathedral at Palermo.96 These are big, the former measuring 2.37 by 1.03 metres (7 feet 9 inches by 3 feet 5 inches), and each stands enclosed in a canopy supported by columns, the whole structure being about 3.7 metres (over 12 feet) high. The tombs were not ancient survivals but were made in the reign of Frederick’s predecessor, Roger II of Sicily (d. 1154), perhaps from porphyry obtained from ancient structures in Rome, and were originally intended for that king himself, although not in fact used for his burial.97 Frederick II specified in 1215 that these empty tombs should be brought to Palermo Cathedral, where his father Henry VI already lay.98 Henry VI and Frederick II were, in their own eyes, Roman emperors, and their actual domains reached from Sicily to the Baltic, so these huge sarcophagi of imperial stone reflect very well their own conception of their position in the world. Quite exceptionally for the Iberian peninsula, Peter III of Aragon (d. 1285) was buried in a porphyry ‘tub’ (alveus) sarcophagus in the Cistercian church of Santes Creus. This may have come from a fourth-century imperial mausoleum in Centcelles nearby, although it has also been suggested that it was imported from Sicily.99 Its construction was due to Peter’s son, James II, and James’ interest in porphyry is also shown by his unfulfilled request for porphyry from Greece for the tomb of his wife, Blanche.100
Kings were sometimes buried with the crowns, sceptres and orbs that had marked their sovereignty in life, or with the swords and spurs that reflected their warrior and knightly status.101 This custom was, however, far from universal, and many rulers followed the austere practice that had come with Christianity, when grave goods were abandoned and even great men went to the next life without their horses, slaves, weapons and treasure. What Christian kings might have, which their pagan predecessors in the barbarian world usually did not, was a record written on or in the tomb, identifying them and sometimes doing much more. Royal tombs were by no means always marked out with words to identify them or epitaphs to glorify those who lay there, and the Danish royal tombs at Ringsted, for example, are simple marble slabs without inscriptions. But some of these anonymous tombs carried a message within. The practice of placing sheets of lead, or other materials, within the tomb, inscribed with the name and sometimes an account of the activities of the dead ruler, became more common from the eleventh century onwards.102 It implies either that the people (sons or clerics?) who placed these plaques within the tomb expected that the tombs would at some point be opened or, alternatively, that they were a message for the Last Judgment. A similar practice of internal, identifying labels was used for the relics of the saints.
Figure 9 The tomb of the Holy Roman Emperor, Frederick II (d. 1250), in the cathedral at Palermo, which emphasizes his imperial status both by its size and by its precious material, porphyry.
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In the tomb of Valdemar I of Denmark (d. 1182), which was opened in 1855, a lead plaque was found, telling of his deeds: ‘Here lies Valdemar I, conqueror and dominator of the Slavs, liberator of his country, preserver of the peace. He was the son of St Canute and he conquered the men of Rügen and was the first to convert them to the faith of Christ.’ Valdemar was the son of the canonized duke Canute Laward and had overthrown the last stronghold of West Slav paganism on the island of Rügen in 1168. The plaque also praises him for rebuilding in brick the Danewerk (Danevirke), ‘the wall that defends the whole kingdom’.103 Since Valdemar is called ‘Valdemar I’, the plaque must date from after 1202, when his son became king as Valdemar II, and hence it must have been inserted after the tomb had been opened. It is thus retrospective in a stronger sense than usual for epitaphs, and its audience was certainly not the living but either future generations or perhaps God and his angels.
Unusually, the Byzantine emperor Basil II (d. 1025) composed his own epitaph. He was a famously successful general and he chose to be buried, not in the Church of the Holy Apostles, but in a church just outside the walls of Constantinople, in the area where troops mustered for campaigns. In his epitaph he asked passers-by to pray for him, in return for his campaigning.104 The tone of epitaphs was not exclusively glorification. William the Conqueror’s tomb in the church he had founded, St Stephen’s, Caen, carried an epitaph in gold, which did indeed praise his bold conquests and wide domains but also pointed out the contrast with what he was physically now, after death: ‘The great king William lies in this small urn and this little house is enough for a great lord.’105
A new practice grew up: images of the dead rulers on their tombs. The ancient world, both Greek and Roman, had been full of such human figures, often life-size or larger, in stone or marble, but the Middle Ages came to the tradition slowly and hesitantly. An early example is the bronze plaque with his life-size figure in relief on the tomb of Rudolf of Rheinfelden in Merseburg Cathedral. Rudolf was, in the eyes of the supporters of the emperor Henry IV, an ‘anti-king’, raised up by German rebels with the backing of the Church party, eventually including the intransigent reformer Pope Gregory VII. He was crowned in 1077 but killed in battle against Henry’s supporters in 1080 (see above, p. 245). He was buried soon afterwards under the gilded bronze plaque, 1.96 by 0.68 metres (6 feet 5 inches by 2 feet 2 inches), which bears his image, with crown, orb and sceptre. The inscription on the plaque describes him as ‘the sacred victim of war’ and asserts ‘he died for the Church’.106 It is not clear whether this unabashedly propagandistic tomb explains the fact that the German emperors, in reaction, did not put images on their graves until the fifteenth century, but certainly Rudolf’s tomb-image is exceptional.107
Figure 10 The image of the ‘anti-king’ Rudolf of Rheinfelden (d. 1080) in Merseburg Cathedral, one of the earliest royal tomb effigies. The inscription claims ‘he died for the Church’.
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Elsewhere the practice blossomed in the late twelfth and thirteenth centuries and became relatively common. There are more than eighty surviving recumbent effigies (gisants) on royal tombs from medieval Europe, some of these representing kings of earlier centuries rather than contemporaries.108 After Louis VII was buried at Barbeau, by the Seine above Paris, in 1180, his tomb was erected by his widow Adela of Champagne, who herself died in 1206. The tomb was described as ‘constructed of stones, gold and silver with wonderful workmanship, decorated most elaborately with bronze and jewels’.109 Above the tomb was a recumbent image of the king in high relief, depicted in a long mantle, crowned and holding a sceptre.110 The recumbent statues of Ferdinand II of Leon (d. 1188) and his ancestor Raymond of Burgundy in Santiago, which were created in the period 1200–15, are the earliest royal tomb effigies in the Iberian peninsula.111 The images of Henry II of England, his son Richard I and his wife Eleanor of Aquitaine on their tombs in Fontevrault are from about the same period. The elaborate tombs of late medieval rulers, with their rich materials, canopies, enclosing metalwork and delicate carvings, had many similarities with the shrines of the saints, and they may have been influenced by them in their design. Some royal tombs were in fact shrines, those of the saint-kings, such as Edward the Confessor in Westminster Abbey.
A striking innovation of the last centuries of the Middle Ages was the joint tombs of kings and queens with their effigies side by side. Prior to that period it had not been uncommon for rulers and their wives to be buried in the same church. Of the fifteen Merovingian queens about whose interment there is information, five were buried at St.-Germain-des-Prés in Paris, in each case alongside their husband.112 Carolingian and early Capetian queens were less frequently buried with their husbands, and the custom of both king and queen of France being interred in St-Denis developed only slowly, with isolated individual cases in the ninth, eleventh and twelfth centuries and two in the late thirteenth, but was virtually unbroken from the time of Charles IV (d. 1328). Almost all Portuguese queens were buried in the same church as their husbands. Of the Norman and Plantagenet kings of England, sixteen were married and exactly half of these were buried in the same church as their queen or one of their queens, and the tendency became more pronounced over time, with six of the eight instances being fourteenth- or fifteenth-century.
Figure 11 Tomb effigies of Henry II of England (d. 1189) and his wife Eleanor of Aquitaine (d. 1204) in Fontevrault Abbey. Their son Richard I was also interred here under an effigy. In choice of burial place, the family’s roots in Anjou outweighed their English royal title.
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The joint tombs with effigies of kings and queens went beyond this simple pattern of burial in the same church to a shared space and style. The tomb of James II of Aragon (d. 1327) and his wife Blanche of Anjou (d. 1310) in Santes Creus, which is perhaps the earliest joint royal tomb, was conceived and constructed as a unit. As mentioned above, James tried, although unsuccessfully, to obtain some porphyry for this tomb, so was seeking the very best material. James’ grandson, Peter IV, ‘the Ceremonious’, of Aragon (d. 1387), determined to be buried in Poblet, where two of his predecessors lay, and undertook a long, complex and expensive project of construction and reorganization, which resulted in a distinctive necropolis: alabaster effigies of uniform style for him and his predecessors with tombs placed, not on the floor of the church, but above arches in the transept, and not flat but at an angle, so they were visible to those walking below.113 Peter is there with his three (successive) wives, and several of his successors, who were all buried in Poblet, lie alongside their wives.
There are two Portuguese examples of royal joint tombs with effigies. At Alcobaça Peter I (d. 1367) and Ines de Castro (d. 1355) lie side by side. The tombs were constructed at Peter’s command in the years 1358–63 and Ines’ body transferred there from her original resting place (see above, p. 164). The other example is the joint tomb of John I (d. 1433) and Philippa of Lancaster (d. 1415) at Batalha, constructed in the years 1426–34. In both these instances the initiative for the arrangement came from the king and in the case of Peter and Ines it was definitely a sign of special devotion and affection. The same seems to be true of the first royal tomb of this type in England, that of Richard II (d. 1400) and Anne of Bohemia (d. 1394) in Westminster Abbey. This is a fairly substantial monument, 3.84 metres long, 2.10 metres wide and 1.90 metres high (12 feet 7 inches by 6 feet 11 inches by 6 feet 3 inches). Richard had this constructed in the late 1390s and it reflects the well-attested depth of his affection for Anne. Richard’s usurper and murderer Henry IV (d. 1413) and his second wife Joanna of Navarre (d. 1437) also have a joint tomb, in Canterbury Cathedral. This was commissioned by Joanna and erected around 1425, with her effigy being added after her death. The images of Richard and Anne are gilded copper, those of Henry and Joanna alabaster.
The contract between Richard II and the London coppersmiths employed to make the effigies in Westminster Abbey survives. The figures were to be ‘of gilt copper and brass, crowned, with their right hands entwined, and holding sceptres in their left hands’; the decoration is carefully described, including the appropriate heraldry for each spouse; and the coppersmiths are to complete the work within two years and receive £400 (in fact they were paid an extra £300 for the gilding).114 The instruction that the royal couple are to be holding hands can hardly be anything other than a reflection of Richard’s feelings for Anne. The only medieval royal double grave in Germany is that of Rupert of the Palatinate (d. 1410) and his wife Elizabeth (d. 1411) in Heidelberg; although a spectacular one was commissioned in 1499 for the emperor Henry II and the empress Cunigunda in Bamberg, it was not completed until 1513. Rupert was Elector Palatine before his contested election as king in 1400 and Heidelberg was the burial church of the electors, so his choice of burial place was in a family rather than in an imperial tradition. Joint royal tombs are thus very rare and can, in some cases at least, be interpreted as expressions of marital love.
Figure 12 The tomb of Richard II of England (d. 1400) and his wife Anne of Bohemia (d. 1394) in Westminster Abbey. Richard commanded that they should be shown holding hands.
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Body Part Burial
Bodies were not always buried whole. If the corpse was to be transported a long distance, it might well be disembowelled to prevent the stench of the decomposing intestines becoming unbearable. These would then need to be deposited somewhere. The more extreme custom also arose of boiling all the flesh off the bones, then burying these soft remains before transporting the bones to a distant destination. Thus, when Conrad-Otto, duke of Bohemia, died in southern Italy in 1191, where he had gone as part of the invading army of the emperor Henry VI, ‘his flesh was deposited in Monte Cassino but his bones were brought to Prague’.115 Separate burials of flesh and bones were, like disembowelling, primarily practical and hygienic measures. The importance attached to separate burial of the heart was more a matter of symbolism and sentiment. As the heart was increasingly identified as the home of love, both by theologians and romantic poets, choosing a separate location for its burial was a way of expressing devotion and attachment to a particular place.116
Figure 13 The tomb of Peter I of Portugal (d. 1367) at Alcobaça; he claimed to have married Ines de Castro, mother of four of his children, and had her body transferred to the royal mausoleum of Alcobaça, where he eventually came to rest by her side.
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The way that the distribution of body parts could reflect dynastic sentiment is shown in three cases from the late twelfth and thirteenth centuries: Richard I ‘the Lionheart’ of England, Louis IX (St Louis) of France and Louis’ brother, Charles of Anjou, king of Sicily. When Richard lay dying after being shot by a crossbow bolt during the siege of a southern French castle in April 1199, he commanded that ‘his brain and blood and intestines should be buried at Charroux, his heart at Rouen, and his body at Fontevrault, at his father’s feet’.117 Charroux is about forty-five miles from where Richard died, Fontevrault another seventy miles or so to the north. St Louis died on crusade in Tunis in 1270. His flesh was boiled off his bones and, along with his intestines, was taken by his brother, Charles of Anjou, king of Sicily, to be interred in the cathedral of Monreale outside Palermo; his bones were taken back to St-Denis.118 Fifteen years later, in 1285, Charles of Anjou himself died, in the town of Foggia in Apulia. This is where his intestines were buried; his bones were buried in the cathedral at Naples, the chief city of his kingdom; his heart eventually came to the Dominican church in Paris.119
Figure 14 The tomb of Ines de Castro (d. 1355) at Alcobaça.
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In each of these cases, family connections were significant. Richard I’s bones were buried alongside his father, Henry II, in the church where his mother, too, was later to be buried; his heart was placed in the chief city of his duchy of Normandy. Although Richard had been king of England, no part of him came to England. He came to rest, although in parts, as he was when alive, a member of a great French dynasty. St Louis, too, went home to the dynastic mausoleum of the Capetian dynasty at St-Denis outside Paris. But he was both king of his kingdom and a member of his dynasty in a way that Richard was not. The Capetians had managed to identify themselves with their realm, and their dynastic mausoleum was just outside what was, or was to become, the capital of France. This kind of identification of dynasty and kingdom was something that the English kings were to develop only during the thirteenth century and subsequently. St Louis’ brother, Charles of Anjou, had managed to acquire, by conquest and by papal grant, the kingdom of Sicily, and attaining the soft parts of St Louis for the cathedral of Monreale brought a powerful dynastic token into his new kingdom: physical parts of his brother, the most renowned king in Christian Europe, now lay in the heart of Charles’ realm. When Charles himself died, none of his remains could be buried in Monreale, or in Palermo, since the island of Sicily had rebelled (the so-called ‘Sicilian Vespers’) and was now outwith his control, but his body was transported about eighty miles across the Apennines to be buried in his chief mainland city, Naples, and an important part of him, his heart, eventually returned to France, to the chief capital of his birth-dynasty, Paris, where it rested a few miles from St Louis’ tomb. Rulers did not forget which dynasty they stemmed from, wherever they ruled and wherever they might die.
It was generally recognized that one motive for multiple burial was the desire to multiply the prayers and offerings made for the dead: three churches were better than one. But there was something beyond this simple motive in requesting that your heart be taken to Jerusalem. From the twelfth century, all kings paid at least lip service to the idea that one of their most important duties was to go on crusade, and if they had failed to do this in their lifetime, which was true of most rulers, they could send this very significant part of their body after their death. In his will Alfonso X of Castile (d. 1284) asked that his entrails be interred in Santa María la Real in Murcia, and his body either there or in Seville Cathedral, where his parents were buried. He continues, ‘we also command that, after we die, they should take out our heart and should take it to the Holy Land beyond the sea (Ultramar) and bury it in Jerusalem, in Mount Calvary, where some of our ancestors lie’.120 In the end, however, this wish was not fulfilled and his heart was buried in Murcia also.
Robert I of Scotland, first of the Bruce dynasty, died on 7 June 1329. His last wishes were reported in a deathbed speech as follows:

When I was in prosperity, my heart was fixed firmly on being saved of my sins by struggle against God’s enemies, and since he now takes me to him, so that the body may no wise fulfil what the heart devised, I would that the heart that conceived that intention was sent thither. Therefore I pray every one of you to choose from among you one who is honourable, wise and brave, and a noble knight in the field, to bear my heart against God’s enemies, when soul and body are separated, for I wish it to be brought there honourably, since God does not will that I should have power to go thither.121


Another account is briefer but more specific: ‘he left his heart to be sent to Jerusalem and buried at the Lord’s Sepulchre’.122

The noble knight chosen for the task was Sir James Douglas, one of Bruce’s most loyal supporters. On 1 September 1329 Douglas was granted a letter of protection from Edward III of England when he was ‘about to set out for the Holy Land with the heart of the late Robert, king of Scotland’, and on the same day the English king also wrote to Alfonso XI of Castile, asking him to protect Douglas if his journey to the Holy Land took him through his domains, so a circuitous route to Palestine was already envisaged.123 On 25 August 1330 James Douglas was killed fighting Muslims in Spain. One account has him throwing the casket with Bruce’s heart deep among the enemy and then hacking his way to it. His followers recovered his body, along with the heart of King Robert, and, after disembowelling Douglas, separating his flesh from the bones, and burying the soft tissue in Spain, they took his bones, along with the royal heart, back to Scotland. Bruce’s heart was buried in Melrose Abbey after its long journey, and, like Alfonso’s heart, never reached Jerusalem. The Douglas family were granted the right to bear the king’s heart for ever, on their coat-of-arms.124
After the pope had pronounced against the practice of multiple burial in 1299, deeming it a horrible custom, the conscientious would have to seek special permission to be allowed to continue it. In 1323 Isabella of France, queen of Edward II of England, obtained papal permission to have her body divided and buried in three churches of her choice; twenty-two years later, in 1345, after she had secured the deposition and murder of her husband and had seen her lover captured and executed by her son and then spent fifteen years in retirement from politics, she decided to have that permission renewed, which it was.125 Successive kings of France requested the same privilege, until, in 1351, the pope granted the right to all future kings and queens of France to have their bodies ‘cut up, cooked, or divided in any other way, and buried in one or various churches or places, as your devotion persuades you’.126 Multiple burial continued, like many other things, despite papal disapproval.
Monuments might be erected for each burial, entrails, heart and body. After the death of Eleanor of Castile, queen of Edward I of England, in 1290, her entrails were buried in Lincoln Cathedral, her heart in the Dominican church in London and her body in Westminster Abbey. Both the tombs at Lincoln and Westminster had recumbent effigies, the latter of which survives (the present effigy in Lincoln is a modern replica), a work of art in gilt bronze, while some details are recorded of the heart tomb in the Dominican church: payments are recorded for the making of small images, painting, ironwork and stonework there.127 At the abbey of Maubuisson, north-west of Paris, the entrails tombs of Charles IV of France (d. 1328) and his wife, Joan of Evreux (d. 1371), are surmounted by their effigies in marble, each clutching their entrails to their chest. The statues were made in 1370–2, so more than forty years after Charles’ death. Joan had clearly planned to rejoin her husband, both at St-Denis, where their bodies were buried, and at Maubuisson, where their entrails lay.






Damnatio Memoriae
If rulers wanted to be remembered, especially in prayer, then their enemies wanted to wipe out their memory. In ancient Egypt and imperial Rome this process, conventionally termed damnatio memoriae (‘condemnation of memory or remembrance’), might involve the destruction or relabelling of statues and erasure of inscriptions. Public statuary was less significant in the medieval world, but posthumous revenge could be taken on the body.128 One way was simply to deny proper burial, as in the case of the tyrannical Byzantine emperor Phocas, who was burned in 610 and his ashes thrown into a common grave.129 If they had been buried, you could dig them up. After the veneration of icons was restored in the Byzantine empire in 843, the body of the iconoclast emperor Constantine V (741–75) was exhumed, beaten and burned by authority of Michael III or the regent Theodora.130 How much of Constantine was left after seventy years is not clear.
Figure 15 The entrails tombs of Charles IV of France (d. 1328) and his wife Joan of Evreux (d. 1371) at Maubuisson, showing them clutching their entrails to their chests. These effigies were made more than forty years after Charles’ death.
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In the case of Constantine, the motive for the exhumation was religious hatred, but other actions of this type were more purely dynastic, aimed at political rivals whose legitimacy was not recognized. One contemporary chronicler says that, in 1014, after Sven, king of Denmark, who had just conquered England, died and was buried in the north of England, his rival Æthelred returned to power and planned to disinter and destroy his enemy’s corpse. However, an Englishwoman, whose motives are not reported, forestalled him and had Sven’s body transported to Scandinavia.131 Sven’s grandson Harthacnut was more successful in his plans. He and his half-brother Harold Harefoot had disputed the succession to England after the death of their father Canute in 1035, but Harthacnut had stayed in Denmark, so Harold had been able to establish himself as king. After Harold’s death in 1040, Harthacnut finally came to England, was acknowledged as king and ‘had the dead Harold dug up and cast into a marsh’.132
After conquering the kingdom of Sicily in 1194, the emperor Henry VI dug up the bodies of King Tancred and his son Roger, whom he regarded as usurpers, and removed all their royal insignia.133 Henry’s grandson, Manfred, king of Sicily, faced the same posthumous disturbance. Manfred was killed in battle at Benevento in 1266, defending his kingdom against the invading forces of Charles of Anjou. Some of Charles’ barons, on seeing Manfred’s blood-stained corpse, begged Charles to give his dead enemy an honourable burial. Charles said he would have done so if Manfred had not died excommunicate, but he had him buried at the foot of the Benevento bridge and every one of his soldiers placed a stone upon the spot, creating a mighty cairn. Subsequently, however, at the pope’s command, the bishop of Cosenza removed Manfred’s remains and took them to the banks of the river Garigliano, which marked the boundary of the kingdom of Sicily, and buried them there. ‘Now the rain washes them and the wind tosses them, outside the kingdom’, as Manfred himself explains to Dante, meeting him in purgatory.134 Henry VI wanted to deny the regality of Tancred and his son, while Charles of Anjou seems to have thought that the chivalrous impulses of his barons, to bury a dead enemy honourably, deserved consideration, but were, upon reflection, outweighed by the harder line of canon law. The popes were notoriously vicious in their pursuit of the Hohenstaufen dynasty, to which Manfred belonged, and this spite did not stop with the death of their enemy.



Part II A Sense of Dynasty




Chapter 8 Names and Numbering


Terminology
Dynasties, like centuries, give historians a handy tool for labelling large chunks of time and place. If we have a wall map with the title ‘Europa zur Zeit der Staufer’ (‘Europe in the Age of the Staufer or Hohenstaufen’), we have a rough idea of what to expect: a map of Europe in the period 1150–1250. Or if we find a book titled Tudor England (there are more than twenty) we should know when and where we are. Some of these dynastic terms assume overtones of meaning well beyond mere time and place, as is also the case with adjectives derived from individual rulers. ‘Victorian’ is a good example of this, a word, incidentally, first used in 1839! So we have these useful labels: The Carolingian World, Spain under the Bourbons, and so forth. But are these terms simply retrospective classifications adopted for convenience by modern historians, teachers and publishers, or are they something that would have had significance for contemporaries? Did members of medieval dynasties think of themselves in this way? Was there something that could be called a sense of dynasty?
The label ‘Plantagenet’, for example, is a convenient term for the rulers of England between the twelfth and fifteenth centuries, and can be used as an adjective in many ways (Plantagenet coins, Plantagenet queens, Plantagenet England) but the name was not employed by any members of the family between its first user Geoffrey of Anjou, who died in 1151, and possibly his second son, another Geoffrey, who died in 1158,1 and Richard, duke of York, who started using it around 1448 as part of his campaign for the throne.2 In the intervening 290 years no one called themselves ‘Plantagenet’, so in this case the name had no role in creating family identity or a sense of dynasty.
If we want to explore medieval conceptions of dynasty, we can begin with the terminology. The word ‘dynasty’ itself, meaning a line of rulers, was coined by Manetho, an Egyptian priest writing in Greek around 300 BC: δυναστεία, derived from δυναστής, ‘ruler’.3 His division of the pharaohs into thirty dynasties is still the backbone of ancient Egyptian chronology, although the dynasties he lists are not always composed of members of the same family. In Latin form the word was used by St Jerome in his chronologies and thus came to the medieval west, but it is fairly rare there. In the Latin west, dinastia can sometimes mean simply ‘power’, but more usually refers specifically to the ancient ruling houses of Egypt, just as in the original coinage. Gregory of Tours, writing in the late sixth century, says that at the time of Abraham, ‘among the Egyptians it was the time of the sixteenth ruling power (potestas), which they call dynasty in their language’.4 The writers of universal histories, from the Carolingian period onwards, often used the term when writing about Egypt. There is occasional confusion, as in the case of Fredegar’s chronicle, which takes dinastia to be the name of an Egyptian king,5 but for the most part there is a clear but limited usage. Some authors attempted a definition or paraphrase of the term. Gervase of Tilbury, writing around 1200 and dealing with early Egyptian history, says ‘Dynasties changed through different lines of kings (per diversa regum genera) down to Cambyses.’6 Genus regum, ‘a line of kings’ or ‘a family of kings’, is a good definition of dynasty. Later in the thirteenth century Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada also gave a succinct definition: ‘Dynasty is defined as ruling power remaining in some family (domus).’7 Domus, originally and often meaning ‘house’ or ‘household’, also assumed the meaning ‘family’, especially with reference to important or ruling families. Thus, Pope Nicholas III, elected in 1277, is described as ‘natione Romanus, de domo Ursinorum’, that is, a Roman by birth and a member of the Orsini family, or the house of Orsini.8 A Spanish chronicler in the late fourteenth century calls the French ruling family ‘the house of France (la casa de Francia)’; a Portuguese historian of the following generation identifies the rulers of England as ‘the house of England (casa de Imgraterra)’.9 ‘House of’ is still standard form for dynastic genealogies.10
Contemporaries did not apply the word ‘dynasty’ to the ruling families of medieval Europe. But, as we have just seen in the case of genus regum, ‘line of kings’, and domus, ‘house’, there were plenty of synonyms available. Others in Latin included prolis, prosapia, familia (which does not always mean household), genealogia, generatio, stirps. And similar terms arose in the vernaculars: ‘maison’ and ‘house’ and ‘Haus’ underwent a similar extension of sense as Latin domus, so that by the fifteenth century German language sources can speak of ‘the house of Austria’.11 In his account of his own life, written in Catalan, James I of Aragon refers to his family as ‘our lineage (liynatge)’, a term used more than fifty times in the work for his and other powerful kindreds.12 It was thus entirely possible to make statements referring to what we might call dynasties. Henry I of England, for example, was, according to one contemporary source, ‘known to be the seventh of this dynasty (prosapia) from Rollo’ (the Viking who settled in Normandy) – this is quite accurate – and the pope could flatter St Louis by referring to ‘your most Christian house (domus)’.13 Margaret of Burgundy, sister of Edward IV and Richard III, writing in 1495, referred to the Wars of the Roses as ‘the discords and dissensions that were once so great between the houses of York and Lancaster’.14




Names of Dynasties
In some societies dynastic names have been important. The dynasties of imperial China had names, which were chosen consciously and were used officially when dating events. China had a ‘historiography office’ set up by the Tang emperors and there were official compositions such as the New History of the Tang of 1060.15 Medieval Europe was different. We have already observed that the Plantagenets did not call themselves Plantagenets. Nor did their great rivals, the Capetian kings of France, identify themselves as such, although they knew they were descended from Hugh Capet, who ruled from 987 to 996, and so did the revolutionaries of the late eighteenth century, who tried and executed Louis XVI under the name ‘Citizen Capet’. Looking back from later centuries, French chroniclers recognized the year 987 as a moment of dynastic change but did not give the new dynasty a family name, instead identifying it by simply numbering it. Around the middle of the eleventh century, a writer in Aquitaine described the way Hugh Capet had ousted the last Carolingians and concluded, ‘thus, as the second line of the kings of the Franks failed, the kingdom was transferred to the third line’ (linea is the word used).16 Likewise, for a writer of the twelfth century, Hugh Capet and his descendants were ‘the third family (familia) of kings of France’.17 In this view, the Merovingians were the first, the Carolingians the second and the family of Hugh Capet the third dynasty. The Grandes chroniques de France, the great compendium of French history first assembled in the thirteenth century and written in French not Latin, explains that the work is divided into three chief sections, ‘because three families (generacions) have been kings of France’, identifying them as the family of Meroveus, of Pippin and of Hugh Capet.18 And this schema was continued into the eighteenth century, when the editors of the ordinances of the Capetian kings, who began publishing in 1723, titled their work Ordonnances des rois de France de la troisième race, ‘Ordinances of the Kings of France of the Third Race’. Race, ‘race’, is not a medieval word but, by this time, was being used as a term for a lineage or descent group. It was a word borrowed from horse breeding, is probably cognate with the modern French for a breeding stud (haras), and gave no hint of its ominous future.





Surnames
When Richard, duke of York, adopted the style ‘Richard Plantagenet’ or when the French revolutionaries tried Louis XVI as ‘Citizen Capet’, they were treating ‘Plantagenet’ and ‘Capet’ as if they were hereditary surnames, which was certainly not how they were used for most of the Middle Ages. There are of course royal dynasties that take their name from the surname of their ancestor. In English and Scottish history Tudor and Stuart are well-known examples, in each case the name of an aristocratic lineage that had risen to kingship. But, in general, ruling dynasties do not need surnames: ‘Henry, king of the English’ is a perfectly adequate identifier. And the very custom of having surnames was a latecomer to European naming practice. In most parts of Europe surnames are unheard of before the eleventh century and do not become general until the fourteenth, although they were certainly spreading in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Indeed, by the 1220s they were so common that there is an English royal messenger at that time known as ‘Reynold Sanz-surnun’, one of the best surnames ever recorded.19
It seems, curiously enough, that the first ruling classes to develop hereditary surnames were those of Byzantium and Ireland, two parts of Christian Europe about as distant as it is possible to be, geographically, socially and culturally. And in these two parts of Christendom, exceptionally, royal dynasties did come to identify themselves by surname. In the case of Byzantium, the tenth century seems to be the crucial period when family names amongst the high-born become common and hereditary.20 In the ninth century even the greatest were usually identified by just a single name, sometimes with the addition of their office, but over the course of time, an additional designation became usual. An early example is Argyros, meaning ‘silver’; Leo Argyros, active in the mid-ninth century, is reported as the first to take this name.21 One trend was the increasing use of patronymics and other forms of individual identifier, but eventually it was the hereditary surname that came to designate the aristocratic lineage. The plural form, such as Martinakioi, was a name for the group, the singular, as in Theophano Martinakia, for the individual. And when members of such families attained the imperial throne, as they did from the eleventh century, they kept these surnames. In this period, imperial surnames appear on coins for the first time.22 The wife of Alexius Comnenus proudly displayed her surname in the wording on her seal: ‘Irene Doukaina, empress’.23 The great Byzantinist Alexander Kazhdan pointed out that Byzantinists give the imperial dynasties down to the eleventh century geographical labels – Isaurian, Amorian, Macedonian – but that thereafter they are known by family names – Doukai, Comnenians, Angeloi, and so forth.24 The former are modern constructs, the latter contemporary usage. No one can doubt that family loyalties and family identity mattered before the tenth century, but the group label is a new badge of shared distinctiveness. In Byzantium knowing someone’s surname meant knowing a lot about them.
In Ireland, too, the tenth century was a crucial formative period for hereditary surnames.25 These almost all designated a grandfather, either in the form mac meic (‘son of the son of’), abbreviated to Mac, or in the direct form ua (‘grandson of’), later written O, thus creating the familiar Irish dynasties with names in Mac and O: the O’Rourkes of Breifne descend from Ruairc who died in 893, the O’Connors of Connacht from Conchobar, the king who died in 973. These names are the names of dynasties, indicating membership of a family with claims to rulership and enduring over many generations. The difference between usage in this matter in Ireland and in other parts of western Europe can be seen at a glance if one looks at the indexes of modern editions of the Irish annals and those of chronicles from England or France or Germany, the former listing all the kings of a kindred under the family name, the latter giving them separate entries under their forenames.
Collective names for aristocratic kindreds did exist elsewhere. In areas of Germanic speech, there is evidence for contemporary terms for families formed by an ancestral name plus -ing. The kings of Kent in the sixth, seventh and eighth centuries were descended from a ruler named Oisc and were hence called the Oisingas.26 The early medieval dukes of Bavaria were recognized as Agilolfings.27 Archbishop Unwan of Hamburg-Bremen (1013–29) is described as ‘sprung from the illustrious kindred of the Inmedingi’. Inmed or Immed is recorded as a noble Saxon name.28 The practice can be found in Italy, which had German aristocratic settlers in the early Middle Ages. For instance, a noble kin-group in the region of Lucca in north-west Italy took their name from one of their members, Soffredo, and crop up in a local chronicle as ‘those of the house of the Soffredings (de domo Soffredingorum)’ or ‘the Soffreding house (de domo Soffredinga)’.29 The suffix -ing could also function as part of a patronymic. William of Malmesbury observes that the Merovingian kings (Merovingi) took their name from their ancestor Meroveus, and adds, ‘In this same way, too, the sons of the kings of the English took patronymics from their fathers, so that the son of Edgar would be called Edgaring and the son of Edmund Edmunding’, noting the common Germanic ancestry of the Franks and the English.30
Learned authors could also use the fancy Greek suffix -ides to indicate parentage or descent. Thus, Louis the Stammerer, son of Charles the Bald, was ‘Karolides Ludovicus’, and Robert II of France, son of Hugh Capet, ‘Hugonides Rotbertus’.31 And this manner of speaking could be generalized: one thirteenth-century text describes the kings whom we call Capetians as ‘the Hugonid kings (Hugonidarum regum)’.32 In late-thirteenth-century Frisia a feud arose between two families. A leading figure on one side was called Ebbo Menalda. The learned chronicler describing this series of events terms his side both the Menaldingi and the Ebbonides.33 The former is the ancient Germanic suffix for groups of people, the latter a borrowing from ancient Greek practice.
In the eleventh and twelfth centuries, aristocratic families in some countries began to adopt the names of their newly built castles as surnames. There is a good explicit example of this practice in the chronicle of Conrad of Scheyern, a local Bavarian chronicle written in the early thirteenth century, which gives details of the aristocratic families in the region around Munich. Introducing Scheyern itself, Conrad says, ‘let us say something briefly about that castle and about the nobles who derived their name from it, and still have it’. One share in the castle was held by ‘the nobles who were subsequently named after the castle of Dachau’, another by ‘the counts of Grub, who were afterwards named after the castle of Valley’.34 So three aristocratic lineages are here forming, identified by the castles they possess. These lineages were ‘of’ somewhere, hence the common association in Germany and France of the name elements ‘von’ and ‘de’ with aristocracy. The Habsburgs are perhaps the most notable family to take their name from a castle, in this case Habichtsburg, ‘Hawk Castle’, in modern Switzerland, where the family are attested from the eleventh century. When they attained royal power, as they did intermittently from 1273 and permanently from 1438, they retained their surname. In general, however, with the exceptions already mentioned, the royal and imperial dynasties of the Middle Ages did not identify themselves through a surname or any general collective appellation.





Naming Patterns within Dynasties
Although rulers rarely expressed a sense of dynasty through a surname, they almost always did so through forenames. While surnames are a development of the Middle Ages, and were not common until their last centuries, forenames (first names, Christian names) were universal. They are individual identifiers but can also mark a family identity. Indeed, one of the most common and most public ways that a sense of family can be expressed is in the choice of such names, and even today it is a subject of interest and importance not only for new parents but also for grandparents and aunts and uncles, who can be flattered or offended by the names chosen. In some times and places there are norms and expectations that a child will be named after a particular relative, a first son after a grandfather, for example, while the importance of maternal kin can be recognized by the introduction of new names from their side of the family. All these things mattered as much, if not more, to rulers.
A debate over the choice of a royal name for the baby Ladislas Posthumus of Hungary at his baptism in 1440 is described by his nurse:

he was named King Ladislas, which annoyed some who thought that they should have called him King Peter, because that was the name he had brought with him [meaning that the date of Ladislas’ baptism, 22 February, was the feast of Saint Peter’s Chair]. Some thought that they should have named him King Albert in accordance with the will of his father, who was truly a pious king. But my gracious lady [Elizabeth the mother] had made a vow to God and to the holy king, saint Ladislas.35


Here there are three quite distinct grounds advanced for choice of name: Ladislas, a traditional royal name in Hungary, the name of a saint-king and the subject of a vow by the mother; Peter, the saint on whose day the baptism took place; and Albert, name of the father and chosen in his will.

The custom of rulers and other members of the ruling class having streams of forenames begins only in the seventeenth century. Today, in some countries, these long sequences, sometimes topped off with double-barrelled surnames, are an almost certain indicator of class. The modern British royal family is quite moderate in this respect: the names of the children of Queen Elizabeth are Charles Philip Arthur George, Anne Elizabeth Alice Louise, Andrew Albert Christian Edward and Edward Antony Richard Louis, in each case four names. They certainly cannot compare with Albert II, the king of the Belgians who abdicated in 2013, who was christened Albert Félix Humbert Théodore Christian Eugène Marie (and his life was complicated further by having to have his names in French, Dutch and German forms). Medieval rulers were content with less, but their choices were still full of meaning.





Leitnamen
Recurrent names often characterized a family or expressed its connections. The Germans, as always, have a word for this: Leitnamen, ‘leading names’.36 And some of these names seem to have been so distinctive of a particular aristocratic kindred that when an individual with the name turns up in the early Middle Ages with no other context, many of those working on the period are willing to bet that he (or more rarely she) was a member of that kindred. Modern scholars of the early Middle Ages have even created collective terms for such kin-groups by adding a suffix to the leading name. So, from the clan that used the name Ekkehard we have the Ekkehardiner, from the one that preferred Poppo we have the Popponen, and for the one that was fated to favour Boso, the Bosoniden or Bosonids.37
These terms are convenient modern labels for historians. But there is evidence from the medieval period itself that contemporaries were aware of these Leitnamen, and especially of the way that they embodied not merely blood relationship but also claims to authority and territory. For example, one chronicler explained the naming pattern of the counts of Flanders, who mustered nine counts named Baldwin between the ninth and the thirteenth centuries, in the following way:

In the county of Baldwin and his family it was a custom observed for many years and regarded as a perpetual law that one of the sons who pleased the father most should receive the father’s name and obtain the rule of the whole of Flanders alone by hereditary succession.38


In this picture, it is unclear at what point the father made the decision as to which son pleased him most: at birth? after several boys had been born? when they were teenagers? It is likely, of course, that the chronicle account is simply a reflection of the choice of a recurrent name for the eldest son. The name William was so much identified with the counts of Poitou that two members of the dynasty who did not bear the name assumed it when they happened to succeed to the title unexpectedly: Peter (William VII, 1039–58) and Guy-Geoffrey (William VIII, 1058–86).39 And rulers were so concerned to perpetuate certain names that they might re-use them for subsequent children after the death of an earlier bearer: Charles VI of France (1380–1422) had three sons called Charles, Charles VIII (1483–98) had two.

The association of a name with rule of a particular territory is brought out vividly in the case of the son of Petronilla, queen of Aragon (mentioned above, p. 57). Petronilla was betrothed to Raymond Berengar of Barcelona in 1137, laying the foundations for a new composite state. They had several children and the oldest surviving son was clearly seen as their heir, even though it appears father and mother could not agree on his name, for he appears both as Raymond and as Alfonso, the former in contexts associated with his father, the latter with his mother. In his will of 1162, Raymond Berengar the father bequeathed his realms of Aragon and Barcelona to ‘his oldest son, Raymond’, while two years later Petronilla abdicated in favour of ‘my beloved son Alfonso … who is called Raymond in my husband’s will’.40 Alfonso was a royal name in Aragon, Raymond a recurrent name in the line of the counts of Barcelona. Your name was a claim.41
These Leitnamen could even be used as a shorthand for the dynasty itself. In Canto 20 of the Purgatorio, Dante encounters Hugh Capet, first king of the Capetian dynasty, but the poet does not use the name ‘Capetian’, identifying the French ruling family instead as ‘the Philips and Louis’ by whom France is ruled in recent times’.42 This is literally exact, since for 256 years, from 1060 to 1316, every king of France was indeed called Philip or Louis. A pictorial family tree of the Carolingians which circulated in Germany in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries was labelled with a verse: ‘While this family held the reins of the Frankish kingdom, it gave to Rome sceptre-bearing Charleses and Louis’.’43 This too is accurate, for it is the case that in the eighth and ninth centuries every person called Charles or Louis was a member of the Carolingian family, while of the male-line descendants of Charlemagne in the ninth and tenth centuries, twelve were called Louis and ten Charles.44 The monk Notker, writing for the emperor Charles the Fat, and expressing his hope that the emperor might have a legitimate son, pictured ‘a little Louis or Charles (Ludowiculum vel Carolastrum)’.45 The emperor Frederick Barbarossa’s uncle, Otto of Freising, calls the two great families of twelfth-century Germany, now known as the Staufer or Hohenstaufen and the Welfs, ‘the Henries of Waiblingen and the Welfs of Altdorf’, thus using both a Leitname and a family castle to identify them.46 Barbarossa himself was supposedly proud of his descent from ‘the royal stock of the Waiblingen, who had descended from two royal families, that is, the Clovises and the Charleses’, meaning the Merovingians and the Carolingians.47
Alongside the recurrent Leitname is the recurrent name part. Germanic aristocratic names were usually made up of two elements which each had a meaning in everyday speech. For instance, the Merovingian royal name Theudebert, borne by two kings of the dynasty, is composed of theod meaning ‘people’ and bert meaning ‘bright’. Because of this, variations could be played with, to express family relationships. Æthelwulf, king of Wessex (839–58), named his first four sons Æthelstan, Æthelbald, Æthelbert and Æthelred, before running out of imagination and calling the youngest one Alfred. Æthel means ‘noble’, like modern German Adel, while the second elements mean ‘wolf’, ‘stone’, ‘bold’ and ‘counsel’ respectively (Alfred means ‘elf-counsel’). In this way, a common distinctive naming feature of the family (the first element Æthel) could be combined with individual naming. Since these elements had separate meaning, there was even room for punning: the unfortunate Æthelred the Unready, Æthelwulf’s distant descendant, was given his nickname because he was Æthelred Unræd – ‘noble-counsel bad-counsel’.48 And the elements could be imaginatively inverted, as in the case of the aristocratic Frankish brothers Nithard and Hartnid.49






Contemporary Confusion over Homonyms
It is not only modern students and scholars who are sometimes overwhelmed by the repetition of names in the ruling families of the past. Conrad of Scheyern, mentioned above (p. 289), became a little testy when trying to disentangle the family history of the noble house of Scheyern. The recurrence of a limited number of names made it hard to identify individuals in the past. In the end he concludes

let us now turn our pen to the nobles of our time, for it seems difficult and unnecessary to write down the deeds of each individual, for, as we have said, not two or three of them, but many, were called nobles of Scheyern, who almost all, except a few, bore two names, namely Otto and Ekkehard.50


The chronicler Richer of Saint-Rémi, writing in the 990s, expressed a similar awareness of the dangers of confusion when dealing with these recurrent dynastic forenames. He knew that anyone reading Carolingian history would be struck by ‘frequent mentions of a Charles or a Louis’ (this is still a problem today) and recognized that error could result if ‘the order of events was not given careful consideration’. But, by paying close attention to chronology, he says, ‘the careful reader will distinguish the different kings with the same names’.51 The monastic historian Aimoin of Fleury, writing his History of the Franks around the year 1000, was also conscious of this problem:

The genealogies of the kings, which were truly jumbled up because of the similar names, I have distinguished, as far as I have been able, and differentiated each one either by giving the name of his father or by the labels ‘senior’ and ‘junior’.52


One way of distinguishing rulers with the same name was to give them a nickname.53 In his list of French kings, the chronicler Rigord, writing in 1186, often does not distinguish homonyms, but occasionally adds a nickname: Charlemagne is Charlemagne, i.e. ‘Charles the Great’; his son is ‘Louis the Pious’; his son ‘Charles the Bald’. All these terms are still in use by modern historians. Likewise, the king who died in 929 is ‘Charles the Simple’. Rigord reserves the name Hugh Capet for the father of the king who ascended the throne in 987, not the king himself; he was by no means alone in this.54 Among the kings of Rigord’s own century, we find ‘Louis the Fat’ (Louis VI), ‘Louis the Pious’ (Louis VII) and ‘Philip Augustus’ (Philip II), the first and third of these names still being standard but the middle one quite unknown in modern historical writing, which reserves it for the ninth-century Carolingian emperor.55 Most of these nicknames were given years or even centuries after the deaths of the monarchs they became attached to. They are retrospective tools of chroniclers and other writers, not contemporary, official designations, although they might eventually creep into formal royal documents: Louis the Fat (Louis VI), for example, appears as such in the registers of his grandson Philip Augustus.56 Unusually, the West Frankish king Louis the Stammerer (877–9) was called that by a contemporary chronicler.57 Undoubtedly retrospective is the nickname of the Irish king Niall mac Aéda, known as Niall Caille (‘of the Callan’) because he drowned in the river Callan.58







The Term Carolingian
A good example of the way a leading name could become something like a collective label is provided by the dynasty that modern historians call Carolingian.59 There is scarcely a medieval ruler who left a deeper imprint on memory than Charlemagne, a king of the Franks from 768 and emperor from 800. His death in 814 could be used as a marker in time, as in the case of the chronicler Fulcher of Chartres, reporting the capture of Jerusalem by the crusaders in 1099: ‘It was 15 July, 285 years after the death of Charlemagne.’60 It is remarkable that, almost three centuries after Charlemagne’s death, it could be referred to in this way, and referred to accurately, as a recognizable indicator of place in time. And Charlemagne also made it to the stars. The constellation of Ursa Major had been called ‘The Wagon’ by ancient Akkadians and Greeks, but to the English it became more specifically ‘Charles’ Wagon’ or ‘Charlemagne’s Wagon’ as tribute to the famous emperor.61
His name, Charles, has an unusual history. Charles Martel, his grandfather, is the first person to bear the name Charles (Karl). He was illegitimate and the sources mention that his father chose this name for him. It is a single syllable, which is unusual for early high-status names, and it has an ordinary language meaning of ‘man’, or perhaps more specifically, ‘free peasant man’.62 Whether Charles Martel’s father was being kind and prophesying that this son would be ‘a real man’, or whether there was a sardonic tone in giving him this flat and definitely unaristocratic sounding name, we do not know. In some later legends the illegitimacy of Charles Martel was attributed to his grandson and in the imaginative literature of the thirteenth century the story was told that Charlemagne was called Charles because he had been conceived on a cart (char).63
The military success and political power of Charles Martel meant the new name was now acceptably aristocratic and could be given to Charles’ grandson, the future Charlemagne, who carried it to even higher levels of fame and glory. It was then borne by two of his ninth-century descendants who ruled as emperors, Charles the Bald and Charles the Fat. It thus became associated with the most powerful dynasty in western Europe. The Vision of Charles the Fat (discussed below, pp. 347–9) depicts Carolingians themselves referring simply to ‘our royal family’, ‘our stock’, ‘our family’ (genus nostrum regale, nostra propago, nostra genealogia), but those who were not members of the family would need some other way of referring to it. One way was to call them the second line or second family (after the Merovingians) (see above, pp. 285–6), but the name Charles was also developed for this purpose. In the middle of the tenth century the chronicler Widukind refers to Louis the Child, who ruled the East Franks 900–11, as ‘the last of the Charleses ruling the East Franks’.64 Since Louis’ name was not Charles, Widukind is clearly using ‘the Charleses’, in the plural, as a label for the dynasty of which he was a member. This is a usage found also in later German chroniclers, sometimes with an added term, such as ‘the stock of the Charleses’ or ‘the ancient and glorious blood of the Charleses’.65 Two other terms also developed based on the name Charles (Karolus in Latin): Karlenses and Karolingi. These are used both as the equivalent of the modern term ‘Carolingian’, as in ‘the royal stock of the Karlenses’, or ‘the kingship of the Karolingi began with Pippin’, and also as designations for the West Franks or French as a people, as in ‘the king of the Karlenses’ (for non-Carolingian as well as Carolingian kings) or ‘his high-born parents, Lotharingian and Karlenses’.66 The name Charles itself began to assume grand and elaborate associations and by the thirteenth century there was even a prophecy that ‘from the Karlingi, that is, the stock of King Charles and of the house of the kings of France, an emperor will be raised up, Charles by name, who will be ruler and monarch of the whole of Europe and he will reform the Church and the empire, but after him no other will reign’.67 The most striking development of Charles’ name was its adoption as the ordinary word for ‘king’ in the Slavic and Baltic languages, as well as in Rumanian and Turkish, a parallel to the way the personal name ‘Caesar’ became ‘Tsar’. In this way a name of obscure and possibly derogatory nature became a word for ‘sovereign’.






New Names in Dynasties
New names were introduced into dynasties in various ways.68 Maternal kin, especially if of high status, could be honoured by giving names from their side of the family. A good example is the way the name Duarte (Edward) entered the Portuguese royal dynasty, and subsequently the Portuguese world, through the wife of John I, who was herself the granddaughter of Edward III of England. Valdemar I of Denmark (1157–82) was named after his maternal great-grandfather, Vladimir of Kiev, thus bringing this Russian name into the Danish royal dynasty. Naming after a maternal grandfather is explicitly noted in the case of Godila, a noblewoman who married Liuthar, margrave of the Saxon Nordmark (985–1003), and ‘bore him a first born son, calling him by the name of her father, Werner’.69 And, although the patriarchal nature of medieval society, and of genealogical conventions, obscures it, there were also recurrent names in mother–daughter lines, which by the nature of things would not be seen as recurring in the same paternal family. For instance, between Matilda, wife of Henry I of Germany (919–36), and her great-great-granddaughter Matilda of Swabia, who died in the early 1030s, there were five generations of women alternately named Matilda or Gerberga, a pattern so well established that it could even be used as a guideline by contemporaries when conducting genealogical research.70
Marriage was the most common path whereby unfamiliar names might be added to the family roll-call but there were others. Youngest sons of large families were sometimes given unusual names that were not part of family tradition. One chronicler, when listing the five sons of the emperor Frederick Barbarossa, gives them all landed titles except for the last: ‘Philip the clerk’.71 Philip was not a name that had been borne in the family before and it may well have been chosen because the youngest son was destined to be an ecclesiastic rather than a great lay noble, although events were to turn out differently and Philip had to re-enter the laity and eventually became king.
If, as in Philip’s case, a youngest son unexpectedly succeeded to power, his name might then become entrenched. A classic example of both methods of transmission, through marriage and through novel names for younger sons, is provided by the Scottish royal house under Malcolm III (1057/8–93) and his queen Margaret. Margaret was a descendant of the old royal house of Wessex and her first four sons received the assertively Anglo-Saxon names Edward, Edgar, Edmund, Æthelred, names of tenth- and eleventh-century kings of England. Malcolm, the father, does not seem have asserted the claims of his own, Gaelic, naming tradition. Then, after these four sons with English names, perhaps feeling that duty to Margaret’s ancestors had been satisfied, Margaret and Malcolm chose unprecedented names for their last two sons, Alexander and David. Neither choice can be explained with certainty. Completely unknown in Scotland before the late eleventh century, Alexander might be a reference to the ancient hero or to the pope at the time of the marriage of Malcolm and Margaret (Alexander II, 1061–73), while David might look to either the biblical king or the Welsh saint. In the event, both sons succeeded to the throne and their names entered the repertoire of royal and aristocratic nomenclature. Two subsequent Alexanders ruled Scotland (Alexander II, 1214–49; Alexander III, 1249–86) and one subsequent David (David II, 1329–71), while younger sons of the dynasty also often bore the name. Today ‘Sandy’, the short form for Alexander, is a stereotypical indication of Scottishness.
Also, ancient royal names might be revived. Edward I, son of Henry III, was the first Edward in the English royal house since the Norman Conquest, almost two centuries earlier. The choice is explained by the devotion that Henry III had towards Edward the Confessor, who was not only the last king of the Wessex line but also a canonized saint. Through Edward I, this Anglo-Saxon name was revived and naturalized; it is the most common name of English kings. Less influential was the unusual choice of the name Dagobert for a son of Louis VIII of France, born in 1222, the year before Louis succeeded to the throne. Dagobert was a royal name under the Merovingian kings, who had ruled the Franks until 751, but it was unknown among later dynasties until this son of Louis VIII. Dagobert I, who died in 638 or 639, was claimed as the founder of the abbey of St-Denis, which was the burial place of the Capetian kings of France and also the home of the community of monks who wrote their history, so he had particular significance for the ruling dynasty. But this Capetian Dagobert died at the age of nine or ten and was buried in the abbey of Royaumont, which his mother, Queen Blanche, had founded, and the name never did revive. Moreover, it seems as if the young prince actually bore two names, one of them more familiar in the family: ‘Dagobert, that is Philip’.72






Name Change
Cases of name change have already been mentioned, when women moved to foreign courts and adopted new names more familiar there (p. 28), or the counts of Poitou who took the traditional comital name of William (p. 291), but there are other examples that show the way that certain names were associated with certain dynasties and roles. For example, in 781 Charlemagne’s third son Carloman, at that time four years old, was given the name Pippin, even though he had an older half-brother of the same name. Giving him this important family name, which was the name of Charlemagne’s own father, was marking him for royal status and he was simultaneously anointed king of Italy.73 The older Pippin is described as ‘deformed by a hunch on the back’ and this may have been a reason for his exclusion.74 He rebelled in 792, was defeated and sent to a monastery. Having his name taken by a younger half-brother must have rankled. A different kind of substitution between brothers occurred among the sons of the emperor Frederick Barbarossa. His firstborn, called Frederick after his father, born in 1164, was created duke of Swabia when a baby, but died at the age of five. A younger brother, Conrad, was now made duke of Swabia and also adopted the name Frederick. He had stepped into his brother’s shoes in the fullest possible sense of the phrase.75 Every duke of Swabia since 1079, almost a century, had been called Frederick, and the name and the title were now approaching synonyms, a process fully realized in the case of Dolphinus and Dauphin (above, p. 208).
A name change that involved no substitution of siblings but rather a reorientation of dynastic ambition is found in the case of the celebrated Holy Roman Emperor Charles IV. This son of King John of Bohemia, born in Prague in 1316, was baptized Wenceslas, which was the name of Bohemia’s most famous saint and also the name of the child’s grandfather and deceased uncle, the last two rulers of Bohemia from the ancient Premyslid line. The name could not have been more royal and Bohemian. However, King John was in origin a great noble from Luxemburg, which lay on the western edge of the Holy Roman Empire and where both French and German were spoken. In 1323 he sent the young Wenceslas to the court of the French king, Charles IV. Writing years later, Wenceslas recalled the king with affection:

my father sent me to the king of France when I was in the seventh year of my boyhood and the king of France had me confirmed by a bishop and he gave me his own name, that is, Charles, and he gave me as a wife the daughter of his uncle Charles, who was named Margaret but known as Blanche.76


Charles was not only the name of the young prince’s French patron but also that of the most famous ruler of the Middle Ages, the founder of the Western Empire. Although he grew up to be a king of Bohemia who left a great mark on Prague, evidenced in the Charles University and the Charles Bridge, Charles’ new name was a prognostic of his imperial destiny. After his election as king of the Romans (emperor-elect) in 1346, the pope, confirming the election, expressed the opinion that Charles would be a devout ruler:

that he is to be so Catholic, so devout, so generous to the Church, is due not only to his ancestry, since it is known that he descends from holy parents who did such things, but also is due to his name, for he is called Charles. Who was more devout and generous to the Church than Charlemagne?77


Despite all this, Charles was determined to call his own firstborn son Wenceslas and, after the death of this child, the next son was given the same name.78 He grew up to succeed his father both as king of Bohemia and king of the Romans, a unique case of father–son succession to the empire in this period. While Charles IV’s father had wanted to change his son’s name from one with purely Bohemian resonance to one with imperial echoes, Charles himself thought the traditional Bohemian name could be widened to embrace new horizons.

On his accession in 1390, John, oldest son of Robert II of Scotland, ‘with the assent of the estates’, took the name Robert and ruled as Robert III.79 In the earliest source no reason is given either for the change of name or for the requirement for parliamentary assent, but in the early sixteenth century the Scottish historian and theologian John Mair advanced a theory about it: ‘I suppose they changed the name because they suspected that kings called John would be unlucky, since they saw the French John captured by the English a few days before.’80 The ‘French John’ is John II of France, captured in the Battle of Poitiers in 1356, so a little more than ‘a few days before’! Mair’s view was repeated by later writers but becomes no more convincing through repetition.81 Perhaps it is obvious that someone would want the fine name of Robert.





Numbering of Monarchs
Confusion between rulers with the same name might also be avoided by giving them numbers, and this was not only retrospective and unofficial, like most nicknames, but could also be contemporary and official. We are all familiar with the practice of giving monarchs a number: Henry VIII, Louis XIV, Napoleon III. This practice is not neutral. To obtain an idea of how sensitive an issue the numbering of monarchs can be, all one has to do is read the accounts of the ‘pillar box war’ of 1953, when some Scots objected to the royal logo ‘EIIR’ on post boxes introduced after the accession of Queen Elizabeth, since she was the first, not the second, Elizabeth to rule Scotland. Some of these offensive pillar boxes were blown up, and the decision was soon made to remove the logo and replace it with the royal crown of Scotland, which is what you see on Scottish post boxes today.
So clearly these numbers are not simply a device for torturing school children, but represent a claim, an assertion of a place in a legitimate sequence. The most curious example of this is the case of Pope Benedict XIII, both of them. The first Benedict XIII was elected in 1394 during the Great Schism. His pre-papal name was Peter de Luna and he is often known colloquially as Papa Luna. Despite being deposed not once but twice by councils called to end the Schism, he insistently refused to accept his deposition and died in his home town of Peñiscola in Valencia in 1423. The second Benedict XIII was elected in 1724. At least that was what he eventually became. At first, perhaps being insufficiently informed of the deficiencies of his medieval predecessor, he styled himself Benedict XIV. Once the mistake was pointed out, however, the status of Papa Luna as an anti-pope meant that he did not count (literally), so the eighteenth-century pope went from being Benedict XIV to being Benedict XIII. The fact that his next successor but one was also Benedict, originally and always Benedict XIV, does not ease the confusion. This proliferation of Benedicts is not merely a quirky comedy but underlines the way that numbering implies legitimacy. There can only be one rightful pope at a time, and the early eighteenth-century Benedict, by reverting from the title Benedict XIV to Benedict XIII, was making a statement about the true line and dismissing the claims of the Spanish pretender three hundred years earlier.
Unlike the numbering of crusades, which is modern, retrospective, and primarily for scholarly and pedagogic purposes,82 numbering of monarchs was a medieval practice. It seems to be the case that it originated with the papacy, but not in its earliest days. Under the Roman empire, there were scarcely any popes with the same name, and this situation did not change substantially until the seventh century.83 Early popes were thus known simply by their name and title. When names did begin to recur, the later pope was often given the soubriquet ‘the Younger (iunior)’ to distinguish him, as in the case of Leo II and Benedict II in the 680s.84 But when two popes with the same name reigned close in time, confusion might arise. In the case of the popes whom we call Gregory II (715–31), and his immediate successor Gregory III (731–41), the difficulty is reflected in the cumbrous circumlocutions found in the contemporary Life of St Boniface. There the earlier of these Gregories is referred to as ‘Gregory, second after the first, and prior to the most recent one, who is called “the Younger” in the common language of the Romans’, and later, when this ‘Gregory II’ dies, he is succeeded by ‘Gregory the Younger’, whom the author also calls ‘Gregory the Younger the second’, and finally there is reference to both ‘Gregory the Younger, the second after the first’, and his successor, ‘Gregory the Younger to the second, the third from the first’.85 This must all have made a simple sequential numbering system seem an attractive alternative, and, beginning from this very period, such a numbering system is found, in inscriptions, in synodal acts and eventually in documents. It does not occur in the intitulatio, the pope’s name and title at the beginning of the document, but in the dating clauses toward the end, and later can be found on papal seals and inside the rota, the double circle and cross introduced into papal documents in the eleventh century.86
The numbering of rulers then passed to the secular world, being taken up by the western emperors in their documents from the later tenth century.87 In that case, too, it seems to have been the succession of rulers with the same name (Otto I, Otto II, Otto III) that stimulated the practice. A parallel can be found in the documents of the dukes of Normandy in the early eleventh century, where the occasional use of numbering resulted from the succession of three Richards (942–96, 996–1026, 1026–7) to ducal authority.88 A full study of the subject over the course of the Middle Ages would need to look at when and where numbering of rulers was employed, and in what contexts: charters, coins, seals, chronicles, etc. Such a study might conceivably be readable. It is clearly a complex story. While popes, as mentioned, employed numeration in official contexts from the tenth century, many secular rulers did not take it up until the fourteenth or fifteenth centuries. The practice of numbering kings in chronicles might precede official use by hundreds of years. Numbering on coins was a late medieval development. In the Iberian peninsula, for example, numbering of monarchs on coins is basically an innovation of the fifteenth century. Although numbering appears occasionally on the coins and seals of the Portuguese monarchs from the time of Alfonso III (1248–79), it is only frequent from the time of Alfonso V (1438–81). In Castile, it begins on the coins of John II (1406–54), and is more common, on both coins and seals, from the time of Henry IV (1454–74). In Navarre, the practice begins under the disputed rule of Charles, prince of Viana, who was titular Charles IV (1441–61), and in Catalonia it begins in the 1460s.89
Here the focus will be on a couple of distinctive systems of numbering that highlight the question of where does one start? The first example is from Germany in 1198. The initial step on the road to becoming Holy Roman Emperor was election by the German princes as ‘king of the Romans’. One of the two rival claimants elected king of the Romans in the disputed election of 1198 was Philip, duke of Swabia. His style as king is ‘Philip II (secundus), king of the Romans’.90 But who was Philip I? The answer is Philip the Arabian, the Roman emperor who ruled from 244 to 249. The passage of 949 years could not erode the idea that the German duke Philip of Swabia, chosen by a group of German nobles in two assemblies in Thuringia, which was never part of the Roman empire, was the heir of the Caesars. That mild ordinal secundus turns out to be a bold assertion of a pedigree, an entitlement, and a long view of history.
Universal chronicles provided lists of Roman emperors, starting with Augustus, continuing with the Byzantine emperors and then switching to the west with Charlemagne. Otto of Freising, great-uncle of Philip II, numbers the Roman emperors consecutively, from Augustus to his own time, and notes that there were alternative systems of numbering, depending on how one treated the obscure imperial claimants of the late ninth and early tenth century, so that Otto I, crowned in 962, could be called either the seventy-seventh or the eighty-fourth emperor.91 But, whatever local uncertainties there might be in the details of the list, there was a continuous sequence of emperors, and it stretched from Augustus to the writer’s own time.
Another feature of the system of numbering in the Holy Roman Empire springs from the fact, just mentioned, that it was customary for the new ruler to be elected and crowned king in Germany before seeking to be crowned emperor by the pope. Only under the Habsburgs did papal coronation cease to be an essential condition for adoption of the imperial title.92 Since not every German king actually was crowned by the pope, either because of quarrels between king and pope or for purely circumstantial reasons, the numbering of kings and emperors in the Holy Roman Empire was not always identical. For example, the chronicler Burchard of Ursberg, writing around 1230 and describing the accession of Frederick Barbarossa’s son Henry as Holy Roman Emperor in 1191 calls him ‘Henry, sixth of this name, or, according to the calculation of the Romans, fifth, for they do not number the first Henry, father of Otto I, in the catalogue of emperors’.93 This is meticulous. ‘The first Henry’, founder of the Ottonian dynasty, was elected king in 919 but was never crowned emperor, so when his great-grandson Henry became emperor in the early eleventh century, he was Henry I as emperor and Henry II as king. And, of course, even the rulers who were crowned by the pope were kings until their imperial coronation, so their title changed during the course of their reign. When, in 1076, Gregory VII deposed Henry IV, as modern historians call him, he was careful in his terms: ‘I deprive king Henry, son of the emperor Henry, of the government of the whole of the kingdom of the Germans and of Italy.’94 Since Henry IV had not yet been crowned emperor, he was ‘King Henry’, while his father, Henry III, who had been crowned emperor, was thus ‘the emperor Henry’. Henry IV was eventually crowned emperor, not by Gregory VII but by a pope of his own making, an anti-pope in the eyes of the Gregorians. And, of course, the emperor Henry III was also King Henry IV and the emperor Henry IV was also King Henry V, which is the numbering used by modern historians.95
Modern historians label these Henries simply by their number as king, but in their own documents they were scrupulous in numbering themselves, so that charters issued by Henry III after his imperial coronation in 1046 are dated in such complex ways as ‘in the seventeenth year of the reign as king and the ninth year of the reign as emperor of the lord Henry, the third as king, the second as emperor’.96 The results can be curious: Conrad, first Hohenstaufen ruler, elected king of the Romans in 1138, appears in his own documents as ‘Conrad II, by grace of God king of the Romans (Conradus dei gratia Romanorum rex secundus)’ but the modern edition in which these are printed is titled Charters of Conrad III! The first German ruler called Conrad (911–18) was king of Germany (or the East Franks) and nothing else.
Another instructive curiosity of numbering can be found in later medieval England. The Norman and Plantagenet kings of England from the conquest of 1066 down to the accession of Edward I in 1272 had names that were different from those of any of the pre-conquest rulers of Anglo-Saxon England. They were William, Henry, and so forth, not Æthelred or Egbert. Edward I was the first post-conquest king to have a name also borne by an Anglo-Saxon king, but since the last Edward before him, Edward the Confessor, had ruled more than two centuries earlier there was little danger of confusion in referring to him simply as ‘King Edward’. Edward I was succeeded by his son and namesake Edward II. A reference to ‘King Edward son of King Edward’ would suffice to identify him. It was the fact that he was followed in turn by his son, yet another namesake, that evidently made those responsible for drawing up official records think about this issue. ‘King Edward son of King Edward son of King Edward’ was not impossible, but rather long-winded. In the Parliament Rolls a different approach was adopted: Edward became ‘King Edward, the third after the conquest (le roi Edward, le tierz apres le conquest)’.97 This style enshrined a view of the past: the Norman Conquest of 1066 had been a decisive break, when the clock restarted. The Edwards who had ruled England before then, Edward the Elder, Edward the Martyr and Edward the Confessor, were confined to a misty prehistory. The ‘certain men, wise in the ways of the world’, who supposedly invented this new style for Edward III, were also subscribing to a view of history.98
This need not have happened. A text from the very early thirteenth century describes Edward the Confessor as ‘St Edward, king of the English, the third of this name’, while there are isolated references, from the year 1307, just after the death of Edward I, as we call him, to ‘the lord of glorious memory, Edward the Fourth, king of the English’ and to ‘the passing of the great king, Edward the Fourth’.99 These formulations must imply that the speakers counted Edward the Elder, Edward the Martyr and Edward the Confessor as Edward I, II and III, and hence did not envisage the thread of English history as having been snapped in 1066. But, apart from these few exceptions, Edward I did not in fact become Edward IV, and Edward III did not become Edward VI. And ‘King Edward, the third after the conquest’ was followed in the Rolls of Parliament, with no compelling logic, by ‘King Richard, the second after the conquest’ and ‘King Henry, the fourth after the conquest’, and so on. Since there were no Richards or Henries in Anglo-Saxon England, the clarifying suffix was unnecessary but became fixed form until the time of the Tudors. The way that this system of numbering involved a choice, adopting one approach rather than another, becomes clear if one compares it with the system used for the French kings. In that case, the general practice was to number kings called Louis from Louis the Pious, son of Charlemagne, who was deemed by later centuries to be the first king of France called Louis, but, in contrast, there is one set of genealogical diagrams of the Frankish and French kings, in which the numbering restarts with the arrival of the Capetian dynasty, so that the king we call Louis VI is Louis I and so forth. In this isolated example, the five Carolingian rulers called Louis were thus consigned to the same misty past as the Anglo-Saxon Edwards.100
The Holy Roman Empire and late medieval England represent two opposite ways that the numbering of monarchs could mark out the place of the dynasty in time. When Philip of Swabia or his advisers adopted the style ‘Philippus secundus’ they stressed continuity. The political conglomerate of the year 1200 that included Germany and north Italy was, they were saying, the very same thing as the empire of the Caesars. Such incidents as the abdication of the last western emperor in 476 or the coronation of Charlemagne in 800 did not disrupt that seamless history, a history which continued to flow down to the end of the empire in 1806, although it is significant that the emperor Francis II describes the crown that he laid down in that year as the crown of the Deutsches Reich: a reality was being recognized just as it ended.101 The English situation was the opposite. When Edward III was called Edward III, the conquest of 1066 was being recognized as a determining event, a break in history that was embraced rather than hidden. William the Conqueror had made efforts to present himself as the legitimate successor of Edward the Confessor, last king of the house of Wessex, but his late medieval descendants were frank about the conquest. Not everyone was happy with this approach (see below, p. 386).
Even more frank were the kings of Jerusalem, rulers of the crusader state established in the aftermath of the Christian conquest of Jerusalem in 1099. The first king, Baldwin I, as he is known in modern history books, styled himself ‘by grace of God king of the Jerusalemites of Latin Christendom (Latinitatis)’,102 thus stressing the western and colonial roots of his realm. Later kings used similar forms, numbering themselves by their place in the sequence from Baldwin I. Thus, Baldwin’s successor, Baldwin II, was ‘Baldwin by grace of God second king of the Latins of Jerusalem’, his successor Fulk was ‘Fulk by grace of God third king of the Latins of Jerusalem’, and so on. The recurrence of the same personal name was not relevant, so the king we label ‘Baldwin IV’ is, in his own documents, ‘the sixth king’, the king we call Amalric II is ‘the ninth king’. The practice continued down to the time of John of Brienne, ‘through the grace of God tenth king of the Latins of Jerusalem’. John ruled from 1210 to 1225.103 Hence the system of enumeration called attention to the founding of the kingdom by western knights and clerics at a moment in the heroic past. And similar conceptions can be found in England as early as the thirteenth century, for, while the idea of counting the kings from the Norman Conquest may have appeared officially only with Edward III, it had a history prior to that time. Matthew Paris, the famous artist-historian of St Albans, working in the middle years of the thirteenth century, depicted the eight kings since the conquest, labelling William the Conqueror, ‘William, the first king of England after its conquest’, and continuing with this style down to Matthew’s contemporary, Henry III, labelled ‘Henry, eighth king’.104 This is precisely the system employed by the crusader kings of Jerusalem.
Since the practice of numbering monarchs began at different times and in different places, it was often necessary for a decision to be made about what number to start with, that is, how many predecessors with the same name there had already been. Historians today refer to Charles IV, king of France (1322–8), and Charles IV, Holy Roman Emperor (1346–78), rulers of different realms but both with titles implying three Charles before them (the emperor Charles styled himself Charles IV in official documents; Charles IV of France was so-called only in contemporary chronicles).105 The royal name Charles had not been borne for some time. The Carolingian dynasty is known by that name because the members who made its fortune, Charles Martel and his grandson Charles the Great (Charlemagne), were called Charles (Carolus in Latin). But this name, Charles, was only borne by kings descended from Charlemagne for four generations before it went into abeyance for more than three hundred years. After the death of Charles the Simple in 929 there were no kings called Charles until the late thirteenth century. Indeed, one author, writing in England or Normandy at the very beginning of the twelfth century explicitly terms Charles the Simple ‘the last of the Charleses’.106 The name was not completely unknown in the ruling dynasty of France but none who bore it became king of France. Then, in 1322, a King Charles ascended the throne of France. But what number was he to take, bearing in mind that Charlemagne and his immediate successors had ruled an area covering Europe from the Atlantic to the Elbe and from the North Sea to central Italy? Could Charlemagne really be regarded as a previous king of France? Or, for that matter, a king of Germany? Charlemagne’s world is the world admirably summed up by the title of Patrick Geary’s book on the period, Before France and Germany (which appeared in French translation as Naissance de la France). When the Charles who became king of France in 1322 was known as Charles IV, a view was being expressed about Carolingian history. Somehow, from the various rulers called Charles in the ninth and early tenth centuries, ruling disparate and varying territories, three had been picked out as precursors. Since it is quite certain that the area of the later kingdom of France had been ruled by four kings called Charles in the Carolingian period, obviously one of them did not count.107 It appears that Charles the Fat, ruler of France (the kingdom of the West Franks) 885–7, had, despite his girth, slipped through the net. The emperor Charles IV, who was originally named Wenceslas but adopted at confirmation the name of his patron Charles IV of France (above, p. 300), had to look for imperial predecessors and found three Carolingians from that earlier period. He was the fourth emperor called Charles, after Charlemagne, Charles the Bald and Charles the Fat.108 So these two approximate contemporaries of the fourteenth century both bore the title ‘Charles IV’ but to do so drew on some, but not all, of the same predecessors. The choice of the French was confirmed and settled for good by Charles V (1364–80) who did indeed call himself ‘Charles V’, as is witnessed by writings in his own hand. Subsequent Charleses were numbered accordingly. In the empire, the next Charles was the famous Charles V, opponent of Luther and ruler also of Spain and its New World territories.
A particularly complicated situation arose in the Iberian peninsula after the king of Castile whom we know as Alfonso X or Alfonso the Wise (1252–84) decided to introduce numbering of monarchs in the vernacular chronicles that he sponsored.109 The problem came partly from the plethora of Alfonsos in Iberian history, and more specifically from two issues: the relationship of the kings of Leon and Castile to those of the Asturian kingdom that had preceded them, and how to deal with the period 1157–1230, when Leon and Castile were separate kingdoms, each for a time ruled by an Alfonso. Alfonso the Wise definitely saw himself in the line of the kings of Asturias and numbered the earliest Asturian Alfonso, who ruled 739–57, Alfonso I. He then continued the numbering through the kings of Asturias and Leon from 739 to 1037, and then beyond, ignoring the violent seizure of the throne by a different dynasty in 1037. The reign of a woman, Urraca, daughter of Alfonso VI, did not break the sequence, but since Alfonso the Wise included Alfonso the Battler, king of Aragon and Urraca’s husband for a while, as a legitimate king of Leon and Castile, he numbered him Alfonso VII, a style modern historians reserve for Urraca’s son and successor. He also dealt differently with the period of the divided kingdoms 1157–1230. Modern historians number the king of Castile from 1158 to 1214 Alfonso VIII and his cousin, king of Leon 1188–1230, Alfonso IX. This is illogical, since one did not succeed the other and they did not rule the same kingdom. Alfonso the Wise was more logical. Since he had an extra Alfonso in Alfonso the Battler, he numbered Urraca’s son and successor Alfonso VIII, and the two cousins ruling the separated kingdoms Alfonso IX of Castile and Alfonso IX of Leon. He thus recognized a real disjuncture in the history of the dynasty, something that modern numbering practices seek to veil. As so often, a number for a monarch is far from a neutral tool of chronology.




Chapter 9 Saints, Images, Heraldry, Family Trees


Dynastic Saints
So, choice of name and systems of numbering reveal something of how dynasties conceived of themselves. There are many other cultural expressions that also manifest a sense of dynasty. Some families had dynastic saints, either in the sense of a saint especially associated with the dynasty as its patron, like St Martin and the Frankish kings, or in the more literal sense of a saint from the dynasty, like the Bohemian dynasty’s Wenceslas or the Capetians’ St Louis. The rulers of the Macedonian dynasty, which came to power in Byzantium in 867, considered themselves under the patronage of St Elijah. In Byzantium, unlike in the west, many Old Testament figures were treated as saints. They also tried to promote the sanctity of one of their own members, Theophano, wife of Leo VI. Although Leo had discarded her, he ‘put as much effort into getting her sanctified as he put into searching for substitutes for her’.1
Some royal saints were formally canonized by the pope, in the complex official process that took its final shape in the twelfth century. These included the emperor Henry II (d. 1024, canonized 1146), Edward the Confessor of England (d. 1066, canonized 1161) and Louis IX of France (d. 1270, canonized 1297). For others, attempts were made to attain canonization but unsuccessfully, although the collection of evidence for the subject’s miracles shows that there were active cults. Richard II of England sought the canonization of his great-grandfather, Edward II, in the 1380s and 1390s, sending the pope a book of Edward’s miracles, which does not survive, while both Henry VII and Henry VIII of England made repeated attempts to have Henry VI (d. 1471) canonized, and there is a surviving collection of 172 of the dead king’s miracles.2
Prior to the twelfth century, saints were recognized, not by a decision of the pope, but by having an active cult, with miracles, liturgical commemoration and special treatment of the tomb. Saintly kings of the early Middle Ages of this kind were not uncommon, numbering some twenty or so, although some of them are very obscure and can hardly be said to have prominent or continuous cults. What is striking is how many of them met bloody deaths, in battle or through murder or execution: Sigismund of Burgundy (d. 524), Oswald of Northumbria (d. 642), Edmund of East Anglia (d. 869), Wenceslas of Bohemia (d. 935), Edward the Martyr of England (d. 978), Olaf of Norway (d. 1030), Canute II (or IV) of Denmark (d. 1086), and others. It is a pattern sufficiently noticeable to constitute a type, the ‘martyr-king’ of northern and eastern Europe.3 In later centuries too, the supposedly violent death of a supposedly blameless royal victim continued to present a prima facie case for sanctity, as in the case of Edward II and Henry VI of England, just mentioned.
Saintly queens present an entirely different profile.4 They were not canonized because of bloody deaths and many of them were recognized as saints after they had retired to the nunnery, like St Radegund (d. 587), a Thuringian princess and Frankish queen, or lived out a pious widowhood, like Matilda (d. 968), wife of Henry I of Germany. There is an exceptional cluster of saintly royal women in east central Europe in the thirteenth century: Andrew II of Hungary (1205–35) was the father of a female saint, the grandfather of three, the father-in-law of another, and the nephew of a sixth. Many of these women were closely involved with the Franciscan Order, especially its female branch, the ‘Poor Clares’. Their royal relatives could enjoy the glory of being related to saints but the saints, or at least those who wrote about them, might glory in their relationship with royalty. The first chapter in the Life of St Cunigunda, one of King Andrew’s granddaughters, is ‘Concerning her family and the magnificence of her lineage’.5
When he was lobbying for the canonization of Louis of Toulouse (d. 1297), Robert, king of Naples (1309–43), who was Louis’ younger brother, could draw on the support of the Franciscans, to which Order Louis had belonged, and part of their argument was that Louis had saints on both sides of his family: his father was a nephew of St Louis, king of France, his mother a member of the Hungarian royal family, which had produced St Stephen of Hungary and other early royal saints, as well as St Elizabeth, the canonized daughter of Andrew II. There is something not entirely logical about this point since, of course, the same was true of King Robert as well. In any case, Louis was canonized in 1317, his head enshrined in Naples by his brother, and his cult was launched. Simone Martini, one of the greatest painters of the time, was commissioned to produce a painting of him, which shows Louis, enthroned and with angels holding a crown above his head, placing a crown on the head of the kneeling Robert. Robert had helped make Louis a saint and Louis in return is vindicating Robert’s kingship.6
Louis and Robert were members of a junior branch of the Capetians, a dynasty rich in dynastic saints. Their consciousness of this fact was constantly reinforced. Louis, the young son of Charles VI of France, and Dauphin until his death at the age of eighteen in 1415, had a painting at the head of his bed depicting St Louis (Louis IX) and St Louis of Toulouse, who were not only his namesakes but also two saints from his own dynasty, St Louis being a direct ancestor, Louis of Toulouse a great-nephew of St Louis.7 The heir to the throne of France would thus see his holy relatives every night and morning. When his sister, Mary, entered the convent at the age of four, the religious house chosen for her was the priory of St.-Louis-de-Poissy, dedicated to her ancestor and founded by another, St Louis’ grandson, Philip IV.
An especially explicit example of the invocation of dynastic saints can be found in the Preface to the Life of Waltheof of Melrose by Jocelin of Furness, which is dedicated to William the Lion, king of Scots (1165–1214), his son, Alexander (later Alexander II), and William’s brother, Earl David. Waltheof was related to the Scots royal family, since after his father’s death his mother had married, as a second husband, David I, William the Lion’s grandfather. Jocelin says that William and the other dedicatees can take pride in this relationship: ‘you are granted the privilege of exulting in the common stock and descent you share’. The saintly heritage of the Scottish royal family goes far beyond this, however. They are descended from St Margaret (d. 1093), who, Jocelin claims, herself descended, on her mother’s side, from the Holy Roman Emperors (he gives no details), while her father was ‘nephew and legitimate heir of the most holy Edward the Confessor, king of England’. The implication of this descent is radical, since it ‘would have made you the sceptre-bearers of the kingdom of England by hereditary right, coming to you by the right and direct line of successive generations, if the violent plundering of the Normans had, by God’s permission, not impeded it until the time ordained’. The kings of Scots are, therefore, the rightful kings of England.
Figure 16 A dynastic saint. This painting of St Louis of Toulouse (d. 1297) by Simone Martini, shows him placing a crown on the head of his younger brother, Robert, king of Sicily (Naples) (1309–43).

Courtesy of Museum Capodimonte.

Nor are Waltheof, Margaret and Edward the Confessor the only saintly relatives:

Not only did the most powerful in that glorious lineage of the English kings stand out in wealth and glory in the kingdom but also, pleasing God by their holiness and great justice, they were gloriously renowned for many kinds of miracles, both in life and after death. For, from the holy king Æthelwulf, who assessed the whole of England for tithes and dedicated those tithes to God and the Church, nine saintly kings are numbered, the later of whom are recognized as having shone forth in the Christian religion equally or even more admirably. In the tenth, St Edward, the holiness of all his predecessors flowed together, as it were, and thus from him, as from a most lucid fountain, the stream of religious life flowed to St Margaret his great-niece, and from her into her son, King David, your grandfather, and from him into King Malcolm your brother.8


Here there is a line of saint-kings, starting with Æthelwulf (d. 858), who introduced tithes, continuing over the generations (it is not clear which nine kings Jocelin had in mind), increasing in holiness, with their blood and their sanctity finally flowing, via St Margaret, into the Scottish royal dynasty, rightful inheritors of the kingdom of England.





Public Images
Another way a sense of dynasty could be expressed was in the public images, painted and carved, that adorned the walls of the palaces and castles of kings, and the gateways of cities.9 In the 820s, during the reign of Louis the Pious, the hall of his palace at Ingelheim near Mainz was decorated with wall-paintings of images of rulers. Some of these monarchs were from ancient history – Cyrus, Alexander and so on – but the culmination, probably in the apse of the hall, was a series of Christian rulers: Constantine, Theodosius the Great, Charles Martel, Pippin and Charlemagne. This sequence began with the first Christian Roman emperor and concluded with the most recent. Louis the Pious could thus look at a gratifying chain of rulers: good Christian rulers, including his father, grand father and great-grand father. His Merovingian predecessors are invisible.10
But those very Merovingians might, in the course of time, become valuable predecessors. Once their reality faded, and the Carolingian usurpation of the throne was no longer a vivid political issue, a line of distant forerunners, some with peculiar and exotic names, could give a depth and colour to French royalty. This could be expressed in stone as well as on parchment. During the reign of Philip IV of France (1285–1314), a great hall was constructed in the royal palace on the Ile de la Cité in Paris. It was enormous, 70 by 27 metres (230 by 89 feet), and was decorated with statues of the kings of France from the legendary Pharamund down to Philip’s immediate predecessor. These were placed along the side walls and on the central columns of the room. Under each was an inscription identifying the king and adding brief information. The programme required decisions about who was to be included and what was to be said about them. The portrayal of the Merovingians was very selective, in an attempt to give the impression of a single line of rulers succeeding each other, which was far from the historical reality, and the forcible removal of the dynasty by the Carolingians is described in neutral terms: ‘Childeric III, brother of Theuderic, reigned nine years and died without heirs. Pippin, son of Charles Martel, of the lineage of Clothar II, was elected king.’11 The dynastic revolution of 751 is thus legitimized and normalized as a peaceful transition to a ruler with hereditary claims. Likewise, the next change of dynasty, to the Capetians in 987, is explained by the lack of heirs of the Carolingian Louis V (or Louis IV as the inscription calls him). In this case there is no attempt to assert a genealogical link to earlier rulers, simply a reference to the election of Hugh Capet.12 What the statues did impress on anyone present in the great hall was the antiquity and continuity of the line of French kings: forty-one in all, surrounding the diners at banquets, ambassadors at receptions, courtiers and petitioners, litigants and lawyers, enclosing them within a small army of ancient French royalty.13
It may be that knowledge of the statues in Paris had come to Peter IV, ‘the Ceremonious’, of Aragon (1336–87) and was one stimulus to his own plan to have sculptures of his ancestors created for the Royal Palace of Barcelona, as is detailed in a document he issued in 1342. In this he commands payment to be made to ‘our faithful Master Aloy’ for bringing alabaster to the palace and from it

to make and form nineteen images prepared with all the expedient and necessary work and as beautiful as he can and knows how to make them, of which eight will represent images of the eight kings who succeeded one another as kings of Aragon and counts of Barcelona, down to our own times, and the others the images of those eleven who were counts of Barcelona but did not have the royal title.14


Peter had a very clear idea of the past of his dynasty, who were counts of Barcelona for many generations before they acquired the royal title through marriage to the queen and heir of Aragon in the twelfth century. As he sat in his palace in Barcelona, he wanted to be able to look at his male-line ancestors, eight kings and eleven counts, going back to the ninth century.
Someone who was definitely familiar with the forty-one dynastic statues in the palace of the French kings was Charles IV, king of Bohemia and Holy Roman Emperor (1346–78), who spent his childhood from the age of seven at the French court. At that time the statues would be new. Perhaps they were in Charles’ mind when he commissioned, for his grand castle of Karlštejn (Karlstein), fourteen miles south-west of Prague, a cycle of wall paintings showing his ancestors.15 These were painted around the years 1356–7 and, although they do not survive, copies were made in a book in the later sixteenth century, so what they depicted can be known.16
Charles’ genealogical vistas were wide: the series starts with Noah and his biblically reported descendants down to Nimrod, then moves to Belus, legendary first king of Assyria, who is identified as the son of Nimrod, and follows his descendants, including Saturn and Jupiter, down to Priam, king of Troy. Here we are on solid ground, and the line of Priam’s descendants, down to the early Frankish kings, is straightforward. The sequence of historically attested Merovingians runs from Clovis to Clothar II (d. 629), but at this point the male line ceases to be followed, as the Carolingians need to be introduced. This was done by way of a fictitious daughter of Clothar, called Blithildis, who married the equally fictitious ancestor of the Carolingians; this part of the genealogy had been concocted as early as the reign of Charlemagne himself.17 Their descendants include Arnulf, bishop of Metz, and his son Ansegisel, both historical characters (the painting in Karlštejn shows Arnulf dressed as a bishop but the accompanying text is very clear that Arnulf fathered Ansegisel before he became a cleric). Ansegisel married Begga, daughter of the mayor of the palace, Pippin (d. 640). Begga is described as ‘duchess of Lotharingia and Brabant (ducissa Lothoringiae et Brabanciae)’, which, since Lotharingia did not exist at this time, is somewhat anachronistic, but points forward to the way the blood line would be traced. The line continues through the Carolingian descendants of Ansegisel and Begga, through Charlemagne and Charles the Bald, with some streamlining, down to a King Louis, who was the father of Charles, duke of Lotharingia and Brabant. This must be Louis IV (936–54), father of King Lothar (954–86) and Charles of Lorraine, who was excluded from the succession by the Capetians in 987. Charles’ daughter, Countess Gerberga, married Lambert, count of Louvain, and their descendants attained the title of dukes of Lotharingia (in reality this time) and of Brabant. After many generations, the daughter of John I, duke of Brabant, married Henry of Luxemburg, who became the emperor Henry VII and was the grandfather of Charles IV.
These wall paintings were in the grand hall of Charles’ palace at Karlštejn and hence visible to visitors, including foreign embassies. They presented a grand panorama, with biblical, Trojan, Merovingian and Carolingian ancestors. No attempt was made to disguise descent through the female line, rather the reverse, since these moments are marked by images of women, sometimes face-to-face with husbands, as is also the case with the last image, Charles IV and his first wife, Blanche of Valois, enthroned, their faces turning towards each other. The forty-seven generations from Noah, the common ancestor of all humanity, to Charles IV, Roman emperor, builder of Karlštejn, patron of these paintings, are given concrete visible form.18
Figure 17 Wall paintings from Karlštejn Castle near Prague, as copied in a sixteenth-century manuscript, showing the Holy Roman Emperor Charles IV (1346–78) and his ancestors.

Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, MS 8330, p. 126.

Figure 18 Charles’ wife Blanche (d. 1348), from the same source.

Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, MS 8330, page 127.

An ambitious counterpart to these painted images or statues was attempted by some Byzantine rulers on a much more restricted physical space, their coins. The likenesses on coins were the most common images in medieval society and rulers were well aware of the messages they might carry. Beginning with Constantine V, some emperors had images of their predecessors and ancestors on their money, as well as their own images. A particularly crowded example is the coinage of Constantine VI and Irene in the years 780–92, which shows, on the reverse, Constantine’s father, grandfather and great-grandfather, Leo III (d. 741), Constantine V (d. 775) and Leo IV (d. 780), thus depicting every ruler of what modern scholarship calls the Isaurian dynasty.19 Earlier coins of this dynasty had also shown emperors of several generations.20 Byzantine coins showing co-emperors were not uncommon, but these showing dead ancestors were unusual and represented a strong sense of lineage. They have indeed been called ‘a representation of the notion of dynasty in all its verticality’.21 Such images on coins are not common, simply for practical reasons of space, but they are parallel to the paintings on the palace walls in Ingelheim and Karlštejn or the life-size statues in Paris and Barcelona: an instant visual expression of a sense of dynasty.




Heraldry
If surnames were very rarely a form of group identification in the royal and imperial dynasties of the Middle Ages, there was, in this period when pictures were as powerful as words, one visual language that developed as a potent expression of dynasty: heraldry. This new way of displaying family identity was vivid, visual and public. From the twelfth century, ruling families adopted hereditary symbols, which they bore on their shields and banners and which could decorate and identify their books or their tombs. These symbols were mainly either abstract geometrical designs, such as chevrons, crosses and diagonal bands, or stylized animals, notably the lion. Eventually complex rules developed about the transmission of heraldic arms, so that a trained observer could look at one of the intricate coats-of-arms of the late medieval or Early Modern period and deduce the bearer’s family connections. It has been nicely pointed out that subjects of a late medieval king ‘could read a coat more easily than they could read a letter’.22 Rulers were early enthusiasts for heraldic symbols and by the year 1200 the kings of England had their three lions and the kings of France their fleurs-de-lys. Sometimes the images they adopted had a direct reference to the realm, as in the case of the kings of Leon and Castile who bore a shield with images of a lion and a castle quartered.
Figure 19 A dynasty depicted in miniature. Coins of the Byzantine rulers Constantine VI and Irene from 780–92 showing Constantine’s father, grandfather and great-grandfather.

© Dumbarton Oaks, Byzantine Collection, Washington, DC.

Heraldry was well suited to express both general family affiliation and individual identities. For example, the Angevin dynasty that ruled the kingdom of Sicily from 1266 descended from Charles of Anjou, younger brother of St Louis of France. Charles had, from 1246, borne as his arms the gold fleurs-de-lys on a blue shield of the royal house of France, differentiated by a red label, a label being a narrow horizontal band at the top of the shield with pendants, five in this case.23 Such a differentiating feature is known in the language of heraldry as a ‘difference’. It would be clear to any heraldically literate observer that Charles was a member of a junior branch of the French royal family. His descendants and successors as kings of Sicily, Charles II and Robert, bore the same coat-of-arms. King Robert’s younger brothers, Philip of Taranto and John of Durazzo, bore their own differentiated versions of these arms, the former with a silver bend (a diagonal band from the viewer’s top left to bottom right, superimposed on the other features of the shield), the latter with a border of alternating silver and red squares (but without the label).24 The grammar of heraldry could express a sense of dynasty very well.
It also carried political messages, sometimes controversial ones. In 1325 Henry, earl of Leicester, was charged with changing his own arms (the royal lions plus a blue bend) to those of his executed brother, Thomas of Lancaster (the royal lions with a blue label bearing the fleurs-de-lys of France). Henry replied that these were his father’s arms and his by hereditary right.25 No legal proceedings in fact took place, but the incident shows, in the words of one heraldic expert, ‘the political importance that could be attached to the adoption of a particular coat’.26 Thomas of Lancaster had been an arch-enemy of the king, Edward II, and a gesture that might suggest identification with him or sympathy for him was bound to arouse suspicions. Henry of Leicester’s point was in fact a reasonable one since his father had borne those arms, although the king’s suspicions were also reasonable: Henry played an important part in the deposition of Edward II and was rewarded with his dead brother’s earldom of Lancaster.
More straightforward is the case of Peter, duke of Coimbra, uncle and former regent of Alfonso V of Portugal, who took up arms against the king in 1449, and carried into battle a banner with the royal arms without any difference. It was a clear statement that he was the man who would be king.27 Eleven years later, when Richard, duke of York, decided to make his bid for the English Crown, he took exactly the same decisive step. Previously he had borne the royal arms of England, the three lions quartered with the lilies of France, differentiated. He now had banners made for his trumpeters without the differentiation: ‘he gave them banners with the whole arms of England without any difference’.28
The fact that, by the time of Richard of York, the royal arms of England included the lilies of France is explained by another, earlier deployment of heraldry to make a claim. When, in January 1340, Edward III of England was proclaimed king of France, basing his claim on descent through his mother, Isabella, daughter of Philip the Fair, he also adopted the French arms, quartering the lilies with the lions or leopards of England. This was a public and visual means of pointing out his descent and his claims, and the lilies were not finally removed from the English royal arms until 1801, with the eventual abandonment of the claim. In the world of heraldry, the Hundred Years War was still being fought in the age of Napoleon. A contemporary chronicler tells a curious story about the reaction of the French king, Philip VI, to this move on Edward’s part. He did not object, he said, to his cousin’s quartering the arms of France and England, but he thought that the lilies of France should be in the first quarter, not the leopards of England, since that arrangement ‘gives greater honour to the tiny island of England than to the great kingdom of France’.29 In fact, Edward did not put the English arms in the first quarter but the French lilies, which is where they remained until the reordering of the royal arms necessitated by the Act of Union with Scotland in 1707.
The ruling classes took their coats-of-arms to the grave with them. They could exhibit their own arms, and also those of important relatives, on their tombs. An extreme example is the tomb of Philippa of Hainault, wife of Edward III of England, who died in 1369, which displays thirty-two coats-of-arms, drawn from Philippa’s wide extended kin, not only those as close as father and mother, husband and children, but also brothers-in-law and sisters-in-law, a daughter-in-law, cousins, and even, it seems, a fiancé of a deceased daughter.30 Philippa’s place in the web of international royal and lordly families is here advertised in the special language of the upper class. And that function of heraldry, as a language, is revealed sharply by the fact that a tomb in the Franciscan church at Assisi has been identified from its heraldry alone, even though it bears no inscription, as that prepared for John of Brienne (d. 1237), titular king of Jerusalem and Latin emperor of Constantinople.31
The coat-of-arms of Margaret of Denmark, queen of James III of Scotland (1460–88), as shown on the Trinity Altarpiece by the Flemish master Hugo van der Goes, illustrates the way that layers of dynastic identity had been built up and enshrined in heraldry by the later Middle Ages. Margaret’s arms impale those of her husband, i.e. they place them on the (viewer’s) left side; these are the traditional arms of Scotland, a red lion rampant, with blue tongue and claws, on a gold background, surrounded by a flowery red border.32 On the other side are Margaret’s arms, a complex pattern of four quarterings separated by a cross, with a small quartered shield superimposed upon it, and an even smaller shield superimposed on that. She was the daughter of Christian I of Denmark and, at this time, he ruled, or claimed the right to rule, all three of the Scandinavian kingdoms (they had a common ruler for many periods in the years 1388–1523). The four quarters show the arms of the kingdoms of Sweden (three gold crowns on a blue field), Denmark (three crowned blue lions guardant, on a gold field scattered with red hearts), Norway (a gold lion rampant with an axe on a red field), as well as the golden wyvern on a blue field representing lordship over the Wends, that is, Baltic Slavs.33 The superimposed smaller shield quarters the arms presumed to be those of Holstein (two crossed gold batons intertwined in a twisted wreath on a red field) in the first and fourth quarters with those of Schleswig (two blue lions guardant on a gold field) in the second and third. King Christian was also duke of Schleswig and count, later duke, of Holstein, through inheritance from his mother’s family.34 Finally, the small shield superimposed on the superimposed shield bears the arms of Oldenburg (two red bars on a gold field).35 Christian had been count of Oldenburg before being elected to the vacant throne of Denmark. This small piece of painting thus condenses generations of dynastic information.36
This new way of expressing a sense of dynasty was projected into the past, for heraldry became such an established part of upper-class life that it was assumed that it had always been so, and coats-of-arms were devised for rulers of the distant, and pre-heraldic past, and even for Christ and the Trinity.37 Edward the Confessor got his coat-of-arms, which Richard II of England, an ardent devotee, impaled with his own arms, as shown on the Wilton Diptych.38 Charlemagne too acquired a coat-of-arms. But what arms was he to take? Did he belong to France or Germany? The heralds of the later Middle Ages were even-handed, in depicting Charlemagne with an, entirely imaginary, coat-of-arms in which the French fleurs-de-lys were impaled with the imperial eagle of Germany.39




Family Trees
There are many manifestations of dynastic consciousness, but there is one particular form that is so familiar to us that we might forget to think about it, that is, the diagrammatic family tree.40 This is a standard way of conveying information about family relationships and has certain conventions, which vary slightly from country to country, but are, in general, clear: the passage of time proceeds from the top of the page downwards, so successive generations are below each other; the link between siblings is a horizontal line, and siblings are placed along it in birth order from left to right, unless there is a good reason for not doing so; a vertical line links parents to their children; illegitimate descent may be signalled by a broken rather than a solid line; marriage is indicated by some symbol of bond or copula, often an ‘equals’ sign, although the German system prefers the sideways eight or infinity sign, perhaps over optimistically.
The language of family relationship is strongly characterized both by the imagery of plants growing and thriving – root, seed, stock and so on – and by the language of generation – offspring, progeny, descendants. The graphic family tree combines these two things very well, the vegetable imagery and the terminology of descent, since it is a tree and each level descends from the level before. The tree has indeed often been used, and is still often used, as the paradigm for a diagram. It should be mentioned, however, that most graphic family trees are inverted trees, in the sense that the branches grow downwards. The opposite is obviously also possible, starting the tree at the bottom and having it spread upwards, as is the case with most medieval depictions of the Tree of Jesse, which showed Christ’s descent (or ascent!) from Jesse, father of King David, and there are examples of medieval draughtsmen preferring this approach in secular trees too. For instance, there is a widely copied family tree of the Carolingian dynasty which occurs almost invariably in the standard top-down form, but one example, from the Cistercian monastery of Heilsbronn in Franconia, has inverted it, so the name of Arnulf of Metz, the ancestor of the dynasty, is in a medallion at the bottom of the page, and the last Carolingians are at the top of the page.41 The result is it looks much more like a tree! British Library manuscript Harley 7353, a fifteenth-century roll vindicating the right of Edward IV of England during the Wars of the Roses, has a family tree just like a Tree of Jesse, depicting a reclining Peter I of Castile and Henry III of England at the bottom, with curling arboreal lines emerging from the loins, the lines dotted with their numerous descendants emerging from what look like acorn cups.
Prior to graphic family trees of this type, there had been genealogies in prose from ancient times. Medieval Europe was perfectly familiar with these: the Old Testament is full of them, some running on for many verses, while the very first words of the New Testament are ‘The Book of the Generation of Jesus Christ (Liber generationis Iesu Christi)’. And medieval societies produced genealogies of their own dynasties.42 A short genealogy of Charlemagne, which was produced during his lifetime, has been called ‘the first genealogy of a ruler in the Christian Middle Ages’,43 but this seems to ignore the vast amount of genealogical material from medieval Ireland. Although these Irish genealogies survive only in manuscripts from the twelfth century and later, there is scholarly agreement that the texts must have originated much earlier, and they are very extensive; the pre-twelfth-century material contains about 20,000 names.44 It is clear that they had a practical function, including use in disputes, since an Irish legal treatise of possibly eleventh-century date lists some of the qualities of a bad judge: ‘to be ignorant, without inspecting historical records or synchronism or genealogies of the family of father and grandfather or family trees of kings and overkings and bishops and masters and abbots’.45 The implication is that a good judge will inspect genealogies, including royal genealogies.
But a prose genealogy and a graphic family tree are different ways of presenting information. Only the latter can show everything at a glance. The problems of presenting multiple lines of descent in a prose genealogy are apparent even in a text as clear as the so-called ‘Genealogies of Foigny’.46 This dates to the 1160s and gives the descent of several aristocratic families of northern France from the ninth century to its own time. Because it is in continuous prose, it has to follow one line of descent, then go back to take up the other lines: ‘King Hugh the Pious was the father of King Robert and a daughter named Hadwig, countess of Hainault’; the text then follows the descendants of King Robert before going back to Robert’s sister: ‘Hadwig, countess of Hainault, King Robert’s sister, gave birth to Beatrice’; the text then talks about Beatrice’s family before going back to King Robert’s daughter Adela and her male descendants; then it turns to the daughters: ‘the first of the daughters of this Adela … the second daughter of this first Adela’ (there was another in the family). Other markers follow: ‘now let us return to Hugh the Great’ (son of Henry I of France), ‘now to the account of those we left out, that is, the (other) children of Hadwig, countess of Hainault’.47 The author does his best, but this is hard work. Turning from this text to the article of 1978 by Bernard Guenée in which this information is presented in conventional graphic form, as a family tree in the modern sense, we can suddenly see the wood because of the tree. The invention of this kind of diagram marked the birth of a great tool of clarification.
The idea of presenting genealogical information in graphic form evolved only slowly. Nor was the tree the only such form available, and there are genealogies that use other pictorial devices, for example, the human body, with the succession of figures forming the torso but a human head, arms and feet,48 or a building. One elaborate Carolingian genealogy, from the twelfth century, consists of a turreted building with windows from which the members of the family look out, the main line staring out from windows with open shutters in the central line of the building, the relatives from the collateral branches visible through windows without shutters to the right and the left of them.49 It was the tree, loosely defined, however, that became the common way of representing a dynasty as extended through time.
While there were precedents, in the form of diagrams to illustrate kinship terms and pictorial genealogies of Christ, especially in manuscripts of Beatus of Liébana,50 the first family trees representing contemporary dynasties seem to have been drawn for various particular purposes in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Perhaps the very earliest is a late-tenth-century diagram from the important monastery of Saint-Gallen, showing a few generations of the Carolingian dynasty, with brief notes about them and their dealings with the monastery.51 Religious houses were always interested in their founders and benefactors.
Figure 20 An experiment in family tree design. A twelfth-century depiction of the Carolingian dynasty in the form of a turreted building with family members in the windows.

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, MS lat. fol. 295, fol. 80v.

Another motive for drawing up family trees was to check how close the family relationship was between a prospective bride and groom. In this period, the Church underlined and insisted upon a very strict rule about choice of marriage partner (see above, pp. 43–5): you could not marry your first cousin, second cousin, third cousin, fourth cousin, fifth cousin or sixth cousin, an astonishingly wide definition of prohibited degrees. In the end, in 1215, the Church itself had to relax these strict rules, but prior to that date conscientious lay people needed to observe them. The first difficulty was knowing who your sixth cousins were, and one result of the Church’s strict rules was to stimulate genealogical investigation. In the case of possible consanguinity, relatives were encouraged to produce pedigrees. Papal advice in such cases was that ‘each person should take pains to know his or her genealogy, both by witnesses and charters and by the relation of their elders’.52 The great canonist Ivo of Chartres, when protesting against the planned marriage of one of the illegitimate daughters of Henry I of England with a nobleman in his own diocese of Chartres, explained to the king, ‘I have in my hands a written genealogy which noblemen of the same lineage caused to be written’, and then gives the king the details that, in Ivo’s opinion, made this projected union incestuous.53 When the emperor Frederick Barbarossa sought the annulment of his marriage to Adela of Vohburg in 1153, a genealogy was drawn up to show how they were related. It demonstrated that Adela’s great-great-great-grandmother was the sister of Frederick’s great-great-grandfather, and hence their marriage was within the prohibited degrees.54
The move from written genealogies of this type to the graphic representation of family trees is a natural one in such a world and, from the late tenth century, references to them and actual surviving diagrams increase in number. Those opposed to the marriage of the emperor Henry III and Agnes of Poitou in 1043 brought Henry a figura, a diagram, with the names of his ancestors to make their point.55 This original chart of 1043 does not survive but it formed the basis of later graphic and pictorial family trees of German rulers used in chronicles of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and hence far removed from its original purpose.56 The detailed family trees of the north French dukes and counts that were drawn up in the abbey of St.-Aubin in Angers in the 1070s may well have been designed to show that a proposed marriage would be uncanonical.57
A different purpose seems to have inspired another early graphic family tree, which has survived. It shows the descent of the emperor Henry II (1002–24) and his wife Cunigunda. Comprising a single sheet, 20.3 by 17 cm (8 by 6.7 inches), and now detached from the book in which it was first written, this chart is likely to have been produced in Bamberg around the year 1015.58 The names, and occasionally the images, of individuals are placed within circles, and linked by lines showing descent. The topmost figure is St Arnulf, the seventh-century bishop of Metz who was the forefather of the Carolingian dynasty, and the chart then traces a simple father–son line from him to Louis the Pious, Charlemagne’s son and successor. Then it branches into the three offshoots represented by the three sons of Louis the Pious and their descendants, ruling the kingdom of the West Franks, the kingdom of the East Franks and the Middle Kingdom with Italy, as any Carolingian genealogy in a modern textbook would do. For the East Frankish kingdom, it is entirely accurate, ending with Louis (the Child), whose circle is annotated ‘after whom no one of this family possessed the royal throne any more’,59 while the West Frankish and Middle Kingdom branches contain more inaccuracies. One purpose of the chart is made clear by the way it traces the Carolingian descent of the empress Cunigunda, showing only the essential links between her and the West Frankish king Louis, son of Charles the Bald, not any collaterals or even husbands: the line goes from Louis to his daughter Ermintrude to her daughter Cunigunda to her son Count Siegfried to his daughter Cunigunda the empress. This is all apparently entirely accurate. The family tree that shows the descent of her husband, Emperor Henry II, is given far less space, squeezed into the lower right-hand corner of the page and limited to just a few generations. One message of this figure is the simple one: Cunigunda has Carolingian blood. Whether it was based on earlier versions, perhaps with a different purpose, is a question that has been debated, but in its existing form it was obviously produced by those who revered the Carolingians and wished to enhance Cunigunda’s prestige and standing by stressing her link with them.
Graphic family trees were thus created for more than one reason. Alongside the monastic houses preserving the memory of their patrons, and the conscientious or the meddlesome checking on the legitimacy of a proposed marriage, there was also the powerful force of dynastic pride. Family trees were indeed a natural product of the dynastic world, as is indicated by their independent invention under the Muslim dynasties of Asia in the thirteenth century.60 The earliest of these are found in the Shajara-yi ansāb (‘Tree of Genealogies’) of Fakhr-i Mudabbir, who was active in the courts of the Islamic sultans in north India in the early part of the century. This contains 139 genealogical trees, as well as some reflections by the author on their form. He accepts both descending and ascending ‘trees’. The technique was developed by Rashīd al-Dīn, vizier of the Ilkhan rulers of Persia (d. 1318), whose historical works contain numerous family trees, with the males in small squares and the females in circles. The form then proliferated in the Islamic world during the later Middle Ages and Early Modern times. Clearly, any society where rule is based on the claims of family would find the graphic genealogy an attractive tool.
The first graphic family trees in the west were written into books. If the line of descent was long, then it would have to continue from one page to the next, and could then go on indefinitely, but at the expense of no longer being graspable at a glance. This limitation was clearly felt by the designer or draughtsman of the family trees found in the so-called ‘Golden Book of Prüm’.61 These genealogical charts of the Carolingians and Ottonians were drawn up in that Rhineland abbey in the second half of the eleventh century, but, instead of being copied into the book, they were drawn on a large sheet of parchment twice the height of the book and two folios wide and then bound into it. The result is an insert that can be unfolded to give a much wider field for the two trees. The same urge for greater pictorial or graphic space lay behind the development of the genealogical roll in the thirteenth century. Among the earliest genealogies in the roll format were copies of Peter of Poitiers’ Compendium of History in the Form of a Genealogy of Christ (Compendium historiae in genealogia Christi). This had been devised as a teaching tool in the Schools of Paris, where Peter was chancellor. The chronicler who recorded his death in 1205 thought it worth reporting that he ‘considered the need of poor clerks and devised the plan of having trees of the histories of the Old Testament painted on parchment sheets’.62 These were presumably put up in teaching rooms and meant the poor clerks could follow the lectures without needing to have books. The Compendium, which covers the New Testament as well as the Old, survives in many copies, some in book form, some in rolls. These rolls might be 3.5 metres or more in length (well over 11 feet) and contained tables, pictures and text, but their overarching unity was provided by the genealogical tree.63 Once such a format had been devised, it could be adapted for secular and contemporary purposes.
Dozens of these secular genealogical rolls were produced in England, showing the succession of the kings from Anglo-Saxon times.64 They were perhaps particularly popular there since English royal records, unusually, tended to be in the form of rolls rather than books.65 They often have well over a hundred pictures of kings, starting usually with Egbert (802–39) and going down to the reigning monarch at the time of composition.66 An example that has been published is the so-called Chaworth Roll.67 This is 6.5 metres (21 feet) long and 24.5 cm (9.6 inches) wide, starts with Egbert and, when originally produced in the 1320s, came down to Edward II, but was later extended to Henry IV. The kings and their children are depicted inside medallions which are linked with thick green lines; alongside and around the medallions there is text in Anglo-Norman, the language of the upper class in England at this time, explaining briefly who these figures were and what they did, with the emphasis on family ties: ‘This Thomas was earl of Lancaster and of Leicester and seneschal of England. And also he was earl of Derby and, through the countess Alice, his wife, he was earl of Lincoln and of Salisbury.’68 The only female figures on the roll are the daughters of kings, with one exception, Matilda, wife of Henry I, who brought the blood of the old Anglo-Saxon royal dynasty back into the ruling family. This is stressed in the text, but in general there is little attempt to disguise breaks in dynastic continuity. The conquests by the Danish and Norman kings are marked by a hiatus in the scheme of connecting lines. Yet the overall visual effect provided by the central line, with its uniform iconography and colour, is of continuity. The succession of kings gives unity to English history; the inclusion in the roll of the children of those kings, most of whom did not succeed to the throne, makes it also a family history.
The very complex relationship between writing the history of a kingdom and writing the history of its ruling dynasties is brought out by looking at various attempts to combine the graphic family tree with historical text that were made in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century France. Giles of Paris, who wrote a long poem about Charlemagne, the Karolinus, which he presented to Prince Louis of France (later Louis VIII) in 1200, subsequently added some supplementary material to a copy of the text, and this includes a five-page genealogical diagram of the kings of France, with reasonably extensive narrative accounts fitted around it.69 This works quite well for the early kings, since there is only one line of descent from the legendary Pharamund to Clovis, so there is a wide, equal margin on either side of the diagram to provide room for the text, but things become complex when Giles has to show several contemporary Merovingian kings of the same generation, especially as he adds the ancestors of the Carolingians also. As a consequence, text becomes cramped and has to be squeezed in where there is room. Giles was aware that the reader might appreciate some guidance through this complex material, so he devised a system of colour coding:

In order to have greater clarity about the people described in the following pages, I state alongside in this place that I put the kings of France, whom I am specially writing about, in red letters, so that they can be perceived to be set off from the others. The queens, their wives, through lines of red ink within. We pick out other kings, or those who descended from royal stock but were not kings, through simple ink lines. Moreover, we distinguish those who were both kings and emperors, as being more worthy, through a double colour, reddish gold and vermilion. Those who were only emperors and not kings of France, we mark out with reddish gold letters. We mark out the good kings of France through lines of vermilion coloured reddish gold, but do this separately.70


This was a great age of innovation for indexes, tables, keys, alphabetization and other finding devices, and Giles’ scheme is a good example of this search for graphic order.71

A slightly different approach to this problem of combining text and diagram was taken by William de Nangis, the archivist of the abbey of Saint-Denis during the second half of the thirteenth century. He composed, among other works, a short history of the kings of France ‘in the form of a kind of tree’.72 This ‘tree’ consists of a crudely drawn double line, running down the margin of his text, with the names of the kings, and sometimes some of their children, in circles on it. This gives him plenty of space for text in the body of the page, but, like Giles of Paris, William de Nangis had the problem of the Merovingian kings who ruled simultaneously. Since he gives each of them his own column, the page is sometimes divided into as many as five narrow columns, which makes reading the text difficult, since there may be only one or two words per line in each column (e.g. ‘Hic instinctu ma/tris sue interfecit/Sigimondum regem/Burgundionum/filium Gundebaldi/regis cum uxore/et liberis’).73
One of the most successful graphic representations of dynastic history was that produced by Bernard Gui in the early fourteenth century. Bernard Gui, the southern French Dominican who died in 1331, is now best known as an inquisitor. His inquisitors’ handbook offers a fascinating, if sometimes chilling, insight into the methods and mentalities of those professionals charged with hunting down and destroying heresy, and he made a memorable fictional appearance in this role in Umberto Eco’s novel The Name of the Rose and also in the subsequent film. But he wrote much else besides the handbook, including large amounts of historical writing. In works such as The Kings of the French (Reges Francorum) or The Tree of the Lineage of the Kings of the French (Arbor genealogiae regum Francorum) he sets out a long-term picture of French dynastic history.74 The two works are closely related, although they look very different on the page, since the latter is organized around a pictorial device, the tree, which extends from top to bottom at the centre of each page. This tree is not quite the same as the modern genealogical diagram called a ‘family tree’ since, although it shows biological descent, it does so only for those kings ‘descending in the right line of the tree (in recta linea arboris descendendo)’ or ‘in the right line of the tree of royal lineage (in recta linea arboris genealogie regalis)’. Recta can mean ‘straight’, ‘direct’, ‘correct’, ‘just’ and ‘lawful’. Other figures are shown by lines and pictures linked to those on the main trunk of the tree but not on it. This means that Gui has to pick out a ‘main line’ of descent, which is in almost every case that of father–son transmission. These kings of ‘the right line’ are numbered successively from the legendary Pharamund, the first king, down to Philip of Valois, the thirty-eighth king, who was reigning at the time Gui completed his final version of these works.
Figure 21 Bernard Gui’s The Tree of the Lineage of the Kings of the French, an ambitious attempt to show biological descent and royal succession over more than thirty generations.
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This concept of a ‘right line (recta linea)’ means that Bernard Gui’s tree is only partly a family tree of the modern kind, since it is concerned with succession as much as with descent.75 Like the royal genealogical rolls of late medieval England, it is a ‘combination of a royal genealogy and a regnal list’.76 And the concept of the ‘right line’ as used by French chroniclers certainly implied direct biological descent, but had overtones of legitimacy too. A chronicler writing at Tours in the 1220s commented on Hugh Capet’s usurpation of 987 that, although Hugh was descended from Charlemagne, ‘this Hugh did not stem from the lineage of Charlemagne and the kings of France in the right line of descent’ and described Hugh’s rival, the last Carolingian claimant, as ‘duke Charles, brother of Lothar, king of the French, who had descended from the lineage of kings in the right line’.77 Here recta linea seems to be defined as unbroken male descent. The next major dynastic dislocation in France after that of 987 occurred in 1328, when Philip of Valois, a cousin of the previous king, succeeded. A contemporary chronicler wrote: ‘Whence it seems clear that the right line of the kings of France failed and was transferred to the collateral line in him.’78 Philip was descended from Hugh Capet in an unbroken male line, so here the phrase recta linea seems to mean direct descent from the previous king. The contemporary French translation of this passage has ‘la droite ligne’ and ‘ligne transversale’.79
Bernard Gui gives marginal comments alongside the pictures of kings. He says, for example, that it was Pharamund, the first king, who decreed that the Franks should have long hair, to distinguish them from the natives of Gaul, who had short hair as a sign of their servitude to the Romans, and it was only in the time of Peter Lombard, bishop of Paris in the twelfth century, that this practice was given up.80 Gui also explains that Hugh Capet was called Hugh Capet ‘because when he was a boy he used to snatch off other boys’ caps for a lark’.81 But these snippets are not Gui’s main purpose, which is to produce a right line (recta linea) embracing history from Pharamund to his own day. In the case of the Capetian kings this does not lead to many oddities, although Gui omits Hugh Capet, the first Capetian king, from both the tree and the numbered sequence since he regards him as a usurper, and he has no choice but to acknowledge the transmission of the crown to brothers in 1317 and 1322 and to a cousin in 1328, since he would otherwise have no ‘right line’ to trace. Most Capetians, however, followed their father on the throne. The situation regarding the two earlier lineages, the Merovingian and Carolingian, is more complicated. Gui knew that the Frankish realm was often divided between brothers and cousins in the Merovingian period, so that several kings would be ruling at the same time. He mentions these rival concurrent rulers, but still adheres to the strict concept of a ‘right line’, which he creates by tracing a succession of kings who were each descended from a predecessor. In this way, he carves out fourteen kings, from the legendary Pharamund to Theuderic IV, who died in 737, who represent a continuous male line of descent over fourteen generations. He has to ignore a lot to get this result, including the actual last Merovingian, the cousin of Theuderic IV, Childeric III, who was deposed in 751, but he gets his ‘right line’. Those who designed the statues of the French kings in the royal palace in Paris (see above, p. 316), which were completed at precisely the time that Gui produced the first version of the Tree of the Lineage of the Kings of the French, also had to undertake a drastic pruning of the Merovingians to obtain a single line of kings, although they retained twenty-one rather than Gui’s fourteen.
For the Carolingians, the results are not quite so arbitrary, but they still have peculiarities. The line from Pippin, first Carolingian king, down to his great-great-grandson, Louis the Stammerer, which covers the years 751 to 879, and that of the last three Carolingian rulers of France, from 936 to 987, are both cases of father–son descent. The complexity arises in the period between these two lines, when there were not only several non-Carolingian kings, whom Gui discusses but does not include in the ‘right line’, but also transmission of power between brothers within the Carolingian dynasty. Gui himself expresses confusion at this point. He wonders why Carloman, son of Louis the Stammerer, should be included in the ‘right line’ when he left no sons to succeed him, and the throne eventually came to his younger half-brother, Charles the Simple:

I do not know, nor have I been able to find out, the cause for this Carloman being depicted in the right line of the tree, since the succession of the royal stock was not continued through him, unless perhaps because Charles the Simple, a legitimate son but a little boy, was not reigning at that time.82

Clearly, Gui was working with an earlier prototype, since he disclaims knowledge of why Carloman was ‘in the right line of the tree’. Indeed, the error of making Carloman the father of Charles the Simple, and hence part of ‘the right line’, goes back as far as Richer, writing in the 990s.83 Some thirteenth-century graphic genealogies, such as those of Giles of Paris and the so-called Récit d’un ménestrel d’Alphonse de Poitiers, place Carloman in the direct line in their diagrams.84 Likewise, the Grandes chroniques de France, following the Continuation of Aimoin of Fleury, postulate a non-existent ‘Louis Fainéant’ as the son and successor of Carloman, succeeded in turn by his son, Charles the Simple. Carloman in fact left no son, and Charles the Simple was his half-brother.85 Gui was trying his best to deal with discordant sources.

But he succeeded more than he failed in producing a continuous history, in which the three ‘genealogiae’, the first, second and third, which we call Merovingian, Carolingian and Capetian, provide the guiding thread, and which can indeed be linked when marriage brings the blood of a former dynasty to the new one. A link of this kind is the Carolingians’ supposed descent from an entirely legendary Blithildis or Blitilda, daughter of Clothar II (d. 629).86 Another famous instance is the marriage of Philip Augustus to a woman of Carolingian descent, thus effecting the ‘return to the stock (reditus ad stirpem)’ of Charlemagne (see below, p. 350). Bernard Gui’s graphic scheme was innovative but his purposes were traditional. Manetho, the Egyptian priest who invented the word ‘dynasty’ 1,600 years before Bernard Gui wrote, would have understood what he was doing: creating a history centred on, and structured by, a sense of dynasty.




Chapter 10 Responses to Dynastic Uncertainty: Prophecy and Astrology

In 1490 or thereabouts Henry VII of England acquired a large book (17 by 12 inches or 440 by 300 mm) of 291 folios, carefully written and illustrated.1 It contained astronomical tables, a catalogue of stars with striking illustrations of the constellations (Draco, the dragon, is red, as was Henry VII’s badge, and stands on a background of white and green, the Tudor colours), a lengthy astrological treatise, a treatise on geomancy, which was a technique for divination, the prophecies of Merlin, the political prophecies ascribed to John of Bridlington and others and the visions of St Birgitta of Sweden relating to the kingdoms of England and France. It is probable that Henry had commissioned this volume. It is a good example of the various ways people sought to find out about the future. Henry, who had won the throne by defeating and killing Richard III only five years before the book was made and had since then faced several serious challenges to his rule, knew very well about the uncertainties of political life and would value such a compendium as a guide to the future.
One of the deepest problems of a dynastic system is that one did not know what was going to happen next. There are some structural features that allow us to categorize dynasties and their dynamics and make some generalizations about them: age at marriage, average fertility, life expectancy, rules and customs regarding succession, etc. But the most fundamental feature of dynastic rule was unpredictability. At any moment, an unexpected death could turn the political world upside down. And whether a child was male or female, not something in this period that could be known until the birth itself, might shape the history of a state for generations. Sometimes a sudden descent into mental illness could unbalance the whole political world, like the paranoid mania that first seized Charles VI of France in 1392 or the catatonia that came upon Henry VI of England in the summer of 1453. In this insecure world, people sought out methods to diminish uncertainty and to have guidance for the future. The scientifically minded turned to the precise, technical forecasts of astrology, while others were fascinated by the more ambiguous glimpses of the future to be found in prophecy and vision.



Astrology
The idea that human life is influenced by the heavenly bodies can be traced back as far as the earliest historical records. Indeed, in the case of the sun and the moon, it is self-evident. For Europe, the important tradition in the interpretation of celestial influences was Babylonian, which was then taken up by the Greeks and Romans. Medieval astrology was raised on these foundations. The failure of attempts to christianize the heavens, by replacing the names of the zodiac with those of the biblical patriarchs or the old names of the stars with those of Christian saints, shows how deeply rooted the earlier traditions were.2 If human life was shaped to some extent by the stars, then it made sense to study the stars to see what their influence was, to predict outcomes and perhaps guard against them. Horoscopes could be calculated for the moment of a person’s birth or advice sought for the best time to undertake an activity. There was always a strand of Christian thinking opposed to the activity of the astrologers, especially if it showed any hint of the deterministic belief that humans were governed inescapably by the heavenly bodies, but there was also always a powerful countercurrent of those who thought that astrology and Christianity could be combined.3
The tradition of learned astrology grew faint in the Latin west in the early Middle Ages, but in the Greek east, with its continued access to the important Greek texts, there was more continuity with the ancient world. The vicissitudes of dynastic politics were among the most important subjects dealt with by astrology. The first question asked of a new astrologer arriving in Constantinople was when would the emperor die.4 A seventh-century chronicle (surviving now only in an Ethiopian translation) tells how astrologers warned of a plot against the emperor Maurice (582–602):

a prefect who knew astrology came forward, and likewise another person named Leon, the logothete, and, observing a star which had appeared in the heaven, they said that this star which had appeared portended the assassination of the emperor. And they went and made this announcement to the empress Constantina and said unto her: ‘Learn what thou shouldst do and take measures that thou and thy children may escape destruction; for this star which has appeared is a presage of a revolt against the emperor.’5


Astrologers gave advice on military matters, although not always successfully. In the late eighth century the ‘pseudoprophet and astrologer’ Pankratios was killed in a battle between the Byzantines and Bulgars, a battle which he had predicted the emperor would win.6

The Byzantine emperor Manuel Comnenus (1143–80) firmly believed that human life was influenced by the movements of the heavenly bodies, as he argued in a defence of astrology that he composed.7 He even postponed military operations if the astrological conditions were unfavourable. On one occasion he recalled a naval expedition because of a mistake made in drawing up the astrological calculations about its success. He had an astrologer attend at the birth of his son and when, late in his reign, astrologers predicted violent storms, he prepared caves as refuges and had all the glass removed from the imperial buildings.8 Byzantine rulers continued to take an interest in the political and military uses of astrology down to the last century of the state, when, during his rebellion against his father John V in the 1370s, Andronicus IV obtained horoscopes for important events, such as his attack on Constantinople in 1376.9
The evidence for learned astrology in Latin Christendom is slight in the early Middle Ages but the influx of Arab astrological texts in Latin translation into Latin Christendom that marked the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth centuries transformed the situation. Areas of contact between the Christian and Islamic worlds, such as Sicily and Spain, were important in this passage of knowledge. A contemporary illustration of the deathbed of William II of Sicily in 1189 shows him attended by an Arab astrologer, taking readings of the stars.10 The impact that Arabic science had is echoed even today not only by our use of ‘Arabic numerals’ but also by Arabic names of stars like Aldebaran and Betelgeuse – it proved easier to accept Arabic names for the stars than to rebaptize them with Christian ones. The newly translated astrological texts were taught in universities and studied in courts and formed the basis for the widespread practice of astrology for a variety of purposes.
As in Byzantium, ruling dynasties in the west were very interested in the prospect of predicting the future.11 Dynastic politics were so unpredictable and the stakes so high that a court astrologer was as common as a court doctor, and might indeed be the same man. A particularly celebrated court astrologer was Michael Scot, who was in the entourage of the emperor Frederick II in Italy. He was, as his name suggests, a Scot. Before joining Frederick’s court he had worked in Toledo, the great centre of translation from Arabic into Latin, where, in 1217, he completed a translation of the most important astronomical work of Nur ad-Din al-Bitruji, a Spanish Muslim of the previous generation. Subsequently he moved to Italy and enjoyed the patronage of successive popes before entering the emperor’s service in 1227 or 1228. He wrote an introduction to astrology, at the emperor’s request, in which he was careful to avoid the charge of determinism, by stressing that ‘the heavenly bodies are not the causes of what there is but only signs, just as the hoop hanging outside the tavern is not wine but the sign of wine’.12 This by no means diminished the value of astrology: ‘Know that from these two things, namely the twelve signs of the zodiac and the seven planets below the firmament, much can be known about the good and bad fortune of future times and of persons, from their birth to their end.’13 He and Frederick had erudite discussions about subjects as diverse as how many heavens there are and why the sea is salt.14 But some of the emperor’s enquiries had a more immediate and practical application. As Frederick entered a long and bitter war with the cities of northern Italy, Michael predicted that the stars foretold his victory:

Thus it is, if the heavens do not lie and the stars have not gone mad and if the earth follows the heavenly bodies with their eternal motion, that the great wisdom of this ruler will bring to nothing the seditious wills and crush the rebel peoples and impose the unbreakable bridle of laws.15

Michael had a high reputation in his own time as ‘observer of the stars, seer, prophet, another Apollo’.16

In the generation after Frederick II there was also a king renowned for his interest in astrology. This was Alfonso X of Castile (1252–84), whose court was a centre of translations from Arabic into Castilian, including astrological works, such as the The Complete Book on the Judgments of the Stars of the eleventh-century North African astrologer ‘Aly Aben Ragel’ (Abū l-Ḥasan ‘Alī ibn Abī l-Rijāl). One section of this is devoted to questions concerning the length of a king’s reign and the time of his death.17 In the following century, payments for ‘the emperor’s astrologer’ are recorded in the reign of the Holy Roman Emperor Louis the Bavarian (1314–47), while the famous writer Christine de Pisan, herself the daughter of an astrologer, praised Charles V of France as an ‘astrologer king … very expert and wise in this science of astrology’.18 Charles’ library did indeed contain seventy-five books of astrology, 8 per cent of the total 914 volumes.19
Actual horoscopes survive for many medieval rulers. There is one for Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Byzantine emperor 913–59, who was born on 3 September 905. This horoscope was almost certainly calculated soon after his birth since its predictions are generally wrong.20 There are extant examples for every English king born between 1284 and 1470.21 The French royal court was also deeply interested in what the stars had to say. In 1187 Philip Augustus of France had his court astrologer and physician, Roger de Furnival, cast a horoscope for the king’s new-born son, Louis (later Louis VIII).22 Horoscopes survive for Louis X, Charles V, Charles VI, Louis XI and Charles VIII.23 When Charles VII of France was seriously ill in the winter of 1457–8, his estranged son, the Dauphin Louis, consulted astrologers as to whether he would recover, and received the comforting, but false, answer that the king would not.24 Charles VII himself had a reputation for consulting astrologers. In a book addressed to his grandson, Charles VIII, the author praises ‘all your predecessors, very Christian kings, who loved and cherished and held dear this science of astrology more than any other of the liberal arts’, naming specifically Charlemagne, as supposed founder of the University of Paris, Charles V, who founded a college for the subject and donated books, globes and astrolabes, and ‘Charles VII, your grandfather, who always had around him the most expert astrologers he could find’.25 There are surviving astrological dossiers for the years 1407–8 and 1437 concerning the political situation in France.26 The French astrologer Germain de Thibouville is said to have predicted the deaths of Charles VI and Henry V in 1422 correctly.27
The Holy Roman Emperor Frederick III (1440–93) had a reputation for taking astrology seriously. During a journey to meet the powerful Charles the Bold, duke of Burgundy, the German princes urged him to hasten, but the emperor rode slowly on the advice of his astronomer. Frederick consulted astronomers on what would befall his son, Maximilian, and was even sufficiently skilled to make some prognostications himself. He had a horoscope drawn up for his bride, Eleanor of Portugal, which specified the ideal time for their union and, it has been suggested, this might explain his well-attested delay in consummating their marriage after it had taken place in 1452.28
Frederick’s contemporary and rival, Matthias Corvinus of Hungary (1458–90), also regarded astrology as a vital guide in the precarious business of political life. There were numerous astrological texts in his famous library and he put great faith in the advice of his astrologer, Martin Bylica. Bylica, who was Polish, studied at the universities of Cracow and Bologna, both of which had a professorial chair in astrology, and was then court astrologer to Cardinal Rodrigo Borgia (later to be Pope Alexander VI) before being recruited to the chair of astrology at the new Hungarian university of Bratislava. He cast the horoscope for the opening of the university on 5 June 1467. The following year he sent to Matthias Corvinus a detailed interpretation of the meaning of a comet that had just appeared and, after the virtual collapse of the university of Bratislava in 1471, he moved permanently to the royal court, giving astrological advice on the king’s military undertakings and casting horoscopes for members of his family, as well as one for the emperor Frederick III, which gave the astrological explanation of why Frederick was a military failure. Bylica’s last task for Matthias Corvinus was to give the astrological explanation for his death.29
Astrologers could give retrospective validation as well as prospective advice, for kings were happy to hear that their successes had been written in the stars. The astrologer William Parron wrote in his book on the influence of the stars, which was dedicated to Henry VII, that Henry’s victory at Bosworth in 1485 had been determined by the stars. Parron was at this time receiving payments from the king’s privy purse.30 Astrologers also stressed how dangerous it was to ignore their advice. The story was told that, on the morning of his fatal battle with the Swiss, Charles the Bold, duke of Burgundy, was warned by his astrologer that he should not attack them and that if he did, ‘unless God turned aside the heavenly influences’, it would go badly for him. Charles boasted that ‘the fury of his sword would conquer the course of heaven’, went into battle and, concludes the story, ‘things turned out for him as we know’.31 His naked body was found some days after the battle.
Those opposed to astrology were irritated that the court found the subject so fascinating. ‘Many rulers and great men, agitated by a harmful inquisitiveness, attempt by vain methods to find out hidden things and investigate the future’, wrote Nicholas Oresme in his treatise against astronomers of the 1360s.32 These critics told stories of the fatal errors into which such ‘vain methods’ might lead.

They say that, when King James of Majorca wished to depart from Avignon, he had all the astrologers of the papal court summoned, to choose the hour of his departure, and he departed at the hour that had been selected and chosen by the unanimous agreement of all the astrologers, and, nevertheless, on that journey he lost his life and his kingdom too.33


This refers to James III of Majorca, who was attempting, with papal help, to regain his throne, from which he had been ejected, but was defeated and killed in the Battle of Lluchmajor in 1349.

Even when predictions appeared to have been proven false, however, there were ways for astrologers to salvage the reputation of their science. A celebrated astrologer predicted that the Byzantine rebel Alexius Branas would enter the city of Constantinople in 1187, but in fact he was killed by a sortie of loyal troops. Another astrologer pointed out, however, that Branas’ head had been paraded through the streets of the city and hence the prediction was accurate.34 And a common type of story concerned those who had misunderstood a prediction because of ambiguity of meaning. The duke of Suffolk was warned by an astrologer ‘to beware of the tower’, and had thus been relieved in 1450 when he was released after a term of imprisonment in the Tower of London, but, making his way overseas, he was killed on a ship called Nicholas of the Tower.35 The astronomer who gave this advice to the duke was himself eventually to be a victim of his dangerous art. In 1477 he was accused of drawing up the horoscopes of the king, Edward IV, and his son, the Prince of Wales, and calculating their deaths, for which he was hanged.36




Prophecy
For its practitioners and those who believed them, astrology was a science. A different source of knowledge of the future was provided by dreams, visions and prophecies. These did not rest on the mathematical and empirical rules of science but on occult powers, individual experience or charisma. The prophecies might come from the mouth of living wise men or women or they might be found in the writings of ancient seers. Whether prophetic knowledge came in dream or vision or in ancient books, it frequently concerned itself with the fate of rulers and dynasties.37
An important example of a text reporting such a dynastic visionary experience is the Vision of Charles the Fat.38 Charles the Fat was the son of Louis the German and the great-grandson of Charlemagne and the last Frankish ruler to govern the whole empire. In this account, which is in the first person, Charles reports how he was ‘snatched away in spirit’ after going to his bed one Sunday night. Lifted up by a gleaming white figure, he is taken to some deep valleys where fiery pools burned, in which he sees the bishops who had served his father and uncles, that is, the three sons of Louis the Pious who had fought for their father’s inheritance throughout the middle decades of the ninth century. The bishops explain that they are being punished there because of the part they played in stirring up discord between the three brothers and warn him that his own bishops who behave in this way will also come to this place. Escaping the attacks of demons with the assistance of his heavenly guide, Charles now comes to some fiery mountains, bubbling with molten metal, where he finds the suffering souls of the nobles and followers of his father, Louis the German, and of Charles’ own brothers. They suffer this punishment, they say, because ‘while we lived, we loved to do battle and to commit homicide and to plunder, at your side, or at the side of your father, your brothers or your uncles, out of desire for earthly things’.39 Those who had fostered the family dissensions and conflicts of the Carolingian rulers, be they ecclesiastical or lay, are here being given their punishment after death.
Going on, Charles is guided to a valley, one side of which is dark and fiery but the other side lovely beyond description. Here, he says, ‘I saw some kings of my family in great torment’, one of them being his father, Louis the German, standing up to his thighs in a barrel of boiling water. Louis greets his son and explains that he spends one day in the boiling water but the next is transferred to a barrel of cool water, and ‘this is done through the prayers of St Peter and St Remigius, under whose patronage our royal family has so far ruled’.40 Thanks to those two saints, he adds, his brother Lothar (who was emperor 840–55) and Lothar’s son, Louis (who was emperor 855–75), have already gone from this place of punishment to the joys of paradise. Charles is now escorted to paradise to meet Lothar and Louis, his uncle and cousin, who are crowned and in glory. Lothar addresses him:

Charles, my successor, now secure in the empire of the Romans, come to me. I know that you have passed through the place of punishment where your father, my brother, is placed in the hot waters prepared for him, but by God’s mercy he will very soon be freed from those punishments, just as we have been freed by the merits of St Peter and the prayers of St Remigius, to whom God gave a great apostolate over the kings and the whole people of the Franks. Unless he helps and gives aid to the rest of our stock, our family will presently cease reigning and ruling. Know that the power of the empire will soon be taken from your hands and afterwards you will live a very short time.41


After this doleful prediction, Lothar’s son, Louis, turns to Charles and tells him, ‘Louis, the son of my daughter, should, by hereditary right, receive the Roman empire, which you have held until now.’42 This young boy now seemed to appear before them. When Charles the Fat finally returns to himself after this vision, he recognizes this designation of the young Louis: ‘Henceforth let everyone, willing or not, know, that the whole of the Roman empire will come back into his hands according to God’s design.’43

The prominent place of St Remigius in this account suggests it may have been written by someone associated with the church of Rheims, whose patron Remigius was. The child Louis is the son of Boso and Ermengard, daughter of the emperor Louis, who was elected king of Provence in 890, crowned emperor in 901 but blinded by his opponents in 905. The text is intended to support his claim to the empire by ‘hereditary right’, that is, through his direct descent from earlier emperors, even if through the female line. It was obviously written after the death of Charles the Fat in 888, but how long after is less certain. Louis needed support to be accepted as king in 890 but he also needed it to become emperor in 901 and, even more so, afterwards when facing the challenge of a rival emperor. A prophetic vision, in which his Carolingian ancestors and predecessors expressly mark him out as their successor by hereditary right, argued that imperial power was his destiny.
Prophetic vision was also important for the dynasty that followed the Carolingians as rulers of France. By the middle of the eleventh century a prophecy attributed to the early medieval saint Valery was circulating about the Capetian kings. According to what is probably the earliest recorded version, Valery appeared in a dream to Hugh Capet, the first Capetian king, and told him to transfer his, Valery’s, body and that of St Riquier to their original resting place, and, in return, ‘through our prayers, you will be made king of France, and afterwards your heirs will have the government of the whole kingdom, down to the seventh generation’.44 A slightly later version has the saint promising ‘you will be king of the French, and your offspring, and your stock will hold the kingdom until the seventh succession’.45 This prophecy would obviously be of great interest to the seventh Capetian king, Philip II Augustus, who came to the throne in 1180. It was, in fact, copied into one of his official registers.46 During his reign, links between the Capetians and the previous Carolingian dynasty were pointed out in various ways. Philip himself had Carolingian blood and was repeatedly called Karolides, ‘descendant of Charles’, in the poem that William the Breton wrote praising the king’s deeds.47 Another approach stressed not Philip’s descent but the fact that his wife, Elizabeth (Isabella) of Hainault, was of Carolingian descent and that therefore the child of Philip and Elizabeth would be a descendant of Charlemagne.48 Perhaps those who stressed this were ignorant of Philip’s own claim to such ancestry. In any case, the contemporary chronicler, Andrew of Marchiennes, referring to Philip’s son, Louis (later Louis VIII), was of the opinion that, ‘If he reigns after his father, it is agreed that the kingdom will have returned to the line of Charlemagne.’49 Andrew knew the prophecy of St Valery and perhaps this is how he saw it being fulfilled. Later writers also took up this idea of the reditus ad stirpem, ‘the return to the stock’ of Charlemagne (see p. 384 below).
A time limit of seven generations was also given to the Norman dynasty.50 Norman tradition had a strange story, which told how in the days of Rollo, the first duke of Normandy, as the inhabitants of Rouen were relaxing on the banks of the Seine one evening, they were amazed to see a horseman travelling across the water, just as if it were land. When he reached them, they asked who he was, and he reassured them that he was a human being. That morning, he said, he had been at Rennes in Brittany, so he had travelled the 200 miles (320 kilometres) to Rouen in just a day. When the duke was informed about this, he asked to see the man; the mysterious traveller said he would meet the duke ‘at the first hour’ next morning. But when the duke looked for him at that hour, he was informed the stranger had already gone on his way, and he concluded the man had lied and was some kind of illusory creature. But some people disagreed: when the stranger had said ‘at the first hour’, they suggested, he had meant his ‘first hour’, not the duke’s ‘first hour’. Obviously, for a man who could travel 200 miles in a day, time went faster. This is a remarkable conception, bordering on science fiction, or perhaps the theory of relativity.
But what is relevant to dynastic history is the conversation that the speedy traveller engaged in that night in his lodgings. His host, obviously presuming that a man who travelled through time at his own pace might know future things, asked him if Rollo’s dynasty would continue long. He answered that ‘it would last for a long time and its rule would endure in full strength down to the seventh generation’.51 But when he was asked what would happen after that, all he would do was make lines in the ashes of the fire with a stick, and then, when pressed for an answer, stir up the ashes and obliterate the lines. This story was written down during the reign of Henry I, who was king of England from 1100 and duke of Normandy from 1106. And he was of the seventh generation from Rollo.52 ‘Who will possess these lands after him’, the earliest version of the text comments, ‘the generation that will be at the time will be able to see’, but it presumed the stirring of the ashes signified either the end of the duchy or at least serious troubles.53 A later version, copied after Henry’s death, was more definite about these troubles: ‘We who have outlived King Henry see these things fulfilled for the most part.’54
The prophecy of St Valery about the Capetians and this strange Norman tale both concern the succession of dynasties, pointing to one thing, how many generations a given family might hold on to power. There were also far more extensive prophetic texts, circulating in large numbers, that claimed to describe the destinies of kings and kingdoms over long periods of time. One favourite form was to encode predictions in animal imagery, the most successful example being the Prophecies of Merlin in Geoffrey of Monmouth’s History of the Kings of Britain, a work written in the 1130s by a canon of Oxford. The style of these prophecies is terse, staccato and cryptic:

The cubs of the ruler will awake and, setting aside the forests, will hunt within the walls of the cities. They will make no small slaughter of those who oppose them and they will cut out the tongues of the bulls. They will load with chains the necks of the roaring ones and renew the days of their grandfather. Then, from the first to the fourth, from the fourth to the third, from the third to the second, the thumb will be rolled in oil. The sixth will cast down the walls of Ireland and change the forests into a plain.55


Writers of the late twelfth and early thirteenth century saw the phrase about the cubs as a clear prediction of the rebellion of Henry II’s sons against him in 1173–4.56

The allusiveness and ambiguity of the prophecy format allowed continual reinterpretation of the meaning of individual passages. There is a phrase in the Prophecies of Merlin – ‘the lynx penetrating everything, who will be intent on the ruin of his own people’57 – which occurs at a point in the Prophecies that would correspond in time to the reigns of the sons of Henry II, some sixty years after Geoffrey published the text. Rather remarkably, the lynx in the Prophecies is responsible for the termination of the union of Normandy and England, as actually was the case with King John (1199–1216). An early interpreter of the Prophecies, writing in the 1170s, thought the prophecy about the lynx meant that it was through the lynx that ‘the domination of the Normans in the island of Britain would come to an end’.58 Soon afterwards, an alternative explanation was advanced, that the lynx was Henry the Young King, son of Henry II, who died while in rebellion against his father.59 After the loss of Normandy by King John, however, the true interpretation seemed obvious. William the Breton, the chronicler of John’s conqueror, Philip Augustus of France, was quite clear that John was the lynx: ‘Truly he is Merlin’s allegorical lynx, of whom Merlin, speaking of his father, whom he compares to a lion, says, “From him will come forth a lynx, penetrating all, who will be intent on the ruin of his own people.”’60
But there was enough leeway in the wording and structure of the Prophecies to allow other interpretations. For some, the lynx was not John, but his son, Henry III, although the grounds for the identification could vary. The chronicler Matthew Paris, writing during Henry’s reign, thought the phrase referred to Henry’s heavy taxation and exactions: ‘Truly a penetrating lynx, since there was not a purse in England that he did not cut open and shake out the contents.’61 A Dominican chronicler, writing nearly fifty years after the death of Henry III, had a different interpretation when he came to sum up the king’s reign: ‘he was physically strong but hasty in his actions, but, since these had a fortunate and happy final outcome, many people thought that he was the one indicated as “the lynx penetrating all” by the prophet Merlin’.62
Merlin’s prophecies were thus a key to unlock the truth of past events as well as a guide to the future. A particularly arresting example concerns the death of William Rufus while hunting in the New Forest in 1100, which was usually described as an accidental shooting by one of his companions, Walter Tyrrel. However, a close reading of Merlin’s prophecies led some later commentators to a different interpretation: ‘It is the common and almost universal opinion that Walter did this unintentionally and by accident, but the oracle of Merlin which predicted “to be killed by the dart of envy” compels us to understand it differently.’63 The phrase ‘to be killed by the dart of envy’ comes in Merlin’s prophecies at a point that clearly corresponds to William’s death, and suggests that whoever first composed these prophecies, whether Geoffrey of Monmouth or a source he used, believed that it was murder not accident.
Geoffrey of Monmouth’s History of the Kings of Britain was an enormously successful book throughout the Middle Ages and in many countries, so the Prophecies of Merlin reached a wide audience. Quite often the Prophecies circulated separately from the History, there being more than seventy examples of such texts,64 and they also stimulated other writers to produce their own imitations.65 An important example of a collection of prophecies attributed to Merlin but quite separate from Geoffrey of Monmouth’s is that under the name of ‘Richard of Ireland’. This was in French but written, sometime in the 1270s, by a Venetian who supported the pro-Church party, the Guelfs, in the struggles between the Church and the Holy Roman Emperor. It is a very long work and combines prophecies of Merlin with narrative sections containing tales of Arthurian romance. Since there are at least thirteen manuscripts, as well as two of an Italian translation, and the text was printed in French in 1498 and in Italian in 1480, there was clearly a demand for this work.66
Such independent Merlin prophecies reached the Iberian peninsula, where they were cited during the civil war between Peter the Cruel of Castile and his half-brother Henry of Trastámara in the mid fourteenth century. According to the historian Pero López de Ayala, who had served Peter but had then gone over to Henry, a letter was found among Peter’s documents after his murder, in which a learned Muslim from Granada had interpreted a prophecy of Merlin at the king’s request. The prophecy is included in the letter:

In the parts of the West, between the mountains and the sea, will be born a black bird, a great eater and predator, and he would like to welcome in him all the honeycombs of the world and to put in his stomach all the gold of the world; and he will suffer indigestion and he will turn back, and he will not perish immediately from this disease. His wings will fall and his feathers will dry in the sun, and he will go door to door and no one will welcome him, and he will enclose himself in a forest, and he will die there twice, once to the world and once before God.67


Ayala’s chronicle gives the full content of the supposed interpretation provided in the Muslim sage’s letter: the black bird is Peter; the eating and greed refers to his oppression of his subjects; his wings are the great nobles of Castile, who will abandon him; and ‘the forest’, the sage has found out, is the old name of the city of Montiel, the place where Peter was actually murdered by his half-brother.

There can be little doubt that the letter is an invention, either of Ayala himself or of someone upon whom the historian relied.68 A wise Muslim informing Peter the Cruel of the location of his future murder, on the basis of a prophecy of Merlin that the king has sent him, has to be a story that circulated among supporters of Peter’s enemy, Henry of Trastámara, in the years after the murder. Its purpose may be inferred: to justify the murder and Henry’s usurpation of the Crown by presenting it as a long-foreseen part of prophetic history, that is, the course of history as revealed to the seers and wise men and women of a legendary past. Ancient prophecy was summoned to justify political revolution, or, as a Castilian knight of the following generation observed, ‘as soon as a new king comes, they immediately make a new Merlin’.69
Kings were naturally very interested in the question of the succession and might turn to Merlin for help. Edward IV of England, whose father had been killed in an attempt to gain the throne, and who had himself seized it by force, been deposed and exiled and then returned to recover the kingdom, knew from experience that Fortune had her caprices. A story was told about him, which, although unlikely to be true, illuminates contemporary thinking about both the allure and the deceptions of political prophecy:

Now he decided to look into the prophecies of Merlin to find out what would happen to his descendants, which is a superstition that has reigned in England since the time of King Arthur. Seeing these prophecies, by the interpretation made of them to him (for they are like the oracles of Apollo, since they can always be understood in two ways), it was found that one of his brothers, whose name began with the letter G, would take the crown out of the hands of his children.70


Inspired by this news, the king ordered the killing of his brother George, duke of Clarence, famously drowned in a barrel of malmsey wine. Now falsely secure, Edward should have thought more carefully: his brother Richard (later Richard III) was duke of Gloucester, and Gloucester begins with a G.

Throughout the later centuries of the Middle Ages, the events of dynastic history were constantly being seen through the lens of Merlin’s prophecies. Gerald of Wales’ account of the Anglo-Norman invasion of Ireland, originally composed in 1189, was called The Prophetic History, since Gerald presented the events as the fulfilment of prophecies of Merlin (or Merlins, since he thought there were two seers of that name).71 The death of Simon de Montfort the elder, killed in 1218 by a stone thrown by the besieged inhabitants of Toulouse, was prophesied by Merlin, ‘that good diviner’.72 The Italian Franciscan, Salimbene, included in his chronicle prophecies of Merlin about the emperors Frederick I and Frederick II, verses of Merlin ‘in which predictions about the cities of Lombardy, Tuscany, the Romagna and the Marche are fully and truthfully contained’, as well as a long account of a debate about prophecy between a learned Franciscan and a learned Dominican, in which Merlin figures prominently as a disputed example.73
There were other prophets and other styles of prophecy. Sometimes prophecies were not ascribed to sages of the past but to living contemporaries, such as Abbot Joachim of Fiore, St Birgitta and the Scottish Thomas Rymer, ‘that rural seer’, who was credited with predicting the death of Alexander III, king of Scots, in 1286.74 And an alternative to animal symbolism employed the letters of the alphabet as a cryptic key. In the twelfth century, for example, there was a prediction that the Comnenian family would rule the Byzantine empire in a succession of emperors indicated by the word AIMA (αἷμα), ‘blood’. The first Comnenian emperor was Alexius, the second John (J=I), the third Manuel, so Manuel consciously chose for his son a name beginning with A, Alexius. Later in the century the tyrannous emperor Andronicus Comnenus was told that his successor’s name would begin with an I (iota), so he looked out for a rival called Isaac, but identified the wrong one.75 An Italian prophetic text of the thirteenth century reads,

The first F., in his hair a lamb, in his pelt a lion, will be a destroyer of towns. In pursuit of a just purpose, he will find his end between the raven and the crow. He will live on in H., who will perish in the gates of Melatium. But the second F., of unexpected and marvellous birth, will be a lamb to be torn to pieces among the goats, but not overwhelmed by them.76

This is an only thinly disguised history of the emperor Frederick I, who died on crusade, his son, Henry VI, who died in Sicily (Melatium is perhaps Milazzo, on the north-east coast of Sicily), and his son, Frederick II, whose wars dominated the history of Italy in the second quarter of the thirteenth century.

Like this one, many of the prophecies found in the texts of the Middle Ages are clearly written after the events they claim to be foretelling and simply create a cryptic disguise for known historical happenings. When Geoffrey of Monmouth, writing his Prophecies of Merlin in the 1130s, tells how Merlin predicted an invasion of Britain by ‘a people dressed in wood and in iron coats’, then the rule of two dragons, one of whom will be killed, then the reign of the Lion of Justice, and how then ‘the lion’s cubs will be turned into fish of the sea’, the actual historical references are clear: the Norman Conquest of 1066, the reigns of William I and William II Rufus, the accession of Henry I and the death of his son William in the wreck of the White Ship in 1120.77 This is prophecy only in the sense that Miss Pole in Mrs Gaskell’s novel Cranford practised it: ‘Miss Pole herself, who we looked upon as a kind of prophetess, from the knack she had of foreseeing things before they came to pass – although she did not like to disturb her friends by telling them her foreknowledge’ (Chapter 12).
Some prophecies, however, turned out to have an unexpectedly prophetic nature. One such is the prophecy of the green tree. Its original form was an utterance ascribed to Edward the Confessor on his deathbed in 1066. He claimed to have been visited by two long-dead monks, who had told him that after his death, because of the wickedness of the English nobles and clergy, God would deliver the kingdom into the hands of the enemy and it would be devasted by fire and the sword. When Edward asked these spiritual visitors how long England would endure these tribulations, they replied,

If a green tree should be cut in two in the middle and the part that has been cut off carried away the distance of three iugera [approximately 213 metres or 699 feet] from the trunk, when it rejoins the trunk by itself, without the help of human hands or any prop, and it begins again to grow green shoots and bear fruit from the original love in its coalescing sap, it is only then the end of such evils can be hoped for.78

This was written very soon after the Norman Conquest of 1066 and seems to suggest that it is an impossibility for the sufferings to come to an end. That was certainly how the passage was interpreted by writers of the following generations. In 1125 the historian William of Malmesbury, himself half English and half Norman, wrote that ‘we experience the truth of this prophecy because England has become the dwelling place of outsiders and is under the domination of foreigners … nor is there any hope of an end to this misery’.79 In the following decade, another writer, Osbert of Clare, also interpreted the prophecy as indicating the impossibility of any improvement in the lot of the English people: ‘For nowadays we see no king or earl or bishop coming from that people, any more than a felled tree rejoining its trunk and producing leaves and fruit.’80

The next writer to address this issue, however, advanced a completely different interpretation. Aelred of Rievaulx, composing his Life of Edward the Confessor around 1163, was writing in the reign of Henry II. Henry was the son of Matilda, the daughter of Henry I and Queen Matilda, and Queen Matilda was herself of the old royal line of the Anglo-Saxon kings. Hence Henry II had the blood of both the Norman and the Anglo-Saxon kings. Aelred writes that ‘it is the special glory of our Henry to trace his physical descent from his [Edward’s] holy kindred’.81 He gives his interpretation of the prophecy: the tree is England; it was divided when the kingdom was taken from the old royal stock; the three iugera represent the three kings who had no connection with the old line, Harold, William I and William II; Henry I, by marrying Matilda, ‘united the seed of the kings of the Normans and English’; the tree flourished when their daughter Matilda was born and came to fruit when Henry ‘joined the two people like a keystone’. ‘Now,’ he adds, ‘England certainly has a king of English descent, and it has bishops and abbots of the same race, and it has nobles and fine knights born from a mingling of the seed of each, bringing honour to one and consolation to the other.’82 So the prophecy of the green tree had finally come true. The dynastic reunion represented by the accession of Henry II in 1154 has some similarities with the reditus ad stirpem, the return of Carolingian blood in the person of Louis VIII of France, as discussed above (p. 350, see also p. 384 below). In both cases, apparent ruptures in dynastic history were being made good.
The atmosphere of dreams and prophecy that was woven through dynastic life comes out in a story about Peter I of Portugal (1357–67). The king had two illegitimate sons named John, by two different women. He had been foretold (it is not said by whom) that his son John would bring great glory to the kingdom of Portugal. Peter naturally wondered which John would do this, and had a preference that it be the elder. He was convinced that it would, in fact, be the younger after having a dream in which he saw all Portugal burning, and then his younger son John appeared with a stick and extinguished the flames. He consulted experts in dream interpretation who confirmed this.83 John did indeed go on to defeat a Castilian invasion and himself become king of Portugal, encouraged by a prophecy given to him by a visionary hermit.84
Foreknowledge of the dynastic future could thus be sought by various means, through astrology, prophetic visons or books of prophecy. Some of these methods were dangerous, as Eleanor Cobham found out.85 Eleanor married Humphrey, duke of Gloucester, uncle of the young and sickly Henry VI of England, in 1428. She had already been his mistress for some years, and once he had his first marriage annulled, she was able to become his wife. After the death of Humphrey’s older brother in 1435, Humphrey himself was next in line for the throne. If the young, unmarried and childless Henry VI died, Humphrey would be king and Eleanor queen. She had the reputation of ‘scheming for a long time to exalt herself to a higher position in the kingdom of England than she had had’.86
Eleanor was perhaps unwise. She consulted two learned churchmen, whose learning extended to astrology and magic, to see whether the young king would live. One of them, Roger Bultybrok (or Bolingbroke), supposedly made a ‘figure (figura)’ of the king, along with ‘very many objects, images, vestments, circles and instruments’, which he created by his magical and necromantic art, under the pretext of conducting legitimate astronomy.87 His collaborator, Thomas Southwell, a canon of the royal chapel of St Stephen’s, Westminster, assisted him by consecrating these objects and Roger’s book of spells, as well as reciting masses, so that Roger ‘could be safe within the circle and would be able to summon to him demons and other evil spirits that are in the air and the earth’.88 Roger’s magical and astrological efforts eventually bore fruit:

he knew well that the king would not live long but would die within a short time, and thus, through the discovery and dissemination of this matter, the king’s people would withdraw their hearty love of him, and the king himself, through knowledge of this discovery and dissemination, namely that he would die within a short time, would conceive such sadness in his heart that he would die more quickly because of that sadness and grief.89


Roger thought it very probable that the king would die in late May or early June of 1441. The events of that summer were in fact very different. Duke Humphrey had his enemies, as well as his ambitions, and they saw their chance when they heard that his wife had been dabbling in magic and getting predictions of the king’s illness or death. In July 1441 Roger, Thomas and Eleanor were arrested and tried on charges of necromancy. The charges included not only calculating the time of the king’s death but also seeking to procure it through magic.90 The dragnet also hauled in Margery Jourdemayne, the so-called ‘Witch of Eye’, a local wise woman whom Eleanor had supposedly consulted. Eleanor argued in her defence that the images and other magical equipment were not to cause the king’s death but ‘for to have borne a child by her lord, the duke of Gloucester’ – she could be the mother of kings.91 Roger Bultybrok said his necromancy had been undertaken at Eleanor’s request and was solely to know ‘what should befall her and to what estate she should come’, although he confessed, as he faced execution, that ‘he presumed too far in his cunning’ (that is, his science).92 Thomas Southwell died in the Tower of London, Roger was hanged, drawn and quartered, Margery Jourdemayne was burned alive. Eleanor herself had to do penance, walking through the streets of London on three occasions, bareheaded and carrying a large candle. She was divorced from Duke Humphrey and spent the remaining eleven years of her life a prisoner in remote and windy castles. She never was the mother of kings.





Chapter 11 Pretenders and Returners: Dynastic Imposters in the Middle Ages

In the spring of 1487, in Christ Church Cathedral (Holy Trinity) in Dublin, the young Edward VI was crowned king of England and France and lord of Ireland. A parliament was summoned and coins were struck in his name. Soon after his coronation he sailed for England, with an army provided by his aunt, Margaret of Burgundy, and his Irish supporters, notably the earl of Kildare. His purpose was to remove the usurper, Henry Tudor. But luck was not with him, his army was defeated, and he was captured. Henry Tudor did not execute him but preferred to maintain the story that this boy was not, as his supporters claimed, a prince of the royal house of York, but an English plebeian with the absurd name of Lambert Simnel.1
In the world of dynasties, which was the world of most of medieval Europe, a political claim was primarily in the person and the blood, much more than in election or divine commission. Hence a claim could be made simply by asserting a certain personal identity, in the form ‘I am X’. This appears particularly clearly in the case of pretenders and returners, those men and women who claimed to be, or were claimed to be, either the children of royal dynasties or long-lost rulers themselves coming back from obscurity.2 Some stories concentrate simply on the pathos of a famous ruler living on in humble anonymity: Harold, the last Anglo-Saxon king, the Holy Roman Emperor Henry V, Edward II of England and Wladyslaw III of Poland are all recorded, not dying as generally reported, but as ending their days as obscure hermits. There is obviously a perennial taste for the mystery of the supposedly dead or the disappeared who have actually lived on elsewhere, with a secret life and a new identity. But more dramatic are the cases where the king returns to claim his own. These supposed returning kings show the underlying assumptions about political legitimacy in a dynastic system: their claims are in their blood. And they are also ideal tools to be manipulated by factions and dissidents.
The stories of kings living on as hermits are simple survival legends, strange and poignant, but cases of those who try to return, or of those who claim to be the sons of past rulers, are a distinctive but not infrequent feature of dynastic politics. Examples can be found in the ancient world and in modern times, and also throughout the medieval period, all over Christendom. They include supposed Merovingian kings, Byzantine emperors and Holy Roman emperors. Two famous cases, from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries respectively, are the apparent return of Baldwin, count of Flanders and Latin emperor of Constantinople, and the reappearance of Woldemar, margrave of Brandenburg, in each case after an absence of decades.3 There are examples of returning pretenders from Spain and from Norway. And, at the end of the Middle Ages, the Tudor dynasty of England, which seized the throne in 1485, faced a series of challenges from young men claiming to be princes of the previous Yorkist dynasty, challenges that, as in the case of Lambert Simnel alias Edward VI, came close to success.
And this raises a problem for our analysis, since, if these young men had succeeded, then the official story would be, not that they were pretenders, but that they were dispossessed Yorkists expelling a usurper. We all know that history is written by the victors, but that is true especially starkly in the case of pretenders, because, simply by calling them that, we sign up with the winning side. It is rather like the anti-popes. Who is it who decides who is a pope and who an anti-pope? The answer is, the last pope standing. The label ‘anti-pope’ is that applied by the victorious, and hence official, pope. Nobody starts out with the intention of becoming an anti-pope or of being labelled a pretender. So, in any discussion of the subject, we must be aware that the history of pretenders is the history of failed pretenders.
It is not as if the idea of a ruler returning after many years is beyond the bounds of possibility, for sometimes rulers really did disappear and return after decades. One of the most remarkable cases is that of Henry I of Mecklenburg, who left his north German principality to go on pilgrimage to the Holy Land in 1271 and only returned home to his wife and land in 1298. Kidnapped in the Holy Land by Muslims, he was held in captivity in Cairo for decades. News of this came to his wife Anastasia in 1275 and she made serious but ill-fated efforts to ransom her husband. In the following decades Henry’s son exercised authority in Mecklenburg and he slipped into the habit of referring to his father as ‘of blessed memory’. Two imposters claiming to be Henry also turned up but were unmasked and executed. Finally the Mamluk Sultan of Egypt released Henry, along with his loyal squire, who had accompanied him all those years, and the pair eventually reached Mecklenburg again in the summer of 1298, twenty-seven years after their departure. Henry’s wife and, with whatever emotions, his son met him. With a story as strange as this, it is less surprising that tales of returning rulers were so often found credible.4
There is no single set of circumstances that gives rise to stories of survivors and returners, but there are some recurrent patterns. One situation that might well generate rumours of survival was death in battle, for in the bloody chaos and carnage of hand-to-hand combat it was often uncertain who had lived and who had died. Some of these stories, as mentioned, concerned kings who escaped from disastrous defeats and lived quiet, anonymous lives thereafter: Harold Godwinson survived the Battle of Hastings and ended his days as a hermit in Chester;5 Wladyslaw III of Poland had not been killed by the Ottoman Turks at the Battle of Varna in 1444 and likewise lived on as a hermit in Spain. There were rumours, too, that Olaf Tryggvason had not drowned at the great sea-battle of Svolde in the year 1000. In his Heimskringla, the thirteenth-century author Snorri Sturluson cites earlier poets on the subject. One of these was King Olaf’s contemporary, Hallfredr Ottarsson, and Samuel Laing’s translation of the Heimskringla from 1844 gives an appealing rhyming English version of what he wrote:

Does Olaf live? or is he dead?
Has he the hungry ravens fed?
I scarcely know what I should say,
For many tell the tale each way.6

Snorri’s dry comment on this is, ‘But howsoever that be, King Olaf Tryggvason never thereafter returned to his kingdom in Norway.’7

But more significant in dynastic politics were those pretenders who did come back to their kingdoms, actually made public their claims to have survived death in battle and sought to re-establish themselves in power. In the early 1090s, for example, a man claiming to be a son of the Byzantine emperor Romanos IV Diogenes (1068–71) turned up. This son had not died in fighting at Antioch seventeen years earlier, as had been thought, but had survived. His supposed wife, the sister of the current emperor, Alexius Comnenus, did not, however, acknowledge him, and he was captured and sent off to Cherson in the Crimea, the Byzantine equivalent of Alcatraz at this time. But he did not give up. In Cherson he was able to enter into dealings with the Cumans, a neighbouring tribe of steppe nomads, escaped to join them, was acknowledged as emperor by them and then invaded the empire in 1094. It was only after a long campaign in the Balkans that he was captured and blinded.8 And it is important to remember, of course, that if he had been successful, our accounts of these events would have been quite different, and the triumphant report composed by Anna Comnena, Alexius’ daughter, would not exist. And modern historians would find a place for this son of Romanos Diogenes in their books.
The case of Alfonso the Battler of Aragon is slightly more complex. The earliest sources are clear that he survived the bloody defeat of the Christians in the Battle of Fraga in 1134, but died soon afterwards.9 There is even a document, issued in that year that is dated ‘after the great and disastrous slaughter of the Christians at Fraga, in which almost all fell by the sword, but a very few just managed to escape, without their weapons, along with the king’.10 But this version of the king’s end did not provide a very satisfactory narrative: it is neither heroic nor tragic. So, it is understandable that, by the thirteenth century, there were different versions of the king’s fate. The Latin Chronicle of the Kings of Castile, the first part of which was composed in the 1220s, says ‘he is said to have been killed by the Moors. But the opinion of others was that he escaped from that disaster … and it was said that after the passage of many years he came in our own time to Aragon.’11 Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, archbishop of Toledo, whose chronicle was completed in 1243, writes that some say he was killed at Fraga and his body was ransomed from the Muslims to be given Christian burial. Others say he survived the encounter and, ‘unable to bear the confusion of battle, he showed himself to this world as a pilgrim, changed in likeness and dress’.12 In any case, a man claiming to be Alfonso turned up some thirty years after the Battle of Fraga and caused concern to his great-nephew, the king of Aragon at that time.13
The fall of the Hohenstaufen dynasty in the middle decades of the thirteenth century also brought a particularly rich crop of pretenders. Manfred, the son of Frederick II and king of Sicily, killed in battle in 1266, and his nephew Conradin, killed two years later after being captured in battle, both reappeared very soon after their supposed deaths. The Franciscan chronicler Salimbene relates that after Charles of Anjou defeated and killed Manfred at the Battle of Benevento, not one, but several pretenders arose, claiming to be the fallen king. Charles was kept busy: ‘he killed many such Manfreds in those days’, says Salimbene.14
But there were other situations that formed the background story for pretenders. Deposition, especially if followed by imprisonment or by disappearance, was one: Michael VII Ducas, the Byzantine emperor deposed in 1078, and the late medieval English kings Edward II, Richard II and Edward V, are in this category. Occasionally one encounters tales of babies exchanged in the cradle, reminiscent of the famous ‘warming pan baby’ story, which claimed that the son of James II, the last Catholic king of England, Scotland and Ireland, was not his but had been slipped into his wife’s bedchamber in a warming pan. Harold Harefoot, who succeeded Canute in England in 1035, claimed that he was the king’s son by the English noblewoman Ælfgifu, but his enemies expressed doubts. The various versions of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle report that ‘Harold said he was Canute’s son by Ælfgifu but it was not at all true’, or that ‘Some men said that Harold was the son of King Canute by Ælfgifu but many men thought this quite incredible.’15 A few years after Canute’s death an adherent of Ælfgifu’s great rival, Queen Emma, wrote that the likely truth was that the child of a servant girl had been sneaked into the bedroom of Canute’s concubine (i.e. Ælfgifu) and passed off as hers.16 By the twelfth century the gossip had become more elaborate, with Harold and his brother being actually the sons of a cobbler and a priest’s concubine respectively.17
Apart from babies being smuggled in, there are cases of babies being smuggled out. In the middle of the fourteenth century a Sienese merchant, Giannino, claimed to be the rightful king of France. He said that he was actually John I, the baby who had held the royal title from 15–19 November 1316, dying at less than a week old. Giannino claimed that the baby who had died in 1316 was not the royal prince but another, substituted for him, and that he, the real royal baby, had been smuggled out of the palace and come eventually to Italy, where, forty years on, his story had been revealed to him. Not everyone was convinced. In 1359 the General Council of the commune of Siena banned Giannino for life from holding public office because of the claims he was making to royal blood.18 And the Dante scholar Benvenuto da Imola, writing a little later, used the case to illustrate a passage in the Divine Comedy where Dante speaks of the folly of the people of Siena: ‘But what would our poet have said’, asks Benvenuto, ‘if he had seen, not long ago, Giannino of Siena, who allowed himself to be persuaded so easily and so foolishly that he was the king of France?’19
But the most recurrent returner, the Holy Roman Emperor Frederick II, who died in 1250, had neither been killed in battle nor been deposed, except in name only. His posthumous career rested instead on the real Frederick’s charisma and his dramatic life, magnified by the way he had become the focus of apocalyptic predictions, which was not the case with most returning rulers.20 Salimbene admitted, when he heard that Frederick had died, ‘I myself for many days could scarcely believe that he was dead’; only when the pope himself affirmed it did he believe, but even then, ‘I shuddered when I heard it and could scarcely believe it.’21 Many people scarcely believed it, and many others did not believe it at all. Hence there arose a series of false Fredericks, some of them of significant impact, like the pretender in Sicily in 1261, or another in the Rhineland in 1284, both of whom required considerable military effort to suppress.
The only occasion on which there was a female pretender of importance seems to have been in 1300 in Norway, when a woman appeared claiming to be Margaret, the so-called ‘Maid of Norway’.22 Margaret was the daughter of Erik Magnusson, king of Norway (1280–99) and, through her mother (also called Margaret), she was the heir to the Scottish throne. She had died in 1290 on her way from Norway to her new kingdom. She had a plausible claim to be heir of Norway as well as Scotland, since King Erik had no sons and was succeeded by a brother. In the marriage treaty between King Erik and Margaret’s mother, it was indeed stated that ‘if the king of Norway should beget by this Margaret a daughter or daughters, they will succeed to everything that can come to them according to Norwegian laws and customs, even to the kingdom if that is the custom’.23 This left it open whether it was the custom, of course, but the Margaret who appeared in 1300, a year after King Erik’s death, would, as his daughter, have been the most credible challenger to Erik’s newly crowned brother, and she supposedly claimed to be his ‘lawful heir’.24 It has been suggested that she was the tool of a group of dissident nobles.25 If so, they seem to have chosen badly, for the woman who made these claims in 1300 was already grey-haired, while the real Margaret would have been only seventeen. This false Margaret was burned alive near Bergen, but even then continued to trouble the authorities, as she became the focus of a cult, with pilgrimages and invocation of her as a saint.26
The length of time between the death or disappearance of the ruler and his apparent re-emergence varied considerably, but was always biologically possible, except in the case of some supposed emperor Fredericks of the later Middle Ages. The longest gap, apart from these, is of thirty-eight years, and occurs in the very special case of John I of France, the one who, according to all accounts, died as a week-old baby in 1316, but by 1354 had supposedly turned up in Italy in the form of Giannino of Siena. Alfonso the Battler of Aragon and Woldemar of Brandenburg reappeared twenty-nine years after their apparent deaths, Baldwin of Flanders twenty years. In fact, the pseudo-Baldwin’s supporters explained the fact that he seemed to be shorter than the ruler who had set off long ago on the Fourth Crusade as an effect of age.27 But there are cases of a much swifter return. In the Byzantine empire Michael VII, who was deposed in 1078, and Alexius II, who was deposed and killed in 1183, supposedly were active again within a few years, two and six respectively. Conradin of Hohenstaufen was executed in 1268 but in the very next year some Germans in Italy were hailing a young man as the lost prince and a putative Richard II of England was winning recognition in some quarters just two years after the king’s death in 1400.28 The shorter the gap between disappearance and return, however, the more acute were questions of identification and resemblance (a subject discussed below).
When the pseudo-Frederick II appeared in Germany in 1284, ‘many people asked, if he was the emperor, why had he lain hidden for such a long time’.29 This is a natural enquiry. Especially in the case of a return after many years, the returners had to explain their absence. The missing years were often accounted for as a period of penitence. Pseudo-Baldwin, for example, explained that, after he had escaped from captivity among the Saracens, he had been enjoined seven years penance by the pope for abandoning the faith in that time. The seven years were now up, which is why he could return publicly to Flanders.30 The false-Frederick II who turned up in Sicily in 1261 ‘declared that long ago, after being granted divine permission through an oracle, he had feigned his death and spent nine years on pilgrimage in expiation of his sins’.31 The false Woldemar’s situation was more complex. He had, he said, feigned his death, substituting another body, and left his principality of Brandenburg, for one cause alone: his marriage was within the prohibited degrees, and this was the only way he could obey his conscience and also preserve his wife’s honour, since she would now be able to remarry.32 In actual fact, Margrave Woldemar had married a cousin within the prohibited degrees, and she had indeed remarried after his death, or presumed death.
There were also other ways of explaining disappearance and survival. The false Margaret, Maid of Norway, said that during her voyage from Norway to Scotland she had been sold by one of her aristocratic ladies-in-waiting, and spirited away.33 Perkin Warbeck, claiming to be the younger of the Princes in the Tower, son of Edward IV of England, explained that he had been spared and conducted abroad by the assassin sent by his wicked uncle Richard III, but that he had been made to promise on oath that he would not reveal his true identity ‘for a certain period of years’.34
Whenever they appeared, these pretenders signified a challenge to the existing powers. Sometimes they were adopted by dissident factions within the country, sometimes used by foreign enemies, sometimes both. A good example of the way foreign enemies could try to use a pretender or returner is provided by the case of the Byzantine emperor Michael VII Ducas. In March 1078 Michael was forced to abdicate the imperial throne and became a monk. About two years later, however, a figure appeared in southern Italy claiming to be the former emperor and won powerful backers in an attempt at restoration. Robert Guiscard, the Norman warrior who had carved out a conquest principality in the region, was willing to lead an army across the Adriatic against the Byzantine empire, with the supposed Michael VII in his train, while Pope Gregory VII commanded the bishops of Apulia and Calabria to offer absolution of their sins to those going on the expedition.35
There were doubters:

There were at that time some men with the duke (i.e. Robert Guiscard) who had served in the palace in the time of the emperor Michael and said they knew his face and that this man did not resemble him in the least, but that he had come in the hope of getting some gift from the duke on false pretences.36


Guiscard was apparently indifferent to whether the man was genuine or not and was not dissuaded from launching his attack. The supposed Michael was with him when the Norman leader besieged the important Byzantine city of Dyrrachium in the summer of 1081. Guiscard’s ploy was not a success. The inhabitants apparently said they would surrender if they could see the deposed emperor. Dressed in imperial robes and accompanied by a fanfare, the claimant was paraded before the walls, but the effect was disastrous. According to one account, the besieged citizens shouted that ‘they did not recognize him at all’, while, according to another, even more humiliatingly, they did identify the figure before them: ‘This man used to bring jugs full of wine to the table and was one of the lower butlers!’37

Anna Comnena, one of the sources for this story, considered various theories about who the pretender was and who initiated the plot to put him forward, some of them seeing the pretender himself as the instigator, others attributing a far-reaching scheme to Robert Guiscard. Anna has obvious motives for ridiculing this attempt to give legitimacy to Guiscard’s invasion, but Guiscard himself seems to have thought it worthwhile, and Gregory VII was convinced enough to give the expedition its proto-crusading status.
A surviving or returning king could indeed be a useful weapon for hostile neighbours. The pretender claiming to be the Byzantine emperor Alexius II turned up at the court of the Sultan of Iconium, who always treated him as the genuine emperor and allowed him to recruit troops to attack the Byzantine cities along his frontier.38 At the beginning of the fifteenth century Scotland harboured a supposed Richard II of England and at the end of the century a supposed Richard IV (Perkin Warbeck).39 The former was a continuing challenge to the regime of the usurper Henry IV and the imposter did not in fact die until 1419, while the latter presented similar difficulties for the usurper Henry VII. This Richard IV was treated royally and used as a figurehead for Scottish incursions into England. In both instances there were links and contacts between the pretenders in Scotland and opponents of the government within England. In 1417, during his trial after the defeat of his rising against Henry V, Sir John Oldcastle refused to recognize the authority of the court since, he said, his liege lord, King Richard, was still alive in Scotland.40
A returner or pretender was in many ways a good tool for dissidents and rebels, since he simultaneously fitted the requirements of a dynastic system, that is, his claim was framed in genetic terms, and yet he was actually an absolute outsider, free of ties and obligations to any particular aristocratic faction or interest. In one sense, he was like a foreign queen, chosen to avoid the awkwardness of selecting a bride from any group among the indigenous nobility, but he also asserted that he was native, natural and had claims of blood. The pretender cannot in actual fact be a member of any aristocratic family for they are already known; hence the pretender has to be a ‘nobody’. The advantages of this for the aristocratic rebels who patronized the pretender included control of their nominal leader and the possibility of forming alliances of various aristocratic factions, since the pretender is not in fact a representative of a specific family. He appears as a new player in the game, even though his claims are ancestral. Although there are some cases where the returning kings were associated with revolutionary upheaval, apocalypticism and prophecy, most of these returners were not of this type. They were dynastic pretenders and claimed their right as such: they presented themselves as lords denied their hereditary right. What they were demanding was exactly what the existing emperors, kings or lords had, namely a pre-eminent place in the social hierarchy justified by rights of blood.
In many cases, the evidence exists to identify the aristocratic and other oppositional groups who stood behind the pretender. In 675 a short-lived puppet king, Clovis, supposedly a Merovingian prince, was put forward by Ebroin, the mayor of the palace, in his attempt at a political come back after defeat by rivals. The Life of St Leger, who was one of his opponents, gives some details of the partisans of this ‘Clovis, whom they had falsely made king’.41 Likewise, the names of the Flemish nobles who gave their support to the false Baldwin are recorded, and in many cases we can deduce the grounds for their opposition to the rule of Countess Joan, daughter of the real Baldwin. In the case of the false Frederick II of 1261, the sources name a group of Sicilian dissidents, and in 1284 the support for the next false Frederick was associated particularly with the Rhineland towns hostile to the king, Rudolf of Habsburg. For some time Woldemar of Brandenburg had the backing, not of dissidents, but of the Holy Roman Emperor himself, Charles IV, an emperor who had only recently established his power against rivals, rivals who were the most determined opponents of the pretender.
The role of dissident aristocratic factions in the manufacture of pretenders is revealed particularly clearly in those cases where pretenders had to be argued into their role by their supposed partisans. Perkin Warbeck in his confession after capture gave a particularly detailed account of such pressure, which began when he arrived in Cork in Ireland in late 1491:

They of the town, because I was arrayed with some cloths of silk of my said master’s, came unto me and threaped (asserted) upon me that I should be the duke of Clarence’s son that was before time at Dublin, and, for as much as I denied it, there was brought unto me the Holy Evangelist (the Gospels) and the cross by the mayor of the town, which was called John Lewellen, and there in the presence of him and others I took mine oath as the truth was that I was not the foresaid duke’s son neither of none of his blood. And after this came unto me an Englishman whose name was Stephen Poytron, with one John Atwater, and said to me, in swearing great oaths, that they knew well I was King Richard’s bastard son, to whom I answered with like oaths that I was not, and then they advised me not to be afeared but that I should take it upon me boldly and if I would do so they would aid and assist me with all their power against the king of England, and not only they … and so against my will made me learn English and taught me what I should do and say, and after this they called me duke of York, the second son of King Edward IV, because King Richard’s bastard son was in the hands of the king of England.42


The Yorkist plotters here are extremely persistent. First they insist that Warbeck is the duke of Clarence’s son, that is, Edward, Earl of Warwick, the last surviving legitimate male of the house of York. He ‘was before time at Dublin’, as Warbeck’s confession mentions, in 1487, when the pretender Lambert Simnel had claimed to be the earl and had been crowned in Dublin as Edward VI. Finding Warbeck obstinate on this point, they suggest that he is actually the illegitimate son of Richard III (Clarence’s brother), John of Gloucester or Pontefract. Faced with the awkward problem that John was a captive of Henry Tudor, they finally decide that he is the younger of the missing Princes in the Tower, Richard, son of Edward IV. In a brisk sequence they have thus worked their way through the sons of all three of the Yorkist brothers, Clarence, Richard III and Edward IV. Warbeck stresses his initial obduracy and says he eventually collaborated ‘against my will’. Well, he would wouldn’t he? This is from a confession, although one that did not, in the end, save his neck.

But he is not the only pretender to paint such a picture. The pseudo-Baldwin of Flanders also had to be persuaded into his role. He was originally encountered early in 1224 as a pious hermit in the forests near Tournai, at a time when rumours of Baldwin’s return were already circulating, and more and more people began to say he was Count Baldwin returned from captivity: ‘Everywhere he was called “Count” by all, but he did not wish to reply anything to that, except that he was called “Christian”.’43 He compared those who said he was the count to the Bretons who awaited the return of King Arthur. They were not discouraged: ‘But the more he denied it, each of them said, “You are the count.”’44 Eventually he gave way to this persistent pressure, was escorted in triumph to Valenciennes, where he was washed, shaved and dressed like a count (‘comme conte’).
It was important for the opponents of returning pretenders to deny their claims as vigorously as possible, and one way of doing this was to demonstrate that the ruler in question really had died. When the false Maid of Norway turned up in 1300, those who disbelieved her claims made much of the evidence for the burial of the real Maid ten years earlier: her body had been brought back from Orkney, where she had died, to Bergen, where her father, King Erik, had opened her coffin and looked on her face, before burying her alongside her mother.45 It might be thought that producing the body itself would clinch the case, but it did not always do so. When the deposed King Richard II was buried by the new regime in March 1400, his body was transported 200 miles to London before interment, and there ‘he was above ground for two days, to show him to the people of London so that they would believe for certain that he was dead’.46 The king’s face was left uncovered so that ‘men might see and know his person from all other’.47 But seventeen years later, as we have seen, there were still those who were unconvinced.
Another way of undermining the pretender was to prove his genuine identity, especially if this could be done by asserting an alternative and humiliating identity. When the Merovingian king Guntram was facing the challenge of a man claiming to be the son of Guntram’s father Clothar I, and hence his own half-brother, he refused even to refer to the pretender by the noble name he used, Gundovald, and, in an angry speech, spoke of ‘this stranger, whose father ran a mill, and, to tell the truth, whose father was a wool-carder’.48 It appears that he was so irate that he could not even settle on an abusive enough choice of paternal occupation. Later the same pretender was mocked by his enemies, who shouted at him, ‘aren’t you the painter who, in the time of King Clothar, used to go around the churches decorating the walls and arches?’49 At the other end of the Middle Ages, this demeaning and patronizing rhetoric was also the response of Henry VII, the first Tudor king, when he faced the challenge of Perkin Warbeck, who, as we have seen, claimed to be Richard, duke of York, the younger of the Princes in the Tower. Henry referred to the young pretender as ‘the childe’, ‘the garçon’ or ‘the feigned lad’.50 Warbeck’s real origins, in the city of Tournai, might also be mentioned. When the earl of Kildare wrote defending himself against charges of having supported the pretender, he denied having given any help to ‘the French lad’.51 And hostile chroniclers always attribute lowly origins to pretenders: as already mentioned, the false Michael VII was supposedly a lower-rank butler; Anna Comnena stresses the lowly origins of the false son of Romanos Diogenes; according to one source the pseudo-Alfonso the Battler was a smith, while the false Conradin was the son of a smith, the false Frederick of 1284 a peasant, Woldemar a peasant or a miller, and Lambert Simnel the son of an organ-maker.52
Opponents of the pretenders sometimes also drew on the terms that Christians had long used to decry pagan idolatry. The chronicler Saba Malaspina calls the false Frederick II of 1261 a ‘simulachrum’ and an ‘idol (ydolum)’: disaffected exiles ‘flocked to the simulachrum’; royal forces were sent ‘to repress that idol and his worshippers’.53 Simulachrum means image or semblance, and was often, like idol, used to describe effigies of the pagan gods. In a similar way, Thomas Warde of Trumpington, the false Richard II, was called by his opponents, not only a fool and a fake, but also an idol (ydolum) and ‘mawmet’.54 This last word, which derives from the name of the prophet Muhammad, also meant ‘pagan idol’.55 So the term usefully conveyed both the idea that reverence was being paid to a false object and the judgment that a bone-headed stupidity was involved – Christians from the time of the martyrs had stressed the foolishness of worshipping lifeless images of wood and stone. It was also possible to tar the pretender with the brush of heresy. This was a charge raised against the false Frederick of 1284, which is perhaps why he was burned rather than executed in some other way. And when, in 1406, the English Parliament condemned the heretical Lollards, they included a denunciation of the ‘evil people (mauveys hommes et femmes)’ who spread the rumour that Richard II was still alive.56



Recognition
Pretenders and their supporters and the existing rulers and their supporters engaged in political and military competition of the usual kind, the kind familiar between opponents when there was no question of a pretender, but, because of the special nature of the pretender’s case, they were also involved in a conflict about questions of identity. Since the disputing sides were arguing about who someone was, one thing that these pretenders and returners illuminate is how identity was recognized, established and tested.
Pretenders were clad in royal or imperial robes, crowned, had seals, all the trappings of sovereignty. But while these things might be persuasive, for, as Polonius points out in Hamlet, ‘the apparel oft proclaims the man’, there was also the body beneath the clothes, and the kind of truth it carried. Modern states have often required information about such things as eye and hair colour, or height, to be specified in identity cards or passports, obviously as means of checking identity. British passports issued before 1988 had a space for entering height and for ‘distinguishing marks’. Such distinguishing marks also excited attention in the stories of several of these returning rulers. For example, it was reported that the Pseudo-Baldwin ‘had the same scars on his body that Baldwin had had’.57 Wladyslaw III of Poland, the king who supposedly survived the Battle of Varna in 1444, was recognized living as a hermit in Spain twenty years later by the fact that his feet had six toes.58 By a remarkable coincidence, the corpse of Henry II, duke of Silesia, who was killed in battle against the Mongols in 1241, had also been recognized by the six toes on his left foot.59
An especially elaborate case concerns the Holy Roman Emperor Henry V. There was a rumour that Henry had not died in 1125 but had gone as a penitent into exile, leaving a substitute body to be buried in his stead. According to one variant of the story, a figure very similar to the emperor had been received at the abbey of Cluny. One day a German visitor who had known the monarch came to the abbey and was asked by the abbot to see if he could identify the man he had taken into his abbey. The German immediately asserted that he was an imposter, not the emperor. The supposed emperor, however, was unruffled. He gave the visitor a slap and said to him:

It is true you have been with me, but you were always a traitor, and when you were caught in one of your treacheries, although you escaped, one of my followers pierced your right foot with a spear, and the wound or scar will still be apparent. Servants, seize this trickster and you will see!


The scar was indeed found, but the visitor was not finished. ‘My lord’, he said, ‘who this man is pretending to be, had a right arm so long that he could completely cover his right knee with it when standing upright.’ The supposed emperor immediately did this without trouble. For a while, comments our source, he was treated with reverence but was eventually discovered to be an impostor.60

In this curious scene, the two protagonists engage in a kind of duel. Their weapons are distinguishing marks of a physical kind, either innate (a long arm) or acquired (a scar). The emperor claims to identify the German visitor by knowing that he has a scar on his foot, a place that would not be immediately visible. The visitor counter-attacks by appeal to a distinctive feature of the real emperor. It is clear from the story that the supposed emperor is at first sitting, since he has to rise to demonstrate that his arm is indeed long enough to cover his knee. He seems to be vindicated, both by knowing of the other’s scar and by his own physiognomy. Unfortunately, we are not told how he was eventually unmasked.
Scars are witnesses, since they are traces of an event in life; they may be ineradicable; they can be seen and touched. Hence, from the time of doubting Thomas to that of modern detective fiction, they have been invoked as proof of identity. But there are other features, other ‘distinguishing marks’, that identify a person. One such emerges in the case of the man claiming to be the son of the Byzantine emperor Romanos Diogenes, who had found support among the nomadic Cumans. Anna Comnena says that during his campaign, when the Cumans were besieging Adrianople, the Byzantine general Nicephorus Bryennios, who had known Romanos’ son, spoke with the pretender from the ramparts. ‘Judging from the man’s voice,’ he concluded, ‘he would not acknowledge him to be Romanos Diogenes’ son.’61 A century later, the pretender claiming to be the emperor Alexius II was more careful, imitating the young ruler’s stammer (ψελλισμός), as well as matching his hair colour.62
In his discussion of the Merovingian pretender Gundovald, Marc Widdowson mentions the parallels with the famous case of Martin Guerre, a case that its most well-known narrator, Natalie Zemon Davis, says caused her ‘to reflect upon the significance of identity in the sixteenth century’.63 Widdowson remarks that the similarities between these cases is partly because in both sixth-century Gaul and sixteenth-century France there was a ‘lack of basic technologies for establishing persistence of identity, like photography’. Likewise, in a pioneering article on imposture, Henri Platelle linked ‘the problem of the identity of persons’ with the ‘technical deficiences’ of the Middle Ages.64 One cannot doubt that finger printing and DNA analysis have provided tools for establishing identity that the medieval world could not dream of, but what of the simpler issue of the ability to produce a likeness?
Standard histories of art assert or assume that realistic portraiture cannot be found in the Middle Ages prior to the late fourteenth or early fifteenth centuries. This may be debated, but, whether or not realistic portraits were painted before 1400, it is clear that some people thought that they could be. The historian William of Malmesbury, for example, explained that St Anselm could not take the direct route from Rome to Lyons in 1099 since his enemy, the anti-pope Guibert, had circulated his picture: ‘it was said that Guibert had sent a painter to Rome to have his image painted on a panel, so that, in whatever costume he disguised himself, he could still not hide’.65
When the Muslim traveller Ibn Battuta came to China in 1345 he was struck by the Chinese ‘mastery of painting’ and noted with interest that ‘if I visited one of their cities, and then came back to it, I always saw portraits of me and my companions painted on the walls and on paper in the bazaars … the resemblance was correct in all respects’. This was done at the command of the government. ‘It is their custom’, Ibn Battuta says,

to paint everyone who comes among them. They go so far in this that if a foreigner does something that obliges him to flee from them, they circulate his portrait throughout the country and a search is made for him. When someone resembling the portrait is found, he is arrested.66


Perhaps William of Malmesbury and Ibn Battuta were deluded, but there is no doubt they both thought that the wanted poster was part of medieval experience. Moreover, the portraits of prospective brides that were commissioned as part of marriage negotiations (see above, p. 34) suggest a belief in naturalistic portraiture.

Whether or not we believe that realistic portraiture of this kind was possible in the Middle Ages, it is certainly true that we are in an age before the mass production of likenesses. The vast majority of people would never have seen their ruler. But physical likeness was not the only criterion. In the absence of scars or extra toes, there were other ways to test the pretender’s identity. One way was through probing what he knew. Those arguing for the genuineness of the pretender often pointed to the knowledge he had, private or secret, that supported his claimed identity. This issue of secret knowledge turns up in the account of the pseudo-Alfonso the Battler in the thirteenth-century chronicle by Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada. When, years after Alfonso’s supposed death, a figure appeared claiming to be the king,

The testimony of many people of Castile and Aragon asserted that it was he, people who had had familiar contact with him in those two kingdoms, and who recalled many secrets, which he remembered he had long ago shared with them.67


In a similar vein, the false Frederick in Sicily in 1261 not only ‘seemed like the emperor in everything’ but also ‘had a very good knowledge of many of the circumstances of the kingdom and the empire and the royal court’.68 In the case of both pseudo-Baldwin and the false Woldemar, chroniclers assert that the pretenders established their credentials by intersigna, a word meaning tokens, credentials or signs known only to the parties involved.69 These two cases are far apart in time and space and it is striking that this same term should crop up.

But pretenders could also be caught out, revealed by gaps in their knowledge. The supposed Baldwin of Flanders was flummoxed when confronted by his sovereign, Louis VIII of France, who asked him where he had been married, where he had been knighted and where he had performed homage to Louis’ father, King Philip. Giving no answers to these questions, the pretender found his support dissolving.70 He was eventually captured by the countess of Flanders, daughter of the real Baldwin, and hanged. One feels that his adherents should have briefed him more fully.
As already pointed out, a history of pretenders is, almost by definition, a history of failed pretenders. Many of the returning rulers discussed here were eventually captured and killed by their enemies. A violent end befell the Merovingian pretender Gundovald, the earliest such figure in the Middle Ages, and the Plantagenet pretender Perkin Warbeck, the last. Several pretenders were hanged, receiving the punishment of commoners, to rub home the point.71 This is what happened to those claiming to be Alfonso the Battler, Baldwin of Flanders, and Richard IV of England, i.e. Perkin Warbeck. Some, like the pseudo-Frederick II of 1284–5, Margaret the Maid of Norway, and a man claiming to be King Olaf of Denmark in 1402, were burned to death.72 Others died obscure deaths. But, alongside this record of defeat, it is worth pointing out the remarkable success of some pretenders. In 1094 the false son of Romanos Diogenes led an army of invasion against the Byzantine empire. In 1225 the false Baldwin took control of much of Flanders and received some international recognition, including a letter from the government of Henry III of England expressing delight at his return and a wish that he might renew old alliances against the king of France.73 The false Frederick II of 1261 and his successor of 1284–5 both presented real political threats to the established powers of Sicily and the Empire respectively and required armies to put them down. In 1487 Lambert Simnel was crowned king of England in Dublin as Edward VI and headed an invasion force that fought a major battle in the heart of England, while Perkin Warbeck, as Richard Plantagenet, was welcomed in Vienna, Antwerp and Edinburgh, and given a noble Scottish wife.
And even in the case of those who came to a violent end, there were voices that continued to maintain the genuineness of the pretenders even after they were swinging from the gallows or smouldering in ashes. The troubadour Bertran de Born found it useful to believe that the pseudo-Alfonso the Battler was the real thing, since it gave him a weapon against his enemy, the contemporary ruler of Aragon, also Alfonso. The poet accused this later Alfonso of having ‘hanged his predecessor’.74 Likewise, the countess of Flanders, daughter of Count Baldwin, was accused by many of ‘parricide’ for executing the pretender of 1225.75
Perhaps the most remarkable fortune was that of the false Woldemar of Brandenburg, who was accepted as the genuine margrave by the Holy Roman Emperor, received many of the ancestral lands and, although eventually dispossessed, died a natural death in 1356 and was buried in the Saxon town of Dessau honourably, ‘as the margrave (sicut marchio)’.76 Dessau was the chief centre of another branch of the family to which the margraves belonged. But, of course, as with all these pretenders, the last note has to be doubt. Looking back on the incident of the pseudo-Baldwin decades later, a German chronicler remarked, ‘The Flemings dispute whether he was count Baldwin or not, and the case is still sub judice.’77 And, as a contemporary of the false Woldemar commented, ‘the story of this Woldemar was truly amazing and there are various opinions about him to this day’.78




Chapter 12 New Families and New Kingdoms

A tenth-century judge in Iran recorded a dispute between two Arabs about which of them had the better pedigree; the clinching line was apparently ‘My family line (nasab) begins with me; yours ends with you.’1 It was better to be the vigorous founder of a dynasty than the effete twilight heir of one. New men could come in, new dynasties be founded. Since, as both Darwinians and creationists agree, humankind is of common descent, there are no ‘new’ families in a literal biological sense. But dynasties are not simple biological units. They are structures of power, self-identifying groups of relatives seeking to extend their dominance through time, and they have their history, their rise and fall.
This same tenth-century judge who recorded the anecdote about the two Arabs also told the story of a king who had seized power by force. Once he had established himself and won a high reputation for governing well, he summoned an assembly of wise men and asked them to tell him frankly if there were any faults or defects in his government, promising not to harm them whatever they said. They could only find fault with one thing, that this new ruler was not of royal blood.

What, he asked, was the case with the king who preceded me? He was a king’s son, they replied. And with his father? They said the same. He repeated the question till he had enumerated ten ancestors or more, receiving in each case the same answer, till he got to the last, of whom they said he was a conqueror. I then, am that last, and if my days be good, the sovereignty will remain with my children after me, and their descendants will have royal blood as good as that which my predecessor had.2

The point is quite clear. Ancient royalty is simply conquest that has endured.

This undeferential conception of kingship can also be found in the medieval west, sometimes expressed with pungency, as in the words of Gregory VII, the radical pope of the eleventh century:

Who does not know that kings and dukes had their origin in men who disregarded God and, with blind desire and intolerable presumption, strove to dominate their equals, that is, other men, through pride, plunder, perfidy, homicides and every kind of crime, under the inspiration of the lord of this world, the devil?3


Not all new men were quite as dramatically bad as that, but they usually required force, and often perfidy, to remove established rulers and implant their own dynasty. Then, of course, if they endured, they would be ancient royalty.

Early Germanic kings were members of families that claimed divine descent, like the Amal dynasty of the Ostrogoths or the Anglo-Saxon kings who traced their ancestry back to Woden, but when these divine dynasties died out, they were replaced by families whose earthly origins were no secret. The most well known and most successful usurpers of the medieval period were the Carolingians and Capetians but other important royal dynasties came to power by military might and the displacement of predecessors, like the Normans in England and the Angevins in Sicily, both of these with papal approval. In contrast, there were no significant new dynasties in Ireland because the pool of potential kings in the dynasty was always so large. Hence the Irish dynasties of the earlier Middle Ages endured, in many cases down to the seventeenth century.
Not all new dynasties were established by usurpation. The Ottonians, who ruled Germany from 919, and subsequently attained Italy and revived the imperial title, before dying out in the male line in 1024, came to the throne by election when the succession was an open question, although they sometimes had to fight to get everyone to acknowledge their sovereignty. When, in 919, Henry, duke of Saxony, was elected king of Germany, his descent was well known, as a member of a prominent aristocratic family, and he had a chance to found a new ruling dynasty, which he did. In 1066 the same situation arose in England, when Harold, one of the wealthiest earls, became king on the death of Edward the Confessor without children, but Harold, unlike Henry, was not able to found a new dynasty since he had the bad luck to face competition from Duke William and his Normans, a ruthless and successful war-leader with a determined and equally ruthless army behind him. The situations in Germany in 919 and England in 1066 were otherwise similar, with leading aristocrats taking the throne when the succession was unclear. It was the whirl of events that determined that Henry’s Saxon dynasty would last 105 years and Harold’s 280 days.
There are occasions when contemporaries were aware of the inception of a new dynasty. When Romanos III succeeded Constantine VIII on the Byzantine throne in 1028, the chronicler Michael Psellos reports that the new ruler supposedly believed that ‘his reign was the beginning of a new period’, since ‘the imperial dynasty (βασίλειον γένος)’ that descended from Basil the Macedonian had ended with Constantine. Romanos looked forward to ‘a future line (γενεά)’.4 In fact he died childless after six years, but Psellos’ terminology shows that there is no anachronism in our speaking of a Macedonian dynasty, since that is how Romanos III himself pictured his predecessors.



Foundation Legends and Founding Figures
Some dynasties had their own foundation legends and founding figures. This is true of the Piasts of Poland and Premyslids of Bohemia (both of these dynastic designations are modern), in each case involving descent from a ploughman. The stories of these Polish and Bohemian founders were written down at almost exactly the same time, around 1120, and they place the founding figures many generations in the past, nine and fifteen respectively. In the Polish story, two mysterious and possibly angelic figures are turned away from the ruling duke’s banquet but are given hospitality by a poor ploughman who lives outside the fortress. They ensure that the food and drink does not run out and they perform the symbolic rite of giving the first haircut to the ploughman’s son, Siemowit. Siemowit grows up, increasing in strength and virtue ‘until the King of Kings and Duke of Dukes ordained him duke of Poland with common assent’.5 The Bohemian story is rather stranger. It is set in a time when Bohemia was ruled by a prophetess, Libuše. The Bohemians, however, express a desire to have a duke. Libuše describes to them what they are asking for, the freedom they are surrendering, the servitude they seem voluntarily to be imposing on themselves: ‘it is easy to appoint a duke but difficult to remove him once appointed’.6 Nevertheless, she agrees to accept their decision and says she will reveal to them their new duke, who will also become her husband. She tells them where they will find the ploughman Premysl working and prophesizes that his descendants will rule the land for ever. He is fetched and marries Libuše. His humble cork shoes are preserved in the ducal chapel as a reminder to the Premyslids from whence they came. Both these legends trace the ruling dynasty well beyond any historically attested period into a misty past and give it some kind of validation, through supernatural or prophetic endorsement. The choice of a new ruler from among the rural labouring class might also have an echo of David being taken from his shepherding duties to become king of Israel.
Where an account of a dynasty chooses to start is a highly charged issue. In 1180 Adam of Dryburgh, a Premonstratensian canon from the abbey of Dryburgh in the Scottish borders, composed a work entitled The Triple Tabernacle. It is a work of elaborate symbolism, taking as its starting point the tabernacle of the Old Testament, that is, the sacred tent containing the Ark of the Covenant, which was the centre of the Israelite cult before the building of the Temple. Adam encourages his readers to picture the tabernacle in their mind’s eye and he also furnishes it, in his imagination, with a series of pictures: ‘depingo’, ‘I paint’, is the verb he uses of this word-painting. What is of relevance to dynastic history is the series of images of rulers that Adam summons up for his readers. Converting his imagined tabernacle into a kind of portrait gallery, Adam first depicts the Roman emperors. He starts with Constantine, then continues with images of the other Christian emperors, omitting Julian the Apostate, down to Constantine VI and Irene, who were reigning in Byzantium at the end of the eighth century when Charlemagne was crowned emperor in the west. He then backtracks to Clovis, first Christian king of the Franks, and continues to evoke images of the kings of the French down to his own time. Next, he deals with the kings of the English, starting from Alfred (871–99) and coming down to Henry the Young King, the son of Henry II crowned in 1170, whom Adam styles ‘Henry III’. After that he moves on to the kings of Scots, starting with Malcolm Canmore in the later eleventh century. After a long account of the English and Scots kings, mostly borrowed from an earlier writer, Aelred of Rievaulx, he gives a list of the names of all the rulers who should be depicted in this house of the mind – the emperors from Constantine to Frederick Barbarossa, the kings of the French, the English and the Scots – and adds the concession that people in other regions reading his work could replace the kings of the English and the Scots with pictures of their own rulers.7
Three things could be pointed out about Adam’s selection of ruler-images. First, he thinks that conversion marks a new start in history. He knows Constantine was not the first Roman emperor, nor Clovis the first king of the Franks, but his imaginary tabernacle starts the history of the empire and the history of the Franks with their conversions. Second, he chooses certain rulers as founding fathers, even if they are not the first of their dynasty. Alfred was not the first king of his line, nor Malcolm Canmore of his, but they are chosen to mark the point where the author sees that a continuous regnal tradition begins. Adam had precedents in conceptualizing English history in this way, since from at least the 1120s chronicles wrote of Alfred as ‘the first of all kings to obtain the sole monarchy of the whole of England’.8 And subsequent historians down to the present day have often chosen to start the history of England with Alfred and that of Scotland with Malcolm Canmore. Third, for this Anglo-Scottish writer, the emperors and the kings of the French were the essential core of the Christian community, to which lesser national traditions might be added as circumstance suggested: you could drop the kings of the English and the Scots if you lived elsewhere, but not the emperors or the kings of the French. Adam thus has strong views both on where dynastic histories should begin and on what is central and what peripheral.
Tellingly, when Adam writes about Edgar, the tenth-century king of England, whom he regards as ‘shining like the morning star and like a full moon in his days’, he adds ‘he is no less memorable to the English than Cyrus is to the Persians, Charles (Charlemagne) to the French or Romulus to the Romans’.9 This concept, that every people had its ancient hero-king, and this very phrasing, have a very long history and underwent noteworthy variations. The Melrose Chronicle, for example, expanded in a similar vein: ‘Edgar, the peaceable king, was no less memorable to the English than Romulus to the Romans, Cyrus to the Persians, Alexander to the Macedonians, Charles the Great to the French, Arthur to the Britons.’10 The phrase can be traced back to the ancient historian Justinus, who used it of the Parthian ruler Arsaces: ‘Arsaces, who acquired and established the kingdom securely, is no less memorable to the Parthians than Cyrus to the Persians or Romulus to the Romans or Alexander to the Macedonians.’11 Where we start a story partly determines what kind of story we tell, and these heroic figures represent one way of starting it. Medieval dynasties were eager to associate themselves with them, whatever the historical realities. Perhaps the most remarkable case is the adoption of Arthur, hero of the Britons and Welsh, by the Plantagenet kings of England, who had no connection with the ancient king at all, but embraced him as a central figure of court ceremony and court literature in the late Middle Ages. Edward I visited the supposed tomb of Arthur and Guinevere at Glastonbury and had his own Round Table made, which is still visible in Winchester Castle.12




Healing the Dynastic Rent
If kings, and the authors who wrote about them, might picture a founding figure at the head of the stream in which they swam, they might also be aware of uncomfortable gaps and breaks in transmission. The first Capetians knew that they did not descend in a direct male line from the Carolingians, the Norman kings claimed to be the lawful successors of Edward the Confessor but could not trace descent from that childless monarch. One way this rent in dynastic continuity could be healed was by the blood of a former dynasty being united with the current one through marriage. Such cases occur on more than occasion. A well studied example is the so-called reditus regni ad stirpem Karoli Magni, the ‘return of the kingdom to the stock of Charlemagne’, when the marriage of Philip Augustus brought Carolingian blood into the Capetian family (see above, p. 350). The reditus is illustrated in a fifteenth-century French history, which shows Charlemagne embracing Louis IX.13 It was also the case that Philip already had Carolingian blood and this was pointed out by no less a figure than Pope Innocent III in a letter to the bishops of France, which mentions in passing Philip’s Carolingian ancestry. Since this letter was incorporated into the Decretals of 1234, the standard canon law collection of the later Middle Ages, it is a claim that would be widely known, and was cited from this source (‘as we read in the canons’).14 Other monarchs took pride in Carolingian ancestry. When the first German ruler of the Salian line, Conrad II, became king in 1024, contemporaries remarked upon the fact that his wife, Gisela, was of Carolingian descent.15 This obviously meant that when the son of Conrad and Gisela, Henry III, succeeded in 1039, he too was of Carolingian descent. The great German chronicler Otto of Freising, writing a century later, made a point of this in his History: ‘In him the imperial dignity, which for a long time past had been exiled from the seed of Charles, was brought back to the noble and ancient shoot of Charles.’16 So it was worth claiming to be of the stock or seed of Charles. But the stock or seed of Charles was itself in need of tying to earlier rulers, and this had been done early, in the time of Charlemagne himself, by the creation of a fictitious ‘Blithildis’, a Merovingian princess who had married the ancestor of the Carolingians.17 She is described as the daughter of King Clothar but later writers vacillate about which Clothar this was: Clothar I (d. 561) or Clothar II (d. 629). In the long run it did not matter, for she fulfilled her function either way, for ‘the royal lineage was repaired in this way through the female line’.18
The marriage of Henry I of England, son of William the Conqueror, and Edith (renamed Matilda), a descendant of the old Wessex line, in 1100 united the blood of conqueror and conquered. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle stresses her descent, calling her ‘Matilda, daughter of King Malcolm of Scotland and the good queen Margaret, kinswoman of King Edward and of the right royal lineage of England’.19 The prophecy of the green tree, already in circulation (see above, pp. 356–7), describing a seemingly impossible event, the reunion of a severed tree to its stump, was reinterpreted and applied to this mingling of the blood of the old and the new dynasty. When Henry II, grandson of Henry I and Matilda, became king in 1154, it was a cause for celebration of the union of the two seeds. This view became a standard feature of later English chroniclers, including those writing in the vernacular: ‘Then this tree first struck again to its kind [or stock] once more.’20
A way of indicating a bond between one’s own dynasty and the one that had preceded it was by adopting the names of that earlier family. The Carolingians and the Merovingians had quite distinct naming patterns up to the time of the dispossession of the latter by the former in 751. In that year Pippin (who had a distinctively Carolingian name) dethroned Childeric III (who had a distinctively Merovingian name). But, a generation later, Pippin’s son Charlemagne gave his newly born twin boys the Merovingian names Chlodwig (Ludwig) and Clothar (Lothar). He was supposedly inspired ‘by love of the kings of ancient times’ in choosing these names.21 Lothar soon died but his brother grew up to be known to historians as Louis the Pious. It is only the conventions of modern spelling that hide the fact that all the many kings called Louis and Ludwig look back to the Merovingians and to the founder of the Frankish empire, the first Chlodwig, known in French and English as Clovis.
When Henry III of England called his firstborn son ‘Edward’ in 1239, he did so out of respect for Edward the Confessor, who was both a saint and the last king of the house of Wessex (see p. 298). The old royal name thus came back, indeed going on to be the most common name of an English (subsequently British) king. The sumptuous shrine of Edward the Confessor in Westminster Abbey, coronation church of the kings of England, symbolized a view of English royalty in which the Anglo-Saxon kings played a full part. But this stress on continuity was not the only view and it sometimes had to be defended. When, under Edward III, as we call him, the kings of England adopted the practice of numbering themselves from the Norman Conquest (see pp. 305–6), critical voices were raised:

This Edward had himself called Edward ‘the third after the Conquest’, that is to say after William the Bastard, in his letters and charters, and in the opinion of several people this was not at all to his or his ancestors’ honour, since conquest by force never gives right; but it would be more fitting if he had had a right going back to before the Conquest, for otherwise he and all his successors would have been possessors in bad faith and intruders.22

Figure 22 An English royal genealogical roll to which, around 1340, an addition has been made criticizing Edward III’s adoption of the style ‘third since the conquest’.
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The marriage of Henry I and Matilda and the adoption of the name and the cult of Edward the Confessor by Henry III represented two ways of establishing dynastic continuity, but the addition of a number ‘since the conquest’ to the royal style disregarded it completely. Seizing the throne by force was rarely celebrated in so many words. The successful contender would usually produce a justification, and the ousted dynasties might not go quietly.




Excluded Dynasts
The Capetian accession of 987 in France and the Norman Conquest of England in 1066 both took place when there were living members of the previous dynasty, Charles of Lorraine and Edgar Atheling, both of whom were actually acknowledged as king in the crisis year by sections of the ruling class. In both cases, force determined the issue. These representatives of the old dynasty, Charles and Edgar, had to work out a way of dealing with the new dispensation.
Charles of Lorraine was a younger son of Louis IV (‘d’Outremer’), king of France. He was born in 953, one of twins. His twin brother died after a short while, but the baby Charles, who possessed ‘natural strength and power’, survived.23 On his father’s death the following year, Charles’ older brother Lothar became king at the age of thirteen. In order to secure his accession, his mother, Queen Gerberga, needed the support of the most powerful noble in the kingdom, Hugh ‘the Great’. Hugh’s uncle and father had both been kings of the West Franks, in opposition to Louis IV’s father, and he himself was of Carolingian descent on his mother’s side. The price for his support was high. As a contemporary chronicler put it, ‘the boy Lothar, the son of Louis, was consecrated king at St.-Remi, with the support of duke Hugh, archbishop Bruno, and the other bishops and chief men of France, Burgundy and Aquitaine. Burgundy and Aquitaine were given by him to Hugh.’24
The archbishop Bruno mentioned here was Gerberga’s brother, the archbishop of Cologne, and her other brother was Otto I, king of the East Franks. In the mid-tenth century it was not clear that ‘France’ and ‘Germany’ were two distinct and permanently separated kingdoms, and, after the death of Hugh the Great in 956, Archbishop Bruno played an important part in running young Lothar’s kingdom. For example, he probably arranged the king’s marriage to Emma, stepdaughter of Otto I, at a great meeting in his episcopal city in 965, a meeting attended by Gerberga, King Lothar, his brother Charles, Otto I and other members of the East Frankish royal house.25 Bruno actually died in France, at Rheims, later in that same year.
Charles grew up serving his brother but without a lordship of his own. In his early twenties, however, he tried to establish himself in Lotharingia (part of the kingdom of the East Franks), where he had family ties: his mother Gerberga had been married to the duke of Lotharingia before marrying Louis IV. He joined an expedition of 976 launched by some exiled Lotharingian nobles which led to a pitched battle at Mons. But it seems to have been around this time that relations between Charles and his brother, King Lothar, became hostile. Charles accused his sister-in-law Emma, Lothar’s wife, of adultery with Bishop Adalbero of Laon (see above, p. 228). The charge was apparently deemed baseless and Charles was forced into exile. Charles later complained of ‘having been expelled from the kingdom by his brother’ and ‘considered that he had been expelled by his brother at the instigation of queen Emma’.26
This estrangement of the brothers coincided with a new hostility between the kingdom of the West Franks and the kingdom of the East Franks, under its young ruler, Otto II, who was cousin of King Lothar and Charles. In 977 Otto II made Charles duke of Lower Lotharingia, an act explicitly aimed at his brother: ‘duke Charles, brother of King Lothar, whom the emperor Otto had placed in charge of Lower Lotharingia under him so that he could resist his brother’s actions more forcefully’.27 In the following years there was open warfare between the two kingdoms, Lothar occupying Charlemagne’s old capital of Aachen and Otto ravaging the outskirts of Paris. Peace was concluded in 980 but hostilities later flared up again.
Charles could well have continued in his somewhat anomalous state, brother of the king of the West Franks, great duke in the kingdom of the East Franks, and there are indications that he was reconciled to Lothar, but events in 986–7 changed the situation completely: Lothar died at the age of forty-four, and was succeeded by his son, Louis V, but the new king died in a hunting accident the following year. Instead of Charles, Duke Hugh, son of Hugh the Great, known as Hugh Capet, was elected and crowned king in the summer of 987 and moved quickly to have his son Robert crowned joint king. Hugh had the support of Adalbero, archbishop of Reims, who supposedly argued that ‘a kingdom is not acquired by hereditary right’.28
Charles was not willing to accept this situation, although he now had the disadvantage of confronting a crowned and anointed king. The struggle that followed was marked by some dramatic moments of betrayal. The first was Charles’ capture of Laon with the assistance of some of the town’s inhabitants who were hostile to its bishop. Charles’ troops arrived outside the city at nightfall and entered it pretending to be townsmen. Charles’ men and their allies within the town then took possession of it, also capturing Bishop Adalbero and Queen Emma, the couple Charles had accused of adultery a decade earlier. Hugh Capet made more than one attempt to recapture Laon but its hilltop position made attack very hard.
The next piece of treachery concerned Arnulf, illegitimate son of King Lothar and thus Charles’ nephew. He was a cleric and he promised to abandon Charles’ party and find a way to return Laon to Hugh, if Hugh granted him the archbishopric of Rheims, now vacant. This Hugh agreed to, and Arnulf swore obedience to him. Arnulf lamented the dilemma he confronted: ‘On one side, we are impelled by the faith we have promised to the kings of the Franks, on the other, we are driven by the power of Duke Charles, who is determined to recover the kingdom for himself, either to change lords or become an exile.’29 Arnulf decided the best way to resolve this dilemma was for him to hand over Rheims to Charles but to play-act resistance, ‘so that the royal power would be weakened, his uncle’s ability to rule would increase but he himself would not appear a deserter’.30 With Laon and Rheims in his hands, Charles had established himself in the heart of the French royal domains.
The final act of treachery was undertaken by Bishop Adalbero of Laon, who had escaped from captivity in Laon. He contacted Arnulf and promised that he would secure Arnulf’s reconciliation with Hugh Capet if he would reciprocate by reconciling him with Charles and obtaining restitution of his bishopric. Arnulf went to Charles, secured his agreement and arranged a meeting with Adalbero where the three of them swore oaths of mutual support. Meanwhile Adalbero kept King Hugh informed and arranged for him to make a show of accepting Arnulf’s allegiance. Adalbero now returned to Laon and swore an oath of allegiance to Charles. That night they drank toasts to each other. Later, however, Adalbero removed their weapons from the side of the beds where Charles and Arnulf were sleeping, summoned his own men and seized them. Hugh Capet was informed, came quickly and imprisoned Charles, his wife, his two daughters and one of his sons, along with Arnulf, who was soon deposed from his archbishopric.
This was the end of Charles’ attempt to reverse the accession of the Capetians. He had come quite close to success and there were some who called him king. In Catalonia, for example, which was at this time part of the kingdom of France, documents were sometimes dated by Charles’ reign, such as a charter of 19 April 990, ‘in the third year of the reign of King Charles, brother of Lothar’. Dating of this type continued occasionally until 992, ‘the fifth year of the reign of King Charles’.31 By this time in his ghost-reign Charles may already have died in captivity. Otto, Charles’ son, was not captured with him and succeeded him as duke of Lower Lotharingia, dying, without children, in the early years of the eleventh century. Charles stressed his hereditary right to the kingship of the West Franks. As one of his spokesmen put it in 990, ‘By what right is the legitimate heir disinherited, by what right is he deprived of the kingdom?’32 Writing some decades later, an author at Sens summed up the significance of Hugh Capet’s coronation: ‘Here ended the kingship of Charlemagne.’33 Charles of Lorraine went down fighting for his dynastic rights.34
Edgar Atheling (meaning ‘prince’) also had to decide whether to submit to a new dynasty or hold out for his birth-right. He had a remarkably varied and unpredictable life. Born in the 1050s, to the exiled son of King Edmund Ironside, and spending his early years in Hungary or Germany, Edgar came to England with his parents and sisters in 1057. Edgar’s father died very soon after arrival, but the young Edgar and his family were taken under the protection of the king, his great-uncle, Edward the Confessor. In January 1066, after Edward’s death, the teenage Edgar Atheling was passed over for the succession, perhaps because of his youth, and certainly because he lacked a power-base in England in any way comparable with that of Earl Harold Godwinson, who did become king. After Harold’s death in October 1066 in battle against the invading army of William, duke of Normandy, Edgar was considered a serious candidate for the throne in opposition to William and had the backing of Archbishop Ealdred of York, but support was insufficient and in December 1066 both Edgar and Ealdred submitted to William.
According to a Norman source, William was good to Edgar: ‘he enriched him with wide lands and held him as one of his dearest friends, because he was of the family of King Edward’.35 William also made sure, however, that on his first visit back to Normandy after his coronation as king of England, he took Edgar with him. Whether he was a hostage or simply a dear friend is not clear. In 1068, however, Edgar and his family fled to Scotland, where they were received by Malcolm III, who married Edgar’s sister, Margaret. In 1069–70 Edgar raided northern England in support of the great rebellion against William. In 1074 the king of France offered Edgar a base in France to harry William’s Norman lands but this did not work out well, and Edgar eventually submitted to William again and was again well treated. His landholdings in England are listed in the Domesday Book of 1086.36 In that same year, Edgar led 200 knights on an expedition to Apulia, another Norman conquest state, though what they did there is not known.37
After William the Conqueror’s death in 1087, Edgar became very close to Robert, William’s son and successor as duke of Normandy. He reportedly ‘loved the duke, who was his own age, like a foster-brother’.38 In 1091 William Rufus, who had succeeded his father as king of England, invaded his brother’s duchy of Normandy and, when peace was made between them, one of its terms was that Edgar Atheling should be deprived of his Norman lands and expelled from the duchy.39 Edgar sought refuge with his sister, Queen Margaret, in Scotland, but his exile did not last long. Later in 1091 William Rufus and his brother Robert, now allies, invaded Scotland and, at Robert’s suggestion, Edgar was employed to negotiate terms between the kings of England and Scotland. Edgar was then reconciled with William Rufus and returned to Normandy with Robert. He continued to be active on both sides of the English Channel and in the autumn of 1097 he led an army from England into Scotland to depose the incumbent king, Donald, and put his nephew and namesake Edgar on the throne. Edgar Atheling also participated in the crusade, fighting in the Holy Land and returning through Byzantium and Germany.40 After the death of William Rufus in 1100, Edgar continued his loyalty to Robert of Normandy in his struggles with the youngest brother, Henry I, and was captured fighting for Robert against Henry in the decisive Battle of Tinchebray in 1106, although he was soon released.
Writing in 1125, when Edgar must have been in his seventies, William of Malmesbury strikes an elegiac note: ‘after being spun around by the varied sport of fortune, he now wastes away his grey hairs deep in the country, secluded and silent’.41 Fortune’s sport had taken him from central Europe to England to Normandy to Scotland to Italy to the Holy Land to Byzantium, and he had fought against the Normans and for them, his sister had become a queen but he had never become a king. Whenever new men arrived in the dynastic world, it was at the expense of old men. Charles of Lorraine and Edgar Atheling are classic examples, coming to terms with a new regime that denied them something that, in the words of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle speaking of Edgar, ‘was fully his by right of birth’.42 The dynastic world was a fiercely competitive arena, with winners and losers, and required constant effort even to stay in the same place. Hugh Capet gave his name to the most long-lived dynasty in European history and William the Conqueror earned his nickname; they did so at the expense of ancient dynasties.




New Kingdoms
The most dramatic way a new dynasty could establish itself was by creating a new kingdom. In the year 1000, if one excludes the numerous small kingdoms of the Celtic world, there were eleven kingdoms in Latin Christian Europe.43 Over the course of the next five hundred years this figure increased, sometimes by fissure, as when Castile split off from Leon, although the two kingdoms were permanently reunited in 1230, sometimes by the simple elevation of a ducal title into a royal one, as in the case of Poland and Bohemia, but also by conquest: Sicily, Jerusalem, Cyprus, Majorca. The kingdoms of Aragon and Portugal were the result of both fissure and conquest, first separating from their parent kingdoms of, respectively, Navarre and Leon, then expanding through warfare. Fierce and fortunate families could take advantage of this multiplication of kingdoms: the descendants of Tancred de Hauteville, a Norman knight, ruled in magnificence in their royal capital of Palermo; the Lusignan family, named after their castle of Lusignan in Poitou, were kings, and on one occasion, a queen, of Cyprus for 277 years (1197–1474); the royal title of Jerusalem passed through the hands of several French aristocratic dynasties and those of the Hohenstaufen dynasty, before the Lusignans acquired it too.
Some of these new kingdoms were formally constituted by the papacy. In 1179 the pope granted to Alfonso of Portugal ‘the kingdom of Portugal and the whole honour and dignity that pertain to kings’.44 Alfonso had already been calling himself ‘king’ for forty years, but obviously thought ratification of his title by the papacy worth having. The most remarkable and enduring of these new papal kingships was Sicily. Famously, Metternich insisted that Italy was just a geographical term, that is, not a political one, and for 1,300 years, from the time of the Lombard invasion of 568 to the unification of 1870, the peninsula was indeed split into competing political units. Around the year 1000, the north comprised the kingdom of Italy, previously Lombard, subsequently Carolingian, now under the western (Holy Roman) Emperor, although sometimes disputed by local dynasties; the central region of Italy contained the papal domains, including Rome, and the duchy of Spoleto, which sometimes acknowledged the superiority of the western emperor; the south was divided between several Lombard duchies and principalities and the Byzantine empire, which controlled most of Apulia and Calabria; the island of Sicily was Muslim; important trading cities like Venice, Naples and Amalfi were independent or semi-independent.
In the early eleventh century warriors from northern France, Normans, arrived into this fragmented world, as pilgrims or mercenaries or both. In 1030 they established their first permanent base at Aversa, just north of Naples. The most famous of these northern warriors were the sons of Tancred de Hauteville, from whom the kings of Sicily descended. Tancred, who held a modest estate in the Cotentin peninsula in Normandy, had faced the problem of having twelve sons by sending the older ones out into the world to earn their living by fighting. Two of them, Robert Guiscard, who arrived in Italy around 1046/7, and Roger, who came a decade later, were able to create lordships for themselves in southern Italy. The Normans fought everybody, Lombards, Byzantines and Muslims, slowly establishing their own territories in the region. In 1059 the pope recognized realities and created Robert Guiscard duke of Apulia and Calabria, to be held as a papal fief, and also, with a breathtaking assurance, made him future duke of Sicily. In fact, the conquest of the island of Sicily took thirty years, from 1061 to 1091. Guiscard’s brother Roger became count of Sicily. By the end of the eleventh century, the political geography of southern Italy had thus been transformed, with Norman lords ruling most of the region, although not as one united state, and both Byzantine and Muslim sovereignty had been brought to an end.
The unification of the Norman territories took place in the late 1120s. Robert Guiscard’s grandson, William, duke of Apulia and Calabria, died childless in 1127. His inheritance was claimed by his cousin, Roger II, count of Sicily, and, after some difficulties, he obtained it. Sicily, Apulia and Calabria were now under one ruler, and in 1130 the Norman Prince of Capua also submitted to him. The next step was to turn this assemblage of conquest territories into a kingdom. On 27 September 1130 Anacletus II (condemned by his opponents as an antipope) granted the royal title to Count Roger of Sicily, and, after Anacletus’ death in 1138, Roger ensured that he obtained a confirmation of his new status from the victorious pope, Innocent II.45 Roger II reigned until his death in 1154, the first king of a state that lasted until 1860. The long-term consequences of the establishment of the new kingdom were religious and cultural as well as political. A region that had been Latin Christian, Greek Christian and Muslim eventually became overwhelmingly Catholic, a world where Greek, Arabic and variants of Romance were spoken eventually became overwhelmingly Italian-speaking. It is a classic example of the conquest states being created on the frontiers of Latin Christendom in this period and the family of Tancred de Hauteville a perfect illustration of how determination and military vigour could create a new ruling dynasty.
The Norman conquerors in southern Italy could advance two justifications for their new kingdom: it had been established, in part, by the conquest and subjugation of non-Christians, and it had been authorized by the pope. Likewise, the campaigns that led to the creation of the kingdom of Jerusalem, as well as the expansionary wars of the Iberian kingdoms, were justified as holy wars, and participants in them received special privileges from the pope. Here the dynastic interests of aggressive families and the aims of the high medieval Church coincided.




Chapter 13 Dynasties and the Non-Dynastic World

Dynasties were the chief political form in medieval Europe but not the only one. Other systems, based on other principles, existed, and the dynastic rulers encountered them every day and had to take them into account. These included the Church, the town, the rare but sometimes powerful republics, not to mention the ruler’s subjects, who might organize themselves into collective assemblies or imagine they formed a nation, a nation in some way not identical to the ruler’s kingdom.



Elective Monarchy
Election, the selection of a candidate to rule, from a potential field, by authorized electors, was not unknown in the Middle Ages, but was rare. The most important examples of explicit and continuous elective constitutions are provided by the papacy and the republic of Venice. In both cases an increasingly clearly defined body of men chose a ruler for life, and hereditary succession was never established, despite the possibility of the Orseoli family becoming hereditary doges of Venice in the early eleventh century. Some popes were relatives of other popes (never sons of course) but no family ever came to dominate for long. The sequence of doges runs from a traditional real starting date of 811 to 1797, the sequence of popes from the first century AD to the present (there is a fuller discussion of the Venetian Republic at pp. 414–16, below).
Some kingdoms were elective, but, even when the principle of elective kingship was asserted, the reality might be different. During the negotiations leading up to the marriage of Erik, king of Denmark, Norway and Sweden, and Philippa, daughter of Henry IV of England, in 1406, English envoys wrote a report for the English government on the succession practices of the three Scandinavian kingdoms:

the kingdom of Denmark is transmitted by free election, but nevertheless those there are accustomed always to elect those who are nearest of the royal blood, and if there are several children they are accustomed at all events to elect the one of them who seems to the electors most suitable and capable … the kingdom of Sweden is transmitted by election and not by succession and yet they are accustomed to elect the nearest of the royal blood or one of the children, just as was said of the kingdom of Denmark, but the kingdom of Norway is transmitted by succession and not by election.1


The theoretical distinction between elective Denmark and Sweden and non-elective Norway might therefore produce no real difference in the patterns of dynastic inheritance. Indeed, for three centuries, from the reign of Sven Estrithson (1047–74/6) down to 1375, all Danish kings, bar one, were male-line descendants of Sven.2

The most notable example of elective kingship in medieval Europe was the Empire, traditionally known as the Holy Roman Empire. This traces its origins to Christmas day 800, when Charlemagne, king of the Franks and the Lombards, was crowned emperor in Rome. The theory was that this was a continuation of the ancient Roman empire and its pretensions were enormous. Charlemagne’s grandson, the emperor Charles the Bald, supposedly saw himself as ‘emperor and Augustus of all kings this side of the sea’.3 The territorial extent of the Empire varied considerably over the centuries, but, from the mid-tenth century, consisted basically of Germany and north Italy.
The elective nature of the Empire was made especially clear in the period after 1254, when the sequence of emperors from the Hohenstaufen dynasty, which had possessed the imperial throne virtually uninterrupted for a century, came to an end. Between 1254 and 1438 the German throne was held or claimed by members of seven different dynasties, and only once in those centuries did the throne pass from father to son. This was in 1376 when the powerful Charles IV secured the election of his son Wenceslas (Wenzel) during his lifetime. Otherwise, the elective nature of the Empire was illustrated vividly by the succession of a member of a different dynasty on the death of each emperor. After 1438 the situation changed and the Habsburgs managed to hold on to the Empire continuously, although keeping up the appearances of election.
The death of German rulers without clear male heirs in 911, 1024, 1125, 1137 and 1254 was, in every case, followed by an election, not by any prearranged succession, and biological chance thus contributed to the survival of elective kingship. The principle was stated unequivocally by Otto of Freising, uncle of the emperor Frederick Barbarossa. If, for Margaret of Burgundy (above, p. 5), royal succession should be determined by ‘propagation of blood’, Otto thought exactly the opposite: ‘this is the crowning glory of the law of the Roman Empire, which it claims for itself as a special privilege, not to descend through propagation of blood but to have kings created by the election of the princes’.4
Because it was an established rule that the Holy Roman Emperor could only become emperor after coronation by the pope, and this might be delayed, and sometimes never happen, the election of the German ruler was seen as the first part of a two-stage process. After election and coronation in Aachen, the king bore the title ‘king of the Romans’, and this remained his title until imperial coronation. The king of Germany was thus king of the Romans. As the English chronicler Matthew Paris put it, ‘the kingship of Germany is called the kingship of the Romans, because it is like a pledge for the acquisition of the Empire of the Romans’.5 But coronation as emperor depended on circumstances, especially the willingness of the pope to cooperate and the confidence of the king of the Romans to leave Germany. In a remarkable period in the thirteenth century and early fourteenth century, there was actually a 92-year hiatus (1220–1312) in which no imperial coronation took place.
Despite this, there were, nevertheless, periods when the Empire looked very much like a hereditary monarchy, in practice if not in theory. German rulers were succeeded by their sons on three successive occasions in the tenth century, and on three successive occasions in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries. Ruling kings sought to ensure the succession of their sons, even very young ones, by securing oaths of allegiance to them or having them crowned in their father’s lifetime. But the idea that the crown was dependent on election by the chief nobles and bishops (the ‘princes’) was resilient, and could be stated explicitly during moments of crisis or uncertainty.
An example occurred during the reign of Henry IV (1056–1105). Henry had succeeded his father, Henry III, who had succeeded his father, Conrad II, so he represented the third generation in the direct line, establishing a tradition of transmission of power from father to son. Henry stirred up a great deal of opposition amongst his own nobles, as well as from the papacy, and, in 1077, at a meeting in Forchheim, between Bamberg and Nuremberg, the rebel nobles opposed to him not only chose a king to replace him, but also determined to end the hereditary tendency for good:

There it was approved, and confirmed by the authority of the Roman pontiff, that royal power should not come to anyone through inheritance, as was previously the custom, but the son of the king, even if he were truly worthy, should become king through free election rather than through line of descent; however, if the king’s son should not be worthy, or if the people did not want him, the people should have the power to make king whomsoever they wanted.6


This endorsement of the elective principle was not immediately effective, since, although the dissidents elected an anti-king, Rudolf of Rheinfelden, and chose another after Rudolf’s death, Henry IV reigned for more than a quarter of a century after the meeting at Forcheim and was succeeded by his son Henry V (although hardly voluntarily, since the younger Henry deposed him). It was only with the death of Henry V without children in 1125 that the great nobles of Germany could insist on a free election. Thereafter, no son succeeded a father until 1190, when Henry VI came to the throne of his father, Frederick Barbarossa.

Henry VI, as the son of the previous ruler, looked around him and saw that hereditary succession to royal power was the common practice in Latin Europe. He determined to bring the Empire into line. In the spring of 1196 Henry presided over an assembly at Würzburg, where
he wished to ratify with his chief men a new and unheard-of decree concerning the Roman kingdom, namely, that in the Roman kingdom, just as in France and other kingdoms, kings should succeed by hereditary right; the chief men who were there consented to this and confirmed it with their seals.7


This agreement, however, did not endure. Henry was a terrifying man – ‘most savage to rebels, invincible to enemies, stern to the insolent, merciless to traitors’8 – and many of the German nobles gave their consent when in his presence, but a core of opposition formed. Eventually this attempt of Henry VI to secure ‘the end of election and the beginning of hereditary office’9 was defeated. However, although the plan was abandoned, Henry did succeed in having his infant son (later Frederick II) proclaimed king by the princes at an assembly in Frankfurt late in 1196.10

Understandably, the popes championed the elective principle. Innocent III, defending the election of the Welf Otto IV rather than a member of the Hohenstaufen dynasty, Henry’s brother, as a successor to Henry VI, wrote:

We stand for the liberty of the princes, because we completely refuse any favour to whoever attempts to claim the Empire for himself by right of succession. For it would seem that the Empire was not conferred through election by the princes but obtained by succession of blood if, just as a son once succeeded a father, so now a brother were to succeed a brother or a son a father directly.11


Popes did not claim the right to choose the emperor-elect but the right to approve or disapprove the choice of the German princes, especially in the case of a disputed election, as in this case, and they always had the ultimate veto on whether to crown the candidate as emperor, rather than king of the Romans, the title he held until imperial coronation.

The Empire thus continued to be elective. The composition of the electoral body was only gradually formalized. The number of seven (the archbishops of Cologne, Mainz and Trier, the king of Bohemia, the margrave of Brandenburg, the duke of Saxony and the count palatine of the Rhine) appears for the first time in the thirteenth century, and was recognized in the Golden Bull of 1356, the fullest and most explicit legislation on the subject. This was intended, in the words of Charles IV, who issued it, ‘to foster unity among the electors and encourage a unanimous election’.12 There was now a clear category of ‘prince elector (princeps elector)’, separate from the other princes of the Empire. The electoral title continued to be highly valued down to the end of the Empire in 1806 and was extended only rarely to new recipients (Bavaria in 1623, Hanover in 1692).
The Empire had its enthusiastic champions, the most famous of them being Dante, whose Monarchia was written in the first quarter of the fourteenth century. The term monarchia, according to Dante, ‘which they call the empire’, means ‘sole rule over everything that is in time’, that is, universal temporal government.13 There is indeed a translation of the work titled ‘On World-Government’.14 Dante regards universal peace as the greatest good, and argues that ‘for the well-being of the world it is necessary for there to be a monarchy or empire’.15 It was God’s providence that created the Roman empire, and it is not accidental that the Son of God came to earth in the reign of Augustus, ‘when there was a perfect monarchy and everywhere the world was quiet’.16 The Roman empire does not depend for its authority on the pope or the Church, and the Roman emperor is ‘rightly the monarch of the world’.17 This exalted conception of universal monarchy found concrete embodiment, in Dante’s eyes, in Henry VII, the first king of the Romans or Holy Roman Emperor to set foot in Italy for more than fifty years, whom Dante regarded as ‘another Moses, who will snatch his people away from the oppression of the Egyptians and lead them to a land flowing with milk and honey’.18 He urged Italy to rejoice ‘because your bridegroom, the comfort of the world and the glory of your people, the most merciful Henry, divine Augustus Caesar, hastens to the wedding’.19 Henry’s early death ended these dreams, but Dante reserved a place in Paradise for ‘lofty Henry, who will come to set Italy straight before she is prepared for it’.20
But early fourteenth-century Italy also heard voices arguing that the Empire was an anachronism. Robert the Wise, king of Naples, issued a manifesto addressed to the pope declaring that all political arrangements were subject to change and that the Empire had been created by force and violence and should not be regarded as an enduring part of the landscape. It had once had dominion over almost all the world but now it was ‘diminished, mutilated, lacerated and occupied by many different rulers’ and ‘reduced to the tiniest number of subject territories’. Its rulers had been no friends either to the Church or to Italy and were now usually Germans, ‘a coarse, wild race, that adheres to barbaric savagery more than to the Christian faith’. King Robert suggested that the pope give serious consideration to ‘what good or benefit come to the world’ from appointing an Emperor, and his underlying theme was that the emperor Henry VII, who had just died, in the summer of 1313, need not be replaced.21 Henry had invaded Robert’s kingdom of Naples, which might well explain some of his judgments, but people who have been invaded often have a point of view.
Some historians, and others, consider that Germany took a ‘special path (Sonderweg)’, different from other European, or west European, countries, especially in the way that it did not develop powerful central institutions in the late medieval or Early Modern period. One explanation for this might be the elective nature of the German monarchy, which hindered dynastic consolidation, although it has also been argued that elective monarchy had advantages as well as disadvantages.22 Be that as it may, it stood out in a world of hereditary dynasties.




Dynasties and the Church
The tension between the Christian message and dynastic thinking was expressed quite sharply by Jesus himself: ‘If any man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple’ (Luke 14: 26). Such an uncompromising rejection of ordinary family feeling would seem to rule out any chance of Christians thinking or acting dynastically. Yet, as time went by, and the Church established itself as a dominant and propertied establishment, there came to be many ways whereby the Church could serve dynasticism and dynasticism serve the Church.
In one sense, the Church of the later medieval period was less dynastic and more like a modern state than any of the kingdoms of Europe. It had a complex, far-reaching and well-articulated organization, with legislative, executive and judicial parts and supposedly meritocratic criteria for appointment to office. It was highly bureaucratic, with use of the written word and record-keeping more extensive and sophisticated than any of the contemporary dynastic systems. The thing it lacked was physical force, although this could be summoned up, and to some degree directed, by alliances with secular powers. Dynastic kingdoms, run as family affairs, always interacted with this international institution, based as it was on transcendental and supernatural claims. One of the more obvious ways in which this happened was the practice of ruling families putting children into the Church, especially at its highest, richest and most powerful levels. They were thereby ensured an aristocratic way of life without placing a strain on family resources.





Royal Abbesses and Nuns
In particular, the Church offered a respectable station in life for royal women who were not destined for marriage, or who had survived it. In the first century of English Christianity, as recorded by Bede, there are many examples of royal abbesses, such as Etheldreda, daughter of the king of East Anglia and wife of the king of Northumbria, who became abbess of Ely, or Ebba, the half-sister of the Northumbrian kings Oswald and Oswiu, who was abbess of the double monastery (i.e. for men and women) of Coldingham.23 The daughters of Carolingian kings frequently entered nunneries, sometimes as widows. There are some fourteen cases in the first century of the dynasty.24 When Theodrada, daughter of Charlemagne, entered a nunnery after her father’s death, she received a congratulatory letter from the Irish monk Dungal, praising her for her desire ‘to spurn secular dress and put on the holy veil of Christ, to despise changing and perishable things and seek constant and eternal things, to renounce the devil and the world and its pomp and works and follow Christ’. He concludes with a little complimentary verse: ‘This letter greets you, Theodrada, born of imperial seed, adorned with good manners and with beauty.’25 There need be no doubt about Theodrada’s religious motives, but there is also no question that to be the abbess of a wealthy religious house, as she was, gave her security, authority and a status matching her royal birth.
The royal nunnery of Shaftesbury was founded by Alfred the Great of Wessex, probably in the 880s, and he appointed his daughter Æthelgeofu as abbess, with ‘many noble nuns’ under her rule and large endowments of land and wealth.26 It became the resting place of royal saints from the house of Wessex, Queen Ælfgifu in 944 and Edward the Martyr in 979, both of them performing miracles at their tombs.27 At the time of the Domesday Survey of 1086 Shaftesbury was by far the richest nunnery in England. An illegitimate half-sister of Henry II was abbess from the 1170s or 1180s to 1216.28 More than three centuries after its foundation, the nunnery was still providing a comfortable and secure position for women associated with the royal family.
The Saxon convent of Quedlinburg, which was founded to commemorate the first German king to come from Saxony, Henry I (d. 936), who was buried there, had royal abbesses, all of them daughters of kings and emperors, continuously for 130 years (966–1096). It thus maintained this royal tradition despite the change of dynasty, from Ottonian to Salian, in 1024. Nunneries could offer a secure life for both royal widows and young princesses. Eleanor of Provence, high-born queen of Henry III of England, and immensely wealthy, became a nun at Amesbury in 1286, after fourteen years of widowhood, and died and was buried there in 1291. Her granddaughter Mary was also a nun there, entering the convent at the age of seven. Mary’s life was not strongly circumscribed by taking the veil. She had a grant of £100 per year from the royal treasury, later increased to £200, was frequently at court or on extensive pilgrimages, and built up considerable gambling debts.29
The new mendicant Orders of the thirteenth century also provided safe and suitable surroundings for royal women, for, although penniless wandering was prescribed for male friars, the female branches were enclosed and stable, like the existing nunneries. In central Europe a remarkable group of royal women supported or became ‘Poor Clares’, that is, members of the female branch of the Franciscans, and also won a reputation as saints.30 The ruling dynasties of Bohemia, Poland and Hungary were interrelated by complex webs of marriage, as the lives of these women show. Agnes (d. 1282), a daughter of Premysl Otakar I of Bohemia, corresponded with Clare of Assisi, the founder of the Poor Clares, and herself founded a convent of the Order in Prague in 1234, which she entered. Her sister Anne (d. 1265) married Henry II of Silesia and bore him ten children. After Henry was killed in battle against the Mongols in 1241, Anne remained in Silesia and founded a convent of Poor Clares in Wroclaw in 1257, where she retired and was buried. Salome (d. 1268), daughter of the ruler of Cracow, married Coloman, brother of Bela IV of Hungary, but insisted on a chaste marriage, and after Coloman’s death she returned to Cracow, where her brother, Boleslaw V, founded a convent of Poor Clares for her. Two daughters of Bela IV, Cunigunda (d. 1292) and Yolande (d. 1298), married Polish princes. Cunigunda married Boleslaw V but, like her sister-in-law Salome, insisted on a chaste marriage. She founded a convent of Poor Clares during her widowhood and joined the Order. Yolande married Boleslaw the Pious, a cousin of Boleslaw V, founded a convent of Poor Clares at Gniezno after his death and entered the Order.
All five of these women had a saintly reputation, although that of Yolande is late, and either entered the Order of Poor Clares or founded houses of the Order. They had the support of powerful and wealthy fathers and brothers. The chaste marriages were clearly ‘undynastic’ in the sense of ending the possibility of sons inheriting from their fathers, and indeed Boleslaw V was succeeded by a cousin, and Coloman left no children, although it may be that the story of chaste marriage sprang from the childlessness of these two rulers rather than explaining it. Nevertheless, the dense network of intermarriage, blood relationships and saintly emulation involved in the story of these five royal and saintly ladies can justify the label ‘Dynastic Cults’.31






Younger Sons and the Church
Placing younger sons in the Church, which could provide them with a comfortable life and a high status, at the cost of at least theoretical celibacy, was a policy pursued by many aristocratic families but, perhaps surprisingly, not very much by royalty. Charles the Bald, ‘alone among ruling Carolingians’,32 placed two of his four legitimate sons in the Church: Carloman (d. 876), abbot of St.-Médard, Soissons, who was blinded after a supposed conspiracy in 873,33 and Lothar (d. 865), abbot of St.-Germain, Auxerre.
In some ways, this lack of younger sons going into the Church is unexpected, for it could be very useful for a king to have a son or brother in the ecclesiastical hierarchy, as is illustrated by the career of Bruno, archbishop of Cologne, who was a son of Henry I of Germany (919–36) and a younger brother of Otto I (936–73). He was given the best clerical education, served as Otto’s chancellor and then, in 953, at the age of twenty-eight, was appointed archbishop of Cologne. Cologne was one of the most important cities in Lotharingia, the westernmost duchy of Germany and one with a tradition of separatism. Bruno’s biographer, writing for his successor, depicts Lotharingia as a wild place: ‘there the nobles are accustomed to violence and plunder, the populace is eager for rebellion, and everyone, intent on civil strife, desires to enrich himself from the misery of others’.34 At the very time of his appointment, Bruno found a major rebellion in progress, one of the participants being the duke of Lotharingia. Otto decided the best policy was to make his brother ‘the guardian, overseer and, so to speak, archduke of the West’.35 For twelve years (953–65) Bruno served not only as the archbishop of an ancient and important city but also held a central political position in his brother’s regime, securing Lotharingia, often by armed force, against rebellious aristocrats. He also played a major role in the neighbouring kingdom of the West Franks during the minority of its ruler, King Lothar, who was Bruno’s nephew, and probably was responsible for arranging Lothar’s marriage to Otto I’s stepdaughter during an assembly held in Cologne (see above, p. 389). On more than one occasion he led an army into France to support Lothar against his enemies and rivals. During Otto’s Italian expedition of 961–5, Bruno, and William, archbishop of Mainz, Otto’s illegitimate son, acted as regents. So, for twelve years Otto I had a loyal brother guarding his left flank, and a brother, moreover, who would not have his own family interests to compete with Otto’s.36 The combination of ‘priestly devotion and royal courage’ that Otto supposedly praised in his brother could be a powerful dynastic instrument.37
Like the Carolingians, the Capetians, too, rarely placed younger sons in the Church, although Louis VI was an exception. Henry, one of Louis’ younger sons, was tonsured when young, made abbot of numerous royal abbeys, then dramatically converted to the Cistercian Order in 1145. But he did not refuse election as bishop of Beauvais in 1149 and archbishop of Rheims in 1162, where he served until his death in 1175. He was an active bishop, defending the rights and property of his see, pursuing a policy of economic development and backing Pope Alexander III during the long papal schism of 1159–78. So, for much of the reign of Louis VII, a major prelate of the northern French Church was the king’s brother. Another son of Louis VI, Philip, became archdeacon of Paris. No other Capetian kings, however, appear to have placed sons in the Church in this way.38
There are some isolated examples of Byzantine emperors appointing sons or brothers as patriarchs of Constantinople. Stephen, the third son of Basil I, became patriarch aged nineteen in 886, appointed by his brother, Leo VI; he died in 893. At Christmas 923, the emperor Romanos I Lekapenos, as well as having his two older sons crowned co-emperors, had his third son Theophylact tonsured as a cleric, although the boy was only ten years old; he had been castrated as a child. At the age of twenty, Theophylact became patriarch and held the office from 933 to 956. The patriarch Ignatius (formerly Niketas) (847–58, 867–77) was the son of the emperor Michael Rangabe but, far from being appointed through family influence, had been castrated and made a monk aged fourteen at the time of his father’s deposition in 813. He had subsequently risen through the ecclesiastical hierarchy. In general, however, the function of the Church in the Byzantine dynastic system was not to provide an alternative path for younger sons but rather to be the destination of deposed emperors and their families, often combined with blinding.
In the west, there are several cases of illegitimate sons of kings becoming bishops or abbots, for instance, Rorico, bishop of Laon (949–76), son of Charles the Simple, king of the West Franks; William, archbishop of Mainz (954–68), son of Otto I of Germany; and Arnulf, an illegitimate son of King Lothar of France (954–86), who became a canon and then archbishop of Rheims (988–91, 999–1021). Of all the kings of England between 1066 and 1485, only two placed a son in the Church and, in each case, it was an illegitimate son: Gervase, abbot of Westminster, son of King Stephen, and Geoffrey, archbishop of York, son of Henry II. The standard practice in England was to endow younger sons with earldoms or, after 1337, dukedoms.
There were occasions when sons who had been placed in the Church had to be recalled on family grounds. Philip of Swabia, youngest son of the emperor Frederick Barbarossa, was given a clerical education and promoted to ecclesiastical offices while still only eleven or twelve. In 1191, at the age of fourteen, he was elected bishop of Würzburg. However, in 1192 or 1193, plans changed and he began a secular career, accompanying his brother, Henry VI, in Germany and Sicily, which Henry conquered in 1194, and being invested by him as duke of Tuscany in 1195. The clerical career was put irreversibly behind him when Philip married a Byzantine princess in 1197. The motives for the switch from clerical to lay in 1192 or 1193 are not made explicit but it is probably relevant that, although Frederick Barbarossa left five surviving sons on his death in 1190, none of them had sons before 1194 (and that son proved, in the event, to be the only one). So it may be that recalling Philip to lay estate was an attempt to increase the chances of male offspring in the dynasty. In fact, Philip himself only had daughters, but he proved a champion of his young nephew, Henry VI’s son Frederick II, and was himself elected German king after Henry’s death.
More spectacular was the case of Ramiro II of Aragon, often referred to as Ramiro el Monje, ‘Ramiro the Monk’, brother of Alfonso the Battler, king of Aragon (see p. 63). He was raised in a Benedictine monastery and served as abbot of two Spanish religious houses, as well as being elected but never consecrated as bishop of several sees. His brother died childless in 1134 and Ramiro was elected king by an assembly of Aragonese nobles. In quick succession, he married, fathered a child, Petronilla, who was then engaged to the powerful neighbouring ruler, Raymond Berengar of Barcelona, and, having fulfilled his dynastic duty, he retired to his monastery in 1137, leaving Raymond Berengar as de facto ruler of Aragon.
Sometimes the ruler’s decision to place a child or a brother into the Church was viewed as a kind of sacrifice, in the sense both of an offering to God and of a loss for some greater good, which of course is what makes the offering of value to God. The chronicler Thietmar of Merseburg writes of the empress Theophanu, wife of Otto II, that ‘from the fruit of her womb she offered as a tithe to God two daughters, one, Adelheid by name, to Quedlinburg, the other, who was called Sophia, to Gandersheim’.39 Both these princesses became abbesses and lived into their sixties, but Thietmar’s words suggest that offering them to the monastic life still represented some kind of sacrifice on the part of their mother: they were ‘tithes’. The same idea of an offering to God is found in the case of Margaret (d. 1270), daughter of Bela IV of Hungary, who was promised to the Church before she was born. Her mother was pregnant with her during the Mongol invasions of Hungary in 1241–2 and she and her husband the king ‘took a vow that, if a daughter were to be born, they would make her a nun, for the liberation of the mother and the country, as a kind of expiatory offering’.40 Margaret entered a Dominican house at the age of three. A yet more explicit invocation of sacrifice is found in Leo VI’s funeral oration for his father, the Byzantine emperor Basil I, which says that Basil’s offering his son Stephen to the Church was like Abraham offering Isaac, except superior, since Abraham was acting on God’s command but Basil’s decision was his own initiative!41 This Stephen was patriarch of Constantinople 886–93.






Dynasties and the Internationalism of the Church
The Church had an international hierarchy of its own which did not always correspond to the boundaries of kingdoms, and this overlap of ecclesiastical and political units often resulted in friction or required readjustments. Within Britain, the two English archbishoprics, Canterbury and York, both claimed that their authority extended beyond the kingdom of England, Canterbury claiming a primacy over the whole island, York insisting that the Scottish Church was subject to it. Canterbury’s main success was in establishing its authority over the Church in Wales, where the eventual ecclesiastical geography was four bishoprics immediately subject to Canterbury, despite spasmodic attempts to secure an independent Welsh archbishopric. Canterbury’s victory was a direct consequence of the Anglo-Norman conquest and settlement of most of Wales in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. In Scotland, neither Canterbury nor York was able to make much headway because of the opposition of the Scottish royal dynasty, although attempts to establish a Scottish archbishopric in the twelfth century were also unsuccessful. In a highly unusual arrangement, in 1192 the Scottish Church was placed directly under the papacy but without any archbishop: ‘the Scottish Church ought to be subject to the apostolic see, whose special daughter she is, without any intermediary’.42
Ecclesiastical boundaries that cut across political ones were common in the Iberian peninsula. There, many bishoprics were established in places conquered from the Muslims, some on the basis of memories or records of the bishoprics of pre-Muslim times, but the hierarchy of archbishoprics was largely new. After Santiago de Compostella was raised to archiepiscopal status in 1120, it was eventually assigned the bishoprics of Zamora, Salamanca, Avila, Ciudad Rodrigo, Plasencia, Badajoz, Coria, Lamego, Idanha (Guarda), Lisbon and Evora. Of these eleven sees, five were in the kingdom of Leon, four in the kingdom of Portugal and two in the kingdom of Castile, which had separate rulers from Leon 1157–1230. Hence the bishop of Lisbon, an important city of the kings of Portugal, was ecclesiastically subordinate to an archbishopric in the neighbouring, and sometimes hostile, kingdom of Leon-Castile. Lisbon did not become an independent archbishopric until 1393, when Evora, Lamego, Guarda and Silves, the last taken from the archbishopric of Seville, were placed under it. It was now an entirely Portuguese archbishopric. Such tangled histories could be told of many Iberian dioceses. On two occasions younger sons of the kings of Aragon became archbishops of Toledo, the most important see in Castile, a situation hard to imagine in other countries, and a consequence of the lack of correspondence between ecclesiastical and political boundaries.43
Like the Church, from which they sprang, the crusading Orders, such as the Templars, Hospitallers (Knights of St John) and Teutonic Knights, were international and run by a hierarchy that was, in principle, celibate and non-dynastic, in the sense that office was by appointment rather than inheritance. From small beginnings in the early twelfth century, the Orders grew into institutions of enormous wealth and power, and always had to be considered by the dynasties of Christian Europe. They often played a major role in the politics of kingdoms and sometimes ruled states of their own: the Teutonic Knights established the largest, in Prussia and Livonia, while the Hospitallers conquered the island of Rhodes in 1306–10 and made it their headquarters, which it remained until 1522. In the crusading states of the eastern Mediterranean and in the Iberian peninsula, the armies of Christian kings were frequently supplemented by the forces of the Orders, although Alfonso the Battler’s desire to leave his kingdom of Aragon to the military Orders was not fulfilled (see pp. 63–4 above).
The most dramatic clash between a dynasty and the Orders was Philip the Fair’s destruction of the Templars in 1307–12. Events began with the king’s officials arresting all the Templars in France, confiscating the Order’s property and charging its members with heresy and sexual offences. The use of torture, or the threat of it, ensured that the prisoners confessed, however odd the charges might be – spitting on the cross, denying Christ, obscene kissing, even idol worship – but the king found that the pope, Clement V, was not inclined to be cooperative, and needed considerable pressure to go along with the prosecution. But Philip the Fair was a ruthless man and hastened the pace by a mass burning of Templars outside Paris in May 1310. Clement eventually yielded to pressure and suppressed the Order at the Council of Vienne in 1312. The bull suppressing the Order is dated 22 March 1312. King Philip, his brothers and sons, ‘surrounded by a seemly and powerful retinue of many skilled nobles and great men’, had arrived in Vienne on 20 March.44 The property of the Templars was transferred to the Hospitallers, who had to agree to make a huge payment to the king. The royal house of France had destroyed an international religious Order.
The complex interplay between dynastic ambitions and the politics of the Church can be seen during the period of the Great Schism. The existence of two rival popes was not in itself unusual. The earliest case seems to have been in 217–35, and in the twelfth century there were rival popes in 1100–01, 1105–11, 1118–21, 1124, 1130–8, 1159–78 and 1179–80, so for forty-five years, almost half the century. What distinguished the so-called Great Schism of 1378–1417 was the entrenchment of two rival lines of popes in two important centres, Avignon and Rome, for almost forty years. The kings of Latin Europe had to take sides and their choices were often dictated as much by the choices of their dynastic rivals as by their own convictions. France tended to back the Avignon popes, which encouraged France’s enemy, England, to back the Roman popes. This naturally led Scotland, France’s ally and England’s enemy, to back the Avignon popes. The alignment of ecclesiastical and political loyalties was particularly clear in the Iberian peninsula during the crisis following the death of Ferdinand I of Portugal without sons in 1383. The Castilian king, John I, claimed the throne in the right of his wife, Ferdinand’s daughter, but faced opposition within Portugal from various parties, not all of them allies. Castile recognized the Avignon pope, Portugal the Roman pope; this created a particular dilemma for clergy in the diocese of Tuy, which was partly in one kingdom, partly in the other. Naturally, the Avignon pope backed Castile and the Roman pope Portugal. The eventual victor in the struggle of 1383–5 was John of Avis, illegitimate half-brother of Ferdinand I of Portugal (see above, pp. 171–2).
When the Roman pope Boniface IX issued bulls legitimizing John of Avis, recognizing him as king and granting him dispensations for his earlier vows of poverty, chastity and obedience, he also gave a brief account of the Roman pope’s view of the crisis of 1383–5: ‘John, son of Henry [this is John I of Castile], of damned memory, at that time the occupier of the kingdoms of Castile and Leon, was attempting to devastate and take possession of the kingdoms of Portugal and the Algarve’; moreover, John had adhered to ‘that son of perdition, Robert, once cardinal-priest of the basilica of the twelve apostles, then and now an antipope, who presumed and now presumes by sacrilegious audacity to call himself Clement VII’.45 The succession crisis in Portugal had thus been given a sharper edge by the clash of popes. John I of Castile was not even given the dignity of the kingship of Castile, he is merely ‘John, son of Henry’, and also a ‘son of perdition’, while Clement VII, first of the Avignon popes of the Great Schism, is belittled by use of his given name. When John of Avis was looking for allies, England, with its hostility to Castile, was a natural choice, made easier, or perhaps even made possible, by the common adherence of Portugal and England to the Roman popes. Just like the Protestant Reformation, the Great Schism produced two hostile religious camps in Christendom and dynasties had to choose a side.





Republics
Most of medieval Europe was ruled by dynasties, but there were one or two areas where different forms of political organization survived or developed. Iceland and Venice are two, very different, examples of political societies completely independent of kings. The former was an empty land settled by Scandinavian, mainly Norwegian, farmers and fighters in the period 870–930. Many of them had left home in order to escape the authority of the Norwegian kings and had no desire either to submit to the rulers of their country of origin or to replicate royal government in their new land. The result was extremely unusual, a republic with sophisticated consultative and legal procedures but no king, aristocracy or powerful bishops. Outsiders were amazed at the way Icelanders organized their own affairs. One German cleric noted, with wonder and some admiration, ‘they have no king, only law’.46 But others were dismayed at their effrontery in completely disregarding the dynastic principle. After Cardinal William of Sabina had officiated at the coronation of King Haakon Haakonsson in 1247, the first coronation of a Norwegian king, he also supported Haakon’s claim to rule over Iceland, ‘for he called it unfair that that land should not be subject to some king like all others in the world’.47 For the cardinal, rule by kings was the norm, the Icelandic republic an aberration. In fact, it was not until 1262–4 that the Icelanders formally submitted to the king of Norway (Haakon died in the middle of the process, in 1263). Henceforth Iceland had a king ‘like all others in the world’. The Icelandic Commonwealth, or Free State, as it is sometimes called, lasted well over three centuries, and produced a body of literature in the vernacular that is among the greatest ever created in the Middle Ages, and one that throws a vivid light on the violent but self-regulating and non-dynastic world of this remarkable medieval republic.
Venice too provides an example of a medieval republic, but one about as different from Iceland as it is possible to be. Iceland was poor, remote, lacked towns and played a minimal part in European politics. Venice was one of the richest trading cities of medieval Europe, with a central role in Italian politics as well as a maritime empire in the Adriatic and Mediterranean. The origins of the city are to be sought during the invasions that marked the fall of the Western Roman Empire, and it was for a long time technically part of the Eastern Roman (or Byzantine) Empire. For example, when the Franks began to encroach on north-east Italy in the late eighth and early ninth century, Byzantine war fleets were sent to Venetian waters to assert the emperor’s authority and in 810 Byzantine envoys came to Aachen, where Charlemagne acknowledged that Venice belonged to their emperor, not to the Franks.48 The local representative of Byzantine power was known by the imperial title dux (‘duke’), a term that eventually became worn down to the Venetian word doge.
Gradually Venice became detached from the Byzantine empire. This took a long time and did not usually involve clear-cut steps. Donald Nicol, in his influential book Byzantium and Venice, titled the first four chapters ‘Venice: the Byzantine province’, ‘Venice: the Byzantine protectorate’, ‘Venice: the ally of Byzantium’ and ‘Venice: the partner of Byzantium’, indicating the subtle change in the nature of the relationship between the Adriatic trading city and the imperial power. The documents recording the Venetians’ trading privileges in Constantinople begin to read less like the grants of a sovereign than treaties between independent powers. One, issued by the co-emperors Basil II and Constantine VIII in 992, calls the Venetians ‘outsiders’ or ‘foreigners’ (extranei) and says how they have ‘made a request to our empire’ for preferential treatment; the emperors grant this but also specify that Venice must render military aid in certain circumstances.49
Eventually Venice became not a province or protectorate of Byzantium but its enemy and conqueror, picking up numerous territorial acquisitions after the fall of Constantinople to Venetian and crusading forces in 1204. At the same time its own internal government developed. A tendency for the office of doge to become hereditary was checked. The office of doge was for life, but was attained through a complex process of election, not by dynastic right, in this respect resembling the papacy. A system of executive councils gave a large share of control to the richest and most powerful citizens of Venice, limiting the doge’s authority. The end result was a secular republic, with an elected head, centred in a populous trading city and also controlling a maritime empire extending hundreds of miles into the eastern Mediterranean. In the fifteenth century Venice took over Cyprus, which had been ruled by a French dynasty for 292 years, an urban republic thus defeating a dynasty and bringing to an end a dynastic state. The title ‘most serene’ was commonly used for emperors and other rulers in medieval Europe; it is fitting that Venice is known as ‘the most serene republic’ – La Serenissima. It lasted until 1797.




Dynasties and Cities
Iceland and Venice were very unusual. But if sovereign republics were rare, there were many places in medieval Europe that obtained more limited forms of self-government, notably the towns. Wherever cities were populous, wealthy and self-confident, and in medieval Europe this meant primarily northern Italy and Flanders, they might find themselves in conflict with their supposed rulers. The Holy Roman Emperors battered the walls of Milan, but Milan battered back. The great cities of Flanders fought their sovereigns, that is, the counts of Flanders and their successors, the dukes of Burgundy, in a mortal contest that lasted centuries. In these two most highly urbanized parts of medieval Europe the cities struggled to free themselves from the world of dynasty. In northern Italy many of them were extremely successful in this effort and attained actual practical independence almost as great as that of Venice, although they were always theoretically subject to the Holy Roman Empire and many succumbed to local dynasties of their own in the later Middle Ages, the classic example being Florence, where the Medici family went from being ordinary citizens in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries to being de facto rulers of the city throughout most of the fifteenth century, finally acquiring title, as dukes of Florence, in 1532.
One of the most long-lasting and disruptive conflicts between towns seeking autonomy and dynastic rulers was that between the towns of northern Italy and the Holy Roman Emperors who claimed to be their rulers. It was Charlemagne’s conquest of the kingdom of the Lombards that first brought northern Italy under the authority of Frankish rulers based north of the Alps. Charlemagne’s empire broke up in the time of his grandsons, but his claim to imperial authority, to being, in fact, the successor to the Roman emperors of antiquity, was eventually inherited by the Ottonian kings of Germany. Otto I re-established the link across the Alps by conquering northern Italy and, in 962, being crowned emperor in Rome. Thereafter German kings always aimed at controlling Italy and receiving the imperial title, although they were not always successful in doing so. Between 951, when Otto I first campaigned in Italy, and 1212, the accession of Frederick II, who was normally based in the peninsula, German kings led expeditions over the Alps on thirty-two occasions. Their purpose was always to secure recognition of their authority and often to defeat dangerous rivals. Sometimes this required long periods south of the Alps. Frederick Barbarossa (1152–90), for example, spent over one-third of his reign in Italy. The ‘Italian expedition (expeditio Italica)’ of the German kings was one of the most considerable military undertakings of the Middle Ages and might require up to two years of planning.50
As the north Italian cities grew in size, wealth and power in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, they not only developed new forms of self-government and imposed curbs on their local bishops and nobles but also often found themselves in opposition to their nominal rulers, the emperors. From the point of view of the emperors, Italy was part of their empire and, when they went there, they did so because Italy was theirs, but from the point of view of the north Italian cities, these unwelcome expeditions of German armies crossing the Alps might look more like invasions. In the reigns of both Frederick Barbarossa and his grandson, Frederick II (1212–50), the north Italian cities grouped themselves into a confederacy, the Lombard League, to resist imperial authority. Milan was one of the chief cities of the League, and hence a chief target of both Frederick Barbarossa and Frederick II. The great north Italian city had an anti-royalist reputation: ‘this city is said to have been hostile to kings from of old’.51 After a lengthy siege, Barbarossa conquered the city in 1162 and ordered it destroyed. There is a moving account of the evacuation of the inhabitants:

Who is there who could keep back tears on seeing the lamentation and the sorrow and the mourning of the men and the women and especially of the sick, the pregnant and the children, going out and leaving their own homes?52


But the Milanese survived, revived, and eventually led their allies to a decisive victory over Barbarossa at the Battle of Legnano in 1176.

The struggle between the emperors and their north Italian opponents was a complicated one. First, by no means all the cities fought on one side. The smaller cities around Milan, for example, who felt the pressure of their large and threatening neighbour, were quite happy to join the emperor in attacking her. Second, the struggle between emperor and cities was always entangled with that between emperor and pope. Pope Alexander III was an ally of the Lombard League, which built a city named in his honour, Alessandria,53 while Barbarossa maintained a rival line of popes for eighteen years. A third complication arose from an important dynastic marriage, between Barbarossa’s son Henry and Constance, heir to the kingdom of Sicily. Although Henry had to fight for his right to succeed to Sicily, he did so successfully, and was from 1194 both Holy Roman Emperor and king of Sicily, a dual role eventually also held by his son Frederick II. The geopolitical consequences were enormous, since the pope and the Lombard League now confronted a power that claimed, and to some degree exerted, authority in Italy from the Alps to the Mediterranean.
These wars were not wars between dynasties but wars between a dynasty, on the one hand, the Hohenstaufen family of Barbarossa and Frederick II, and, on the other, an alliance of cities and popes. The conflict reached a height of intensity in the middle decades of the thirteenth century. Italy was polarized into supporters of the emperor, Ghibellines as they came to be called, and supporters of ‘the Church’, known as Guelfs.54 For well over a century, political loyalties and alliances in Italy revolved around one’s attitude to a particular imperial dynasty. Pope Innocent IV deposed Frederick II and aimed at excluding his dynasty from power: ‘let it not be that the sceptre of rule over the Christian people should remain with him any longer, nor let it be transferred to any of his brood of vipers’.55 The popes were eventually successful in their avowed aim of wiping out the dynasty completely, but, ironically, the only way they could do so was by calling on another dynasty, the Angevins, a branch of the Capetians, who established themselves as rulers of Sicily by defeating and killing the last of the Hohenstaufen. Meanwhile many of the north Italian cities developed into something like republican city-states.
There are many other examples of conflict between dynasties and the towns they claimed to rule, perhaps most notably that between the dukes of Burgundy and their towns, especially Ghent, which was not infrequently at war with its duke, but the case of Italy in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries is a clear enough example to illustrate the nature of these clashes. The wealth generated by trade and commerce, their populousness and their fortifications made the towns very desirable objects for kings and other dynastic rulers, but also gave them the possibility of resisting those rulers. Often kings and the ruling classes of the cities could ally. If the towns were willing to pay enough in taxes, then kings were willing to give them limited self-government. This might be particularly true of regions with small or middle-sized towns, like England or France (excluding Flanders). But the larger and wealthier cities, like Milan, Florence or Ghent, had the resources to resist their lords, even if not always with ultimate success. The Holy Roman Emperors, the dukes of Burgundy, and other dynasts sitting on such urban goldmines would understandably try to maintain their authority and the profits that flowed from them, and could often call on considerable military resources from their aristocratic followers. Hence, on occasion, the whiff of class war in these conflicts, as German dukes, counts and knights descended on the trading cities of Italy, or the knightly retainers of the dukes of Burgundy faced the urban militias of Flanders. One of the most spectacular clashes of this kind occurred in 1302, when French knights confronted the infantry of the Flemish towns at Courtrai and suffered a bloody defeat:

And thus, in the face of the weavers, the fullers and the common Flemish footsoldiers, the skill of battle and the flower of knighthood came crashing down, with all the strength of their most magnificent steeds and warhorses, and the beauty and power of this most mighty army was turned into a dungheap and the glory of the French was made shit and worms.56


The note of class conflict is unmistakable.





Dynasty and the Kingdom
As the case of Flanders shows, royal dynasties often faced, and might have to fight, the non-dynastic world within the kingdoms they ruled. Though the identification of dynasty and kingdom could be achieved, it might turn instead into antagonism. This emerged especially in cases of dynasties ruling multiple kingdoms, for one consequence of the transmission of power through the dynastic system was the possibility of building up great territorial conglomerates through careful choices of bride. The most famous example in European history is provided by the Habsburgs, who went from being middle-ranking German counts in the twelfth century to rulers of the world’s greatest empire in the sixteenth, almost entirely, as far as their European territories are concerned, by marriage and succession. One branch then continued its dominance of the Danubian region down to the First World War. Their dizzying list of titles underlines the way that their territory had been built up piecemeal. In the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, for example, Ferdinand III appears as

Ferdinand III, elected Emperor of the Romans, forever august, king of Germany, Hungary, Bohemia, Dalmatia, Croatia, Slavonia, archduke of Austria, duke of Burgundy, Brabant, Styria, Carinthia, Carniola, margrave of Moravia, duke of Luxemburg, Upper and Lower Silesia, Württemberg and Teck, prince of Swabia, count of Habsburg, Tyrol, Kiburg and Gorizia, margrave of the Holy Roman Empire, Burgau, Upper and Lower Lausitz, lord of the Mark of Slavonia, Pordenone and Salins.57


Of modern European states, Spain and Great Britain both ultimately originated from dynastic marriages, and the same is true of important medieval political units that no longer exist, like Poland–Lithuania or the semi-regal Burgundian lands of the late Middle Ages. Modern commentators sometimes write as if the formation of some of these composite states was natural, while others, for example Austria–Hungary, are dismissed as archaic and unnatural, but they were all natural products of the dynastic system.

Because dynasties pursued power, prestige and territory for themselves, not for a ‘state’ or ‘nation’, their lands often transcended political boundaries. The counts of Flanders, for example, held lands both in the kingdom of France and in the Holy Roman Empire (‘Imperial Flanders’). Hence, when Baldwin of Hainault succeeded to the county of Flanders in 1191, he had to do homage and swear fidelity to the king of France, which he did on 1 March 1192, and promise him the inheritance payment known as ‘relief’, and then the following month travel to Germany to do homage to the emperor.58 The counts of Flanders saw no contradictions in this situation and they had no interest at all in tidying it up. Both their lands and the scope of their political ambitions were greater because they were vassals of both the king of France and the emperor.
A more complex situation was created when a king of one country held lands in another kingdom. The most intractable case of this type concerned the lands of the king of England in France. In 1066 the duke of Normandy, who recognized the suzerainty of the king of France, became king of England, and for the next 500 years, until the English loss of Calais in 1558, every English king held lands in France. These lands were not annexed to the kingdom of England, but, for most of the period, recognized as territories held from the king of France as superior lord. Only after Edward III claimed the French throne in 1340 did the quarrel assume a different constitutional form. Before then, the title of the kings of England always reflected this dual nature, monarch in one kingdom, great lord in another, even if their territories in France varied over time: William the Conqueror was ‘king of the English and duke of the Normans’, Henry II was ‘king of the English and duke of the Normans and of the men of Aquitaine and count of the Angevins’, Henry III, who acknowledged the loss of Normandy, was ‘king of England, lord of Ireland and duke of Aquitaine’. The acknowledged superiority of the king of France regarding these lands meant that he could insist on homage from the king of England or could summon him to his court in the case of disputes over territories. Most controversially, the French king could claim appellate jurisdiction in cases involving the inhabitants of the king of England’s French lands. In extreme situations, he could declare those lands forfeit, as happened, for instance, in 1202 and in 1294, on both occasions leading to years of war between the two kings. The Norman and Plantagenet kings of England were just as tenacious of their dynastic inheritance in France as they were of their kingdom of England.
Such situations were not uncommon elsewhere. The kings of Scots held lands in the kingdom of England and performed homage and swore fealty for them. The king of England claimed that the king of Scots owed homage for the kingdom of Scotland too, but was rarely able to insist on that. In 1278, for instance, Alexander III of Scotland came to Westminster and spoke before an assembly of Edward I and his chief men: ‘I Alexander, king of Scotland, become the liegeman of the lord Edward, king of England, against all people.’ Edward accepted this homage, ‘reserving the right and claim of the king of England and his heirs for the homage of the king of Scotland and his heirs for the kingdom of Scotland, when they wish to discuss it.’ The king of Scots then swore fealty to Edward, although he was allowed to swear through his representative Robert Bruce (father of the later King Robert), promising faithful service ‘due from the lands and holdings that I hold from the king of England’.59 The disputed issue, the independence or subordination of Scotland, was thus quite clear, but so too was the undisputed issue: the king of Scots was the liegeman of the king of England for his lands in England, just as the king of England was the liegeman of the king of France for his lands in France. Twenty-three years later, when the issue was being decided not by assemblies but by battle, the Scots claimed that ‘the kingdom of Scotland was always completely free in relation to the king of England, since by general law an equal cannot command an equal and a king should not be subject to a king or a kingdom to a kingdom’ and ‘by general law no kingdom ought to be subject to another in any way’, but this was an argument raised in the midst of war and hardly describes the complexities of dynastic relations in medieval Europe.60
Dynastic ambitions that transcended the frontiers of kingdoms also characterized the expansion of the house of Barcelona in the central Middle Ages. Technically part of the kingdom of France, the county of Barcelona was governed by a line of vigorous expansionist rulers in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. They expanded by conquest, notably at the cost of the neighbouring Muslim states, by marriage to female heirs and by becoming overlords of counts and other lords on both sides of the Pyrenees. These overlordships included, at various times, those of Carcassonne, Béziers, Narbonne and Montpellier, with their important cities, as well as the Pyrenean counties from Béarn to Roussillon. These areas were all under the nominal suzerainty of the distant kings of France, based 400 miles to the north, but in culture and language they had much in common with the Catalan lands of the counts of Barcelona. Through marriage to a female heir in 1112, the counts of Barcelona acquired most of Provence. This was not part of France at this time, but part of the Holy Roman Empire. Another marriage agreement with great consequences took place in 1137, when the count was betrothed to the female heir to the kingdom of Aragon, bringing to the dynasty the royal title and a territory quite outside any even theoretical French jurisdiction. A further symbolic step took place in 1180, when Catalan documents ceased using the regnal year of French kings in their dating formulae.61 By 1200, the count-kings ruled, either directly or as overlords, an assemblage of lands that stretched from Zaragoza in the valley of the Ebro and Tortosa in southern Catalonia near the Mediterranean coast, through the southern lands of the kingdom of France and as far as Nice in Provence, in the Holy Roman Empire.
It is not impossible to imagine that these lands would form the core of a new state, Occitan in language, ruled by the count-kings and cutting off the kingdom of France from the Mediterranean. That this did not happen is partly due to the Albigensian Crusade (1209–29), which brought armies of northern French knights down into the south, blessed by the pope, to root out the heresy which the Church identified as a major problem there. One way they tried to do this was by sacking cities and dispossessing local lords. Peter II of Aragon inevitably became involved, not because his orthodox credentials were doubted (he was one of the leaders of the Christian army at the great victory of Las Navas in 1212) but because he was the suzerain of several of the southern French lords whom the crusaders had expelled from their lands. At the Battle of Muret in September 1213 Peter and his allies faced the crusaders under the command of the French noble Simon de Montfort, whose son and namesake was later famous in English history. The crusaders were victorious and Peter was killed in the battle, just fourteen months after he helped win the Battle of Las Navas against the Muslims. Dynastic power was great but there were other forces at work in medieval politics and the Church Militant was one of the most powerful of them. Peter’s son and successor, James I, was just five years old at the time of Muret, but he went on to agree the Treaty of Corbeil in 1258, by which the king of France renounced all claims to the county of Barcelona and its surrounding territories, while James gave up his claims to overlordship in the south of France, with the exception of Montpellier, where he had been born.62
In the later Middle Ages the kings of Aragon continued to look for opportunities for expansion, and found many, so that they eventually had something like a Mediterranean empire, but the Treaty of Corbeil marked a sharp delimitation of their sphere of influence. The boundaries of dynastic power and the boundaries of the kingdom were being aligned. Barcelona, long an independent political unit, was now not even notionally part of the kingdom of France. Conversely, the king of Aragon no longer had any formal suzerainty over the lords of southern France, with the exception of Montpellier. This agreement did not create the modern boundary of France and Spain, since Roussillon, on the northern or ‘French’ side of the Pyrenees, did not come to the kingdom of France until 1659, but it was a clear attempt to make the territory ruled by a dynasty and the territory of the kingdom identical.
Dynastic lands that extended beyond the boundaries of a single kingdom could create divided loyalties. The kings of England who were also dukes of Normandy in the years 1066–1204 ruled over a cross-Channel territory with a cross-Channel aristocracy. The great aristocrats with lordships in Normandy and in England had as little interest as their rulers in giving any weight to the fact that their lands were in two kingdoms. The kings of France obviously thought differently, and the conquest of Normandy by the French king in 1204 made it untenable for the Anglo-Norman aristocracy to continue to hold lands on both sides of the Channel (with a few exceptions). In 1244 Louis IX of France issued an ultimatum to his subjects who held lands in England: ‘since nobody can serve two lords properly, you must adhere fully and inseparably either to me or to the king of England’.63 Some then chose to abandon their English lands, some to give up their French lands. Henry III of England responded by ordering the seizure of all lands in England held by subjects of the French king.64 A similar fissure occurred after the outbreak of interminable warfare between England and Scotland in 1295 ended the two peaceful centuries when great nobles could happily hold lands in both kingdoms. As national antagonisms deepened in the later Middle Ages, the international networks of religious houses were also sometimes disrupted. In England ‘alien priories’, that is, smaller religious houses in England that were dependencies of abbeys in France, were repeatedly confiscated during war between the two countries, and by the early fifteenth century almost all had either been converted into independent English houses or granted to native monasteries or colleges. The same ruptures affected ties between English and Scottish monasteries.
In addition to creating territories that comprised lands in more than one kingdom, dynastic transmission might bring in foreign rulers. If the throne passed to or through women, this could lead to the prospect of inheritance of the throne by a foreign husband or son. A famous example is the claim of Edward III of England to the throne of France, a claim transmitted through his mother, the French princess Isabella. A French writer expressed, in hypothetical terms, his view of foreign rulers coming to the French throne in such a way:

Say, for example, that the king of France had an elder daughter and a son who was younger; this daughter was married to a son of the king of Hungary, and a son is born from that marriage; who would in reason love the people and the kingdom of France better, the younger son of the king, or the son of this older daughter? Without a doubt, the son of the king.65


Edward III’s English subjects also had their reservations about having a ruler who was both king of England and king of France, and when he made his claim to the French throne he had to reassure them that ‘the kingdom of England would in no way be subject to the kingdom of France’.66

Medieval aristocracies were extremely wary and distrustful about the prospect of their kingdom coming into the hands of a foreign ruler through marriage. When a marriage was negotiated between the heir to the kingdom of England and the heir to the kingdom of Scotland in 1290, the Scots lords secured explicit promises that ‘the rights, laws, liberties and customs of the kingdom of Scotland … shall be observed, whole and inviolable, for all time’ and that ‘the kingdom of Scotland shall remain separate and delimited from the kingdom of England, free in itself and without any subjection’; other commitments were precise, including provisions that no one would be summoned outside the kingdom for any crime committed within it and that the new royal seal of Scotland would be of exactly the same design as the old one.67 The Scots thus accepted the prospect of a foreign ruler, but only with safeguards.
Similar documents spelling out the limits of personal union or preserving the position of native nobles can be found elsewhere when a foreign king seemed likely. In 1310, when John, count of Luxemburg, was attempting to win the crown of Bohemia, as husband of the sister of the last king of the native Premyslid dynasty, he made a series of promises designed to win the support of the Bohemian nobility. The nobles would not have to undertake military service beyond the frontiers of Bohemia and Moravia, unless they agreed and were paid to do so; the general tax called berna would be levied only for the king’s coronation and the marriage of his daughters; the right of daughters to inherit estates in the absence of sons was recognized. Then follow clauses designed to prevent John bringing in and endowing his foreign followers:

we will not appoint any foreigner as captain, burgrave or castellan in our castles, or as fief-holder or official in Bohemia or Moravia, or in our court, nor will we give, either in perpetuity or for a term, any estates, possessions, castles or offices to foreigners, nor allow them to inherit them in the kingdom of Bohemia in any way.68


John was crowned king of Bohemia soon after issuing this document and his male-line descendants bore the title down to 1437.

Rather similar terms were agreed by Louis the Great, king of Hungary, in 1355, when he wished to win the assent of the Polish nobility to his succession to the Polish throne after the death of its current incumbent; Louis was a grandson of the previous Polish king through his mother. He promised the Polish nobles that, if they accepted him as heir to their kingdom, he would impose no extraordinary taxation, as the current king and his father had done, he would not demand hospitality for his court when travelling, or, if this was unavoidable, he would pay for anything consumed, and that if a military expedition went beyond the borders of Poland, he would reimburse those who accompanied him.69
Resentment against foreign kings was expressed very explicitly by a Swedish cleric in the following century, after the death of King Christopher of Sweden, Norway and Denmark in 1448. Although Christopher was distantly descended from earlier Scandinavian monarchs, he was the son of a German prince of the house of Wittelsbach and had been brought up at the court of the Holy Roman Emperor and he had employed German officials and advisers extensively during his reign. After his death, the Swedes chose a native nobleman, Charles Knutsson, as their king. An ecclesiastic at the cathedral of Strängnäs picked up his pen to record his feelings about this: ‘It is not possible to measure how much damage the kingdom and Sweden and its inhabitants have suffered from a foreign king and the lordship and rule of foreigners. God preserve us, so that never shall foreign rulers be lords over us Swedes!’70
Native aristocracies thus sought ways to avoid their kingdoms being swallowed up in dynastic empires. Others, too, might have an interest in ensuring that the accidents of birth, marriage and death did not produce dangerous mega-states. A case of this type that was to dominate European politics for a century occurred in 1194, when, through inheritance backed by conquest, the emperor Henry VI acquired the kingdom of Sicily. From the point of view of the papacy, this produced a kind of threatening sandwich, with the Holy Roman Empire to the north of the papal lands and the kingdom of Sicily to the south in the same hands. Papal policy was thereafter governed by the need to keep these two realms separate, a goal made somewhat easier by the elective nature of the Empire. But the price of this policy was eternal vigilance. In 1209, for instance, Pope Innocent III was willing to crown Otto IV emperor in Rome, but then found that Otto planned to recreate the union of the Empire and Sicily, invading the kingdom and seeking to replace its young ruler, Frederick II, son of the emperor Henry VI. Innocent then switched his support to Frederick. In 1216 Frederick formally promised that, when he became emperor, he would hand over Sicily to his son Henry, ‘lest it be thought there was any kind of union of kingdom and Empire’.71
The Hohenstaufen cause was inherited by the royal house of Aragon and when Pope Martin IV deprived Peter III of Aragon of his kingdom in 1283 and offered it to a son of the king of France, he specified that this son ‘should not be the one who is to succeed him in the kingdom of France’ and went on to make complex provisions aimed at avoiding any personal union of the two kingdoms, and, extending the prohibition further, ruled that Aragon ‘should never at any time be united in the same person with the kingdoms of France or Castile or Leon or England’.72 The combination of Sicily and the Empire in the hands of one ruler had been trouble enough, and all nightmare unions of this type were henceforth to be banned.
Relations between kings and those they ruled were shaped by their subjects’ conceptions of the community or territory to which they belonged. The kings of medieval Europe did not always bother to specify what they were kings of. The title ‘king’ might serve quite well on its own. For example, the kings of Burgundy in the period of the independent kingdom (888–1032) normally appear in their documents in this simple form: ‘Rudolf, by God’s favour, king’.73 But kings often did add a genitive noun to their title, and it is significant what that noun was. Were they kings of peoples, kingdoms, lands? There is a general tendency for royal titles to become territorial as the Middle Ages progress, earlier kings being kings of peoples, later ones kings of countries, although this was not a universal trend.74 English kings were ‘kings of the English’ in their documents before the reign of John (1199–1216) but ‘kings of England’ from that time. In some cases the multiple titles of rulers indicate a recognition that their lands were a congeries of territories. The later charters of Ferdinand III (d. 1252), for example, give his title as ‘by the grace of God, king of Castile, of Toledo, of Leon, of Galicia, of Seville, of Cordoba, of Murcia and of Jaén’.75 The title makes no attempt to impose a unity on the lands he ruled as king. In contrast, the king of the French was usually just ‘the king of the French (rex Francorum)’. An instructive exception is the way that Louis VII had become ‘king of the French and duke of the Aquitanians (rex Francorum et dux Aquitanorum)’ on marriage to Eleanor of Aquitaine, heir to the duchy. The implication of this title was that being king of the French did not make you ruler of Aquitaine. Later kings recognized that this point of view was unacceptable. When Louis’ son, Philip Augustus, swallowed up Normandy in 1204, he did not become ‘king of the French and duke of the Normans’. Philip and his successors regarded the title of ‘king of the French’ as encompassing the whole kingdom; they did not need special titles for different parts of it.76 The dynasty was stressing the identity of the rulers, the kingdom and the inhabitants of the kingdom, what has been called ‘regnal solidarity’.77


Conclusion

So why did the dynastic system of political power come to an end? The first answer is that it didn’t completely. Apart from the few remaining countries where hereditary monarchs still exercise real political power, there have also been some modern dictatorships where sons have been groomed to step into their father’s shoes, as in the case of North Korea, and even in democracies there have been political dynasties producing recurrent presidents. Nevertheless, direct transmission of ruling power through inheritance has virtually disappeared. Office has been distinguished from property, the latter being quite legitimately transmitted on family lines, while the former cannot be. And this distinction was made during the period of the dynastic system. A French lawyer writing in 1419 puts it very clearly: ‘The lordship that the king has in the kingdom is of a different kind from the lordship of property that is transmitted through family inheritance.’1 So the monarch does not own the realm in the same way that a householder owns a house. Once this wedge had been inserted, there was plenty of learned theory to back the idea that kingship was an office not a piece of family property, and kings could be criticized for not fulfilling the duties of their office. The Church sometimes stressed the idea that kings had to be ‘suitable’, a usefully indeterminate quality that aggressive popes like Gregory VII (1073–85) actually did use to justify deposition and replacement of kings.2 Legal experts spoke of the king being ‘under the law’.
The idea that kingship was an office with duties as well as rights was embodied in the promises given at coronation. Before he could be anointed or crowned in 1189, Richard I of England had to swear on the gospels and on holy relics,

that, all the days of his life, he would exhibit peace and honour and reverence towards God and Holy Church and her ordained clergy … that he would exercise rightful justice and equity among the people entrusted to him … that he would abolish bad laws and wicked customs if any had been introduced into his kingdom, and establish good laws and observe them without any deceit or bad intention.3


Similar sworn undertakings formed part of the coronation service in other countries.

In those kingdoms where the kingship was theoretically elective, it became the practice for newly chosen rulers to issue what have been called ‘election charters’ or ‘coronation charters’, with a series of provisions about how they would rule. In Scandinavia, the first such charter was issued by Erik V Klipping of Denmark in 1282 and subsequently became a standard feature of Danish political life, while the practice was adopted in Sweden in 1371 and Norway in 1449.4 That issued by Christopher II of Denmark in 1320, amongst other things, abolished recently imposed taxes, specified that the king could only make war with the consent of the great men and prohibited him from employing Germans as officials or counsellors. All these oaths and undertakings suggest that the concept of monarchy as the inherited property of the ruler, with which he could do what he liked, was not the only one. Kingship could also be seen as entailing reciprocal obligations, answerable office and binding promises. In a charter of 1367, the king of France gave a long and detailed list of the privileges of the Dauphiné and then ruled that the inhabitants could refuse to do homage to a new Dauphin unless he first swore to uphold them.5 If there was a contract of such kind between ruler and ruled, the question might arise of what to do if the ruler broke it.
If one believes that there are ‘peoples’, ‘nations’ or ‘communities’, then it is possible to claim that these entities have interests of their own, separate from and perhaps opposed to those of the rulers. A good example comes from Scotland in the early fourteenth century, a time when Robert Bruce was fighting to establish himself as king of an independent Scotland in the face of determined English efforts to subdue the kingdom. In the Declaration of Arbroath of 1320, the leaders of the Scots praised Robert Bruce for the way he had led the fight for Scotland’s independence, but added,

But if he should give up what he has begun, seeking to subject us or our kingdom to the king of the English or the English, we would immediately strive to expel him as our enemy and a subverter of his right and ours, and we would make someone else our king.6


Their loyalty, they were saying, was to their kingdom first, to the dynasty second.

In several ways, the relationship of the dynasty to the kingdom and its inhabitants, perhaps conceived collectively as a nation, could become difficult. National feeling could be harnessed by dynasties to reinforce their power and authority but it could also fuel opposition to them. A good example of the former case is England, where, from as early as the tenth century, ‘king, people and country formed the unity that was England and the English people’.7 In the thirteenth century England also provides a good example of the latter, as the opponents of Henry III were partly inspired by a hostility to his foreign relatives and favourites, and reportedly demanded of the king ‘that all foreigners should be expelled from England and it should be governed by natives’.8
Royal families or families aspiring to royalty had to fight hard to convince the inhabitants of the kingdom of the unity of ‘king, people and country’. Dynasties looked out for their family interests, not for those of a nation or people, insofar as these can be said to have ‘interests’. Dynasties came from somewhere. Ruling families might well have a regional power base. The Ottonians were a Saxon dynasty and had to struggle to win recognition in Bavaria and Lotharingia. The Capetians were for a long time limited to the Ile-de-France and its adjacent territories. When Philip Augustus came to Tournai in 1187, the local chronicler pointed out that ‘it was unheard of that any of his predecessors had ever come there’.9 The successful dynasties, as the Capetians eventually became, were the ones who convinced a large enough number of important people that the community they identified with, kingdom, country or nation, was actually embodied in the ruling family: ‘for king and country’ not ‘for king or country’. When country and king parted ways, a new politics was born. As representative assemblies (estates, parliaments) became widespread and regular in the later Middle Ages, the question might arise, who speaks for the kingdom, the king or the estates? War between different claimants to the throne was commonplace in medieval Europe, but war between the king and those who claimed to represent the country or kingdom was another kind of conflict.
It was rare in the Middle Ages, or indeed in subsequent centuries, for opposition to the ruler to aim at putting an end to monarchy itself, although something like this happened in northern Italy and in Switzerland, but, more recently, European monarchies have frequently been formally abolished: in England, precociously but temporarily, in the years 1649–60; in France in 1792–1804, 1848–52, and finally in 1870; in Portugal in 1910; in Austria–Hungary (including Bohemia) and Germany after the First World War; in Greece in 1924–35, and definitively in 1973/4; in Spain in 1873–4 and in 1931, although, very unusually, the monarchy was restored in 1975; in Italy in 1946. The modern trend in Europe has been against dynasty. In 1900 every European state except France and Switzerland was a monarchy. In 2000 only seven were left (excluding mini-states) and in all of them the sovereign’s power was purely ceremonial.
In medieval Europe, however, dynastic politics were the rule not the exception. It was a time, in the words of the historian of Lambert Simnel, Matthew Bennet, ‘when the destinies of nations were tied to blood-lines’.10 This resulted in a curious blend of certainty and uncertainty. Rudolf Schieffer, discussing the relationships between fathers and sons in the Carolingian dynasty, pointed out that, in this dynastic world, not only were marriages, births and deaths ‘political events of the first importance’, but ‘personal changes at the top level became apparent on the horizon years or even decades before they happened in fact’.11 This situation is what explains the combination of the known and the unknown in the political landscape. Everyone knew that the king would die; no one was sure when. Ambitious young nobles might be tempted to support a restless young prince, chafing at the bit to succeed his father, but what if the father lived for another ten or twenty years? Everyone is going to be alive one day and dead the next, but we do not know what days they will be. ‘Nothing is more certain than death,’ went the medieval saying, ‘but nothing is more uncertain than the hour of death.’12 Death could come at age two, at age twenty, at age forty, even at the age of a hundred, although there seem to be no examples of rulers dying at that age. And the same uncertain certainty was true of many other things in this world of family politics. Even apparently certain situations could change. Old childless kings were likely to die without sons, but who knew whether a late marriage to a young bride might alter everything?
Ruling dynasties were not biological units but political ones. Collateral branches might be excluded or pruned, the offspring of some sexual unions put on a different legal footing from others, females given the same rights of inheritance as males or not. Family structures varied across medieval Europe and over the course of time. Yet dynasties were political units governed by biological uncertainty in such crucial matters as the fertility of a bride, the sex of children and sudden death. ‘The destinies of nations were tied to blood-lines’, but blood-lines fail. Writing in the late 1050s, the intransigent cardinal Humbert of Silva Candida raged against the rulers of his time, who had dared to interfere in the business of the Church. He warned them that God can punish in this world as well as in the next, and, after pointing out as examples the wars, earthquakes, tempests, diseases and famines that were afflicting Christians, he added as especially relevant to them, the way that dynasties become extinct:

Moreover, let them consider that, in the land of the French, where kings succeed though family relationship, which king for a hundred years and more can be recalled whose descendants ruled even to the fourth generation? The Ottos, who were worse intruders on the priestly office than any kings before them, scarcely attained the third generation. And, after them, the first Henry left no further generation. Anyone who investigates will be able to find out what has happened in other kingdoms and principalities.13


Humbert is referring to Otto I, Otto II and Otto III, whose direct line died out in 1002 and were succeeded by Henry II (titled Henry I as emperor), who died childless in 1024. And, at the time he was writing, no French family had held the throne for more than three successive generations without interruption for almost two hundred years. So his comments on the impermanence of dynasties are literally correct.

In this world biological luck had big consequences. The Norman Conquest of 1066, when a French-speaking aristocracy seized England and displaced its native ruling class, with all the political and cultural consequences that flowed from that, was only conceivable because of the succession crisis posed by the childlessness of its king. If Edward the Confessor had had a son, the English language spoken today would be very different, with far fewer words of French origin, and perhaps still with those bewildering endings that German has maintained. Much of this book has been about things that did not happen. Any study of a dynastic system is always throwing up such counterfactuals: there could have been a European state consisting of Castile and France; there could have been a big independent state between France and Germany; the Scandinavian kingdoms might all be one. In the present world, as mentioned, several states, such as Spain and the United Kingdom, are the result of dynastic marriages, of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries respectively in these examples. Nationalists sometimes talk as if nations are primordial and perennial, but countries come and go, and nations with them. There were no Belgians in the Middle Ages.
Dynastic politics also meant that the place of passions was even more central than it is in modern democratic polities. Chastellain, the dry-eyed observer of late medieval power, sees the rivalry of rulers as natural, since ‘rulers are men and their affairs are high and grave, and their nature is subject to many passions, such as hatred and envy, and their hearts are truly the habitation of such things because of their glory in ruling’.14 Glory, hatred, envy. Many other things shaped the politics of medieval Europe – religious beliefs, personalities, class hatred, class pride, love of liberty, nationalism, xenophobia, economic interests – but, almost everywhere and almost always, a major part in the story was played by dynasticism, that is, the births, marriages and deaths of the rulers and the dynamics of their families – and their passions.



Appendix A Main Dynasties


The Main Royal and Imperial Dynasties of Latin Christendom and Byzantium 500–1500
Aragon
The kingdom of Aragon was created in 1035 by Sancho III of Navarre for his illegitimate son Ramiro. The betrothal of Ramiro’s great-granddaughter, Petronilla, queen of Aragon, and Raymond Berengar, count of Barcelona, in 1137 created a composite state (‘The Crown of Aragon’), which was ruled by their male-line descendants until 1410; after a two-year interregnum, the crown then passed into the hands of a junior branch of the Castilian royal family (see above, pp. 74–6).

Bohemia
The native dynasty, the Premyslids, ruled as dukes or kings down to 1306. After a period of competition and uncertainty, the house of Luxemburg then ruled from 1311 to 1437.

Burgundy
There was an early medieval kingdom of the Burgundians, which was conquered by the Franks in 534; an independent kingdom of Burgundy 888–1032, ruled by the ‘Rudolfinger’ dynasty, subsequently a constituent part of the Holy Roman Empire; as well as the late medieval lands of the dukes of Burgundy, who aspired to an independent kingship.

Byzantium
Before the eleventh century, few dynasties continued for more than a generation or two. Exceptions are the Heraclian dynasty, 610–711 (with a hiatus from 695 to 705), and the Macedonian, 867–1056. The Comnenians reigned from 1081 to 1185 and the Angeloi from 1185 to 1204. After the Byzantines reconquered Constantinople from the westerners in 1261, the empire was ruled by the Palaeologan dynasty down to the conquest of Constantinople by the Turks in 1453.

Castile
See Leon-Castile.

Cyprus
The French Lusignan dynasty ruled Cyprus from 1197 to 1489, the last monarch being Catherine Cornaro, widow of James II of Lusignan.

Denmark
Descendants of Gorm the Old, sometimes called the house of Jelling, ruled Denmark from the middle of the tenth century until 1042; his descendants through the female line then reigned from Sven Estrithson (1047–74/6) until 1375 (with one female-line descendant 1137–46); in the later Middle Ages, the three Scandinavian kingdoms often had common rulers: Denmark and Norway had a common king from 1380; Denmark, Norway and Sweden from 1388 (de iure) and 1396 (de facto).

England
In the early Middle Ages Anglo-Saxon England was divided into numerous kingdoms, a system sometimes called the Heptarchy (‘Seven Kingdoms’), an idealized and simplified concept that assumed the kingdoms were East Anglia, Essex, Kent, Sussex, Wessex, Mercia and Northumbria. All these except Wessex disappeared during the Viking invasions of the ninth century and the kings of Wessex united England under their rule during the tenth. The Wessex kings ruled England until 1066, with gaps during the reigns of the Danish kings from 1013 to 1014 and from 1016 to 1042. The Norman kings reigned from 1066 to 1154, the Plantagenets from 1154 to 1485, with the Lancastrian branch reigning from 1399 to 1461 and 1470 to 1471, and the Yorkist branch 1461–70 and 1471–85. The Tudors reigned from 1485.

France
The kingdom of the West Franks, or France, emerged from the break-up of the Frankish kingdoms (q.v.) in 888. The last Carolingians ruled to 987, with gaps from 888 to 898 and 922 to 936, the Capetians from 987, with the Valois branch from 1328.

Frankish Kingdoms
The Frankish kingdoms were ruled by Merovingians from c. 500 to 751 and Carolingians from 751; the Frankish kingdom finally broke up in 888; thereafter see France and Germany. See also Holy Roman Empire.

Germany
The kingdom of the East Franks, or Germany, emerged from the break-up of the Frankish kingdoms (q.v.) in 888. The last Carolingians ruled to 911, the Ottonians 919–1024, the Salians 1024–1125, the Hohenstaufen 1138–1254; thereafter rulers from various dynasties (see p. 398 above) until 1438, when the Habsburgs established themselves. See also Holy Roman Empire.

Holy Roman Empire
Charlemagne, king of the Franks, was crowned Roman emperor on Christmas day 800. Thereafter, for more than a thousand years, this improbable title was an adjunct of rulers whose power was usually based north of the Alps. Charlemagne’s direct descendants held it until 899, then, for a generation, it was contested between various Italian rulers; in 962 Otto I, king of the East Franks (Germany) was crowned emperor and thereafter the title was always linked with rule in Germany. Geographically, the Empire then consisted of, roughly, Germany and northern Italy. It was dissolved in 1806. In the period covered by this book, the title ‘Holy Roman Empire’ was not a contemporary term and is used here as a convenience.

Hungary
The native Arpad dynasty ruled from the tenth century until 1301 (with female-line descendants 1038–46); the Angevins 1310–95; the Hungarian noble Matthias Corvinus ruled from 1458 to 1490.

Ireland
Early medieval Ireland had 100 to 150 kings, of different rank and standing, from the rí tuaithe, a local king ruling an area of about 200 to 250 square miles, through overkings and provincial kings, to the ard rí or high king. Provincial dynasties of importance in the central and late Middle Ages included the O’Briens (Uí Briain) and MacCarthys (MacCarthaigh) of Munster, the O’Connors (Uí Conchobhair) of Connacht, the O’Neils (Uí Néill) of Ulster and the MacMurroughs (Mac Murchada) of Leinster.

Jerusalem
After the Christian conquest of Jerusalem in 1099, the crusaders elected Godfrey de Bouillon, a son of the count of Boulogne, as ruler but he did not take the title of king. On his death in 1100, his brother Baldwin became King Baldwin I and was succeeded by a distant cousin, Baldwin of Le Bourg, as Baldwin II. Among the descendants of Baldwin II the throne frequently passed through the female line (1131, 1185, 1186, 1190, 1205, 1212), in most cases with queens regnant whose husbands exercised royal authority and usually had the title of king. In this way the title came to the Hohenstaufen dynasty (see Germany) 1225–68. It then passed to the Lusignan kings of Cyprus, although there were other claimants. After the fall of the kingdom to the Muslims in 1291 it was a purely honorific title.

Leon-Castile
The kings of Asturias and Leon from 739 to 1037 were all male-line descendants of Peter, duke of Cantabria (with one exception, Silo, 774–83). Ferdinand of Castile, a younger son of the king of Navarre, seized the throne in 1037 and, after him, his sons ruled Leon and Castile until 1109, when the crown passed to his granddaughter Urraca, the first female sovereign in western Europe. Her descendants by her first husband, Raymond of Burgundy, ruled Leon and Castile until the reign of Isabella the Catholic (1474–1504). Leon and Castile were in the hands of different branches of the family 1157–1230, and an illegitimate male descendant, Henry of Trastámara, seized the throne in 1369, so late medieval Castilian monarchs are sometimes classified as ‘the house of Trastámara’.

Lombards
The Lombards, a Germanic people, arrived in Italy in 568 and occupied large parts of the peninsula. Their kings, based in the north of the country, came from various different families and no long-lasting dynasty emerged. In 774 Charlemagne conquered the Lombards and took the title ‘King of the Franks and the Lombards’.

Majorca
Conquered from the Muslims by the king of Aragon in the thirteenth century, it was ruled by its own kings, younger members of the Aragonese royal house, from 1276 to 1285 and 1298 to 1343; otherwise it was ruled by the kings of Aragon.

Naples
The revolt of 1282, called the Sicilian Vespers, split the kingdom of Sicily (see Sicily below) into an island half and a mainland half. The capital of the latter was the city of Naples. Here the descendants of Charles I of Anjou ruled down to 1435, though frequently with rivals, either from their own dynasty or from the so-called ‘second house of Anjou’ (sometimes, confusingly, called the ‘third house of Anjou’!), which was descended from Louis of Anjou (d. 1384), younger brother of the king of France. Louis’ grandson, René, was in effective control of Naples from 1435 to 1442, but the kingdom was then taken by Alfonso, king of Aragon and Sicily, and, after his death in 1458, was ruled by his descendants as a separate kingdom.

Navarre
Navarre (known as the kingdom of Pamplona until the twelfth century) emerged as a kingdom in the ninth century, was ruled by various branches of a native dynasty from 905 until 1234, then passed by marriage to the counts of Champagne. In the later Middle Ages Navarre was unusual in the number of queens-regnant it had (see p. 447). It therefore passed through several dynasties as calculated by male-line descent. It was in the hands of the Capetian kings of France, either as consorts or direct rulers from 1284 to 1328, then in the hands of a junior branch of the Capetians, again as consorts or direct rulers, from 1328 to 1425.

Norway
Information about the early kings of Norway, mainly drawn from the sagas, is uncertain. After the reign of Harald Hardrada (1046/7–66) most Norwegian kings either were or claimed to be his descendant, down to 1319. In the later Middle Ages, the three Scandinavian kingdoms often had common rulers: Norway had a common king with Sweden from 1319 to 1343 and from 1362 to 1364; Norway and Denmark had a common king from 1380; Norway, Denmark and Sweden from 1388 (de iure) and 1396 (de facto).

Poland
The native Piast dynasty ruled as dukes or kings down to 1370, with an interval of rule by the Premyslids of Bohemia 1300–1306, but for much of that period (1138–1295, 1296–1300 and 1306–20) Poland was divided into independent duchies with no king. Louis the Great of Hungary ruled as king from 1370 to 1382 and was succeeded in Poland by his daughter Hedwig (Jadwiga), who married Jagiello, prince of Lithuania; he and his descendants, the Jagiellonian dynasty, ruled down to 1572.

Portugal
Portugal emerged as a separate kingdom in the twelfth century. It was based on the county of the same name, part of the kingdom of Leon-Castile which Alfonso VI granted to his illegitimate daughter Teresa and her husband, the immigrant nobleman Henry of Burgundy. After the deaths of both Alfonso and Henry, Teresa began styling herself queen (see above, pp. 134–5). Her son Alfonso removed her from power in 1128 and assumed the royal title in 1139. This was formally recognized by the pope in 1179. All subsequent medieval kings and queens of Portugal descend from Alfonso I, after 1385 through the illegitimate John of Avis.

Scotland
The territory of modern Scotland was, in the early medieval period, divided between the Irish kingdom of Dalriada on the west coast (‘Scots’ originally meant ‘Irish’), the kingdom or kingdoms of the Picts in the east and north and the kingdom of Strathclyde in the south-west. South-east Scotland (Lothian) was Anglo-Saxon, while Scandinavian settlements were established along the coasts and isles from the ninth century. The ruling dynasty of Dalriada gradually brought much of this area under its control. Kenneth Macalpine (Cináed mac Alpin) (d. 858) is traditionally regarded as first king of Picts and Scots and his male-line descendants ruled in Scotland until the eleventh century, when the kingship passed through the female line. This branch then ruled as kings of Scots continuously from 1057 to 1286. After a regency from 1286–92, John Balliol’s brief reign (1292–6) and the English conquest, the Bruces reigned from 1306 to 1371, and the Stewarts inherited the throne through marriage in 1371.

Sicily
The kingdom was created by Norman conquerors, headed by the sons of Tancred de Hauteville, who established their authority over the island of Sicily and much of the south Italian mainland in the eleventh century. The royal title was conferred in 1130. In 1194, this Norman line was displaced by Henry VI, the Holy Roman Emperor, who had married Constance, last legitimate member of the royal family. Henry was a member of the Hohenstaufen dynasty, descendants of the dukes of Swabia, which is why Italian historians refer to Hohenstaufen rule in the kingdom of Sicily as svevo (e.g. ‘lo stato normanno e svevo’). At the invitation of the papacy, Charles of Anjou conquered the kingdom in 1266, dispossessing the Hohenstaufen. But Charles, the first king of the Angevin line, lost the island of Sicily itself during the so-called Sicilian Vespers of 1282 (see Naples, above). From 1282 Sicily was ruled by members of the royal family of Aragon, sometimes by kings of Aragon (1282–5, 1291–5), otherwise by a junior branch. Sicily was in permanent union with Aragon after 1409.

Sweden
The twelfth and early thirteenth centuries were marked by rivalry between two dynasties, those of Erik and Sverker. From 1250 to 1364 the Folkungs, descendants of the strongman Birger Jarl and his wife, a member of the Erik dynasty, ruled. In the later Middle Ages, the three Scandinavian kingdoms often had common rulers: Sweden had a common king with Norway from 1319 to 1343 and 1362–4; Sweden, Norway and Denmark from 1388 (de iure) and 1396 (de facto).

Visigothic Kingdom
The Visigoths settled in southern Gaul in 418, then extended into the Iberian peninsula. Although they lost most of southern Gaul to the Franks in 507, they ruled their Iberian kingdom down to the time of the Muslim invasion of 711. They had native kings of various families, which sometimes held the throne for more than one generation, as in the periods 418–531 and 567–603.

Wales
Wales was divided into several principalities, the most important of which were Gwynedd in the north, Powys in the centre and Deheubarth in the south. Anglo-Norman conquest and settlement from the late eleventh century established Marcher lordships amongst these native principalities. The last native prince was killed in 1282 and his domains taken by the English Crown.




Appendix B Minorities


Provisional List of Kings, Emperors and Queens Regnant Coming to the Throne Younger than 15 in Latin Christendom and Byzantium 500–1500. Ages Given are Often Approximations.
	Name 	Kingdom 	Accession 	Age 
	Athalaric	Ostrogoths	526	8
	Theudebald	Franks	547	parvulus
	Childebert II	Franks	575	5
	Clothar II	Franks	584	0
	Theudebert II	Franks	596	11
	Theuderic II	Franks	596	10
	Sigebert II	Franks	613	11
	Adaloald	Lombards	616	14
	Reccared II	Visigoths	621	parvulus
	Sigebert III	Franks	633/4	3
	Clovis II	Franks	639	6
	Constans II	Byzantium	641	11
	Clothar III	Franks	657	8
	Childeric II	Franks	662	7
	Garibald	Lombards	671	<8
	Clovis III (IV)	Franks	690/1	13/14
	Liutpert	Lombards	700	puerilis aetatis
	Osred	Northumbria	705	8
	Dagobert III	Franks	711	11–15
	Constantine VI	Byzantium	780	9
	Michael III	Byzantium	842	2
	Charles of Provence	Provence	855	10
	Carloman	West Franks	879	12
	Louis the Blind	Provence	890	9
	Louis the Child	East Franks	900	6
	Constantine VII	Byzantium	913	8
	García I Sánchez	Navarre	925	6
	Lothar	West Franks	954	13
	Edgar	Mercia	957	14
	Edward the Martyr	England	975	13
	Æthelred the Unready	England	978	10
	Otto III	Germany	983	3
	Alfonso V	Leon	999	5
	Vermudo III	Leon	1028	11
	Henry IV	Germany	1056	5
	Philip I	France	1060	8
	Sigurd Magnusson	Norway	1103	13/14
	Olaf Magnusson	Norway	1103	4/5
	Sigurd Haraldsson	Norway	1136	5
	Inge Haraldsson	Norway	1136	3
	Petronilla	Aragon	1137	1
	Malcolm IV	Scotland	1153	12
	Haakon Sigurdsson	Norway	1157	10
	Alfonso VIII	Castile	1158	2
	Magnus Erlingsson	Norway	1161	5
	Alfonso II	Aragon	1164	7
	Baldwin IV	Jerusalem	1174	13
	Alexius II	Byzantium	1180	11
	Baldwin V	Jerusalem	1185	7
	Frederick II	Sicily	1198	2
	Ladislas III	Hungary	1204	4
	James I	Aragon	1213	5
	Henry I	Castile	1214	10
	Henry III	England	1216	9
	Sancho II	Portugal	1223	13
	Louis IX	France	1226	12
	Alexander III	Scotland	1249	7
	Theobald II	Navarre	1253	14
	John IV	Byzantium	1258	7
	Erik V Klipping	Denmark	1259	10
	Joanna I	Navarre	1274	1
	Wenceslas II	Bohemia	1278	6
	Erik Magnusson	Norway	1280	12
	Erik Menved	Denmark	1286	12
	Birger Magnusson	Sweden	1290	10
	Ferdinand IV	Leon-Castile	1295	9
	Alfonso XI	Leon-Castile	1312	1
	John I	France	1316	0
	Magnus Eriksson	Norway/Sweden	1319	3
	Edward III	England	1327	14
	David II	Scotland	1329	5
	John V	Byzantium	1341	9
	Frederick III	Sicily	1355	13
	Olaf	Denmark	1376	6
	Richard II	England	1377	10
	Maria	Sicily	1377	14
	Charles VI	France	1380	11
	Mary	Hungary	1382	12
	Beatrice	Portugal	1383	10
	Hedwig	Poland	1384	10
	Henry III	Castile	1390	11
	John II	Castile	1406	1
	James I	Scotland	1406	11
	Henry VI	England	1422	0
	Wladyslaw III	Poland	1434	10
	James II	Scotland	1437	6
	Alfonso V	Portugal	1438	6
	Ladislas Postumus	Hungary	1440	0
	James III	Scotland	1460	9
	Francis Phoebus	Navarre	1479	10
	Edward V	England	1483	12
	Charles VIII	France	1483	13
	Catherine	Navarre	1483	14
	James IV	Scotland	1488	15 *

* Although James was 15 at accession he is included here since he was treated as a minor.







Appendix C Female Sovereigns


Provisional List of Queens Regnant and Empresses Regnant in Latin Christendom and Byzantium 500–1500
	Irene of Byzantium (797–802)+#
	Zoe of Byzantium (1042)+#
	Theodora of Byzantium (1042, 1055–6)+#
	Urraca of Leon-Castile (1109–26)+#
	Teresa of Portugal (1116–28/30)
	Melisende of Jerusalem (1131–52/61)
	Petronilla of Aragon (1137–64)
	Sybilla of Jerusalem (1186–90)
	Isabella of Jerusalem (1190–1205)
	Constance of Sicily (1194–8)+‡
	Maria of Jerusalem (1205–12)
	Isabella II (Yolande) of Jerusalem (1212–28)
	Joanna I of Navarre (1274–1305)+
	Joanna II of Navarre (1328–49)
	Joanna I of Naples (1343–81)+‡
	Margaret of Denmark (1375), Norway (1380) and Sweden (1389) (d. 1412)
	Maria of Sicily (1377/92–1401)+‡
	Mary of Hungary (1382–5, 1386–95)+
	Beatrice of Portugal (1383–5)+
	Hedwig (Jadwiga) of Poland (1384–99)+
	Joanna II of Naples (1414–35)+
	Blanca of Navarre (1425–41)‡
	Charlotte of Cyprus (1458–60)+
	Catherine Cornaro of Cyprus (1474–89)+#
	Isabella of Castile (1474–1504)‡
	Leonor of Navarre (1479)
	Catherine of Foix of Navarre (1483–1517)‡

Queens with name+ or image# shown alone on coins; shown jointly ‡.



Appendix D Family Trees











Notes


Introduction: Royal Families
1. ‘Ad belli studium, ecce pater; circa Dei cultum, ecce mater’: Raoul de Caen, Gesta Tancredi, p. 615.

2. ‘Plerique colum et pensa sibi mutuo transmittebant innuentes occultius ut ad muliebres operas turpiter demigraret quisquis huius militiae inveniretur immunis’: Itinerarium peregrinorum, 1. 17, ed. Stubbs, p. 33, ed. Mayer, p. 277 (after Henry II and Philip Augustus take the cross in January 1188).

3. ‘a fin que la chose publique feust mieux et plus puissamment deffendue par les malles que par les fumelles’: Taylor, ‘The Salic Law and the Valois Succession to the French Crown’, p. 363, citing Raoul de Presles’ translation of the City of God in BnF, MS fr 22912–3, fol. 151 (this was composed in 1370–5 and presented to Charles V).

4. Compare the statistics in Lilie, ‘Der Kaiser in der Statistik. Subversive Gedanken zur angeblichen Allmacht der byzantinischen Kaiser’; he deals with the whole Byzantine period down to 1453, and counts ninety-four emperors, basing his list on the eighty-eight in Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates, p. 479, but adding Artabasdos and counting five emperors twice because they had two periods of rule (see his comments at p. 214 n. 10).

5. Medieval Slavic Lives of Saints and Princes, tr. Kantor, p. 45 (Slavonic Life of Constantine (Cyril), c. 9).

6. Aristakès of Lastivert, Récit des malheurs de la nation Arménienne, IX (46), p. 32; I am grateful to Tim Greenwood for valuable advice on the translations from this text.

7. There is a large bibliography. Important works that also point to further reading include Simms, From Kings to Warlords: The Changing Political Structure of Gaelic Ireland in the Later Middle Ages; Jaski, Early Irish Kingship and Succession; Byrne, Irish Kings and High Kings; Warntjes, ‘Regnal Succession in Early Medieval Ireland’.

8. ‘Suein et Harold a concubina geniti erant, qui, ut mos est barbaris, aequam tunc inter liberos Chnud sortiti sunt partem hereditatis’: Adam of Bremen, Gesta Hammaburgensis ecclesiae pontificum, 2. 74, ed. Schmeidler, p. 134.

9. ‘In sola mulierum copula modum nesciunt; quisque secundum facultatem suarum virium duas aut tres et amplius simul habet; divites et principes absque numero. Nam et filios ex tali coniunctione genitos habent legitimos’: Adam of Bremen, Gesta Hammaburgensis ecclesiae pontificum, 4. 21, ed. Schmeidler, p. 251.

10. Bartlett, Gerald of Wales 1146–1223, pp. 38–45 (repr., 39–44).

11. ‘In hoc regno, cujus non populi voto aut electione sed sanguinis propagatione, nec jure belli, rex dinoscitur constitui’: Memorials of King Henry VII, ed. Gairdner, p. 397.





1 Choosing a Bride
1. Gautier d’Arras, Eracle, ed. Pratt, line 1267, p. 38, ed. Löseth, line 1275, p. 67.

2. ‘exceptis eis rebus et negociis, sine quibus res publica terrena non subsistit, coniugio videlicet usuque armorum’: Notker Balbulus, Gesta Karoli magni imperatoris, 2. 10, ed. Haefele, p. 66.

3. Gregory of Tours, Libri historiarum decem, 4. 26, ed. Krusch and Levison, pp. 157–9.

4. Fredegar, Chronica, 4. 35, ed. Krusch, p. 134, ed. Wallace-Hadrill, p. 22.

5. Fredegar, Chronica, 4. 58, ed. Krusch, p. 150, ed. Wallace-Hadrill, p. 49.

6. Wallace-Hadrill, The Long-Haired Kings, pp. 203–4. See Ewig, ‘Studien zur merowingischen Dynastie’, pp. 38–46; Dailey, Queens, Consorts, Concubines: Gregory of Tours and Women of the Merovingian Elite, pp. 80–117.

7. ‘uxorem de militari ordine sibi imparem duxerit. Quomodo ergo magnus dux patietur de suis militibus feminam sumptam reginam fieri sibique dominari?’: Richer of Saint-Rémi, Historiae, 4 .11, ed. Hoffmann, p. 238. See Van Winter, ‘Uxorem de militari ordine sibi imparem’. Brühl, Deutschland-Frankreich: die Geburt zweier Völker, pp. 591–3, argues cogently that neither were these words uttered by Archbishop Adalbero of Rheims, as Richer claims, nor was Charles actually married to a woman significantly below him in status. This does not affect the point that Richer believed such a disparaging marriage would have been a powerful objection against Charles’ candidacy.

8. ‘Equidem multo saluberrimum iudicarim reipublicae, si principum affinitates intra regni fines continerentur’: Erasmus, Institutio principis christiani, 9. 1, ed. Herding, p. 208.

9. Martin, A Bride for the Tsar: Bride-Shows and Marriage Politics in Early Modern Russia, p. 4.

10. Ross, Edward IV, pp. 84–103.

11. ὅτι τὲ ἐξ ἀλλοδαπῆς ἐστὶ καὶ συγγενῶν ὄχλος οὐ προσῆν αὐτῇ, δι’ ὧν ὁ βασιλεὺς ὀχλοῖτο: Anna Comnena, Alexias, 3. 2. 3, ed. Reinsch and Kambylis, p. 91.

12. Hellmann, ‘Die Heiraten der Karolinger’; Konecny, Die Frauen des karolingischen Königshauses; Kasten, Königssöhne und Königsherrschaft: Untersuchungen zur Teilhabe am Reich in der Merowinger- und Karolingerzeit, pp. 252–7; Pohl, ‘Why Not to Marry a Foreign Woman: Stephen III’s Letter to Charlemagne’.

13. MacLean, Kingship and Politics in the Late Ninth Century: Charles the Fat and the End of the Carolingian Empire, p. 2.

14. The sources call them both count and duke: Thegan, Gesta Hludowici imperatoris, 4, 26, ed. Tremp, pp. 178, 214; Astronomus, Vita Hludowici imperatoris, 8, 32, ed. Tremp, pp. 308, 392; Annales regni Francorum, s.a. 819, ed. Kurze, p. 150.

15. ‘Volumus etiam ut, si alicui illorum post decessum nostrum tempus nubendi venerit, ut cum consilio et consensu senioris fratris uxorem ducat; illud tamen propter discordias evitandas et occasiones noxias auferendas cavendum decernimus, ut de exteris gentibus nullus illorum uxorem accipere praesumat’: Capitularia regum Francorum, 1, ed. Boretius, no. 136, p. 272 (the ‘Ordinatio Imperii’).

16. Carloman married a daughter of the important Bavarian count and duke Ernst, Louis the Younger married Liutgard, daughter of the Saxon count Liudolf, Charles the Fat married Richardis, daughter of the Alsatian count Erchanger.

17. These statements are based on Werner, ‘Die Nachkommen Karls des Grossen’.

18. Barlow, The Godwins: The Rise and Fall of a Noble Dynasty, p. 128.

19. Καὶ περὶ ταύτης τῆς ὑποθέσεως παραγγελία καὶ διάταξις φοβερὰ καὶ ἀπαραποίητος τοῦ μεγάλου καὶ ἁγίου Κωνσταντίνου ἐναπογέγραπται ἐν τῇ ἱερᾷ τραπέζῃ τῆς καθολικῆς τῶν Χριστιανῶν ἐκκλησίας τῆς Ἁγίας Σοφίας· τοῦ μηδέποτε βασιλέα Ῥωμαίων συμπενθεριάσαι μετὰ ἔθνους παρηλλαγμένοις καὶ ξένοις ἔθεσι χρωμένου τῆς Ῥωμαϊκῆς καταστάσεως, μάλιστα δὲ ἀλλοπίστου καὶ ἀβαπτίστου, εἰ μὴ μετὰ μόνων τῶν Φράγγων: Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, 13, ed. Moravcsik, p. 70.

20. ‘Inaudita res est, ut porphyrogeniti porphyrogenita, hoc est in purpura nati filia in purpura nata, gentibus misceatur’: Liudprand of Cremona, ‘Legatio’, 15, in Liudprandi opera, ed. Becker, p. 184.

21. Skylitzes, Synopsis historiarum, ed. Thurn, p. 336.

22. ‘Ipso anno Erchanger cum rege pacificatus est, cuius sororem … rex tanquam pacis obsidem in matrimonium accepit’: Annales Alamannici, continuatio Sangallensis tertia, s.a. 913, ed. Pertz, p. 56; ‘ut aiunt, sororis sue filiam Karolus tanquam pacis obsidem Widekindi filio dedit uxorem’: Vita Godefridi comitis Cappenbergensis prima, ed. Niemeyer and Ehlers-Kisseler, p. 157; see Althoff, ‘Namengebung und adliges Selbstverständnis’, p. 134.

23. ‘filia sua Gisla, quae esset vas pacis, pigneratrix federis’: William of Malmesbury, Gesta regum Anglorum, 2. 112, ed. Mynors et al., p. 170.

24. For a note about the empire (‘Holy Roman Empire’) see Appendix A; for comment on the significance of the marriage in the eyes of the Hohenstaufen, see Weller, Die Heiratspolitik des deutschen Hochadels im 12. Jahrhundert, pp. 192–5.

25. ‘Quae cum pulcherrimae essent et ab eo plurimum diligerentur, mirum dictu, quod nullam earum cuiquam aut suorum aut exterorum nuptum dare voluit, sed omnes secum usque ad obitum suum in domo sua retinuit, dicens se earum contubernio carere non posse’: Einhard, Vita Karoli Magni, 19, ed. Holder-Egger, p. 25.

26. Dagron, Emperor and Priest: The Imperial Office in Byzantium, p. 33.

27. John’s marriage to Isabella of Gloucester took place before he was king (or was expected to be king) and was dissolved in the first year of his reign.

28. Margaret, wife of Harold Hen (1074–80); Bodil, wife of Erik Evergood (1095–1103); Helwig, wife of Valdemar IV (1340–75). Helwig was the daughter of Duke Erik II of Schleswig and hence a cousin of the king. See Skovgaard-Petersen, ‘Queenship in Medieval Denmark’, with list on pp. 40–2.

29. See, for example, the imaginative maps of bride exchange in Spiess, ‘Europa heiratet. Kommunikation und Kulturtransfer im Kontext europäischer Königsheiraten des Spätmittelalters’; also the thoughtful comments in Spiess, ‘Unterwegs zu einem fremden Ehemann: Brautfahrt und Ehe in europäischen Fürstenhäusern des Spätmittelalters’.

30. Justinian II and Theodora the Khazar, Constantine V and Irene the Khazar, Romanos II and Eudokia (Berta); see the convenient list of empresses in Garland, Byzantine Empresses: Women and Power in Byzantium, AD 527–1204, pp. 229–31. It should be noted that the marriage of Justinian II and Theodora, sister of the Khazar ruler, was entered into when Justinian was in exile, so is hardly the same as a marriage negotiated with a ruling emperor.

31. Macrides, ‘Dynastic Marriages’, p. 268 n. 26, lists ten negotiated and three achieved marriages between Byzantine and western ruling families of the eighth, ninth and tenth centuries; Schreiner, ‘Die kaiserliche Familie: Ideologie und Praxis im Rahmen der internationalen Beziehungen in Byzanz’, pp. 763–71, lists fifty-seven actual or projected foreign marriage projects from the sixth to the twelfth centuries, plus five doubtful cases.

32. Bryennios, Historiae, ed. Gautier, p. 77, says she was the eldest daughter of Samuel, Tsar of the Bulgarians: πρεσβυτέρᾳ τῶν βασιλέως Βουλγάρων Σαμουὴλ θυγατέρων Αἰκατερίνᾳ. Samuel was Tsar 997–1014. Skylitzes, Synopsis historiarum, ed. Thurn, p. 492, says she was the daughter of Ivan (John) Vladislav, Samuel’s nephew, who conducted the last resistance of the Bulgars to Byzantine conquest in 1015–18: Αἰκατερίναν τὴν θυγατέρα τοῦ Βλαδισθλάβου τοῦ Βουλγαρίας βασιλέως. Scholars seem to accept that she was the daughter of Ivan Vladislav.

33. Some are discussed in Nicol, ‘Mixed Marriages in Byzantium in the Thirteenth Century’.

34. ‘in mores tamen tam recenter abhorruisti redire Latinos, Graece consuetudinis nimis procaciter emulatrix … accepta benedictione Latina, susceptoque corpore Christi, Latinis traditionibus consecrato’: Innocent III, Epistolae 8. 135 (134), Die Register Innocenz’ III., ed. Hageneder et al., 8, p. 249 (PL 215, col. 714); see Nicol, ‘Mixed Marriages in Byzantium in the Thirteenth Century’, pp. 162–3, for this and her later return to ‘Greek custom’. For the name change, and the possibility that she reverted to Margaret, see Thoma, Namensänderungen in Herrscherfamilien des mittelalterlichen Europa, pp. 180–1.

35. Koran 5. 5; Friedmann, Tolerance and Coercion in Islam: Interfaith Relations in the Muslim Tradition, pp. 160–93, analyzes early Sunni tradition on this subject.

36. Continuatio isidoriana hispana. Crónica mozárabe de 754, 59, ed. López Pereira, pp. 232–4 (also in MGH, AA 11, p. 356); Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, ‘Narrative of the Conquest of al-Andalus’, pp. 39–40; Barton, Conquerors, Brides, and Concubines: Interfaith Relations and Social Power in Medieval Iberia, pp. 15–17.

37. Codex Carolinus, ed. Gundlach, no. 95, p. 643 (dated to 785–91).

38. ‘filiam suam dux Francorum nomine Eudo causa federis ei in coniugio copulandam ob persecutionem Arabum differendam iam olim tradiderat’: Continuatio isidoriana hispana. Crónica mozárabe de 754, 79, ed. López Pereira, pp. 254–6 (also in MGH, AA 11, p. 361).

39. El-Hajji, ‘Intermarriage between Andalusia and Northern Spain in the Umayyad Period’; Barton, Conquerors, Brides, and Concubines: Interfaith Relations and Social Power in Medieval Iberia, pp. 25–32.

40. ‘Destruyó las murallas de Qastiliya, conquistó sus castellos y obligó a pactar a su rey, que le dio su hija en matrimonio’: Una descripción anónima de al-Andalus, ed. Molina, 2, p. 198 (Spanish transl.); Barton, Conquerors, Brides, and Concubines: Interfaith Relations and Social Power in Medieval Iberia, p. 27; Molina, ‘Las campanãs de Almanzor a la luz de un nuevo texto’, pp. 246–7.

41. Barton, Conquerors, Brides, and Concubines: Interfaith Relations and Social Power in Medieval Iberia, pp. 123–8, summarizes the evidence and discusses the legend; see also the comments of González, Repoblación de Castilla la Nueva, 1, pp. 90–1.

42. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261–1453, p. 74; Bryer, ‘Greek Historians on the Turks: The Case of the First Byzantine-Ottoman Marriage’, p. 481.

43. Ibn Battuta, Travels, tr. Gibb and Beckingham, 2 (117), pp. 488, 497–501; she would be a daughter of Andronicus III.

44. Bryer, ‘Greek Historians on the Turks: The Case of the First Byzantine–Ottoman Marriage’; Nicol, The Reluctant Emperor: A Biography of John Cantacuzene, Byzantine Emperor and Monk, c. 1295–1383, pp. 76–8, 89.

45. Friedmann, Tolerance and Coercion in Islam: Interfaith Relations in the Muslim Tradition, p. 173, citing Ibn ‘Abbas.

46. Annales Bohemiae (1196–1278), s.a. 1261, ed. Emler, p. 297.

47. See the comments of Van Houts, Married Life in the Middle Ages, 900–1300, pp. 162–3.

48. Eadhild to Hugh the Great 926, Edith to Otto (I) 929–30, (another) Eadgifu to Louis, brother of Rudolf II of Burgundy c. 930.

49. MacLean, ‘Making a Difference in Tenth-Century Politics: King Athelstan’s Sisters and Frankish Queenship’, p. 169; see also Foot, Æthelstan: The First King of England, pp. 44–52.

50. ‘lucidissimi tres radii alias et oppositas Europae partes illustraverint’: Gerald of Wales, Topographia Hibernica, 3. 54, ed. Dimock, p. 202.

51. ‘Inter hos itaque populos, victu, vestitu, moribus, habitatione tam remotos ab Anglia, filias regis Angliae commorantes, barbaries saxea Saxonum, dubius Hyspanorum cum Agarenis conflictus, tyrannis effera Siculorum, poterant in continuum horrorem inducere, nisi generositas aviae suae Matildis imperatricis et in ejus foemineo corpore virile pectus, neptibus suis tolerantiae semitas … imitabiles praemonstrassent’: Ralph de Diceto, Ymagines historiarum, ed. Stubbs, 2, p. 17.

52. See Ahlers, Die Welfen und die englischen Könige 1165–1235.

53. As suggested by Gillingham, Richard Coeur de Lion: Kingship, Chivalry and War in the Twelfth Century, pp. 70, 124–5.

54. ‘rex Castellae … laboravit ut haberet totam Vasconiam, quam sibi credebat de iure competere tanquam sibi promissam ab Henrico, rege Anglorum, socero suo. Duxerat quidem nobilis rex Castelle filiam dicti Henrici regis dominam Alienor … cum qua sepe dictus rex Henricus dicebatur genero suo, regi Castelle, Vasconiam promisisse … rex Castelle cum quibusdam de uassallis suis intrauit Vasconiam et fere totam occupauit preter Baionam et Burdegalim; habuit et Blayam et Borc, que sunt ultra Garonam, et terram que est inter duo maria, et sic reuersus est in regnum suum’: Chronica latina regum Castellae, 17, ed. Charlo Brea, pp. 51–2; see González, El reino de Castilla en la epoca de Alfonso VIII, 1, pp. 865–75. The Worcester Annals report that King John, during his French expedition of 1206, captured the castle of ‘Mons Alba’, which was garrisoned by the seneschal of the king of Spain, with 120 knights and 2,000 sergeants: Annales Prioratus de Wigornia, ed. Luard, p. 394; Wendover reports the capture of the castle on 1 August, with some details, but does not mention the seneschal of the king of Spain: Matthew Paris, Chronica majora, ed. Luard, 2, pp. 494–5. The most important southern French town called Montauban is in Tarn-et-Garonne, about 30 miles north of Toulouse. Warren, King John, p. 134, calls the castle that John captured ‘Montauban (Bourg-en-Gironde)’. Bourg (the ‘Borc’ in the passage above) is 18 miles north of Bordeaux and also known as Bourg-sur-Gironde. However, in the second edition of 1978 (pp. 117–18) he identifies it as Montauban in Tarn-et-Garonne. The capture of ‘Mons Alba’ was important enough to be used as a legal dating point: Beverley, East Riding of Yorkshire Archives and Local Studies Service, DDCC/141/68/p41/b.
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3. ‘juravit quod ipse omnibus diebus vitae suae pacem et honorem atque reverentiam Deo et Sanctae Ecclesiae et ejus ordinatis portaret. Deinde juravit, quod rectam justitiam et aequitatem exerceret in populo sibi commisso. Deinde juravit quod malas leges et consuetudines perversas, si quae sunt in regno suo inductae sunt, deleret et bonas leges conderet et sine fraude et malo ingenio eas custodiret’: Roger of Howden, Chronica, ed. Stubbs, 3, p. 10; cf. Gesta regis Henrici secundi Benedicti abbatis, ed. Stubbs, 2, pp. 81–2.
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6. ‘Quem si ab inceptis desisteret, regi Anglorum aut Anglicis nos aut regnum nostrum volens subicere, tanquam inimicum nostrum et sui nostrique iuris subversorem statim expellere niteremus et alium regem nostrum … faceremus’: Acts of the Parliaments of Scotland, 1, ed. Thomson and Innes, p. 475 (115); an original survives in the National Records of Scotland in Edinburgh.

7. Davies, ‘The Peoples of Britain and Ireland 1100–1400 II: Names, Boundaries and Regnal Solidarities’, p. 11.

8. ‘quod, alienigenis ab Anglia remotis, per indigenas gubernetur’: Annales Londonienses, ed. Stubbs, p. 61.

9. ‘Inauditum enim erat, quod aliquis antecessorum suorum umquam illuc venisset’: Gislebert of Mons, Chronicon Hanoniense, 137, ed. Vanderkindere, p. 204.

10. Bennett, Lambert Simnel and the Battle of Stoke, p. 17.

11. ‘Dies bedeutet eben nicht nur, dass Eheschliessungen, Geburten und Todesfälle zu politischen Vorgängen ersten Ranges werden, sondern auch dass sich personelle Veränderungen an der Spitze schon Jahre oder gar Jahrzehnte vor ihrer tatsächlichen Wirksamkeit sichtbar am Horizont abzeichnen’: Schieffer, ‘Väter und Söhne im Karolingerhause’, p. 149.

12. ‘Nihil certius morte, nihil incertior hora mortis’; the phrase is proverbial; see, e.g., Anselm (attrib.), Meditatio VII, col. 741; Peter Comestor, Sermones, 9, col. 1748; Bracton’s Notebook, ed. Maitland, 1, pp. xix, 93.

13. ‘Super haec attendant, quia cum in Francorum terra reges ex genere prodeant, quis regum a centum et amplius annis recolitur in filiis suis vel usque in quartam generationem regnasse? Siquidem Ottones, prae omnibus ante se regibus sacerdotalis officii praesumptores, vix attigere tertiam. Post quos primus Heinricus nullam. Quod et in aliis regnis et principatibus contigisse, qui disquisierit, invenire poterit’: Humbertus of Silva Candida, Adversus Simoniacos, 3. 15, ed. Thaner, p. 217. Here I have taken ‘Francorum’ to refer to the French, i.e. the West Franks, which harmonizes with the use of the title ‘rex Francorum’ for Henry I of France elsewhere in the text (3. 7, p. 206), but if ‘siquidem’ is taken strongly, as indicating the grounds for the previous statement, the ‘Francorum terra’ would mean the land of the East Franks. If so, the implication would be that Humbert thinks East Frankish kingship hereditary. ‘In Francorum regno reges ex genere prodeunt’ is a quotation from Gregory I, Homilia in evangelia, 1. 10. 5, ed. Etaix, p. 69.

14. ‘puisque les princes sont hommes, et leurs affaires sont haulx et agus, et leurs natures sont subgettes à passions maintes comme à haine et envie … et sont leurs coeurs vray habitacle d’icelles à cause de leur gloire en régner’: Chastellain, Chronique, 4. 6, ed. Kervyn de Lettenhove, 3, p. 30.
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Alfonso VII, as style for Alfonso the Battler, 310
Alfonso VIII, as style for Alfonso VII, 310
Alfonso IX, as style for Alfonso VIII, 310
Alfred, king of Wessex (871–99), 37, 293, 382–383, 405
Algarve, Portugal, 413
Algeciras, Andalusia, 49
Alice (d. 1173x1178), daughter of Humbert of Maurienne, 197
Alice (d. 1348), wife of Thomas of Lancaster, 333
Alice Perrers (d. 1400/01), mistress of Edward III of England, 164
Aljubarrota, battle of (1385), 172, 173, 258
Almoravids, Muslim dynasty, 19
Almos, Hungarian duke (blinded c. 1113), 251
Aloy, Master, Catalan sculptor (fl. 1342–1360), 317
Alphonse of Poitiers (d. 1271), son of Louis VIII of France, 200
Alps, 197, 416–418, 437
Alsace, 12, 452
Altdorf, Swabia, 292
Aly Aben Ragel (Abū l-Ḥasan ‘Alī ibn Abī l-Rijāl), North African astrologer, 344
Amal dynasty of the Ostrogoths, 380
Amalfi, Campania, 394
Amalric I, king of Jerusalem (1162–74), 46, 145, 182
Amalric of Lusignan, king of Cyprus (1197–1205), king of Jerusalem (1198–1205), 145, 307
Amalswintha (d. 534/5), daughter of Theodoric of the Ostrogoths, 116–117
Amazons, 3
Amesbury (Wiltshire), 405
Amorians, Byzantine dynasty, 287
Anacletus II, antipope (1130–8), 395
Anarchy, The (in England, 1139–53), 222
Anastasia (d. 1317), wife of Henry I of Mecklenburg, 362
Andalus, al-, 20
Andelot, Treaty of (586), 479
Andrew II, king of Hungary (1205–35), 31, 312–313
Andrew of Hungary (d. 1345), husband of Joanna I of Naples, 247, 480
Andrew of Marchiennes, chronicler (d. 1202), 350
Andrew Albert Christian Edward, son of Elizabeth II, 290
Andronicus I Comnenus, Byzantine emperor (1183–5), 36, 238–239, 355
Andronicus III, Byzantine emperor (1328–41), 454
Andronicus IV, Byzantine emperor (1376–9), 342
Angeloi, Byzantine dynasty, 287, 436
Angevin kings of England, 21–24, 66, 108, 252 See also Henry II; Richard I; John
Angevin kings and queens of Sicily, Naples and Hungary, 246, 247–248, 322–323, 380, 418, 438, 442 See also Charles of Anjou; Charles II; Charles of Durazzo; Joanna I; Joanna II; Louis the Great; Mary, queen of Hungary; Robert
Angilberga (d. 896x901), wife of emperor Louis II, 159
Anglo-Norman barons, 149, 160, 167, 170, 424
Anglo-Norman conquest of Wales, 410, 443
Anglo-Norman ecclesiastics, 4
Anglo-Norman invasion of Ireland, 355
Anglo-Norman language, 333
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, 37, 364, 385, 393
Anglo-Saxon England, 25, 168, 245division of kingdom in, 201
title atheling in, 104

Anglo-Saxon kingdoms , See East Anglia; Essex; Kent; Mercia; Northumbria; Sussex; Wessex
Anglo-Saxon kings, 245, 246, 253, 305, 333, 357, 360, 380, 386 See also under individual kingdoms
Anglo-Saxon names, 298, 305–307
Anglo-Saxon princesses as foreign brides, 21, 38
Anglo-Saxon settlement in Lothian, 441
Angoulême (Charente), 231
Anjou, 65, 136, 197, 213, 270
Anjou, counts of, 237 See also Angevin kings of England; Charles of Anjou; Fulk; Geoffrey
Anjou, second house of (also known as third house of), 440 See also Louis (I), (II), (III) of Anjou, René of Anjou
Anna, daughter of Leo VI and Zoe Zaoutzaina, 70
Anna Comnena (d. c. 1153), daughter of Alexius I Comnenus, 363, 368, 372–373, 375
Anna of Kiev (d. 1075x1089), wife of Henry I of France, 44, 232
Anna porphyrogenita (d. 1011), sister of Basil II, wife of Vladimir of Kiev, 13
Anna of Savoy (d. 1365), wife of Andronicus III, 483
Annals of Ulster, 250
Anne (d. 1265), daughter of Premysl Otakar I of Bohemia, 406
Anne of Bohemia (d. 1394), wife of Richard II of England, 162, 271–272
Anne, duchess of Brittany (1488–1514), queen of France, 33, 40–41
Anne Elizabeth Alice Louise, daughter of Elizabeth II, 290
Anno, archbishop of Cologne (1056–75), 118
annulment of marriage, 40, 46–47, 64–68, 134, 182, 185, 330, 358
Ansegisel (fl. c. 648), son of Arnulf, bishop of Metz, 318
Anselm, St (d. 1109), 376
Anthony, Grand Bastard of Burgundy (d. 1504), 178
Antigone, illegitimate daughter of Humphrey of Gloucester, 177
Antioch, Syria (now Turkey), 363, 553
Antwerp, 49, 378
Apennines, 275
Apollo, god, 344, 354
Apulia, 21, 274, 368, 392, 394, 395
Apulia and Calabria, dukes of , See Robert Guiscard; Roger Borsa; William
Apulia, duke of , See Roger
Aquitaine, 30, 65, 197, 285, 388, 428dukes of, 65, 421, 458 See also Eudo; William X;  Eleanor of Aquitaine
king of , See Pippin

Arabic, 342–344, 395
Arabs, 18, 379
Aragon and pretended Alfonso the Battler, 363, 377
female succession in, 144
formation of, 393, 435
heir to , See Girona, Prince of
kings of, 3, 169, 174, 220, 411, 423, 427, 439, 442, 492 See also Alfonso I the Battler; Alfonso II; Alfonso IV; Alfonso V; Ferdinand I; Ferdinand II; James I; James II; John I; John II; Martin I; Peter II; Peter III; Peter IV; Ramiro I; Ramiro IIburial places of, 260, 265, 270
images of, 317
marriage alliances of, 16

marriage negotiations with, 33
queen of , See Petronilla
royal names in, 527
succession crisis after 1410, 72, 74–77
succession to, 57, 63–64, 100, 144, 198, 263, 292, 409, 412, 435
union with Barcelona, 57, 63, 260, 292, 317, 409, 422–423, 435
union with Castile, 76, 133

Arbroath, Declaration of (1320), 431
Archives Nationales, Paris, 101, 102
Argyros, Byzantine surname, 287
Arioald, king of the Lombards (d. 636), 35
Aristakès of Lastivert, eleventh-century Armenian chronicler, 4, 128, 129–130
Ark of the Covenant, 382
Armagnac, count of, 33
Armenian chroniclers , See Aristakès of Lastivert
Arnulf of Carinthia, king of the East Franks (887–99), emperor, 122, 158, 167–168, 495
Arnulf, bishop of Metz (d. c. 640), 318, 326, 331
Arnulf, archbishop of Rheims (988–91, 999–1021), illegitimate son of Lothar, king of the West Franks, 390–391, 408
Arpads, Hungarian royal dynasty, 3, 72, 438 See also Hungary, kings of
Arras, Treaty of (1435), 224
Arsaces, Parthian ruler (c. 247–217 BC), 384
Artabasdos, Byzantine usurper (741/2–3), 450
Arthur of Brittany (d. 1203), 211–214
Arthur, illegitimate son of Humphrey of Gloucester, 177
Arthur, legendary king, 227, 354, 371, 384
Arthurian romance, 353
Artois, 222
Asia, 4, 261, 332
Asser (d. c. 908), author of a Life of Alfred the Great, 37
Assisi, Umbria, 324
Assyria, king of , See Belus
astrology, 341–347, 358
Asturias, kings of, 309, 439
Asturias, Prince of, title, 105
Athalaric, Ostrogothic king (526–34), 117, 444
Athanagild, Visigothic king (555–67), 34
Atlantic Ocean, 308
Atwater, John, Yorkist plotter (1491), 370
Audica, king of the Suevi (584–5), 34
Augustine of Canterbury, St (d. 604x609), 461
Augustine of Hippo, St (d. 430), 152
Augustus, Roman emperor (27 BC–14 AD), 78, 304, 402
Austria, 49, 58, 233, 420dukes of , See Albert of Habsburg; Otto of Habsburg

Austria, ‘house of’, 285
Austria-Hungary, 420, 432
Authari, king of the Lombards (584–90), 35
Aversa, Campania, 394
Avignon popes of Great Schism, 412–413
Avila, bishopric of, 411
Avis, ‘house of’, 174
Avis, Order of, 172
Ayala , See López de Ayala
Aymer de Valence, earl of Pembroke (d. 1324), 231
Ayr, Scotland, 102


Babylonians, 341
Badajoz, bishopric of, 411
Baldus de Ubaldis, lawyer (d. 1400), 214–215
Baldwin I, king of Jerusalem (1100–18), 307, 438, 553
Baldwin II, king of Jerusalem (1118–31), 136, 138, 307, 438
Baldwin III, king of Jerusalem (1143/52–62), 138
Baldwin IV, king of Jerusalem (1174–85), 97, 307, 445
Baldwin V, king of Jerusalem (1185–6), 97, 120, 145, 445
Baldwin VIII, count of Flanders (1191–5), 420
Baldwin IX, count of Flanders, Latin emperor of Constantinople (d. c. 1205), 361, 370, 377, 378pretender claiming to be, 361, 366, 367, 370, 371, 374, 377, 378

Baldwin of Hainault , See Baldwin VIII of Flanders
Baldwin of Le Bourg , See Baldwin II of Jerusalem
Baldwin, name of counts of Flanders, 291
Balearic Islands, 198
Balkans, 363
Ballomer, alternative name for pretender Gundovald, 548
Baltic languages, 296
Baltic Sea, 63, 265
Baltic Slavs, 325
Bamberg, Franconia, 254, 271, 331, 400, 519
Barbary, man from, 238
Barbeau abbey (Seine-et-Marne), 252, 269
Barcelona, 57, 83, 206Royal Palace of, 317, 321

Barcelona, counts of, 292, 317, 422 See also Raymond-Berengar IV
Barcelona, county of, 260, 292, 422–424union with Aragon, 57, 63, 260, 292, 317, 409, 422–423, 435

Basil I, Byzantine emperor (867–86), 15, 78, 94, 130, 261, 381, 408, 410
Basil II, Byzantine emperor (976–1025), 13, 85, 87, 94–95, 130, 267, 415
bastardy , See illegitimacy
Batalha (Santa Maria da Vitória), Dominican convent, Portugal, 258–259, 260, 271
Bavaria, Bavarians, 12, 199, 201, 204, 431
Bavaria, dukes of, 288 See also Agilolfings; Henry the Lion
Bavaria, Electors of, 402
Bavaria-Ingolstadt, 204
Bavaria-Landshut, 204
Bavaria-Munich, 204
Bavarian chroniclers, 80, 289
Bavaria-Straubing, 204
Bayeux Tapestry, 30
Béarn, county of, 422
Beatrice, queen of Portugal (1383–5), 171, 446, 447
Beatrice (early eleventh century), daughter of Hadwig, countess of Hainault, 328
Beatrice, wife of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Beatrice (b. 1353), daughter of Peter the Cruel and Maria de Padilla, 161
Beatrice of Aragon (d. 1508), wife of Matthias Corvinus, 39–40
Beatrice of Burgundy (d. 1184), wife of Frederick I Barbarossa, 191
Beatrice of Castile (d. 1306), wife of Alfonso III of Portugal, 67–68, 165, 180
Beatus of Liébana (fl. 776–798), author of a commentary on the Book of Revelation, 328
Beaufort family, 184–185
Beauvais, bishops of , See Henry
Bec, abbey (Eure), 158, 212
Bede, monk and historian (d. 735), 37, 168, 245, 404
Before France and Germany (Geary), 309
Begga (d. c. 690), daughter of Pippin I, mayor of the palace, 318
Bela II ‘the Blind’, king of Hungary (1131–41), 251
Bela IV, king of Hungary (1235–70), 406
Belgians, 434
Belus, legendary king of Assyria, 317
Benedict II, pope (684–5), 302
Benedict XIII, antipope (1394–1423), 301–302
Benedict XIII, pope (1724–30), 302
Benedict XIV, pope (1740–58), 302
Benedict XIV, original style of Benedict XIII (1724–30), 302
Benedictines, 31, 257, 259, 409
Benevento, battle of (1266), 246, 279, 364
Bennet, Matthew, historian, 432
Benvenuto da Imola (d. 1387/8), Dante scholar, 365
Berbers, 18
Berchildis, wife of Dagobert I, 157
Berengar, king of Italy (888–924), emperor, 250
Berengar the Older, count of Sulzbach (d. 1125), 25
Berengaria (or Berenguela) (b. 1253), daughter of Alfonso X of Leon and Castile, 101
Berenguela (or Berengaria) of Castile (d. 1246), daughter of Alfonso VIII of Castile, wife of Alfonso IX of Leon, 46, 125, 184, 219, 515
Berengaria of Navarre (d. 1230), wife of Richard I of England, 86, 231
Bergen, Norway, 366, 372
Bernard, king of Italy (812–17), 250
Bernard (d. 891), illegitimate son of Charles the Fat, 167
Bernard Gui (d. 1331), Dominican, inquisitor and historian, 95, 335–339, 492
Bernard, count of Septimania (d. 844), 227–228
Bernard, St (d. 1153), 140
Berry, duke of , See John, duke of Berry
Berta (Eudokia) (d. 949), daughter of Hugh of Arles, wife of Romanos (II), 28, 453
Berta (d. 1099), wife of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Berta of Sulzbach (Irene) (d. 1159/60), wife of Manuel Comnenus, 25, 28
Bertrada (d. 783), wife of Pippin III, 159
Bertrada of Montfort (d. c. 1117), mistress/wife of Philip I of France, 237, 244
Bertran de Born, troubadour (fl. 1159–95), 378
Bertrand, bishop of Senez (d. 1358), 162
Berwick-on-Tweed, 74
Betelgeuse, star, 343
Béziers (Hérault), 422
Bilichilde (d. 610), wife of Theudebert II, 9
Birger Magnusson, king of Sweden (1290–1318), 193–194, 259, 445
Birger Jarl, Swedish noble (d. 1266), 442
Birgitta of Sweden, St (d. 1373), 340, 355
Black Sea, 32
Blanca, queen of Navarre (1425–41), 106, 172, 447
Blanche (d. 1326), wife of Charles IV of France, 229–230
Blanche of Anjou (d. 1310), wife of James II of Aragon, 265, 270
Blanche of Bourbon (d. 1361), wife of Peter the Cruel of Castile, 161–162
Blanche of Castile (d. 1252), wife of Louis VIII of France, 23, 29, 117, 124, 232, 260, 299
Blanche of France (d. 1323), daughter of Louis IX, wife of Ferdinand de la Cerda, 220
Blanche of Valois (d. 1348), wife of Charles IV, Holy Roman Emperor, 300, 318, 320
Bleddyn ap Cynfyn of Powys (d. 1075), 221
blinding, 81, 126, 127, 194, 238, 244, 248, 250–251, 349, 363, 406, 408, 516
Blithildis or Blitilda, supposed daughter of Clothar I or Clothar II, 318, 339, 385
Bodil, wife of Erik I Evergood of Denmark, 452
Bohemia delegation from, at the Burgundian court, 178
ducal title in, 553
dukes and kings of, 311, 401 See also Premyslids; Albert of Habsburg; Boleslav I; Borivoj II; Bretislav I; Charles IV; Conrad-Otto; Ferdinand III; John; Ladislas Postumus; Premysl Otakar I; Premysl Otakar II; Vladislav II; Wenceslas (Wenzel); Wenceslas I; Wenceslas II; Wenceslas III; Wenceslas, Stburial places of, 256, 259
names of, 300

dynasties of, 435
end of monarchy in, 432
marriage patterns of rulers of, 20–21, 68, 162
prohibition of foreign officials in, 426
royal title in, 89, 189, 393, 476
saintly royal women of, 405
succession in, 58, 187–190, 426

Bohemian chroniclers, 189, 256
Boleslav I, duke of Bohemia (935–72), 188
Boleslaw III, duke of Poland (1102–38), 189
Boleslaw the Pious, duke of Great Poland (d. 1279), 406
Boleslaw V of Cracow-Sandomir (d. 1279), 406
Bolingbroke, Henry , See Henry IV of England
Bologna, 176, 345
Boniface VIII, pope (1294–1303), 215
Boniface IX, pope (1389–1404), 172, 413
Boniface of Montferrat (d. 1207), a leader of the Fourth Crusade, 18
Boniface, St (d. 754), Life of, 302
Book of Ceremonies, 60
Bordeaux, 50, 455
Borgia, Rodrigo , See Alexander VI, pope
Borivoj II, duke of Bohemia (1100–7, 1117–20), 188
Boso, king of Provence (879–87), 349, 473
Boso, noble German name, 291
Bosoniden or Bosonids, noble German kindred, 291
Bosworth, battle of (1485), 246, 346
Bouchard, Constance, historian, 44
Boulogne, count of, 438
Bourbon, dukes of, 120, 162 See also Louis
Bourbon, lordship of, 200
Bourbon, royal house of, 199, 283
Bourg-en-Gironde (Bourg-sur-Gironde) (Gironde), 455
Bouvines, battle of (1214), 23
Brabant, 225, 420
Brabant, dukes and duchesses of, 318
Brandenburg, margraves of, 21, 233, 401 See also Albert the Bear; Woldemar
Brandenburg, Mark of, 119, 187, 367
Brasca, Erasmus (d. 1502), Milanese diplomat, 459
Bratislava (Pressburg), 58
Bratislava, university of, 345
Braunschweig-Grubenhagen, 204
Braunschweig-Lüneburg, 204
Braunschweig-Wolfenbüttel, 204
Breifne, Irish kingdom, 288
Bretislav I, duke of Bohemia (1034–55), 187–190
Bretons, 211, 371
bride-shows, 32–33
Brief History of the Kings of Denmark (Sven Aggesen), 190
Britain, 38
British Library, 178
British Library manuscript Harley 7353, 327
Britons, 384
Brittany, 33, 40, 41, 197, 206, 211, 217, 350
Brittany, duke of, 34, 59
Bruce dynasty, 77, 441
Brunhild (d. 613), wife of Sigebert I, Merovingian king, 35, 193
Bruno, archbishop of Cologne (953–65), 90, 388–389, 407, 506
Brut y Tywysogyon, Welsh chronicle, 251
Bulgars, 17, 245, 342, 453
Bultybrok (or Bolingbroke), Roger, magician (d. 1441), 358–359
Burchard of Ursberg, chronicler (d. c. 1231), 304
Burgau, Swabia, 420
Burgos, Castile, 51, 139, 257
Burgos Gate, Alcalá de Henares, 241
Burgundian chroniclers, 30, 158
Burgundy, 30, 44, 164, 177, 206, 388, 553county of, 66, 222
dukes of, 80, 110, 113, 120, 146, 178, 222–226, 241, 416, 418, 420, 435 See also Charles the Bold; John the Fearless; Philip the Bold
kings of (443–534), 435 See also Sigismund
kings of (888–1032), 21, 72, 428, 435 See also Conrad; Rudolf I; Rudolf II; Rudolf III

burial churches , See mausolea
Bush, George, US president (1989–93), 1
Bush, George W., US president (2001–9), 1
Bylica, Martin (d. 1493), astrologer of Matthias Corvinus, 345
Byrne, Francis John, historian (1934–2017), 99
Byzantine chroniclers, 95
Byzantium See also Constantinopleadoption in, 78, 83, 472
and Bulgars, 453
and concept of barbarians, 245
and Venice, 414–415, 458
astrology in, 341–342, 343, 344, 346
blinding in, 194, 250
bride shows in, 32–33
brides from, in the West, 29, 409
burial places of emperors of, 252, 253, 261
castration in, 249
celebrations for birth of imperial son in, 60
co-emperorship in, 93–95
cousin marriage in, 45
deaths of rulers of, 242, 243–244
dynasties of, 436
Edgar Atheling in, 393
emperors and empresses regnant of , See Alexander; Alexius I Comnenus; Alexius II; Alexius III Angelus; Andronicus I Comnenus; Andronicus III; Andronicus IV Palaeologus; Basil I; Basil II; Christopher; Constans II; Constantine V; Constantine VI; Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus; Constantine VIII; Constantine IX Monomachos; Constantine X Dukas; Constantine XII; Irene; Isaac I Comnenus; Isaac II Angelus; John I Tzimiskes; John II Comnenus; John III Vatatzes; John IV; John V Palaeologus; John VI Cantacuzenus; Justinian II; Leo III; Leo IV; Leo V; Leo VI; Manuel Comnenus; Maurice; Michael I Rangabe; Michael III; Michael IV; Michael V; Michael VII; Michael VIII; Nicephorus I; Nicephorus II Phocas; Nicephorus III Botaniates; Phocas; Romanos I Lecapenos; Romanos II; Romanos III Argyros; Romanos IV Diogenes; Theodora; Zoe
female rule in, 124–125, 126–131, 143, 154
iconoclast controversy in, 279
imperial relatives as patriarchs in, 408
length of reign of emperors of, 243
lists of emperors of, 304
marriage practices of rulers in, 13–14, 15, 17, 19–20, 24–25, 27, 28, 34, 36, 70–71, 180
minorities in, 115, 116
naming patterns in, 28
Old Testament saints in, 311
pretenders in, 361, 363, 364, 366, 367–369, 372–373, 375, 378
prophecy in, 355
regencies in, 117
rule of in Italy, 394–395
ruler images on coins in, 321, 322
succession in, 3, 4, 90, 131, 244
surnames in, 287
usurpation in, 243

Byzantium and Venice (Nicol), 415

Caen (Calvados), 252
Caerleon (Monmouthshire), 250
Caesars, 297, 304, 307
Cain, son of Adam and Eve, 188
Cairo, 362
Calabria, 368, 394–395dukes of , See Apulia and Calabria, dukes of

Calabria, duke of, title, 104, 480
Calais (Pas-de-Calais), 114, 176, 217, 421
Calatrava, knights of, 508–509
Callan, river, Ulster, 295
Calvary, Jerusalem, 275
Cambyses, ruler of Persia, conqueror of Egypt (d. 522 BC), 284
Canrobert , See Charles Robert
Canterbury, 56, 253, 255, 271
Canterbury, archbishops of, 410 See also Augustine, Edmund, Thomas
Canute I the Great, king of England (1016–35), Denmark (1018–35) and Norway (1028–35), 4, 28, 35–36, 42, 202, 279, 364
Canute II (or IV), king of Denmark (1080–6), 21, 312
Canute IV, king of Denmark (1182–1202), 26, 97
Canute Laward, duke of Schleswig (d. 1131), 259, 267
Canute Porse, Danish noble (d. 1330), 118
Capet, as surname, 286, 337
Capetian kings of France (including branches after 1328) , See Charles IV; Charles V; Charles VI; Charles VII; Charles VIII; Henry I; Henry III; Henry IV; Hugh Capet; John I; John II; Louis VI; Louis VII; Louis VIII; Louis IX; Louis X; Louis XI; Louis XII; Louis XIV; Louis XVI; Philip I; Philip II Augustus; Philip III; Philip IV; Philip V; Philip VI; Robert I; Robert II
Capetians accession of (987), 3, 243, 306, 316, 318, 388, 391
ancestry of, 21
as usurpers, 337, 380
average length of reign of, 243
bastard children of, 165
branches of , See Angevin kings of Sicily, Naples and Hungary; Burgundy, dukes of
burial places of, 254, 260, 275, 298
dating of their reigns, 107
links with Carolingians, 339, 349, 384
numbering of, 306–307, 308–309
prophecy about, 349–350, 351
queens of, 55, 269
rule in France, 437
rule in Navarre, 440
saints of, 311, 313
sons of placed in the Church, 407
territorial sway, 431
as a term, 285–286, 288, 292
their association of their sons as kings, 93, 108
transmission of the throne among, 3, 4, 65, 244, 338

Cappenberg, counts of, 14
Capua, Prince of, 395
Carcassonne (Aude), 422, 527
Cardiff, 194
Carinthia, 420
Carloman (d. 880), king of Bavaria and Italy, son of Louis the German, 158, 452
Carloman, king of the West Franks (879–84), 242, 252, 338–339, 444, 527
Carloman (b. 853), illegitimate son of emperor Lothar I, 158
Carloman (d. 876), abbot of St-Médard, Soissons, son of Charles the Bald, 250, 406
Carloman, Carolingian name, 176
Carloman See also Pippin-Carloman
Carniola, 420
Carolingian period, 284
Carolingian, as a term, 283, 295–296, 308
Carolingians See also Arnulf of Carinthia; Arnulf, archbishop of Rheims; Bernard, illegitimate son of Charles the Fat; Bernard, king of Italy; Carloman, abbot of St-Médard; Carloman, king of Bavaria and Italy; Carloman, illegitimate son of emperor Lothar I; Carloman, king of the West Franks; Charlemagne; Charles Martel; Charles of Lorraine; Charles the Bald; Charles the Fat; Charles the Simple; Charles, king of Provence; Gerberga, daughter of Charles of Lorraine; Hugh, illegitimate son of Lothar II; Lothar (Clothar), son of Charlemagne; Lothar, abbot of St-Germain; Lothar II; Lothar, emperor (840–55); Lothar, king of the West Franks; Louis the Pious; Louis II, king of Italy, emperor; Louis the German, king of the East Franks; Louis, East Frankish king (876–82); Louis the Child, king of the East Franks; Louis II the Stammerer, king of the West Franks; Louis III, king of the West Franks; Louis IV d’Outremer, king of the West Franks; Louis V, king of the West Franks; Pippin III; Pippin the Hunchback; Pippin, king of Aquitaine; Pippin-Carloman; Rotrud; Theodradaancestry of, 318, 331, 334
as second family of the kings of France, 286
as usurpers, 316, 380
blinding among, 250
concubinage among, 155
daughters of, as nuns, 404
descent from, 115, 250, 293, 331, 349, 384–385, 388
division of empire of, 195, 199, 201, 202, 205, 206–210
family conflicts among, 348
family trees of, 292, 326–327, 328, 329, 331, 332, 338–339
father-son relations among, 432
genealogies of, 328, 331
history (writtten) of, 294
illegitimate children of, 167, 177
in Vision of Charles the Fat, 296, 347–349
links with Capetians, 339, 349, 357, 384–385
links with Merovingians, 339, 385
marriage practices of, 11–12, 157–158, 159
minorities among, 116
naming patterns of, 176, 292, 386
numbering of, 306–307, 308–309
queens of, 269
rule of, in Italy, 394
rule of, in the Frankish kingdoms, 437
rule of, in the kingdom of the East Franks, 437
rule of, in the kingdom of the West Franks, 242, 437
sons of placed in the Church, 406
statues of, in St-Denis, 260
succession among, 100
termed ‘Charleses’, 293
wall-paintings of, in Karlštejn, 318

Caspe, Aragon, 75–77
Castile and Great Schism, 413
and pretended Alfonso the Battler, 377
bishoprics of, 411
claim of John of Gaunt to, 199
defeat of, at Aljubarrota (1385), 172, 173, 258
division of, from Leon, 203, 310, 393, 439
female rule in, 125 See also Berenguela; Isabella; Urraca
female succession in, 144
heir to, 105
invasion of Portugal by (1384), 171–172, 358
junior branch of royal family of, acquire Aragon (1412), 435
kings of, 22–24, 48, 171, 184, 439, 455 See also Alfonso VI; Alfonso VII; Alfonso VIII; Alfonso X; Alfonso XI; Ferdinand I; Ferdinand III; Ferdinand IV; Henry I; Henry II; Henry III; Henry IV; John I; John II; Peter I; Sancho II; Sancho IV
kings of, average age at death of, 240
kings of, burial sites of, 256–257, 260, 263–264
kings of, from the house of Trastámara, 174
kings of, heraldry of, 322
kings of, numbering of, 303, 309–310
potential union with Aragon, 427
potential union with France, 101, 434
prophecies in, 354
queen regnant of , See Urraca
reunion with Leon, 46, 184, 393
succession in, 101, 144, 162, 220
union with Aragon, 76, 133

Castilian chroniclers, 63, 77
Castilian language, 344
castration, 249–251, 408
casus regis, 213–214
Catalan language, 285
Catalonia, 75, 246, 303, 391, 423
Catesby (Northamptonshire), 466
Catherine Cornaro, queen of Cyprus (1474–89), 436, 447
Catherine, queen of Navarre (1483–1517), 446, 447
Catherine (d. after 1063), wife of Isaac I Comnenus, 17
Catherine (b. 1378), daughter of Joan of Bourbon and Charles V of France, 56
Catherine of Aragon (d. 1536), wife of Henry VIII of England, 25
Catherine of Valois (d. 1437), wife of Henry V of England, 232
Catholics, 364
Cedrenus, George, Byzantine chronicler (c. 1100), 95
Cefalù, Sicily, 521
Celestine III, pope (1191–8), 26
Celtic kingdoms, 393
Celtic paganism, 42
Celtic succession practices, 4
Centcelles, Catalonia, 265
Cerda, de la, branch of Castilan royal house, 219–220, 512
Cerdaña, county of, Catalonia, 527
Champagne, counts of, 440
Chandos Herald, 174
Charibert, Merovingian king (d. 567), 9
Charla (d. 1480), illegitimate daughter of James II of Cyprus, 175
Charlemagne, king of the Franks (768–814), emperor, 404and astrology, 344
and his daughters, 15, 21
and names of his sons, 386
and the Church, 300
and the succession, 93, 157, 205, 247
and Venice, 415
as father of Louis the Pious, 306
as hero to the French, 383
capital of, at Aachen, 199, 389
coat-of-arms of, 325–326
crowned emperor, 11, 126, 307, 382, 398, 437
daughter of , See Rotrud
death of, 167, 206, 295
descendants of, 12, 14, 207, 260, 292, 331, 337, 339, 347, 349, 384–385, 391
extent of his empire, 308
father of , See Pippin III
his conquest of the Lombards, 416, 439
his name, 294, 295–297, 308
in chronicles, 304
in genealogies, 318, 327, 331, 385
in poetry, 334
wall-painting of, 316

Charles the Bald, king of the West Franks (840–77), emperor and blinding of his son Carloman, 250
and numbering of rulers, 309
and partition of the empire, 206
birth of, 195–196, 198, 227
burial of, 262, 265
daughter of , See Judith
death of, 91
father of Louis the Stammerer, 288, 331
his name, 296
imperial title of, 398
in genealogies, 318
marriages of, 11, 115–116, 494
nickname of, 294
seen as first king of France, 227
sons of, placed in the Church, 406

Charles the Fat, Frankish king (876–87), emperor (d. 888), 80, 167, 168, 228, 250, 292, 296, 309, 347–349, 452, 473
Charles the Simple, king of the West Franks (893–923), 12, 14, 21, 25, 167, 294, 308, 338–339, 408, 527
Charles IV, king of France (1322–8) and Charles IV, Holy Roman Emperor, 300, 309
and succession, 147, 203, 492
burial of, 269, 277, 278
death of, 467
marriages of, 33, 45, 55, 229–230
numbering of, 308–309

Charles V, king of France (1364–80), 56, 105, 119, 120, 217, 309, 344, 494
Charles VI, king of France (1380–1422), 57, 178, 222birth of, 105
children of, 61, 191, 291–292, 313
death of, 345
disinherits son, 106, 112–113
horoscope of, 344
madness of, 217–218, 219, 341
minority of, 119–120, 216, 217, 219, 446
mistress of, 164

Charles VII, king of France (1422–61), 24, 106, 110, 112–113, 164, 191, 223–225, 344–345
Charles VIII, king of France (1483–98), 33, 40, 292, 344, 446
Charles IV, German king, king of Bohemia (1346–78), emperor, 299–300, 308–309, 317–320, 370, 398, 402
Charles Robert (Canrobert), king of Hungary (1310–42), 214–215, 510
Charles of Durazzo, king of Naples (1381–6), of Hungary (1385–6), 82, 146, 248
Charles III, king of Navarre (1387–1425), 105, 172, 177
Charles, Prince of Viana (titular Charles IV of Navarre) (d. 1461), 105–106, 303
Charles, king of Provence (855–63), 444
Charles of Anjou, king of Sicily (1266–85), 144, 200, 208, 273–275, 279–280, 322–323, 364, 440, 442, 555
Charles II, king of Sicily (1285–1309), 104, 214–216, 221, 253, 323, 480
Charles V, king of Spain (1516–56), German king (1519–56), emperor, 25, 309
Charles Knutsson, king of Sweden (1448–57, 1464–5, 1467–70), 427
Charles the Bold, duke of Burgundy (1467–77), 225–226, 345, 346
Charles, duke of Calabria (d. 1328), son of Robert of Naples, 480
Charles, Dauphin, son of Charles VI (b. and d. 1386), 468
Charles of Durazzo (d. 1348), 248
Charles, count of Flanders (1119–27), 21
Charles of Lorraine (d. c. 993), son of Louis IV of the West Franks, 10, 228, 318, 337, 388–391, 393, 451
Charles Martel (d. 741), Frankish mayor of the palace, 159, 295–296, 308, 316
Charles Martel (d. 1295), son of Charles II of Sicily, 214–216, 510
Charles Martel, duke of Calabria (d. 1348), son of Joanna I of Naples, 480
Charles of Valois (d. 1325), son of Philip III of France, 300
Charles, sons of Charles VI and Charles VIII of France, 292
Charles Philip Arthur George, son of Elizabeth II, 290
Charles, last ruler of prophecy, 296
Charles, royal name, 176, 292, 294, 295–297, 308
Charles’ or Charlemagne’s Wagon (Ursa Major), 295
Charles Bridge, Prague, 300
Charles University, Prague, 300
‘Charleses’, term for Carolingians, 293, 296
Charlotte, queen of Cyprus (1458–60), 447, 474
Charroux (Vienne), 273
Chartres (Eure-et-Loir), 57
Chartres, diocese of, 330
Chastellain, Georges, courtier and historian (d. 1475), 434
Chaworth Roll, 333
Chernigov, Russian principality, 20
Cherson, Crimea, 363
Chester, 362
Chester, earl of, title, 104
Chibnall, Marjorie, historian (1915–2012), 138
childbirth, 5, 54, 55–62, 70, 139, 164, 236
Childebert I, Merovingian king (d. 558), 210, 472
Childebert II, Merovingian king (d. 596), 38, 79, 100, 444, 472
Childebertus ‘adoptivus’, Merovingian or adopted Merovingian king (d. c. 662), 472
Childeric II, Merovingian king (662–75), 444
Childeric III, Merovingian king (deposed 751), 316, 338
Chilperic, Merovingian king (d. 584), 60, 61, 115, 522
China, 155, 191, 285, 376
Chlodomer, Merovingian king (d. 524), 34, 210
Chlodwig (Ludwig), royal name, 386
Choniates, Niketas, Byzantine chronicler (d. 1217), 229, 238
Christ, 18, 61, 67, 163, 215, 244, 252, 267, 325, 326, 403, 404, 412genealogies of, 327, 328, 332

Christ Church Cathedral (Holy Trinity), Dublin, 360
Christ, Order of , See Knights of the Order of Christ
Christian I of Oldenburg, king of Denmark and Norway (1448–81), 24, 39, 98, 325
Christian, name claimed by pseudo-Baldwin IX of Flanders, 371
Christina, queen of Sweden (1632–54), 124
Christine de Pisan, writer (d. c. 1430), 25, 344
Christopher, Byzantine emperor (921–31), son of Romanos Lecapenos, 94
Christopher II, king of Denmark (1319–32), 430
Christopher, king of Denmark, Norway and Sweden (1440–8), 39, 98, 426–427
Christos Philanthropos, monastery of, Constantinople, 252
Chrysopolis, Anatolia, 261
Cistercians, 119, 252, 257, 258, 259, 260, 265
Citizen Capet, term for Louis XVI of France, 285, 286
City of God (Augustine), 152
Ciudad Rodrigo, bishopric of, 411
Clanchy, Michael, historian, 91
Clare of Assisi, St (d. 1253), 405
Clarence, duke of , See George
Clemencia (d. 1328), wife of Louis X, 58
Clement III, antipope , See Guibert
Clement IV, pope (1265–8), 144
Clement V, pope (1305–14), 412
Clement VI, pope (1342–52), 182
Clement VII, antipope (1378–94), 413
Clermont-en-Beauvaisis, county of, 200
Clothar (Lothar) I, Merovingian king (d. 561), 34, 210, 372, 385
Clothar (Lothar) II, Merovingian king (d. 629), 115, 316, 317, 385, 444
Clothar (Lothar) III, Merovingian king (657–73), 444
Clovis, Merovingian king (d. 511), 34, 115, 201, 210, 253, 317, 334, 382–383, 386
Clovis II, Merovingian king (639–57), 444
Clovis III (IV), Merovingian king (690/1–4), 444
Clovis, supposed Merovingian (675), 370
‘Clovises’, term for Merovingians, 293
Cluny (Sâone-et-Loire), 374
Cobham, Eleanor (d. 1452), wife of Humphrey, duke of Gloucester, 358–359
Coimbra, Portugal, 134, 164 See also Holy Cross
Coimbra, bishop of, 135
Coke, Edward, lawyer (1552–1634), 109
Coldingham (Berwickshire), 404
Cologne, Rhineland, 118, 407
Cologne, archbishops of, 27, 54, 401 See also Anno, Bruno, Engelbert
Columba, St (d. 597), 257
Comnenians, Byzantine dynasty, 287, 355, 436
Compendium of History in the Form of a Genealogy of Christ (Compendium historiae in genealogia Christi) (Peter of Poitiers), 332–333
Compiègne (Oise), 224
Complete Book on the Judgments of the Stars (Aly Aben Ragel), 344
Conchobar, king of Connacht (d. 973), 288
concubinage, 4, 83, 155–159, 165–167, 175, 191, 364, 470, 494
Connacht, kings and kingdom of, 247, 288, 438 See also Conchobar; Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair
Conquest, Coexistence and Change: Wales 1063–1415 (Davies), 220
Conrad, king of Burgundy (937–93), 529
Conrad I, king of the East Franks (Germany) (911–18), 14, 90, 92, 98, 305, 509
Conrad II, German king (1024–39), emperor, 262–263, 385, 400, 519
Conrad III, German king (1138–52), 14, 24–25, 28, 305, 519
Conrad IV, German king and king of Sicily (1250–4), 96, 99, 478, 519
Conrad (d. 1101), son of Henry IV of Germany, 478
Conrad, duke of Lotharingia (944–53), 196
Conrad of Montferrat, ruler of Jerusalem (1190–2), 46, 145
Conrad of Scheyern, chronicler (fl. 1205–41), 289, 293
Conrad II, style of Conrad III as king of the Romans, 305
Conrad See also Frederick (formerly Conrad)
Conradin (d. 1268), son of Conrad IV, claimant to the throne of Sicily, 364, 366pretender claiming to be, 366, 373

Conrad-Otto of Znojmo, duke of Bohemia (1189–91), 188–189, 272–273
consanguinity , See prohibited degrees
Constance, queen of Sicily (1194–8), 53, 119, 149, 170–171, 418, 442, 447, 521
Constance, daughter of Louis VI, 113
Constance, illegitimate daughter of Peter II of Aragon, 180
Constance (d. 1348/9), wife of Peter I of Portugal, 163
Constance of Arles (d. 1034), wife of Robert II of France, 458
Constance of Brittany (d. 1201), 211
Constance of Burgundy (d. 1093), wife of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Constance of Castile (d. 1160), wife of Louis VII, 55
Constans II, Byzantine emperor (641–68), 444, 483
Constantina, wife of the emperor Maurice, 342
Constantine I the Great, Roman emperor (306–37), 13, 158, 244, 253, 316, 382–383
Constantine V, Byzantine emperor (741–75), 279, 321, 453
Constantine VI, Byzantine emperor (780–97), 27, 32, 244, 250, 321, 322, 382, 444, 483, 516
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Byzantine emperor (913–59), 13, 60, 70, 94, 344, 444, 456, 483
Constantine VIII, Byzantine emperor (1025–8), 126, 130, 381, 415
Constantine IX Monomachos, Byzantine emperor (1042–55), 127, 130, 252
Constantine X Dukas, Byzantine emperor (1059–67), 124
Constantine XII, Byzantine emperor (1449–53), 244, 245
Constantine (d. c. 946), son of Romanos Lecapenos, 94
Constantine Mesopotamites, minister of Alexius III, 228
Constantine, original name of Frederick II, 554
Constantinople See also Christos Philanthropos; Holy Apostles; Pantokrator; St George Mangana; St Mary Peribleptos; Studios monasteryas seat of empire, 487
astrologers in, 341
attack on by Alexius Branas (1187), 346
attack on by Andronicus IV (1376), 342
Berta of Sulzbach (Irene) in, 25
bride shows in, 32
Byzantine reconquest of (1261), 436
conquest of (1204), 3, 17, 229, 415
conquest of (1453), 244, 245, 436
Conrad III in, 24
eunuch painter from, 34
factional conflicts of 1180s in, 239
foundation of, 244
inhabitants of, support Zoe, 130
Latin empire of, 324
Latin empire of, rulers of , See Baldwin IX of Flanders; John of Brienne
patriarchs of, 60 See also Ignatius; Michael Cerularius; Nicholas; Stephen; Theophylact
Venetian trading privileges in, 415
walls of, 267
wife of khan Uzbeg in, 19
Zoe expelled from, 127

Constantius II, Roman emperor (337–61), 253
Constanza-Anna, illegitimate daughter of Frederick II, wife of John III Vatatzes, 163, 180
Corbeil, Treaty of (1258), 423–424
Cordoba, Andalusia, 161, 184, 257, 428
Coria, Spain, bishopric of, 411
Cork, Ireland, 151, 370
Cornelius (Corneille), Bastard of Burgundy (d. 1452), 178
Cornwall, 213
Cornwall, duke of, title, 105
Cornwall, earl of, 178
coronation, 20, 27, 92, 98, 99, 106–109, 114, 121, 145, 147, 237, 255, 260, 304–305, 307, 360, 386, 391, 392, 399, 401, 414, 426, 429–430, 471during father’s lifetime, 92–98, 99, 111

coronation charters, 430
Cortes of Portugal, 172
Cosenza, Calabria, 254, 519
Cosenza, bishop of, 279
Cosmas of Prague, chronicler (d. 1125), 189, 256
Cotentin peninsula, Normandy, 394
Courtrai, battle of (1302), 419
Cracow, 345, 406
Cranford (Gaskell), 356
Crimea, 363
Cristina, cousin and wife of Owain Gwynedd, 45
Croatia, 214, 420
Crusade, First, 2
Crusade, Second, 24, 244
Crusade, Third, 2
Crusade, Fourth, 3, 229, 366, 415
crusades, 107, 275, 302, 393 See also Albigenisan Crusade
Cumans, 363, 375
Cunigunda (b. c. 890/5), mother of Siegfried, count of Luxemburg, 331
Cunigunda (d. 1033), wife of Henry II of Germany, 271, 331
Cunigunda (d. 1285), wife of Premysl Otakar II, 20, 68, 234
Cunigunda, St (d. 1292), daughter of Bela IV of Hungary, 312, 406
Cunigunda See also Gunhilda
Cunihild, name form for Gunhilda (Cunigunda), daughter of Canute the Great, 457
Cyprus, kingdom of, 175, 393, 415, 436, 474, 531 See also Lusignan familykings and queens regnant of , See Amalric of Lusignan; Catherine Cornaro; Charlotte; James II; John II

Cyrus, ruler of Persia (d. 530 BC), 315, 383
Czechs , See Bohemia, Moravia, Premyslids


Dachau, Bavaria, 289
Dagobert I, Merovingian king (d. 639), 10, 157, 298–299
Dagobert III, Merovingian king (d. 715/16), 444
Dagobert (or Philip) (d. 1231/2), son of Louis VIII, 298–299, 529
Dalmatia, 420
Dalriada, kingdom of, 441
Danewerk (Danevirke), 267
Danish conquest of England, 333
Danish kings of England, 437
Danish style marriage, 158
Dante, poet (d. 1321), 216, 280, 292, 365, 402
Danube, river, 58, 214, 420
Darwinians, 379
Dauphin, title, 105, 114, 209, 299
Dauphiné, 105, 208, 430
Dauphins of France, 61, 105, 110, 113, 313, 344, 430, 468 See also Charles VII
Dauphins of Vienne, 251–252
David I, king of Scots (1124–53), 298, 313, 315, 448
David II, king of Scots (1329–71), 298, 445
David, biblical king, 208, 298, 326, 382
David, sixth-century Welsh saint, 298
David, earl of Huntingdon (d. 1219), 73–74, 313, 448
David (d. 1281), son of Alexander III of Scotland, 448
David, name, 298
Davies, Rees, historian (1938–2005), 220–221
Davis, Natalie Zemon, historian, 375
Decretals of 1234, 181, 385
Decretum (Gratian), 156
Deheubarth, Welsh principality, 443princes of , See Owain ap Hywel Dda

Denis, king of Portugal (1279–1325), 258
Denis, St, early martyr, 254, 255, 262 See also St-Denis
Denmark association of sons as kings in, 97
burial places of rulers of, 259
coronation charters in, 430
dynasties of, 436
flight of Birger Magnusson of Sweden to, 194
heraldic arms of, 325
invaded by Norway (1322–3), 118
kingdom of, 553
kings of, 436 See also Canute I the Great; Canute II (or IV); Canute IV; Christian I; Christopher II; Christopher, king of Denmark, Norway and Sweden; Erik I Evergood; Erik III the Lamb; Erik IV Ploughpenny; Erik V Klipping; Erik VI Menved; Erik of Pomerania; Gorm the Old; Harold Hen; Harthacnut; Ingeld; Olaf; Sven Forkbeard; Sven Estrithson; Valdemar I; Valdemar II; Valdemar IV
marriage practices of rulers of, 15, 16
names in, 28
queen regnant of , See Margaret II
royal names in, 297
royal tombs of, 265, 267
rule of Harthacnut in, 279
shared monarchs with Norway and Sweden, 436, 440, 442 See also Margaret of Denmark (d. 1412)
succession in, 43, 190, 398
violent deaths of kings of, 247

Derby, earl of, 49 See also Thomas of Lancaster
Dessau, Saxony, 378
Devon, 166
Devorguilla (d. 1290), wife of John Balliol (d. 1268), 448
Diego Gelmírez, archbishop of Santiago de Compostella (1121–39/40), 131, 139
Digest, 156
Dipolt (d. 1167), son of Vladislav I, duke of Bohemia, 189
Dipoltici, branch of the Premyslids, 189
division of the kingdom , See partible inheritance
Doda (d. after 855), mistress of Lothar, son of Louis the Pious, 158
Dolphinus, name of counts of Vienne, 208, 299
Domesday Book, 166, 392
Domesday Survey (1086), 405
Dominicans, 68, 75, 153, 253, 260, 274, 277, 335, 352, 355, 410
Donald III (Domnall Bán), king of Scots (1093–4, 1094–7), 248, 257, 392
Dorothea of Brandenburg, queen of Denmark (d. 1495), 39
Douglas family, 276
Doukai, Byzantine dynasty, 287
dowries, 24, 49, 50, 52, 67, 155–156
Draco, constellation, 340
Dryburgh (Berwickshire), 382
Duarte (Edward), king of Portugal (1433–8), 174, 258, 297
Dublin, 151–152, 370–371, 378
Duindam, Jeroen, historian, 155, 159
Duncan II, king of Scots (1094), 190
Duncan, A.A.M., historian (1926–2017), 59
Dúnchad mac Murchado, king of Leinster (727–8), 42
Dunfermline (Fife), 257, 259
Dungal, Irish monk (fl. c. 815), 404
Dunois Hours, 178, 179
Dunois, count of (d. 1468), illegitimate son of Louis of Orleans, 177–178, 179
Duns Scotus, theologian (d. 1308), 152
Dürnkrüt (Marchfeld), battle of (1278), 246
Dutch language, 290
Dyrrachium (Dürres, Albania), 368

Eadbald, king of Kent (616–40), 37–38
Eadgifu (d. after 951), daughter of Edward the Elder, wife of Charles the Simple, 12, 21, 25, 232
Eadgifu, daughter of Edward the Elder, wife of Louis of Burgundy, 454
Eadhild (d. before 937), daughter of Edward the Elder, wife of Hugh the Great, 454
Eadwig, king of England (955–7/9), 202
Ealdred, archbishop of York (1060–9), 392
East Anglia, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436
East Anglia, king of, 404 See also Edmund
East Franks kingdom of, 12, 116, 122, 167, 202, 207, 296, 305, 331, 389, 437, 560
kings of, 12 See also Arnulf of Carinthia; Conrad I; Henry I; Louis the Child; Louis the German

Ebba, St (d. c. 683), 404
Ebbo Menalda, thirteenth-century Frisian chief, 289
Ebbonides, Frisian group, 289
Ebro, river, 423
Ebroin, Frankish mayor of the palace (d. 680/1), 370
Ecclesiasticus, 139
Ecgfrith, king of Northumbria (670–85), 168, 245
Ecloga of Leo III, 44
Eco, Umberto, novelist (1932–2016), 335
Edgar, king of England (957/9–975), 202, 383, 445, 476
Edgar, king of Scots (1097–1107), 298, 393
Edgar Atheling, last candidate for the English throne from the Wessex dynasty (d. c. 1125), 388, 391–393
Edgar, royal Anglo-Saxon name, 288
Edgaring, name for son of Edgar, 288
Edinburgh, 378
Edith (d. 1075), wife of Edward the Confessor, 13, 66, 469
Edith (Eadgyth) (d. 946), daughter of Edward the Elder, wife of Otto I, 33, 454
Edith (Eadgyth), wife of Henry I of England , See Matilda
Edmund, king of East Anglia, martyr (d. 869), 56, 312
Edmund Ironside, king of England (1016), 202, 391
Edmund, son of Malcolm III and queen Margaret of Scotland, 298
Edmund (d. 1296), son of Henry III of England, 57, 198
Edmund of Abingdon, St, archbishop of Canterbury (1233–40), 466
Edmund of Langley (d. 1402), son of Edward III, 216
Edmund, royal Anglo-Saxon name, 288
Edmunding, name for son of Edmund, 288
Edward the Martyr, king of England (975–8), 306, 312, 405, 445, 476
Edward the Confessor, king of England (1042–66) and Edgar Atheling, 391–392
and Godwinsons, 13, 66
and naming of Edward I, 298, 386, 388
and Norman kings, 384
and numbering of monarchs, 305–306
and prophecy of green tree, 356
and Scottish royal family, 313, 315, 385
and William the Conqueror, 307
burial of, 255, 269
canonization of, 64, 298, 311
childlessness of, 64, 434
death of, 72, 381
heraldic arms of, 325
Life of (Aelred), 357
mother of , See Emma
sister of, 469

Edward I, king of England (1272–1307) accession of, 107
age at death of, 240
and Aymer de Valence, 231
and King Arthur, 384
and Scotland, 73–74, 77, 421
burial of, 255
children of, 62, 71
creates son Prince of Wales, 104–105
marriages of, 29, 71–72, 191
name of, 298, 305, 386
numbering of, 305–306
regulates succession (1290), 144

Edward II, king of England (1307–27) and Aymer de Valence, 231
and French succession, 203
birth of, 62
burial of, 255
conflict with Thomas of Lancaster, 222, 323
created Prince of Wales, 104–105
daughter of , See Joan of the Tower (d. 1362)
deposition of, 235
in genealogical rolls, 333
marriage of, 54
name of, 305
pretender claiming to be, 364
proposed canonization of, 311, 312
proposed marriage to the Maid of Norway, 73
reported survival of, 360

Edward III, king of England (1307–77), 387accedes as minor, 445
and James Douglas, 276
and marriage of Joan of Woodstock, 48–50
and regime of Isabella and Mortimer, 235–236, 238
burial of, 255
claim of, to the French throne, 147, 324, 421, 425
creates son Prince of Wales, 105
descendants of, 151, 153, 162, 184, 199, 222, 297
mistress of, 164
numbering of, 306, 307, 308, 386–387

Edward IV, king of England (1461–70, 1471–83), 5, 10–11, 34, 62, 151, 185, 255, 285, 327, 347, 354, 367, 371
Edward V, king of England (1483), 446pretender claiming to be, 364

Edward, king of Portugal , See Duarte
Edward the Elder, king of Wessex (899–924), 12, 21, 306
Edward, son of Malcolm III and queen Margaret of Scotland, 298
Edward Bruce (d. 1318), brother of Robert I Bruce, king of Scots, 102–103
Edward, Prince of Wales (d. 1376), ‘the Black Prince’, 50, 105, 174
Edward, Prince of Wales (d. 1471), son of Henry VI, 230–231
Edward, earl of Warwick (d. 1499), 371
Edward Antony Richard Louis, son of Elizabeth II, 290
Edward IV, as style of Edward I, 306
Edward VI, style of Lambert Simnel, 360, 361, 371, 378
Edward, royal name, 62, 298, 386
effigies, 164, 172, 258, 268–272, 277, 373, 522
Egbert, king of Wessex (802–39), 333
Egbert, royal name, 305
Egica, Visigothic king (687–702), 43
Egypt, 264
Egypt, ancient, 277, 284
Egypt, Sultan of, 362
Egyptians, ancient, 402
Ekbert, count of Brunswick (d. 1068), 118
Ekkehard, name of counts of Scheyern, 294
Ekkehard, noble German name, 291
Ekkehardiner, noble German kindred, 291
Elbe, river, 308
Eleanor (d. 1214), daughter of Henry II of England, wife of Alfonso VIII of Castile, 22–23, 256–257
Eleanor (d. 1297), daughter of Edward I of England, 144
Eleanor (d. 1382), daughter of Peter IV of Aragon, wife of John I of Castile, 449
Eleanor (d. 1386), wife of Ferdinand I of Portugal, 171
Eleanor of Aquitaine (d. 1204), wife of Louis VII of France and Henry II of England, 23, 65–66, 110, 269, 270, 428
Eleanor of Castile (d. 1244), wife of James I of Aragon, 84, 182
Eleanor of Castile (d. 1290), wife of Edward I of England, 29, 71, 191, 277
Eleanor de Guzmán (d. 1351), mistress of Alfonso XI, 50, 160, 165, 174
Eleanor of Portugal (d. 1467), wife of Frederick III of Habsburg, 345
Eleanor of Provence (d. 1291), wife of Henry III of England, 405
elective monarchy, 3, 14, 72, 98, 154, 397–403, 427, 430
Electors of the Holy Roman Empire, 401–402
Elijah, biblical prophet, 311
Elissaios, Byzantine eunuch (fl. 781/2), 27
Elizabeth, queen of England (1558–1603), 124
Elizabeth II of the United Kingdom (acc. 1952), 290, 301
Elizabeth (Isabella), wife of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Elizabeth, possible Christian name of Zaida, wife or mistress of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Elizabeth (d. 1387), wife of Louis the Great of Hungary, 146, 248
Elizabeth (d. 1411), wife of Rupert of the Palatinate, 271
Elizabeth (d. 1442), wife of Albert of Habsburg, king of Hungary, 39, 58, 114–115, 290
Elizabeth (Isabella) of Hainault (d. 1190), wife of Philip Augustus, 55, 349
Elizabeth Mure (d. 1349x1355), mistress/wife of Robert II of Scotland, 182–183
Elizabeth of Thuringia, St (d. 1231), daughter of Andrew II of Hungary, 313
Elizabeth of the Tyrol (d. 1313), wife of Albert I of Germany, 191
Elvira (d. 1135), legitimate daughter of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Elvira (d. after 1157), illegitimate daughter of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Ely (Cambridgeshire), 404
Emma (d. after 988), wife of Lothar, king of the West Franks, 12, 228, 389, 390
Emma (d. 1052), daughter of Richard I of Normandy, wife of Æthelred and Canute, 13, 35–36, 228, 364
Encomium Emmae, 35–36
Engelbert, archbishop of Cologne (1216–25), 119
England, 358, 427abolition of monarchy in, 432
age at marriage of aristocracy in, 52, 53
age of majority in, 121
alien priories in, 424
and Alfred the Great, 383
and Burgundians, 224
and France, 206, 216, 217, 421, 424, 425 See also Edward III, claim of, to the French throne; Hundred Years War
and Great Schism, 412, 413
and Normans, 357
and Plantagenet-Welf alliance, 22, 24
and Scotland, 73–74, 76, 206, 257, 315, 369, 392, 421–422, 424–425, 431, 441
and Wales, 105, 203, 443
archbishoprics of , See Canterbury; York
aristocratic titles in, 105
as inheritance of Henry the Young King, 197
as papal fief, 121
assessed for tithes, 315
association of sons as kings in, 93, 110, 113
astrology in, 344
baronage of, 198
bastardy in, 166, 177, 183
Beaufort family in, 185
burial places of kings of, 252, 255–256, 260, 261, 270, 273
burial places of queens of, 270
Christianity in, 404
claim of Louis of France to (1216), 23, 24
conquered by Canute, 35
conquered by Sven Forkbeard, 279
coronation in, 109, 260, 430
coup of 1326 in, 235
dynasties of, 436
early unity of, 431
ecclesiastics of, 4, 91
Edgar Atheling in, 391, 393
envoys from, 398
envoys of Alfonso XI in, 49
female succession in, 142, 144, 150, 153
genealogical rolls in, 151, 327, 333, 337
government of, 398
government of, centred in Westminster, 256
great revolt of 1173–4 in, 110
Henry the Lion in, 22
imprisonment of David II of Scotland in, 165
in Anglo-Saxon period, 436
interregna in, 99, 107
kingdom of, 553
kings of, 382–383, 421 See also Æthelred the Unready; Æthelstan; Canute the Great; Eadwig; Edgar; Edmund Ironside; Edward the Martyr; Edward the Confessor; Edward I; Edward II; Edward III; Edward IV; Edward V; Harald Harefoot; Harold Godwinson; Harthacnut; Henry I; Henry II; Henry the Young King; Henry III; Henry IV; Henry V; Henry VI; Henry VII; Henry VIII; James I (VI of Scotland); James II (VII of Scotland); John; Richard I; Richard II; Richard III; Stephen; Sven Forkbeard; William I; William II; Angevin kings of England; Danish kings of England; Norman kings of England; Plantagenets; Stuart dynasty; Tudors; Wessex, royal dynasty oftitle of, 428

Lady of , See Matilda, daughter of Henry I of England
Lambert Simnel in, 360, 378
lands held by French in, 424
levels of violence in, 249
life expectancy of aristocracy in, 240
Louis IV d’Outremer in, 25
marriage practices of rulers of, 15, 16
maternal mortality rate in seventeeth-century, 55
minorities in, 216
names of kings of, 298, 386
numbering of kings of, 305–306, 307, 308, 386
nunneries of, 405
partitions of, 201–202
power of Godwinsons in, 13
princesses from, 22, 33 See also Joan of Woodstock
prophecies and visions concerning, 340, 352, 354, 356–357
queens regnant of , See Mary Tudor; Elizabeth I
reputation of King Edgar in, 384
Robert of Normandy imprisoned in, 194
royal heraldry of, 322, 323
royal sons in the Church in, 408
royal tombs in, 271
rule of Roger Mortimer in, 235
separation from Normandy, 351
succession in, 90, 168, 198, 211–213, 279, 381
term ‘house of’, 284
title of heir in, 104
towns of, 419
Wars of the Roses in, 221
younger sons of kings endowed with earldom and dukedoms in, 408

English, 295ancestry of, 288
in Hundred Years War, 301

English Channel, 81, 392
English chroniclers, 246, 308, 385, 399
English language, 161, 362, 371, 386, 434, 508
English law, 64, 182, 183, 185, 213
English names, 28
Enzio (d. 1272), son of Frederick II, 176
Epaon, council of (517), 44
Erasmus (d. 1536), 10
Erchanger (d. 864), Alsatian count, 452
Erchanger (d. 917), German noble, 14
Erik I Evergood, king of Denmark (1095–1103), 452, 553
Erik III the Lamb, king of Denmark (1137–46), 553
Erik IV Ploughpenny, king of Denmark (1241–50), 97
Erik V Klipping, king of Denmark (1259–86), 247, 430, 445
Erik VI Menved, king of Denmark (1286–1319), 259, 445
Erik of Pomerania, king of Denmark, Norway and Sweden (1397/1412–1439), 397–398, 474
Erik II Magnusson, king of Norway (1280–99), 53, 365, 372, 445, 448
Erik (d. 1317), brother of Birger Magnusson of Sweden, 193–194
Erik II, duke of Schleswig (d. 1325), 452
Erik dynasty of Sweden, 442
Ermengard (d. 818), wife of Louis the Pious, 11, 159
Ermengard (d. 896), wife of Boso of Provence, 349
Ermentrud (d. 869), wife of Charles the Bald, 494
Ermintrude (b. c. 875), daughter of Louis the Stammerer, 331
Ernst, Bavarian count and duke (d. 865), 452
Ervig, Visigothic king (680–7), 43
Erythro , See Rotrud
Essex, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436
Esther, biblical queen, 32, 506
Etheldreda, St (d. 679), 404
Ethiopian language, 341
Eudo, duke of Aquitaine (d. 735), 18
Eudokia (died as a child), daughter of Leo VI, 70
Eudokia, wife of Romanos (II) , See Berta
Eudokia Baiane (d. 901), wife of Leo VI, 70
Eudokia Makrembolitissa, wife of Constantine X Dukas and Romanos IV Diogenes, 124–125
Euphrosyne (d. c. 1211), wife of Alexius III, 228–229
Eustace (d. 1153), son of Stephen, king of England, 113
Eustathios, archbishop of Thessalonica (d. 1195x1198), 36
Eve, first woman, 148
Evora, Portugal, 262
Evora, bishopric of, 411


Fáelán mac Murchado, king of Leinster (728–38), 42, 43
Fakhr-i Mudabbir, Persian genealogist (d. 1236), 332
family trees , See genealogies and family trees
Fath al Ma’mun, al-, son of the ruler of Seville (d. 1091), 19
Faversham (Kent), 252
Fawtier, Robert, historian (1885–1966), 147
female rule, 73, 122, 124–154, 172, 226, 439, 447, 492
Ferdinand I, king of Aragon (1412–16), 75–76, 77, 449, 471
Ferdinand II, king of Aragon (1479–1516), 76, 133
Ferdinand III, Holy Roman Emperor (1637–57), 420
Ferdinand I, king of Leon and Castile (1035/7–65), 203, 263–264, 439
Ferdinand II, king of Leon (1157–88), 253, 269
Ferdinand III, king of Castile (1217–52) and Leon (1230–52), 46, 125, 184, 219, 428
Ferdinand IV, king of Leon and Castile (1295–1312), 445
Ferdinand (Ferrante), king of Naples (1458–94), 175, 474
Ferdinand I, king of Portugal (1367–83), 169, 171, 258, 413
Ferdinand of Antequera , See Ferdinand I of Aragon
Ferdinand de Castro, supporter of Peter the Cruel of Castile, 174
Ferdinand de la Cerda (d. 1275), son of Alfonso X, 219
Ferdinand de la Cerda junior, son of Ferdinand de la Cerda (d. 1275), 219
Ferdinand Perez, count of Traba (d. c. 1155), lover of Teresa of Portugal, 233
Fergus, lord or king of Galloway (d. 1161), 202
Fernão Lopes, chronicler (d. c. 1460), 174
Ferrer, Vincent, St (d. 1419), 75–76
Figueira Square, Lisbon, 172
Finland, 193
Flanders, 21, 120, 205, 207, 217, 222, 367, 378, 416, 419
Flanders, counts of, 169, 420–421 See also Baldwin VIII; Baldwin IX; Charles; Guy; Louis de Male; Philip; Robert the Frisian; countess of, see Joan
Flemings, 27, 325, 378
Fleury, abbey (Loiret), 253
Florence, 79, 416, 419
Florence, dukes of, 416
Florus, son of Philip I of France by Bertrada of Montfort, 237
Foggia, Apulia, 274
Folkungs, Swedish dynasty, 442
Fontevrault, abbey (Maine-et-Loire), 252, 269, 270, 274
Foot, Sarah, historian, 87
Forchheim, Franconia, 400
Forey, Alan, historian, 100
Forfar (Angus), 190
Fraga, battle of (1134), 363–364
France, 44, 74, 117, 202, 207, 429 See also Edward III, claim of, to the throne of France; French chroniclers; French language; West Franks, kingdom ofabolition of monarchy in, 432
adoption in, 79
and Brittany, 40, 41
and Burgundy, 110, 113, 178, 222–226, 241, 434
and Charlemagne, 308, 325
and Great Schism, 412
and Plantagenet-Welf alliance, 24
and Scotland, 24
and Treaty of Troyes, 113
apanages in, 200
aristocracy of, 136, 177, 289, 330, 388, 394, 419, 423in Spain, 131, 134

association of sons as kings in, 93, 97, 110, 113
astrology in, 344–345
bishops of, 47, 93, 385, 388
borders of, 49, 201, 207–210, 391, 422–424
Church in, 408
coronation in, 108–109, 114, 147
customs and fashions of, 31
exclusion of women from succession to, 2, 146–149, 153
formation of, 206, 208–209, 388, 437
genealogies and family trees of, 327, 334–339
Greek customs in, 29
Henry the Lion in, 22
interdict in, 26, 47
interregna in, 107
kingdom of, 47, 252, 553
kings of, 36, 52, 54, 68, 74, 82, 107, 111, 144, 148, 160, 162, 182, 197, 220, 243, 382–383, 392, 427, 430, 440, 558 See also Capetians (and list under Capetian kings); Dauphins
lands in England of abbeys of, 424
lands of counts of Barcelona in, 246, 423
lands of the king of England in, 106, 114, 176, 198, 206, 212, 421, 424, 455
lawyers of, 147
marriage practices of rulers of, 16
minorities in, 116, 216, 217
nicknames of kings of, 294
nineteenth-century historiography in, 209
numbering of kings of, 306, 308–309
potential union with Castile, 101, 434
prophecies and visions concerning, 340, 349
queens of, 55, 149
return of Louis IV to, 25
revolutionaries in, 286
royal arms of, 178, 322, 323, 324, 326
royal brides from, 15, 30, 51, 54, 59, 63, 67, 69, 161, 235
royal burial places of, 252, 253–255, 260, 277, 299, 518
royal names of, 292
royal registers of, 47
ruling dynasties of, 437
statues of kings of, in the royal palace, Paris, 316–317, 321, 338
succession in, 3, 10, 60, 90, 244, 401, 433
Templars in, 412
term ‘house of’, 284
title of heir in, 105
title of kings of, 428
towns of, 419
violent deaths of kings of, 245
warfare of 1173–4 in, 110
witchcraft in, 218

Francis II, Holy Roman Emperor (1792–1806), 307
Francis Phoebus, king of Navarre (1479–83), 446
Franciscans, 59, 152, 258, 260, 312, 324, 355, 364, 405
Franco, General Francisco (1892–1975), 143
François de Meyronnes (d. c. 1328), 152–153
Franconia, 201
Frankfurt, 401
Frankish law, 78, 147–148
Franks, 312, 337, 348adoption among, 473
ancestry of, 288
and Byzantium, 13, 126, 414
aristocracy of, 11–12, 18
conquest of Burgundians by (534), 435
conquest of southern Gaul by (507), 442
kingdom of, 11, 200, 206, 208, 210, 292, 338, 383ruling dynasties of, 437

kings of, 26, 122, 286, 306, 311, 317, 416 See also Carolingians; East Franks, kings of; Merovingians; West Franks, kings of
marriage alliances of, 38
names of, 28

Franks, as constituent people of East Frankish (German) kingdom, 98
Fredegar, chronicle attributed to, 284
Fredegund (d. 597), wife of Chilperic, Merovingian king, 115, 522
Frederick I Barbarossa, German king (1152–90), emperor age at death of, 240
and Henry the Lion, 22
and Italy, 417–418
and Otto of Freising, 292, 399
burial of, 519
death of, 254, 356
father of, 556 See also Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1147)
in Adam of Dryburgh, 383
marriages of, 66, 191, 330
prophecies about, 355–356
sons of , See Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1169); Frederick (formerly Conrad), duke of Swabia; Henry VI; Philip of Swabia

Frederick II, king of Sicily (1197–1250), German king (1212–50), emperor, 478accedes to the throne as a minor, 53, 445
as both king of Sicily and emperor, 418
attacked by Otto IV, 427
buried at Palermo, 519
Constanza-Anna, illegitimate daughter of, 163, 180
has his son Conrad elected king of the Romans, 99
his conflict with his son Henry (VII), 96, 111–112
his conflict with Lombard League, 417
his conflict with the popes and Italian cities, 418
his illegitimate son Enzio, 176
his illegitimate son Manfred, 166, 364
marries Isabella of Jerusalem, 56, 145
normally based in Italy, 417
number of bastard children, 165
patron of Michael Scot, 343–344
pretenders claiming to be, 365, 366, 367, 370, 373, 377, 378
proclaimed king (1196), 401
prophecies about, 355–356
supported by Philip of Swabia, 409
tomb of, 265, 266, 521
transfers body of Philip of Swabia, 519

Frederick III of Habsburg, German king (1440–93), emperor, 225–226, 345
Frederick III, king of Sicily (1355–77), 445
Frederick of Habsburg (d. 1344), 48–49
Frederick de Luna, claimant to Aragonese throne (d. 1438), 75, 449
Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1105), 14
Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1147), 14
Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1169), 299
Frederick (formerly Conrad), duke of Swabia (d. 1191), 299
French chroniclers, 252, 285, 288, 337
French language, 166, 255, 286, 290, 300, 309, 337, 353, 386, 434
Freyja, goddess, 42
Frisia, 225, 289
Frisians, 37, 245
Froissart, Jean, chronicler (d. c. 1404), 174, 218
Fulcher of Chartres, chronicler (d. 1127), 295
Fulk, count of Anjou, king of Jerusalem (1131–43), 136–138, 140, 241, 307

Gaelic names, 298
Galicia (Spain), 133, 134, 141, 203, 428
Galloway, 202–203
Galswintha, Visigothic princess (d. c. 568), 26
Galtway (Galloway), 508
Gandersheim, Saxony, female religious house, 410
García, king of Galicia (1065–71), 194, 203, 264
García I Sánchez, king of Navarre (925–70), 444
García III, king of Navarre (1035–54), 263
Garibald, king of the Lombards (671), 444
Garigliano river, Italy, 279
Gascony, 23, 24, 49
Gaskell, Mrs, novelist (1810–65), 356
Gaul, 83, 89, 115, 186, 208, 337, 375, 442
Geary, Patrick, historian, 309
genealogies and family trees, 45, 151, 251, 292, 294, 326–339, 387, 469
Genealogies of Foigny, 327–328
Geoffrey, count of Anjou (d. 1151), 53, 135–136, 138, 141, 149, 170, 249, 283, 490
Geoffrey of Anjou junior (d. 1158), 283
Geoffrey (d. 1186), son of Henry II of England, 197, 211, 212–213
Geoffrey of Monmouth, author of History of the Kings of Britain (d. 1154/5), 351, 353, 356
Geoffrey, bishop-elect of Lincoln, archbishop of York (1189–1212), illegitimate son of Henry II of England, 175–176, 180, 408
George Cedrenus , See Cedrenus
George, duke of Clarence (d. 1478), 354, 370
Georgians, 11, 17
Gerald of Wales, archdeacon and writer (d. 1223), 244, 355
Gerard, bishop of Cambrai (1012–51), 528
Gerberga (d. c. 968), daughter of Henry I of Germany, wife of Louis IV, 12, 388–389, 529
Gerberga, daughter of Conrad of Burgundy, wife of Hermann (II), duke of Swabia, 529
Gerberga (d. after 1018), daughter of Charles of Lorraine, 318
Germain de Thibouville, French astrologer (fl. 1422), 345
German chroniclers, 4, 36, 169, 288, 296, 378, 385
German kings, 22, 81 See also Adolf of Nassau; Albert I; Charles IV; Charles V; Conrad II; Conrad III; Conrad IV; East Franks, kings of; Frederick I; Frederick II; Frederick III; Henry II; Henry III; Henry IV; Henry V; Henry VI; Henry (VII); Henry VII; Louis the Bavarian; Maximilian; Otto I; Otto II; Otto III; Otto IV; Philip of Swabia; Rudolf of Habsburg; Rudolf of Rheinfelden (anti-king); Rupert of the Palatinate; Sigismund; Wenceslas (Wenzel); William of Holland (anti-king)average age at death of, 240
burial places of, 254, 256, 262
campaigns of, in Italy, 416–418
numbering of, 303–305, 307
tombs of, 268, 271
violent deaths of, 245

German language, 28, 171, 201, 207, 208, 285, 288–289, 290, 293, 300, 434
Germanic kings, 380
Germanic names, 293
Germanic paganism, 42
Germanic peoples, 34, 38, 288, 439
Germans, 26, 366, 374, 414hostility to, 149, 170–171, 403, 427, 430

Germany, 25, 27, 167, 420 See also German chroniclers; German kings; German language; Germans; Holy Roman Empire; East Franks, kingdom of‘special path’ of, 403
abolition of monarchy in, 432
age at marriage of aristocracy in, 53
and Burgundy, 222, 225–226, 434
and Charlemagne, 309, 325
and Plantagenet-Welf alliance, 24
aristocracy of, 21, 66, 118, 176, 262, 289, 303, 345, 361, 419, 420, 426
as part of Holy Roman Empire, 112, 305, 307, 398, 438, 553
association of sons as kings in, 95–96
bishops of, 118
Bohemian queens and duchesses from, 20
borders of, 201
captivity of Richard I of England in, 86
Danish queens from, 15
Edgar Atheling in, 391
elective kingship in, 72, 398–403
family trees of, 292, 326, 330
formation of, 206, 208–209, 388
Greek customs in, 29
imperial eagle of, 326
interregna in, 98
kings of , See German kings
marriage ties with Byzantium, 34
marriage ties with England, 27, 33, 48
minorities in, 116, 118, 122
names in, 28
nineteenth-century historiography in, 209
partible inheritance in, 204
pretenders in, 367
queen from, in Hungary, 31
regencies in, 119
rule of Ottonians in, 380
ruling dynasties of, 96, 398, 437
succession in, 54, 72, 90, 100, 399

Gertrude of Meran (d. 1213), wife of Andrew II of Hungary, 31
Gervase of Tilbury, writer (d. c. 1222), 284
Gervase, abbot of Westminster (d. c. 1158), illegitimate son of Stephen, king of England, 408
Géza, duke, ruler of Hungary (d. 997), 42–43
Ghent, Flanders, 49, 418–419
Ghibellines, imperial party, 418, 556
Giannino of Siena (fl. 1359), pretender claiming to be John I of France, 365, 366
Gibbon, Alfonso, not the name of Edward Gibbon, 62
Gilbert Foliot, abbot of Gloucester (d. 1187), 141, 151, 490
Gilbert of Mons, chronicler (d. 1225), 125
Giles of Paris, author of the Karolinus (1200), 334, 335, 339
Girona, Prince of, title, 105
Gisela (d. 1043), wife of Conrad II, 385
Gisela, supposed daughter of Charles the Simple, 14
Gisulf I of Salerno (d. 977), 97
Glanvill, English legal treatise, 183, 213
Glasgow, 59
Glasgow, bishop of, 182
Glastonbury (Somerset), 384
Gloucester, 194, 255dukes of , See Humphrey; Richard III; Thomas of Woodstock
earl of , See Robert

Gniezno, 406
Godfrey de Bouillon, ruler of Jerusalem (1099–1100), 2, 438
Godgiva, mock name, 28
Godila (d. after 1003), wife of Liuthar, margrave of the Nordmark, 297, 465
Godric, mock name, 28
Godstow (Oxfordshire), 160, 165
Godwin, earl (d. 1053), 13, 66
Godwinsons, 13, 66
Golden Book of Prüm, 332
Golden Bough (Frazer), 42
Golden Bull of 1356, 402
Golden Horde, 19
Goody, Jack, anthropologist (1919–2015), 83
Gorizia, Italy and Slovenia, 420
Gorm the Old, king of Denmark (tenth century), 436
Goscelin, Flemish monk (fl. c. 1058–c. 1107), 27
Granada, Andalusia, 353
Grandes chroniques de France, 286, 339
Gratian, author of the Decretum (c. 1150), 156, 498
Great Britain, 420
Great Schism, 301, 412–413
Greece, 126, 265, 432See also Byzantium
Greece, ancient, 156, 249, 268, 295, 341
Greek Christianity, 17, 20, 33, 395
Greek customs, 18, 28, 29, 93
Greek language, 27, 104, 166, 229, 284, 288, 341, 395, 548
Greek names, 17, 27, 289
Greek territory, 19–20
Green, Mary Anne Everett (1818–95), 51
Gregorians, supporters of pope Gregory VII, 305
Gregory I the Great, pope (590–604), 37
Gregory II, pope (715–31), 302
Gregory III, pope (731–41), 302
Gregory VII, pope (1073–85), 268, 305, 368, 380, 429
Gregory IX, pope (1227–41), 182
Gregory of Tours, chronicler (d. 594), 79, 236, 246, 284
Grub, Bavaria, counts of, 289
Gruffudd ap Cynan, ruler of Gwynedd (d. 1137), 221
Guala, papal legate (d. 1227), 121
Guarda, bishopric of , See Idanha
Guelfs, pro-Church party, 353, 418
Guenée, Bernard, historian (1927–2010), 328
Guibert, antipope (Clement III, 1080, 1084–1100), 376
Guimarães (or São Mamede), battle of (1128), 233
Guinevere, wife of King Arthur, 227, 384
Gundeberga, Lombard queen, wife of Arioald and Rothari, 35, 42
Gundovald (d. 585), Merovingian pretender, 372, 375, 377
Gunhilda (Cunigunda) (d. 1038), daughter of Canute the Great, 28
Gunnor (d. 1031), wife of Richard I of Normandy, 158
Guntram, Merovingian king (d. 592/3), 79, 100, 115, 372, 472
Gustaf III, king of Sweden (1771–92), 247
Guta (d. 1297), wife of Wencelas II, 56, 163
Guy of Burgundy, grandson of Richard II of Normandy, 169
Guy, count of Flanders and margrave of Namur (d. 1305), 101–102
Guy of Lusignan (d. 1194), husband of Sybilla of Jerusalem, 145
Guy-Geoffrey of Poitou , See William VIII
Gwynedd, Welsh principality, 221, 443princes of , See Gruffudd ap Cynan; Owain Gwynedd



Haakon II Sigurdsson, king of Norway (1157–62), 445
Haakon III Sverresson, king of Norway (1202–4), 186
Haakon IV Haakonsson, king of Norway (1217–63), 186, 414
Haakon V Magnusson, king of Norway (1299–1319), 118
Habichtsburg, ‘Hawk Castle’, 289
Habsburgs, 49, 72, 96, 226, 289, 304, 399, 420, 437 See also Albert I; Albert, king of Hungary and Bohemia; Albert, duke of Austria; Frederick III; Frederick (d. 1344); Maximilian; Otto; Rudolf
Hadrian I, pope (772–95), 18
Hadwig (Hedwig) (d. 994), niece of Otto I, 27, 34
Hadwig, countess of Hainault (d. after 1013), daughter of Hugh Capet, 328
Hagarenes (i.e. Muslims), 22
Hagia Sophia, Constantinople, 13, 238
Hainault, 184
Hallfredr Ottarsson, Norse poet (c. 1000), 362
Hamburg, 206
Hamlet (Shakespeare), 374
Hamo de Masci, English landholder (fl. 1199), 166
Hannibal, name, 177
Hanover, Electors of, 402
Harald Hardrada, king of Norway (1046/7–66), 440
Harald Gille, king of Norway (1130–6), 203
Harold Hen, king of Denmark (1074–80), 452
Harold Harefoot, king of England (1035/7–40), 202, 279, 364, 498
Harold Godwinson, king of England (1066), 13, 66, 357, 360, 362, 381, 392
Harthacnut, king of England (1035/40–2), king of Denmark (1035–42), 202, 279
Hartnid, Frankish noble, brother of Nithard, 293
Hastings, battle of (1066), 246, 362
Hathui (d. 1014), niece of Queen Matilda of Germany, 465
Hatto, archbishop of Mainz (891–913), 122, 484
Håtuna, Sweden, 193
Hebrides, 257
Hector, bastard of Bourbon and archbishop of Toulouse (1491–1502), 177
Hector, name, 177
Hedwig (Jadwiga), queen of Poland (1384–99), 146, 441, 446, 447
Hedwig See also Hadwig
Heidelberg, 271
Heilsbronn, Franconia, 326
Heimskringla (Snorri Sturluson), 362
Helinand of Froidmont, chronicler (fl. 1197–1229), 86
Helwig (d. 1374), wife of Valdemar IV of Denmark, 452
Hemma (d. 876), wife of Louis the German, 11
Hengist, early Anglo-Saxon leader, 191
‘Henries’, term for Hohenstaufen, 292
Henry I, king of Castile (1214–17), 125, 219, 257, 445
Henry II of Trastámara, king of Castile (1369–79), 162, 174, 353–354, 413, 439
Henry III, king of Castile (1390–1406), 75, 446, 449
Henry IV, king of Castile (1454–74), 303
Henry I, king of England (1100–35) and his brother Robert, 194, 393
and prophecy, 350–351, 356, 357
burial of, 252
daughter of , See Matilda (d. 1167)
illegitimate children of, 165, 166, 178, 330
marriage of, to Matilda of Scotland, 28, 385, 388
plans succession of his daughter Matilda, 135–136, 138, 141–142, 170
plans succession of his son William, 91
seen as seventh of his dynasty, 285, 541
seizure of throne by, 242
visited by Louis, son of Philip of France, 237, 477

Henry II, king of England (1154–89) accedes to the throne, 53
acquires the Vexin, 52
ancestry of, 357, 385
and conflict with his sons, 109, 175, 197, 351
and Henry the Young King, 93, 110
and King Stephen, 81, 99, 112–113, 167
and marriages of his daughters, 21–24, 53
and Rosamund Clifford, 160
burial of, 252, 269, 270, 274
death of, 98
illegitimate sons of , See Geoffrey, bishop-elect of Lincoln, archbishop of York; Salisbury, earl of
marriage to Eleanor of Aquitaine, 65–66
parentage of, 135
sister of, 405
sons of, 351 See also Henry the Young King; Richard I; Geoffrey; John
succession plans of, 196–198
takes the cross, 1188, 450
title of, 421

Henry ‘the Young King’ (d. 1183), son of Henry II of England, 52, 95, 110–111, 197, 352, 382–383
Henry III, king of England (1216–72) and (pseudo) Baldwin of Flanders, 378
and birth of son Edmund, 56
and France, 424
and his mother Isabella, 231
burial of, 255
creates son Edward earl of Chester, 104
death of, 107
in genealogical rolls, 327
in prophecy, 352
minority of, 121–122, 445
names his son Edward, 298, 386, 388
numbering of, 95, 308, 478
opponents of, 431
title of, 421
wife of , See Eleanor of Provence

Henry IV, king of England (1399–1413), 62, 150, 151, 222, 255, 261, 271, 306, 333, 369, 398
Henry V, king of England (1413–22), 106, 112–113, 150, 177, 232, 255, 261, 345, 369
Henry VI, king of England (1422–61, 1470–1), 33, 62, 124, 151, 218–219, 221, 230–231, 255, 311, 312, 341, 358, 446
Henry VII, king of England (1485–1509), 151, 185, 311, 340, 346, 360, 369, 371, 372
Henry VIII, king of England (1509–47), 25, 69, 301, 311
Henry I, king of France (1031–60), 44, 110, 560
Henry III, king of France (1574–89), 245
Henry IV, king of France (1589–1610), 200
Henry I, king of the East Franks (Germany) (919–36), 12, 90, 92, 98, 304, 380, 405, 407, 529
Henry II, German king (1002–24), emperor, 54, 64, 92, 271, 304–305, 311, 331, 433
Henry III, German king (1039–56), emperor, 28, 30, 96, 262–263, 305, 330, 385, 400, 478, 519, 530
Henry IV, German king (1056–1105), emperor, 14, 96, 111, 116, 118, 122, 245, 262–263, 268, 305, 400, 445, 478, 519, 530
Henry V, German king (1105–25), emperor, 27, 96, 111, 112, 231, 262–263, 305, 360, 400, 478, 519, 530pretender claiming to be, 374–375

Henry VI, German king (1190–7), emperor, 478and Philip of Swabia, 409
buried at Palermo, 519
death of, 356
his conquest of Sicily, 150, 171, 251, 272, 279–280, 409, 427, 442
his marriage to Constance of Sicily, 53, 150, 170, 418
his plans for hereditary succession, 400–401
numbering of, 304
prophecies about, 355–356
son of , See Frederick II
succession of, 400
tomb of, 265

Henry (VII), German king (1220–35), 96, 112, 119, 427, 478, 482, 519
Henry VII, German king (1308–13), emperor, 318, 402–403, 482
Henry (d. 955), son of Henry I of Germany, 90
Henry (died young), son of Otto I, 506
Henry (d. 1150), son of Conrad III of Germany, 478
Henry (d. 1274), son of Edward I of England, 62
Henry of Anjou , See Henry II of England
Henry of Burgundy, count of Portugal (d. 1112), 134–135, 441
Henry of Champagne, ruler of Jerusalem (1192–7), 46, 145
Henry of Huntingdon, chronicler (d. c. 1157), 99
Henry, earl of Leicester (d. 1345), 323
Henry the Lion, duke of Saxony and Bavaria (d. 1195), 22, 53
Henry of Luxemburg , See Henry VII of Germany
Henry I of Mecklenburg (d. 1302), 361–362
Henry, earl of Northumberland (d. 1152), son of David I of Scotland, 448
Henry II, duke of Silesia (1238–41), 374, 406
Henry of Trastámara , See Henry II of Castile
Henry Tudor , See Henry VII of England
Henry, bishop of Beauvais, archbishop of Rheims (1162–75), son of Louis VI, 407–408
Henry I, imperial style of Henry II of Germany, 305, 433
Henry II, imperial style of Henry III of Germany, 530
Henry III, as title of Henry the Young King, 95, 383
Henry III, imperial style of Henry IV of Germany, 305, 530
Henry IV, as title of Henry III of England, 95, 478
Henry IV, imperial style of Henry V of Germany, 305, 530
Henry, royal name, 286, 305, 306
Heptarchy, 436
Heraclians, Byzantine dynasty, 3, 436
heraldry, 80, 271, 321–326
Heribert, count of Omois (d. 980x984), 232
Hermann (II), duke of Swabia (d. 1003), 529
Hermegisclus, king of the Varni, 38
Herod, biblical king, 212
Hincmar, archbishop of Rheims (845–82), 527
Historia Compostellana, 131, 133, 136, 139
History of the Franks (Aimoin of Fleury), 294
History of the Kings of Britain (Geoffrey of Monmouth), 351, 353
Hluboká (Frauenberg), Bohemia, 235
Hohenstaufen, 14, 20, 283, 305, 398, 401, 418, 427, 437 See also Conrad III; Conrad IV; Conradin; Enzio; Frederick I Barbarossa; Frederick II; Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1105); Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1147); Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1169); Frederick (formerly Conrad), duke of Swabia (d. 1191); Henry VI; Henry (VII); Manfred; Philip of Swabiaas kings of Jerusalem, 394, 438
burial places of, 254
fall of, 96, 246, 280, 364, 418
rule in Sicily, 89, 144, 150, 442
termed the Henries of Waiblingen, 292
war cry of, 556

Holstein, 325
Holy Apostles, Church of the, Constantinople, 70, 253, 261, 264, 267
Holy Apostles, Church of the, Paris, 253
Holy Cross, priory of, Coimbra, 233, 258
Holy Roman Emperors, 72, 136, 170, 225, 241, 245, 303–305, 313, 353, 361, 399, 402, 416, 419, 426 See also Arnulf of Carinthia; Berengar; Charlemagne; Charles IV; Charles the Bald; Charles the Fat; Charles V; Conrad II; Ferdinand III; Francis II; Frederick I Barbarossa; Frederick II; Frederick III; Henry II; Henry III; Henry IV; Henry V; Henry VI; Henry VII; Lothar; Louis II; Louis the Bavarian; Louis the Blind; Louis the Pious; Maximilian; Otto I; Otto II; Otto III; Otto IV; Sigismund
Holy Roman Empire, 89, 105, 111, 119, 154, 204, 207–208, 222, 225, 300, 304, 307, 348, 398–403, 416, 420, 422, 427, 435, 437, 553defined, 438

Holy Sepulchre, Church of, Jerusalem, 63, 136, 241, 276
Horsa, early Anglo-Saxon leader, 191
Hospitallers, 63–64, 411–412, 508
Hroswitha of Gandersheim, tenth-century canoness and writer, 237
Hugh Capet, king of France (987–96), 97, 253, 260, 285–286, 288, 292, 294, 316, 327, 337, 349, 389–391, 393
Hugh of Arles, king of Italy (926–47), 28
Hugh (d. after 895), illegitimate son of Lothar II, 176, 250
Hugh (d. 1025), son of Robert II of France, 110, 111
Hugh the Great (d. 956), father of Hugh Capet, 21, 294, 388, 454
Hugh ‘the Great’ (d. 1101), son of Henry I of France, 328
Hugh the Pious, nickname of Hugh Capet, 327
Hugh, Margrave of Tuscany (d. 1001), 469
Hugo van der Goes, painter (d. 1482), 324–325
Hugonides Rotbertus, designation for Robert II of France, 288
Hugonids, term for Capetians, 288
Humbert, count of Maurienne (d. 1189), 197
Humbert of Silva Candida, cardinal (d. 1061), 433, 560
Humphrey, duke of Gloucester (d. 1447), 177, 358, 359
Humphrey of Toron (d. 1198), husband of Isabella of Jerusalem, 145
Hundred Years War, 24, 120, 148, 206, 216, 222, 225, 324
Hungarian chroniclers, 146
Hungary adoption in, 80–81
Angevin rule in, 247
coronation in, 92, 260
Edgar Atheling in, 391
female rule in, 143, 145–146
German settlers in, 31
Habsburg rule in, 420
kingdom of, 553
kings of, 68, 214–216, 234, 425 See also Albert of Habsburg; Andrew II; Angevin kings of Sicily, Naples and Hungary; Arpads; Bela II; Bela IV; Charles Robert (Canrobert); Charles of Durazzo; Koloman; Ladislas, St; Ladislas III; Ladislas Postumus; Louis the Great; Mary; Matthias Corvinus; Peter Orseolo; Sigismund of Luxemburg; Stephen, St; Stephen II; Vladislav II
marriage practices of rulers of, 16, 20
Mongol invasion of, 410
princesses from, 17, 20
queen of , See Mary
royal burial in, 260
royal names in, 290
ruling dynasties of, 438
saintly royal women of, 312–313, 405
succession in, 39, 42–43, 58, 89, 114, 214, 248, 251, 426

Hywel ap Iorweth of Caerleon (fl. 1171–c. 1200), 250

Iberian kingdoms, 106, 143, 165, 204, 396
Iberian peninsula, 18–19, 68, 105, 125, 207, 265, 269, 303, 309, 353, 411, 412, 442
Ibn Battuta, Arab traveller (d. 1368x1377), 19, 376
Iceland, 414, 416
Iconium, Sultan of, 369
Idanha (Guarda), bishopric of, 411
Ignatius (formerly Niketas), patriarch of Constantinople (847–58, 867–77), 408
Ile de la Cité, Paris, 316
Ile-de-France, 148, 203, 254, 431
Ilkhans of Persia, 19, 332
illegitimacy, 5, 15, 19, 23, 46, 63, 67, 69, 74–75, 87, 90, 117, 131, 134, 142, 149, 155, 157, 160, 163, 165–186, 204, 231, 233, 250, 258, 295, 326, 330, 358, 370–371, 390, 405, 407, 408, 413, 435, 439, 441, 491
Ilona, wife of Bela the Blind of Hungary, 251
Immed, noble Saxon name, 288, 526
India, 332
Ines (Agnes) of Poitou, wife of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Ines de Castro (d. 1355), mistress of Peter I of Portugal, 163–164, 165, 271, 273, 274
Inge Haraldsson, king of Norway (1136–61), 445
Ingeborg (d. 1361), daughter of Haakon Magnusson of Norway, 118, 121
Ingeborg of Denmark (d. c. 1237), wife of Philip Augustus of France, 26, 46–48, 183
Ingeld, legendary king of Denmark, 190
Ingelheim, Rhineland, 315–316, 321
Ingram, Frankish noble, father of empress Ermengard, 11
Inmed, noble Saxon name, 288
Inmedingi, noble Saxon kindred, 288
Innocent II, pope (1130–43), 395
Innocent III, pope (1198–1216), 17–18, 26, 46–48, 119, 183–184, 385, 401, 427, 508–509
Innocent IV, pope (1243–54), 186, 418
Innocent VI, pope (1352–62), 161
Innocents, Holy, 212
interdict, 26, 46, 47, 67
interregna, 98–99, 106–107, 435
Iona (Argyllshire), 257, 259
Iran, 379
Ireland, 351, 404Anglo-Norman invasion of, 355
association of sons as kings in, 97
blinding in, 250
concept of sovereignty in early, 42
dynastic continuity in, 380
Edward Bruce in, 103
family conflict in, 220–221, 247
genealogies in, 327
Henry II in, 110
John, son of Henry II, in, 197
Lambert Simnel in, 360
legal treatises of, 327
lordship of, 124, 198, 360, 421
marriage practices of rulers in, 157, 191
origin of Scots kings in, 257
origins of Scots in, 441
Oswiu of Northumbria in, 168
Perkin Warbeck in, 370
ruling dynasties of, 438
succession practices in, 4–5, 89, 99, 104, 114, 172, 180, 189, 191
surnames in, 287–288
warfare in, 245

Irene, Byzantine empress (797–802), 126, 128, 321, 322, 382, 447, 483, 524
Irene Doukaina, wife of Alexius Comnenus, 287
Irene the Khazar, wife of Constantine V, 453
Irene, wife of Manuel Comnenus , See Berta of Sulzbach
Isaac I Comnenus, Byzantine emperor (1057–9), 17
Isaac II Angelus, Byzantine emperor (1185–95, 1203–4), 17, 194, 355
Isaac Dukas Comnenus, ruler of Cyprus (deposed 1191), 355
Isaac, biblical prophet, 410
Isabella, queen of Castile (1474–1504), 76, 133, 439, 447, 547
Isabella, queen of Jerusalem (1190–1205), 46, 145, 447
Isabella II (Yolande), queen of Jerusalem (1212–28), 56, 447
Isabella, daughter of David, earl of Huntingdon, 448
Isabella (d. 1379), daughter of Edward III, 49
Isabella of Angoulême (d. 1246), wife of John, king of England, 231
Isabella of Bavaria (d. 1435), wife of Charles VI of France, 57, 164, 191
Isabella of England (d. 1241), wife of Frederick II, 56
Isabella of France (d. 1358), wife of Edward II of England, 54, 203, 235–236, 276–277, 324, 425
Isabella of France (d. 1409), wife of Richard II of England, 52
Isabella of Gloucester (d. 1217), first wife of John of England, 452
Isaurians, Byzantine dynasty, 287, 321
Isidore of Seville (d. 636), 166, 169
Isolde, wife of Mark of Cornwall, 227
Israel, kingdom of, 208, 382
Israelites, 382
Issoudun (Indre), 55
Italian language, 353, 395
Italy See also Lombards; Lombardy; Naples, kingdom of; Sicily, kingdom ofabolition of monarchy in, 432
and imperial title, 437
as part of Carolingian empire, 206, 308
as part of Holy Roman Empire, 112, 305, 307, 394, 398, 438, 553
Byzantine rule in, 394–395
campaigns of German kings in, 407, 416–418
cities of northern, 343, 416–419, 432 See also Lombard League
conflict of popes and emperors in, 418
courts of, 40
death of Charles the Bald in, 262
death of Conrad-Otto of Bohemia in, 272
Edgar Atheling in, 393
emperor Henry VII in, 402
Enzio, son of Frederick II, in, 176
Henry (VII) imprisoned in, 112
kingdom of, 331
kings of , See Berengar; Bernard; Carloman; Hugh of Arles; Lothar; Louis II; Louis the Blind; Lombards, kings of; Ostrogoths; Pippin-Carloman
lands of emperor Lothar (d. 855) in, 206
lawyers of, 214–215
Metternich’s view of, 394
Michael Scot in, 343
names in, 288
news of Wars of Roses in, 230
Normans in, 394–395
origin of Marchesina, mistress of John III Vatatzes, 163
Ostrogothic kingdom of, 116, 264
Ottonian rule in, 380, 416
pretenders in, 365, 366, 368
principalities of southern, 97
probable origin of Berta, wife of Alfonso VI, 69
prophecy in, 356
tombs of Hohenstaufen in, 254
Welf III in, 64

Ivan (John) Vladislav, Bulgarian leader (1015–18), 453
Ivanhoe (Walter Scott), 104
Ivo, bishop of Chartres (d. 1115/16), 84, 237, 330


Jacob, biblical patriarch, 158
Jacques de Molay, Grand Master of the Templars (d. 1314), 230
Jaén, Andalusia, 428
Jagiello, prince of Lithuania (Wladyslaw II of Poland, 1386–1434), 146, 441
Jagiellonian dynasty, 441
James I, king of Aragon (1213–76), 84–85, 182, 198, 285, 423, 445, 474, 556
James II, king of Aragon (1291–1327), 75, 265, 270, 449, 556
James II, king of Cyprus (1460–73), 175, 436, 498
James II, king of Majorca (1276–85 and 1298–1311), 198
James III, king of Majorca (1324–44), 346
James I, king of Scots (1406–37), 24, 116, 248, 446
James II, king of Scots (1437–60), 116, 249, 446
James III, king of Scots (1460–88), 24, 116, 324, 446
James IV, king of Scots (1488–1513), 446
James VI of Scotland and I of England (1567/1603–1625), 105
James VII of Scotland and II of England (1685–8), 364
James Douglas (d. 1330), 276
James of Urgell (d. 1347), son of Alfonso IV of Aragon, 449
James of Urgell (d. 1433), claimant to Aragonese throne, 75–77, 449
Jean Froissart , See Froissart
Jean de Joinville , See Joinville
Jean de Montreuil, diplomat and writer (d. 1418), 148
Jelling, house of, 436
Jerome, St (d. 420), 70, 284
Jerusalem, 138, 275, 276, 553 See also Calvary; Holy Sepulchre; Temple of Jerusalemcapture of by crusaders (1099), 295, 307, 438

Jerusalem, kingdom of, 120, 124, 136, 142, 393, 396, 438, 531female rule in, 145
kings of , See Amalric I; Amalric of Lusignan; Baldwin I; Baldwin II; Baldwin III; Baldwin IV; Baldwin V; Fulk; John of Brienne. See also Jerusalem, kingdom of, rulers of; Hohenstaufen; Lusignan family
numbering of kings of, 307–308
queens regnant of , See Isabella, Isabella II, Maria, Melisende, Sybilla
rulers of , See Conrad of Montferrat; Godfrey de Bouillon; Henry of Champagne. See also Jerusalem, kingdom of, kings of; Jerusalem, kingdom of, queens regnant of
succession in, 182

Jesse, father of biblical King David, 326
Jesus , See Christ
Jews, 18, 77
Joachim of Fiore, abbot and apocalyptic thinker (d. 1202), 355
Joan, wife of Philip V of France, 229
Joan of Arc (d. 1431), 106, 114, 178, 179, 224
Joan of Bourbon (d. 1378), wife of Charles V of France, 56
Joan of Evreux (d. 1371), wife of Charles IV of France, 45, 277, 278
Joan, countess of Flanders (1206–44), 370, 377, 378
Joan of the Tower (d. 1362), wife of David II of Scotland, 464
Joan of Woodstock (d. 1348), daughter of Edward III of England, 48–51
Joanna I, queen of Naples (1343–81), 81–82, 247–248, 447, 480
Joanna II, queen of Naples (1414–35), 81, 82–83, 447
Joanna I, queen of Navarre (1274–1305), 445, 447
Joanna II, queen of Navarre (1328–49), daughter of Louis X, 146, 230, 447
Joanna (d. 1199), daughter of Henry II of England, wife of William II of Sicily, 22, 23–24
Joanna de Castro (d. 1374), wife of Peter the Cruel of Castile, 161–162, 163
Joanna of Navarre (d. 1437), wife of Henry IV of England, 271
Jocelin of Furness, hagiographer (fl. 1199–1214), 313
John XXII, pope (1316–34), 531
John I, king of Aragon (1387–95), 449
John of Luxemburg, king of Bohemia (1311–46), 299, 426
John I Tzimiskes, Byzantine emperor (969–76), 95
John II Comnenus, Byzantine emperor (1118–43), 17, 252, 355
John III Vatatzes, Byzantine emperor (1222–54), 163
John IV, Byzantine emperor (1258–61), 445, 483
John V Palaeologus, Byzantine emperor (1341–91), 19, 342, 445, 483
John VI Cantacuzenus, Byzantine emperor (1341–54), 19–20
John I, king of Castile (1379–90), 75, 241, 413, 449
John II, king of Castile (1406–54), 75, 303, 446, 449
John II, king of Cyprus (1432–58), 175
John, king of England (1199–1216) and loss of Normandy 1204, 351–352
and Louis of France, 23
and the casus regis, 212–214
and Welf alliance, 22
as lord of Ireland, 198
as ‘Prince John’ in literature, 104
as youngest sibling, 196–198
burial of, 252
coronation of, 98
death of, 231
French campaign in 1206, 455
his murder of his nephew Arthur, 197, 211–212
in Ireland 1185, 197
marriage to Isabella of Gloucester, 452
nicknamed Lackland, 196–197
not a rebel in 1173–4, 111
proposed marriage with Alice of Maurienne, 197, 198
title of, 428

John I, king of France (1316), 147, 365, 445pretender claiming to be, 365–366

John II, king of France (1350–64), 222, 301
John of Brienne, king of Jerusalem (1210–25), Latin emperor of Constantinople (1231–7), 145, 307–308, 324
John II, king of Navarre (1425–79) and Aragon (1458–79), 106
John I (John of Avis), king of Portugal (1385–1433), 169–170, 171–172, 173, 174, 258, 271, 297, 358, 413
John II, king of Portugal (1481–95), 258
John Balliol, king of Scots (1292–6), 73–74, 76–77, 248, 441, 448
John (d. c. 1227), son of Louis VIII of France, 555
John (d. 1271), son of Edward I of England, 62
John, illegitimate son of Peter I of Portugal (not John of Avis), 358
John (d. 1417), son of Charles VI, 113
John, son of Robert II of Scotland , See Robert III
John Balliol (d. 1268), 448
John, bastard of Burgundy, bishop of Cambrai (1439–79), 178
John, duke of Berry (d. 1416), 120, 216, 218
John I, duke of Brabant (d. 1294), 318
John of Bridlington (d. 1379), prophecies attributed to, 340
John of Durazzo (d. 1336), son of Charles II of Sicily, 323
John the Fearless, duke of Burgundy (1404–19), 178, 218, 223–225
John of Gaunt, duke of Lancaster (d. 1399), 49, 153, 184–185, 199, 216
John of Gloucester or Pontefract, illegitimate son of Richard III of England, 176, 371
John Orseolo, son of Doge Peter II Orseolo, 457
John of Prades, claimant to Aragonese throne (d. 1414), 75, 449
John, earl of Somerset (d. 1410), 185
John Skylitzes , See Skylitzes
John of Thurocz, chronicler (d. c. 1488), 146
John of Trastámara , See John II of Navarre and Aragon
John Tristan (d. 1270), son of Louis IX, 261
John of Worcester, chronicler (fl. 1095–1140), 166
John, archbishop of Toledo (1319–28), 556
Joinville, Jean de, chronicler (d. 1317), 29
Judas, disciple of Jesus, 212
Judith (d. 843), wife of Louis the Pious, 11, 195–196, 227
Judith (d. after 870), daughter of Charles the Bald, wife of Æthelwulf and Æthelbald of Wessex, 12, 37
Judith, wife of Wencelas II , See Guta
Julian the Apostate, Roman emperor (361–3), 382
Julius Caesar, dictator (d. 44 BC), 78
Jumièges, abbey (Seine-Maritime), 164, 165
Jupiter, god, 317
Jura Mountains, 222
Justin, Roman emperor (518–27), 78
Justinian, Roman emperor (527–65), 78, 156
Justinian II, Byzantine emperor (685–9, 705–11), 249, 453
Justinus, ancient historian, 384

Kaiserswerth, Rhineland, 118
Kalundborg, Denmark, 242
Karlenses, term for Carolingians and for the French, 296
Karlštejn (Karlstein), Bohemia, 317–320, 321
Karolides Ludovicus, designation for Louis the Stammerer, 288
Karolides, term for Philip Augustus, 349
Karolingi, term for Carolingians, 296
Karolinus (Giles of Paris), 334
Katherine de Mortimer (d. 1360), mistress of David II of Scotland, 165
Kazhdan, Alexander, Byzantinist (1922–97), 287
Kenneth Macalpine (Cináed mac Alpin), king of Scots and Picts (d. 858), 257, 441
Kent, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436
Kent, kings of, 288 See also Æthelbert, Eadbald, Oisingas
Khazars, 4, 17
Kiburg, Swabia, 420
Kiev, princes of , See Vladimir; Vladimir Monomakh; Yaropolk; Yaroslav
Kildare, earl of, 360, 372
King John (Shakespeare), 212
king of the Romans, 58, 66, 99, 119, 199, 225, 233, 300, 303–305, 399, 401, 402, 476, 482
Kings of the French, The (Reges Francorum) (Bernard Gui), 335
Knights of St John , See Hospitallers
Knights of the Order of Christ, Portuguese crusading Order, 172
Koloman, king of Hungary (1095–1116), 251
Konecny, Sylvia, historian, 159
Koppány, Hungarian duke (d. c. 998), 42–43
Koran, 18, 20
Korea, North, 429
Kumar of Bhawal (d. 1909), Indian prince, 545

Lackland, nickname of John of England, 196–198
Ladislas, St, king of Hungary (1077–95), 290
Ladislas III, king of Hungary (1204–5), 445
Ladislas Postumus, king of Bohemia and Hungary (1440–57), 58, 114, 290, 446
Laing, Samuel, translator of Heimskringla (1844), 362
Lake Geneva, 262
Lambert, count of Louvain (d. 1015), 318
Lamego, bishopric of, 411
Lampert of Hersfeld, chronicler (fl. 1058–81), 118
Lancaster, Duchy of, 150
Lancaster, house of, 185, 285
Lancastrians, 437
Lancelot (d. 1422), son of Charles III of Navarre, 177
Lancelot, knight of King Arthur, 227
Lancelot, name, 177
Laon (Aisne), 254, 390–391
Laon, cardinal of (d. 1388), 120, 484
Lara, noble house of, 220
Lara, Peter González, count of (d. 1130), 139, 232–233
Las Huelgas, Cistercian nunnery, Castile, 256–257, 260
Las Navas, battle of (1212), 423
Latakia, Syria, 553
Lateran Council, Fourth (1215), 181
Latin Chronicle of the Kings of Castile, 363
Latin language, 104, 255, 284, 285, 286, 342–343
Lausitz, 420
Lear, Alfonso, not the name of Edward Lear, 62
Lecce, count of, 166
Legnano, battle of (1176), 417
Leicester, 255
Leicester, earl of , See Thomas of Lancaster
Leinster, kings of, 438 See also Dúnchad mac Murchado; Fáelán mac Murchado
Leo II, pope (682–3), 302
Leo III, Byzantine emperor (716–41), 44, 321
Leo IV, Byzantine emperor (775–80), 321
Leo V, Byzantine emperor (813–20), 249–250
Leo VI, Byzantine emperor (886–912), 32, 70–71, 78, 94, 261, 311, 408, 410
Leo Argyros (9th century), 287
Leon, 134, 194, 263–264 See also San Isidoro
Leon, kingdom of, 264, 427, 428, 553bishoprics of, 411
burial places of kings of, 263–264
conquest of, by Castile, 263
division of, from Castile, 203–204, 310, 393, 411, 439
female rule in, 154 See also Urraca
heraldry of, 322
kings of See Alfonso V; Alfonso VI; Alfonso VII; Alfonso IX; Ferdinand I; Ferdinand II; for kings after 1230 see under Castile
kings of, numbering of, 309–310
queen regnant of , See Urraca
reunion with Castile, 46, 184, 393
rule of Alfonso the Battler in, 133–134
ruling dynasties of, 439
separation of Portugal from, 393
succession to, 184

Leon, logothete under emperor Maurice, 342
Leonor, queen of Navarre (1479), 447
Leovigild, Visigothic king (568–86), 34, 246
Lewellen, John, mayor of Cork (1491), 370
Lex Voconia, 152
Libuše, prophetess, Bohemian ruler, 382
Liège, 262
Liège, bishop of, 263
Life of St Leger, 370
Lincoln, 277
Lincoln, bishop of, 29, 86
Lincoln, earl of , See Thomas of Lancaster
Lisbon, 172, 258
Lisbon, bishopric of, 411
Lithuania, prince of , See Jagiello
Liudolf (d. 866), Saxon count, 452
Liudolf (d. 957), son of Otto I, 196, 198, 237, 506
Liudprand of Cremona (d. c. 972), 13
Liutgard (d. 885), wife of Louis the Younger, son of Louis the German, 452
Liuthar, margrave of the Saxon Nordmark (985–1003), 297, 465
Liutpert, king of the Lombards (700–1), 444
Liutswind (d. before 891), concubine of Carloman, son of Louis the German, 158
Liutward, bishop of Vercelli (880–c.900), 228
Livonia, 411
Lluchmajor, battle of (1349), 346
Loches (Indre-et-Loire), 164, 165
Loire, river, 65, 208
Lollards, 373
Lombard law, 78
Lombard League, 417–418
Lombards, 35, 394–395, 398, 416, 439kings of , See Adaloald; Agilulf; Aistulf; Arioald; Authari; Garibald; Liutpert; Rothari

Lombardy, 355
London, 48, 60, 164, 256, 271, 277, 372, 477
Looke about you (Robin Hood play), 104
López de Ayala, Pero, chronicler (d. 1407), 175, 353–354
Lorraine, the name, 206
Lothar, emperor (840–55), son of Louis the Pious, 11, 93, 158, 195, 199, 206, 348
Lothar, king of the West Franks (954–86), 12, 92, 228, 318, 337, 388–389, 390, 391, 407, 408, 444, 528
Lothar, king of Italy (948–50), 12
Lothar II, king of Lotharingia (855–69), 159, 176, 206, 250
Lothar (Clothar), son of Charlemagne (died as an infant), 386
Lothar (d. 865), abbot of St-Germain, Auxerre, son of Charles the Bald, 406
Lothar, royal name, 176
Lothar See also Clothar
Lotharingia, 159, 206–207, 296, 318, 389, 407, 431duchess of , See Begga
dukes of, 12, 318, 389, 391, 407 See also Charles of Lorraine; Conrad; Otto
king of , See Lothar II

Lotharingia, the name, 206
Lothian, 441
Lothringen, the name, 206
Louis the Pious, Frankish king, emperor (814–40) and Bernard of Italy, 250
and numbering of monarchs, 306
and paintings at Ingelheim, 315
and the succession, 93, 157, 195, 199, 205
his name, 386
in Carolingian family tree, 331
marriages of, 11, 33, 159, 195, 227 See also Judith
nickname of, 294
sons of, 347

Louis II the Stammerer, king of the West Franks (877–9), 91–92, 288, 331, 338nickname of, 295

Louis III, king of the West Franks (879–82), 92, 241
Louis IV d’Outremer, king of the West Franks (936–54), 12, 25, 232, 242, 318, 388, 389, 507, 529
Louis V, king of the West Franks (986–7), 53, 92, 242, 316, 389labelled Louis IV, 316

Louis VI, king of France (1108–37), 65, 84, 93, 95, 98, 237–238, 240, 244, 245, 252, 407, 477labelled Louis I, 307
nicknamed the Fat, 294–295

Louis VII, king of France (1137–80), 55, 60, 65–66, 93, 95, 98, 107, 109, 113, 187, 244, 252, 269, 408, 428, 518nicknamed the Pious, 294

Louis VIII, king of France (1223–6) and pseudo-Baldwin of Flanders, 377
Carolingian blood of, 350, 357, 551
claim to England, 24, 121
death of, 117
horoscope of, 344
Karolinus presented to, 334
marriage of, 23, 29
regnal years of, 107
sons of, 298, 529, 555
will of, 199

Louis IX (St Louis), king of France (1226–70) accedes as minor, 445
and birth of first child, 59
and brothers, 199, 200, 208, 322
and cross-Channel landholders, 424
and endowment of Robert of Clermont, 200
and links with Charlemagne, 384, 551
and marriage of son Louis, 101
and regency of mother Blanche, 124, 232
and royal burials, 260–261
and term ‘house of’, 285
as dynastic saint, 311, 312–313
burial of, 273, 274–275
death of, 107, 274, 261
marriage and children of, 191
rebellion against (1227–31), 244

Louis X, king of France (1314–16), 57–58, 146–147, 203, 229–230, 344, 492
Louis XI, king of France (1461–83), 110, 241, 344, 518
Louis XII, king of France (1498–1515), 40, 518
Louis XIV, king of France (1643–1715), 209, 301
Louis XVI, king of France (1774–92), 285, 286
Louis the Great, king of Hungary (1342–82), king of Poland (1370–82), 145, 214, 247–248, 426, 441, 480
Louis II, king of Italy, emperor (855–75), 159, 348–349
Louis the German, king of the East Franks (840–76), 11, 158, 199, 201, 206, 347–348
Louis the Younger, East Frankish king (876–82), son of Louis the German, 158, 452
Louis the Child, king of the East Franks (900–11), 122–123, 168, 296, 331, 444
Louis the Bavarian, German king (1314–47), emperor, 49, 108, 344
Louis the Blind, king of Provence (890–928), king of Italy, emperor, 80, 115, 250, 348–349, 444, 473
Louis, brother of Rudolf II of Burgundy, 454
Louis (d. 1260), son of Louis IX of France, 101
Louis (d. 1415), son of Charles VI of France, 113, 313
Louis (I), duke of Anjou (d. 1384), 82, 119, 216, 217, 218, 440, 480
Louis (II), duke of Anjou (d. 1417), 82, 449
Louis (III), duke of Anjou (d. 1434), 75, 82, 449
Louis (I), duke of Bourbon (d. 1342), 200
Louis (II), duke of Bourbon (d. 1410), 216, 217
Louis de Male, count of Flanders (1346–84), 222
Louis, duke of Orleans (d. 1407), 178, 179, 218, 222–223
Louis of Toulouse, St (d. 1297), 214, 215, 312–313, 314
Louis Fainéant, supposed Carolingian king, 339
Louis the Pious, as nickname of Louis VII, 294
Louis, name of French kings, 292
Louis, royal name, 176, 292, 294, 386
Lourdin de Saligny, chamberlain of the duke of Burgundy, 80
Louvain, University of, 178
Louvre museum, Paris, 265
Lower Lotharingia , See Lotharingia
Lucan, classical poet, 498
Lucca, Tuscany, 288
Ludwig, royal name, 386
Lusignan (Vienne), 394
Lusignan family, kings and queens of Cyprus, kings of Jerusalem, 394, 436, 438 See also Amalric of Lusignan; Charlotte, queen of Cyprus; Guy of Lusignan; James II, king of Cyprus; John II, king of Cyprus
Luther, Martin (1483–1546), 309
Luxemburg, 300, 420
Luxemburg, counts of , See John of Luxemburg, king of Bohemia
Luxemburg, house of, 435
Lyons, 376


MacCarthys (MacCarthaigh), Irish dynasty, 438
Macedonians, 384
Macedonians, Byzantine dynasty, 3, 130–131, 287, 311, 381, 436
MacMurroughs (Mac Murchada), Irish dynasty, 438
MacTurk, George, character in Vanity Fair, 192
MacWilliam family, descendants of Duncan II of Scotland, 190
Magdeburg, Saxony, 33
Magnus Erlingsson, king of Norway (1161–84), 247, 445
Magnus Haakonsson, king of Norway (1263–80), 186
Magnus Eriksson, king of Norway (1319–55), king of Sweden (1319–64), 118, 121, 194, 445
Mainz, Rhineland, 315
Mainz, archbishops of, 21, 401
Mair, John, Scottish historian (d. 1550), 301
Maitland, Frederic William, historian (1850–1906), 249
Majorca, kingdom of, 198, 204, 393, 439 See also James II, James III, kings of
Malcolm II, king of Scots (1005–34), 248
Malcolm III Canmore, king of Scots (1057/8–93), 257, 298, 383, 385, 392
Malcolm IV, king of Scots (1153–65), 315, 445, 448
Mamluks, 362
Manetho, Egyptian priest, 284, 339
Manfred, king of Sicily (1258–66), 166, 279, 364
Mansur, al-, Muslim general (d. 1002), 18
Manuel Comnenus, Byzantine emperor (1143–80), 28, 68, 238, 342, 355
Manuel I, king of Portugal (1495–1521), 177
Manzikert, battle of (1071), 125
March, earl of, title, 235
Marche, Italian, 355
Marchesina, mistress of John III Vatatzes, 163
Marchfeld (Dürnkrüt), battle of (1278), 246
Margaret II, queen of Denmark (acc. 1972), 143
Margaret of Denmark, queen consort of Norway, regent of Denmark, Norway and Sweden (d. 1412), 53, 143, 259, 447, 474
Margaret (d. before 1228), daughter of David, earl of Huntingdon, 448
Margaret (d. 1259), daughter of William the Lion of Scotland, 150
Margaret (d. 1270), daughter of Bela IV of Hungary, 410
Margaret (d. 1315), wife of Louis X of France, 229–230
Margaret (d. 1445), daughter of James I of Scotland, 24
Margaret, daughter of Guy of Flanders and wife of Alexander, son of Alexander III of Scotland, 101–102
Margaret, given name of Blanche of Valois, 300
Margaret, wife of Harold Hen of Denmark, 452
Margaret, wife of Isaac II and Boniface of Montferrat , See Maria
Margaret of Anjou (d. 1482), wife of Henry VI of England, 124, 230–231
Margaret of Austria (d. 1266), wife of Premysl Otakar II of Bohemia, 68
Margaret Beaufort (1443–1509), mother of Henry VII of England, 185
Margaret of Burgundy (d. 1503), wife of Charles the Bold, 5, 285, 360, 399
Margaret of Denmark (d. 1486), wife of James III of Scotland, 24, 324–325
Margaret of France (d. 1318), wife of Edward I of England, 71–72
Margaret of Hainault (d. 1356), wife of Louis the Bavarian, 49
Margery Jourdemayne, the ‘Witch of Eye’ (d. 1441), 359
Margaret, the Maid of Norway (d. 1290), 73, 74, 144, 372, 448pretender claiming to be, 365–366, 367, 372, 377

Margaret of Provence (d. 1295), wife of Louis IX of France, 59, 191
Margaret, St, queen of Scots (d. 1093), 38, 57, 163, 257, 298, 313, 315, 385, 392
Margaret of Scotland (d. 1283), wife of Erik II of Norway, 53, 365–366, 448
Maria, queen of Jerusalem (1205–12), 145, 447
Maria, queen of Sicily (1377/92–1402), 446, 447
Maria (d. after 824), wife of Constantine VI, 32
Maria (Margaret), wife of Isaac II and Boniface of Montferrat, 17–18, 453
Maria (d. 1357), wife of Alfonso XI of Castile, 39, 50, 160, 162, 174, 261–262
Maria of Alania (Martha), wife of Michael VII and Nicephoros III, Byzantine emperors, 11, 17
Maria of Antioch (Xene) (d. 1182), wife of Manuel Comnenus, 238–239, 483
Maria Argyropoula, sister of Romanos III, wife of John Orseolo, 457
Maria de Padilla (d. 1361), mistress of Peter the Cruel of Castile, 161–162, 163
Maria porphyrogenita (d. 1182), daughter of Manuel Comnenus, 238–239
Marjorie (d. 1316), daughter of Robert Bruce (Robert I of Scotland), 102
Mark, legendary king of Cornwall, 227
Martha, Georgian princess , See Maria of Alania
Martin Guerre, 375
Martin IV, pope (1281–5), 144, 427
Martin I, king of Aragon (1395–1410), 74–75, 449
Martin the Young (d. 1409), son of Martin I of Aragon, 449
Martin, St (d. 397), 311
Martina, stepmother of Constans II, 483
Martinakioi, Byzantine family, 287
Mary Tudor, queen of England (1553–8), 124
Mary, queen of Hungary (1382–5, 1386–95), 145–146, 248, 446, 447
Mary (d. 1332), daughter of Edward I of England, nun of Amesbury, 405, 531
Mary (d. 1438), daughter of Charles VI of France, nun and prioress of Poissy, 313
Mary of Anjou (d. 1463), wife of Charles VII of France, 191
Mary of Burgundy (d. 1482), daughter of Charles the Bold, 225–226, 241
Mary of Luxemburg (d. 1324), wife of Charles IV of France, 33, 55
Mary, Blessed Virgin, 57, 164, 252
Mathgamain Ua Brian (Ua Briain), king of Thomond (1438–44), 250
Matilda (d. 968), wife of Henry I of Germany, 297, 312, 465, 529
Matilda (d. 981/2), daughter of Louis IV of France, wife of Conrad of Burgundy, 529
Matilda (d. 1030x1033), daughter of Hermann (II), duke of Swabia, 297, 529
Matilda (Edith) (d. 1118), wife of Henry I of England, 28, 333, 357, 385, 388
Matilda (d. 1167), daughter of Henry I of England, wife of Henry V of Germany and Geoffrey of Anjou, 22, 27, 53, 81, 113, 135–136, 138, 140, 141–142, 144, 149, 151, 153, 167, 170, 180, 222, 231, 357, 490
Matilda (d. 1189), daughter of Henry II of England, wife of Henry the Lion, 22, 53
Matilda (d. 1218), wife of Philip, count of Flanders, 125
Matilda of Boulogne (d. 1262), wife of Alfonso III of Portugal, 67
Matthew, abbot of St-Denis (d. 1286), 260
Matthew Paris, monk of St Albans, chronicler (d. 1259), 308, 352, 399
Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary (1458–90), 39, 345, 438
Maubuisson (Val-d’Oise), 277, 278
Maurice, Byzantine emperor (582–602), 249, 341–342
Maurienne, Savoy, 198
mausolea, 70, 163, 194, 251–261, 263, 265, 275, 518
Maximilian of Habsburg, German king (1493–1519), emperor, 226, 241, 345
Mayor Guillén de Guzmán, mistress of Alfonso X, 165
Mebh, legendary Irish queen, 42
Mecklenburg, 362
Medici, 416
Mediterranean, 423, 424
Mediterranean region, 143
Melatium, city in prophecy, 355
Melisende, queen of Jerusalem (1131–52/61), 136–138, 140, 141, 142, 447
Melrose Chronicle, 384
Melrose abbey (Roxburghshire), 276
Menaldingi, Frisian group, 289
Meran, duke of, 183
Mercia, 202, 445
Mercia, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436king of , See Offa

Merlin, 340, 351–356 See also Prophecies of Merlin
Merovech (d. 577), son of Chilperic, Merovingian king, 35
Meroveus, ancestor of the Merovingians, 286, 288
Meroveus, son of Theudebert II, 249
Merovingians absent from Ingelheim images, 316
adoption among, 79, 80
as ‘first family’ of the kings of France, 286, 296
cousin marriage among, 45
descendants of Meroveus, 288
division of the kingdom among, 200–201, 203, 210
family conflict among, 192, 210–211, 249
in genealogies and family trees, 334–335, 338, 339
links with Carolingians, 385
marriage practices of, 9, 157
members of royal dynasty of , See Charibert; Childebert I; Childebert II; Childebertus adoptivus; Childeric II; Childeric III; Chilperic; Chlodomer; Clothar (Lothar) I; Clothar (Lothar) II; Clothar (Lothar) III; Clovis; Clovis II; Clovis III (IV); Dagobert I; Dagobert III; Gundovald; Guntram; Merovech; Meroveus; Pharamund; Sigebert I; Sigebert II; Sigebert III; Theudebald; Theudebert; Theudebert I; Theudebert II; Theuderic; Theuderic II; Theuderic IV
minorities among, 115, 120
names of, 293, 298, 386
pretenders among, 361, 370, 372, 375, 377
queens as regents among, 117
queens of, 269
rule of, in the Frankish kingdoms, 437
statues of in St-Denis, 260
statues of in the royal palace, Paris, 316
succession among, 89, 180, 186
termed ‘Clovises’, 293
wall-paintings of in Karlštejn, 317, 318

Merseburg, Saxony, 268
Merton, council of (1236), 183
Messina, Sicily, 254, 519
Metternich, Prince, statesman (1773–1859), 394
Metz, bishopric of, 209
Meuse, river, 208, 263
Michael I Rangabe, Byzantine emperor (811–13), 249, 408
Michael III, Byzantine emperor (842–67), 78, 261, 279, 444, 483
Michael IV, Byzantine emperor (1034–41), 126, 129
Michael V, Byzantine emperor (1041–2), 127, 129, 250
Michael VII, Byzantine emperor (1071–8), 17, 125, 367–368pretender claiming to be, 364, 366, 368, 372

Michael VIII, Byzantine emperor (1258–82), 19
Michael Cerularius, patriarch of Constantinople (1043–59), 129
Michael Psellos , See Psellos
Michael Scot, astrologer, 343–344
Middle Kingdom, 331
Milan, 416, 417–418, 419
Milazzo, Sicily, 356
minorities, 58, 114–123, 147, 216–217, 219, 407, 444–446
Miro, king of the Suevi (d. 583), 34
Monarchia (Dante), 402
Mongols, 19, 20, 374, 406, 410
Monomachos Crown, 127
Monreale, Sicily, 274, 275
Mons Alba, castle in France, 455 See also Bourg-en-Gironde, Montauban
Mons, Hainault, 389
Montauban (Tarn-et-Garonne), 455
Montcada, house of, 180
Monte Cassino, 272
Montereau (Seine-et-Marne), 223–224
Montiel, Castile, 354
Montmartre (Paris), 254
Montmirail, Treaty of (1169), 506
Montpellier (Hérault), 422, 423
Moors, Christian term for Spanish Muslims, 363
Moravia, 20–21, 188, 189, 420, 426
Morocco, 19
Moses, biblical prophet, 151, 402
Muhammad, prophet, 373
Munich, Bavaria, 49, 289
Munster, kings and kingdom of, 438
Murad III, Ottoman sultan (1574–95), 192
Murcia, 275–276, 428
Muret, battle of (1213), 246, 423
Muscovy, 33
Muslim–Christian marriages, 18–20
Muslims, 69, 115, 134, 171, 207, 332, 342, 353–354, 362, 364, 367, 376, 394–395, 439, 442, 509, 553, 556 See also Spain, Muslim

Nablus, Palestine, 138, 140
La naissance de la France (Lot), 209
Naissance de la France (Geary), 309
Nájera, battle of (1367), 174
name change, 17, 28, 291, 299–301, 453, 527
Name of the Rose, The (Eco), 335
Namur, 102
Nantechildis, wife of Dagobert I, 9–10, 157
Nantua (Ain), 262
Naples, 82, 253, 274, 275, 313, 394, 440
Naples, kingdom of, 81–83, 120, 124, 174, 175, 221, 248, 403, 440 See also Sicily, kingdom ofAngevin rule in, 247
female rule in, 143
kings and queens regnant of , See Alfonso V; Charles of Durazzo; Ferdinand (Ferrante); Joanna I; Joanna II; René of Anjou; Robert

Napoleon, emperor of the French (1804–14, 1815), 324
Napoleon III, emperor of the French (1852–70), 301
Narbonne (Aude), 422
Navarre, 63, 106, 121, 172, 174, 263, 303, 393, 447, 553ruling dynasties of, 440

Navarre, kings and queens regnant of, 439, 474 See also Blanca; Catherine; Charles III; Charles, Prince of Viana; Francis Phoebus; García I Sánchez; García III; Joanna I; Joanna II; John II; Leonor; Sancho II; Sancho III; Theobald II
Nazi party, 509
Nero, Roman emperor (54–68), 212
Neszmély (Langendorf), Hungary, 58
Netherlands, kingdom of, 143
New Forest (Hampshire), 242, 252, 352, 516
New History of the Tang, 285
New World, 309
Niall mac Aéda (Niall Caille), Irish king (d. 846), 295
Nice (Alpes-Maritimes), 423
Nicephorus I, Byzantine emperor (802–11), 245
Nicephorus II Phocas, Byzantine emperor (963–9), 36
Nicephorus III Botaniates, Byzantine emperor (1078–81), 11
Nicephorus Bryennios, Byzantine general (fl. 1069–1095), 375
Nicephorus, uncle of emperor Constantine VI, 250
Nicholas III, pope (1277–80), 284
Nicholas, patriarch of Constantinople (901–7, 912–25), 70–71, 78
Nicholas Oresme, philosopher (d. 1382), 346
Nicholas Trevet (d. c. 1334), chronicler, 531
Nicholas of the Tower, ship, 347
nicknames, 25, 61, 134, 169, 197, 293, 294–295, 393, 455, 484
Nicol, Donald, historian (1923–2003), 415
Niketas Choniates , See Choniates
Nîmes (Gard), 466
Nimrod, biblical figure, 317
Nithard, Frankish noble and chronicler (d. 844), 293
Noah, biblical patriarch, 317, 318
Norman chroniclers, 139, 237, 253, 308
Norman Conquest of England, 66, 72, 142, 246, 298, 305–306, 307, 308, 315, 333, 356–357, 381, 386, 388, 434
Norman kings of England, 15, 108, 141, 252, 270, 305, 350, 357, 380, 384, 421, 437 See also Henry I; Stephen; William I the Conqueror; William II Rufus
Normandy, 174ancestry of Bruce family in, 257
Arthur of Brittany imprisoned in, 211
as inheritance of Henry the Young King, 197
as inheritance of Robert of Normandy (1087), 198
burial of heart of Richard I of England in, 274
conflict of William Rufus and duke Robert in, 392
dukes of, 158, 303, 350, 421, 424 See also Richard I; Richard II; Richard III; Robert I; Robert (d. 1134); Rollo; William Longsword; and English kings after 1066
Edgar Atheling in, 392–393
French conquest of (1204), 351, 424, 428
hair-styles in, 30
Henry I as duke of, 91
Henry of Anjou (Henry II) as duke of, 65
prophecy about, 351–352
succession in, 213
Viking settlement of, 14, 285
William I as duke of, 169

Normans of Sicily, 368, 392, 394–395, 442
North Sea, 206, 222, 308
Northampton, battle of (1460), 230
Northumbria, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436
Northumbria, kings of, 404 See also Aldfrith, Ecgfrith, Osred, Oswald, Oswiu
Norway coronation charters in, 430
coronation in, 109, 186, 414
heraldic arms of, 325
invasion of Scotland by (1263), 257
kingdom of, 553
kings of, 24, 53, 414, 440 See also Canute I the Great; Christian I of Oldenburg; Christopher, king of Denmark, Norway and Sweden; Erik II Magnusson; Erik of Pomerania; Haakon II Sigurdsson; Haakon III Sverresson; Haakon IV Haakonsson; Haakon V Magnusson; Harald Gille; Harald Hardrada; Inge Haraldsson; Magnus Eriksson; Magnus Erlingsson; Magnus Haakonsson; Olaf Haraldsson; Olaf Magnusson; Olaf Tryggvason; Olaf, king of Denmark (1376–87), king of Norway (1380–7); Sigurd Haraldsson; Sigurd Magnusson
Maid of , See Margaret
marriage practices of rulers of, 158
names in, 28
partition of, 203
pretenders in, 361, 363, 365
settlement of Iceland from, 414
shared monarchs with Denmark and Sweden, 436, 440, 442 See also Margaret of Denmark (d. 1412)
succession in, 158, 186, 366, 398
violent deaths of kings of, 246–247

Notker, chronicler (d. 912), 292
Notre-Dame-de-Barbeau , See Barbeau
Notre-Dame-de-Nazareth, Aix-en-Provence, 253
Nottingham, 235
numbering of crusades, 302
numbering of dynasties, 284, 285–286
numbering of monarchs, 95, 301–310, 311, 386, 478, 531
Nur ad-Din al-Bitruji, Spanish Muslim astronomer, 343
Nuremberg, Franconia, 400
Nykoping, Sweden, 193

O’Briens (Uí Briain), Irish dynasty, 438
O’Connors (Uí Conchobhair), Irish dynasty, 288, 438
O’Neils (Uí Néill), Irish dynasty, 168, 438
O’Rourkes (Uí Ruairc), Irish dynasty, 288
Occitan language, 423
Octavius , See Augustus
Odette de Champdivers (d. c. 1425), mistress of Charles VI, 164
Offa, king of Mercia (757–96), 481
Oisc, ancestor of the kings of Kent, 288
Oisingas, kings of Kent, 288
Olaf Tryggvason, king of Norway (995–1000), 362–363
Olaf Haraldsson, king of Norway (1015–28) (d. 1030), 312
Olaf Magnusson, king of Norway (1103–15), 445
Olaf, king of Denmark (1376–87), king of Norway (1380–7), 445pretender claiming to be, 377

Oldcastle, Sir John (d. 1417), 369
Oldenburg, counts of, 325
Oña , See San Salvador de Oña
Order of the Golden Fleece, 177
Order of the Holy Sepulchre, 63–64
Orderic Vitalis, Anglo-Norman chronicler (d. c. 1142), 139, 169, 237, 253–254
Ordonnances des rois de France de la troisième race, 286
Orhan, Ottoman ruler (d. 1362), 20
Orkney, 24, 372
Orleans (Loiret), 254
Orleans (Loiret), bishop of, 61
Orseoli family of Venice, 397 See also John Orseolo; Otto Orseolo, doge; Peter Orseolo, king of Hungary; Peter II Orseolo, doge
Orsini family, 284
Orzocco Torchitorio, Sardinian judge, 502
Osbert of Clare, monk of Westminster, writer (fl. 1118–1158), 357
Osred, king of Northumbria (705–16), 444
Ostrogothic Italy, 264
Ostrogoths, 116, 380
Oswald, king of Northumbria (634–42), 312, 404
Oswiu, king of Northumbria (642–70), 168, 404
Otto I, German king (936–73), emperor and Bruno of Cologne, 407
and fate of his dynasty, 433
and his son Liudolf, 196, 237
and his son Otto, 96, 109
and Italy, 417
and numbering of monarchs, 303, 304
brothers of , See Bruno of Cologne; Henry (d. 955)
crowned emperor, 438
father of , See Henry I of the East Franks
makes illegitimate son William archbishop of Mainz, 408
marriages of, 12, 21, 33, 454
niece of , See Hadwig (Hedwig)
sister of , See Gerberga
succession of, 90

Otto II, German king (973–83), emperor, 13, 29, 96, 109, 303, 389, 433, 478, 506
Otto III, German king (983–1002), emperor, 29, 116, 117, 303, 433, 445, 478, 487
Otto IV, German king (1198–1218), emperor, 22, 150, 401, 427
Otto (d. before 1012), son of Charles of Lorraine, 391
Otto of Brunswick , See Otto IV
Otto of Brunswick (d. 1398), husband of Joanna I of Naples, 480
Otto, bishop of Freising (1138–58), chronicler, 292, 304, 385, 399
Otto of Habsburg (d. 1339), 48–49
Otto Orseolo, doge of Venice (1009–26), 81
Otto, name of counts of Scheyern, 294
Ottomans, 10, 19–20, 155, 191–192, 243, 362
Ottonians, 53, 304, 332, 380–381, 405, 416, 431, 437, 535 See also Henry I; Henry II; Otto I; Otto II; Otto III
Owain ap Hywel Dda, ruler of Deheubarth (d. 988), 221
Owain Gwynedd, ruler of Gwynedd (d. 1170), 45
Owain Pen-carn of Caerleon (blinded and castrated 1175), 250
Oxford, 160, 351

Palaeologans, Byzantine dynasty, 436
Palencia, Castile, 101
Palermo, Sicily, 170, 254, 265, 266, 274, 275, 394, 519
Palestine, 276
Pamplona, kingdom of (earlier name of the kingdom of Navarre), 440
Pankratios, eighth-century Byzantine astrologer, 342
Pantokrator monastery, Constantinople, 252
Papa Luna , See Benedict XIII, antipope
Paphlagonia, Anatolia, 32
Paris, 29, 60–61, 208, 223, 240, 252, 254, 256, 262, 269, 275, 277, 389, 412 See also Archives nationales; Holy Apostles, Church of the; Ile de la Cité; Louvre museum; Parlement of Paris; St-Germain-des-PrésDominican church in, 274
royal palace in, 316–317, 321, 338
Schools of, 332
University of, 147, 344

Paris, bishop of, 59, 254 See also Denis, St; Peter Lombard
Parlement of Paris, 200, 229
Parliament of England, 150, 153, 185, 232, 306, 373
Parliament of Scotland, 103
Parron, William, astrologer of Henry VII of England, 345–346
Parsons, John Carmi, historian, 53
Parthians, 384
partible inheritance, 89, 100, 200–206, 210, 211, 506, 507, 508
Passau, bishop of, 21
Paul, St, 37, 70
Pelayo, bishop of Oviedo (d. 1153), 470
Peñiscola, Valencia, 301
Persia, 19, 332
Persians, 383
Peter II, king of Aragon (1196–1213), 246, 423, 508
Peter III, king of Aragon (1276–85), 198, 265, 427
Peter IV, king of Aragon (1336–87), 260, 270, 317, 449
Peter I the Cruel, king of Castile (1350–69), 39, 48, 49–51, 160–162, 163, 174–175, 262, 327, 353–354
Peter Orseolo, king of Hungary (1038–41, 1044–6), 80–81
Peter I, king of Portugal (1357–67), 163, 171, 258, 271, 273, 358
Peter, duke of Cantabria, ancestor of the kings of Asturias and Leon, 439
Peter, duke of Coimbra (d. 1449), 323
Peter de Condé, archdeacon of Soissons, 520
Peter Damian, reformer (d. 1072), 29
Peter González , See Lara
Peter Lombard, bishop of Paris (d. 1160), 337
Peter de Luna , See Benedict XIII, antipope
Peter Mauclerc, French noble (d. 1250), 245
Peter II Orseolo, doge of Venice (991–1008), 457
Peter of Poitiers, chancellor of Paris (d. 1205), 332–333
Peter of Poitou , See William VII
Peter of Ribagorza, son of James II of Aragon, 449
Peter of Urgell (d. 1408), 449
Peter, St, 290, 348
Peter, original name of Raymond-Berengar IV (III) of Provence, 527
Peter, name, 290
Peter, royal name in Aragon, 527
Petronilla, queen of Aragon (1137–64), 57, 63, 292, 409, 435, 445, 447, 527
Pharamund, legendary ancestor of the Merovingians, 316, 334, 336–338
Philaretos, eighth-century saint, 32
Philip I, king of France (1060–1108), 44, 93, 232, 237, 244, 253–254, 445, 518, 529
Philip II Augustus, king of France (1180–1223) and Arthur of Brittany, 211–212
and astrology, 344
and prophecy, 349
and reditus regni ad stirpem Karoli Magni, 339, 349–350, 384–385
as boy-king, 122
as father of Louis VIII, 23, 377
birth of, 60–61
conquest of Normandy by, 352, 428
coronation of, 93, 107
eulogized by William the Breton, 197
marriages of, 26, 46–48, 55, 183, 339, 384
nickname of, 61, 294
registers of, 295, 349
style of, 558
takes the cross, 1188, 450
visit of, to Tournai, 431

Philip III, king of France (1270–85), 107, 200
Philip IV, king of France (1285–1314), 77, 229–230, 239, 313, 316, 324, 412nicknames of, 77

Philip V, king of France (1316–22), 58, 147, 203, 229, 466
Philip VI, king of France (1328–50), 48, 50, 147, 324, 336
Philip of Swabia, German king (1198–1208), 20, 297–298, 304, 307, 409, 476, 519
Philip the Arabian, Roman emperor (244–9), 304
Philip II, king of Spain (1556–98), 124
Philip the Bold, duke of Burgundy (1363–1404), 216, 217, 218, 222
Philip the Good, duke of Burgundy (1419–67), 178, 224
Philip de Chaorse, bishop of Evreux (1270–81), 520
Philip, count of Flanders (d. 1191), 125
Philip Hurepel (d. 1234), son of Philip Augustus, 244–245
Philip (d. 1160), archdeacon of Paris, son of Louis VI, 408
Philip of Taranto (d. 1331), son of Charles II of Sicily, 323
Philip of Valois , See Philip VI
Philip, son of Philip I of France by Bertrada of Montfort, 237, 244
Philip (d. 1131), son of Louis VI, 95, 187, 240, 252
Philip (b. 1209, d. 1218/19), son of Louis VIII, 529
Philip (d. 1231/2), alternate name of Dagobert, son of Louis VIII, 298–299, 529
Philip, name of French kings, 95, 292
Philippa (d. 1430), daughter of Henry IV of England, 398
Philippa of Hainault (d. 1369), wife of Edward III, 48–49, 164, 184, 324
Philippa of Lancaster (d. 1415), wife of John of Avis, 258, 271
Philippis (William the Breton), 212
Phocas, Byzantine emperor (602–10), 279
Piasts, 204, 381, 440 See also Poland, dukes and kings of
Picardy, 164
Picts, 245, 441
Piedmont, 177
Pierre Aycelin , See Laon, cardinal of
Pippin I, mayor of the palace (d. 640), 318
Pippin III, king of the Franks (751–68), 159, 286, 296, 316, 338, 386
Pippin, king of Aquitaine (d. 838), son of Louis the Pious, 199
Pippin-Carloman, king of Italy (d. 810), son of Charlemagne, 299
Pippin ‘the Hunchback’ (d. 811), son of Charlemagne, 299
Pippin, Carolingian name, 176
Plantagenets, 3, 4, 15, 24, 198, 240, 246, 249, 270, 283, 285, 286, 305, 377, 384, 421, 437 See also Edward I; Edward II; Edward III; Edward IV; Edward V; Henry II; Henry the Young King; Henry III; Henry IV; Henry V; Henry VI; John; Richard I; Richard II; Richard III; Richard, duke of York
Plasencia, bishopric of, 411
Platelle, Henri, historian (1921–2011), 375
Plymouth, 50
Poblet, Cistercian monastery, Catalonia, 260, 270–271
Poitiers, battle of (1356), 301
Poitou, counts of, 291, 299 See also Otto IV; William VII; William VIII
Poland division of after 1138, 204, 205, 441
ducal title in, 553
dukes and kings of, 21, 114 See also Boleslaw III; Boleslaw the Pious; Boleslaw V; Jagiello; Louis the Great; Piasts; Siemowit; Wenceslas II; Wenceslas III; Wladyslaw III
female rule in, 143, 145–146, 154
homeland of Martin Bylica, 345
marriage links with Bohemia, 20
queen regnant of , See Hedwig (Jadwiga)
royal title in, 89, 204, 393, 476
rulers of, 440
saintly royal women of, 405
succession in, 189, 426

Poland-Lithuania, 146, 420
Pole, Miss, character in Cranford, 356
Polonius, character in Hamlet, 374
Poor Clares, 312, 405–406
popes, 77, 122, 195, 214, 232, 263, 279, 285, 300, 343, 365, 367, 395, 397, 402 See also Alexander II; Alexander III; Alexander VI; Anacletus II (antipope); Benedict II; Benedict XIII (antipope); Benedict XIII; ; Boniface VIII; Boniface IX; Celestine III; Clement III (antipope); Clement IV; Clement V; Clement VI; Clement VII (antipope); Gregory I; Gregory II; Gregory III; Gregory VII; Gregory IX; Hadrian I; Innocent II; Innocent III; Innocent IV; Innocent VI; John XXII; Leo II; Martin IV; Nicholas III; Urban IV; Urban V; Victor IIand Albigensian Crusade, 423
and anti-popes, 361
and canonization, 311
and conflict with emperors, 418
and coronation, 109
and elective kingship, 400–401
and female inheritance, 144, 145
and grant of royal title, 89, 394, 396, 441
and Great Schism, 412–413
and imperial coronation, 96, 304–305, 399
and legitimation, 167, 184
and multiple burial of body parts, 276
and regulation of marriage, 45, 48, 66, 67, 134, 230
numbering of, 301–303
ties of Portugal to, 68
ties of Sicily to, 119

Poppo, noble German name, 291
Popponen, noble German kindred, 291
Pordenone, Italy, 420
Porto, Portugal, 134
Porto, Portugal, bishop of, 135
Portsmouth, 29
Portugal abolition of monarchy in, 432
and Great Schism, 413
bishoprics of, 411
dreams and prophecies in, 358
female rule in, 143
interdict in, 67
invasion of, by Castile (1384), 171
kings of, 50, 68, 125, 160, 165, 174, 441 See also Alfonso I; Alfonso II; Alfonso III; Alfonso IV; Alfonso V; Denis; Duarte (Edward); Ferdinand I; John I (John of Avis); John II; Manuel I; Peter I; Sancho I; Sancho IIburial places of, 257–259, 260, 271
numbering of, 303

origins of, 135, 141, 204, 233, 393
queens of, 269
queens regnant of , See Beatrice, Teresa
royal names in, 297
royal title in, 394
succession in, 169–170, 171–172, 413

Pour ce que plusieurs, 148–149
Powys, Welsh principality, 221, 443princes of , See Bleddyn ap Cynfyn

Poytron, Stephen, Yorkist plotter (1491), 370
Prague, 20–21, 234–235, 256, 259, 273, 300, 317, 319, 405
Prague, bishops of, 189
Premonstratensians, 382
Premysl, ancestor of the Premyslids, 382
Premysl Otakar I, duke of Bohemia (1192–3, 1197–8), king of Bohemia (1198–1230), 188, 189, 405, 464, 476
Premysl Otakar II, king of Bohemia (1253–78), 20, 68, 184, 189, 233, 246
Premyslids, 20, 72, 187–190, 256, 300, 382, 426, 435, 440 See also Bohemia, dukes and kings offoundation legends of, 381–382

pretenders, 151, 360–378
Priam, king of Troy, 317
Prince of Wales, title, 105, 106
Princes in the Tower, 185–186, 367, 371, 372
Princes of Wales, 34, 105, 124, 174, 230, 347
Procopius, sixth-century historian, 38
prohibited degrees, 43–48, 64–65, 66, 134, 181–182, 183–184, 185, 330–331, 367
prophecies, 296, 340–341, 347–358, 369, 385
Prophecies of Merlin (Geoffrey of Monmouth), 351–353, 356
Prophetic History, The (Gerald of Wales) (=Expugnatio Hibernica), 355
Protestantism, 143
Provence, 30, 79, 152, 206, 208, 422–423counts of, 253, 527
kingdom of, 115, 116, 349
kings of , See Boso; Charles (855–63); Louis the Blind

Prussia, 21, 411
Prussia, king of, 209
Psellos, Michael, Byzantine chronicler (d. c. 1078), 95, 127–131, 140, 381
Purgatorio (Dante), 292
Pyrenees, 65, 227, 422, 424


Quedlinburg, Saxony, female religious house, 405, 409

Radegund, St (d. 587), 312
Radigis, prince of the Varni, 38
Ralph de Diceto, dean of St Paul’s, chronicler (d. c. 1200), 22, 60, 112, 244
Ralph Glaber, chronicler (d. c. 1046), 30–31, 158
Ramiro I, king of Aragon (1035–63), 169, 263, 435
Ramiro II, king of Aragon (1134–7), 63, 409
Ramleh, Palestine, 553
Raoul, count of Crépy and Valois (d. 1074), second husband of Anna of Kiev, 232
Raoul de Presles (d. 1382), translator of City of God, 494
Rashīd al-Dīn, Persian vizier (d. 1318), 332
Ravenna, 264
Raymond of Burgundy, count of Galicia (d. 1107), 131, 133, 269, 439
Raymond, alternate name for Alfonso II of Aragon, 292
Raymond Berengar IV (III), count of Provence (1168/73–81) (previously Peter), 527
Raymond Berengar IV, count of Barcelona (d. 1162), 57, 63, 292, 409, 435, 527
Reading (Berkshire), 252
Reccared, Visigothic king (586–601), 246
Reccared II, Visigothic king (621), 444
Récit d’un ménestrel d’Alphonse de Poitiers, 339
reditus regni ad stirpem Karoli Magni, 339, 350, 357, 384
Reformation, 413
Regino of Prüm, chronicler (d. 915), 167
reinterment, 255, 256, 261–264, 524
remarriage, 4–5, 12, 47, 55, 60, 66, 68–72, 83, 102, 124, 133, 195, 230, 231, 232, 367
Remigius, St (d. c. 533), 348, 349
Remus, brother of Romulus, 188, 191
René of Anjou, king of Naples (1435–42) (d. 1480), 440
Rennes (Ille-et-Vilaine), 350
republics, 397, 413–416
Reynold Sanz-surnun, English royal messenger (1220s), 287
Rheims (Marne), 93, 114, 120, 147, 349, 389, 390, 484
Rheims, archbishops of, 232 See also Adalbero; Arnulf; Henry, son of Louis VI; Hincmar
Rhine, river, 38, 49, 118, 148, 208, 209
Rhine, counts palatine of the, 401
Rhineland, 21, 49, 332, 370pseudo-Frederick II in, 365

Rhodes, 63, 411
Rhone, river, 105, 207, 227
Richard I, king of England (1189–99), 22–23, 86–87, 98, 104, 150, 180, 197, 198, 211, 213, 252, 269, 270, 273–275, 430
Richard II, king of England (1377–99) accession as minor, 216, 445
and Edward II, 311
and Thomas of Woodstock, 216, 219
burial of, 255, 261, 271, 272, 372
deposition of, 62, 222
heraldic arms of, 325
marriages of, 52, 162
numbering of, 306
pretender claiming to be, 364, 366, 369, 373

Richard III, king of England (1483–5), 5, 176, 185, 255, 285, 340, 354, 367, 370–371
Richard (d. 1069x1075), son of William the Conqueror, 516
Richard of Cornwall (d. 1272), brother of Henry III of England, 199
Richard of Ireland, collection of prophecies under the name of, 353
Richard I, duke of Normandy (942–96), 13, 158, 169, 303, 541daughter of , See Emma

Richard II, duke of Normandy (996–1026), 169, 303, 541
Richard III, duke of Normandy (1026–7), 303
Richard Plantagenet , See Richard, duke of York (d. 1460)
Richard, duke of York (d. 1460), 230, 283, 286, 323
Richard, duke of York, son of Edward IV, 371, 372
Richard IV, style of Perkin Warbeck, 369, 377
Richard, royal name, 306
Richardis, wife of Charles the Fat, 228, 452
Richer of Saint-Rémi, chronicler (fl. 991–998), 294, 339, 451
Richildis, wife of Charles the Bald, 91, 155–156
Rigord, monk of St-Denis, chronicler (d. c. 1207), 252, 254, 294
Ringsted, Zealand, 259, 260, 267
Riquier, early medieval saint, 349
Robert I, king of the West Franks (922–3), 245
Robert II, king of France (996–1031), 30, 110, 288, 328, 390, 528
Robert ‘the Wise’, king of Naples (1309–43), 214–215, 312–313, 314, 323, 402–403, 480
Robert Bruce (Robert I), king of Scots (1306–29), 102–103, 257, 276, 422, 430–431
Robert II, king of Scots (1371–90), 103, 182, 301
Robert III, king of Scots (formerly John) (1390–1406), 301
Robert of Artois (d. 1342), 206
Robert Bastard, Domesday landholder, 166
Robert Bruce (d. 1226x1233), 448
Robert Bruce the Competitor (d. 1295), 73, 448
Robert Bruce the elder (d. 1304), 422
Robert of Clermont (d. 1318), son of Louis IX, 199
Robert of Dreux (d. 1188), son of Louis VI, 244
Robert the Frisian, count of Flanders (1071–93), 21
Robert, earl of Gloucester (d. 1147), 142, 166–167, 178
Robert of Gloucester, chancellor of Hereford (1299–c. 1322), 478
Robert Guiscard, duke of Apulia and Calabria (1059–85), 368, 394–395
Robert I, duke of Normandy (1027–35), 541
Robert, duke of Normandy (1087–1106) (d. 1134), 194, 198, 392–393
Robert of Torigny, chronicler (d. 1186), 158
Robert de Vere, earl of Oxford (d. 1392), 162
Robert (of Geneva) (antipope Clement VII), 413
Robert, fine name, 301
Robin Hood, 104
Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, archbishop of Toledo (1208–47), chronicler, 284, 363–364, 377
Roger II, king of Sicily (1130–54), 165, 265, 395, 521
Roger, duke of Apulia (d. 1148), 165
Roger Borsa, duke of Apulia and Calabria (1085–1111), 21
Roger de Furnival, astrologer to Philip Augustus, 344
Roger Mortimer, earl of March (d. 1330), 235–236
Roger, count of Sicily (1072–1101), 394–395
Roger (d. 1194), son of Tancred of Sicily, 95, 279
Rogvolod, Prince of Polotsk (d. c. 978), 42
Rollo, founder of Normandy (d. c. 930), 14, 285, 350, 541
Romagna, 355
Roman Church, 26, 71 See also popes
Roman emperors (ancient), 3, 78, 261, 264, 304, 316, 382–383, 416
Roman empire, 4, 13, 44, 80, 156, 188, 244, 264, 268, 277, 302, 304, 337, 341, 398, 402, 414
Roman Law, 45, 79–80, 103, 106, 152, 156, 157, 159, 176, 183, 200
Roman popes of Great Schism, 412–413
Romance languages, 207–208, 395
Romanos I Lecapenos, Byzantine emperor (920–44), 94, 408
Romanos II, Byzantine emperor (959–63), 28, 36, 94, 453, 456
Romanos III Argyros, Byzantine emperor (1028–34), 126, 130, 252, 381, 457
Romanos IV Diogenes, Byzantine emperor (1068–71), 124–125, 244pretender claiming to be son of, 363, 373, 375, 378

Romans, common language of, 302
Romans, king of (title) , See king of the Romans
Romans, meaning Byzantines, 13, 27
Rome as source of porphyry, 265
birthplace of pope Nicholas III, 284
Charlemagne crowned in, 398
geographical position of, 214
in papal domains, 394
Otto I crowned in, 416
Otto IV crowned in, 427
overlordship of emperor Lothar over, 206
St Anselm in, 376
synonym for empire, 292

Romulus, founder of Rome, 188, 191, 383
Rorico, bishop of Laon (949–76), illegitimate son of Charles the Simple, 408
Rosamund Clifford (d. c. 1175), mistress of Henry II of England, 160, 165
Roskilde, Zealand, 259
Roskilde, bishop of, 259
Røsnæs, Zealand, 242
Rothari, king of the Lombards (d. 652), 35
Rothesay, duke of, title, 105
Rotrud (Erythro) (d. 810), daughter of Charlemagne, 27
Rouen (Seine-Maritime), 212, 274, 350
Rouen, archbishop of, 158
Roussillon, county of, 422, 424
Roxburgh, 249
Royaumont, Cistercian monastery (Val-d’Oise), 260–261, 299
Ruairc of Breifne (d. 893), 288
Rüdiger, Jan, historian, 157–158
Rudolf I, king of Burgundy (888–912), 428
Rudolf II, king of Burgundy (912–37), 454
Rudolf III, king of Burgundy (993–1032), 72, 92
Rudolf of Rheinfelden, German anti-king (1077–80), 245, 268, 400
Rudolf of Habsburg, German king (1273–91), 20, 56, 233, 246, 370, 519, 522
Rudolfingers, Burgundian dynasty, 435
Rügen, Baltic island, 267
Rumanian language, 296
Rupert of the Palatinate, German king (1400–10), 271
Rurikids, 204
Russia, 10, 14, 15, 19, 20, 189, 204, 256
Russian Primary Chronicle, 189

Saba Malaspina, chronicler (d. 1297/8), 373
Sahagún, Benedictine monastery, Leon, 264
St Albans, Benedictine abbey (Hertfordshire), 308
St-Aubin, Angers, 330–331
St Augustine’s, Canterbury, 56
St-Denis, 208, 253–256, 259, 260–261, 262, 264, 265, 269, 274–275, 277, 298–299, 518, 522
St Denis, Odivelas, Portugal, 258
St-Frambaud de Senlis, 520
Saint-Gallen, 328
St George Mangana, Constantinople, 252
St-Germain-des-Prés, Paris, 269
St-Louis-de-Poissy (Yvelines), 313
St Mary, Canterbury, 253
St Mary Peribleptos, Constantinople, 252
St Peter and St Paul, monastery of, Canterbury (later St Augustine’s), 253
St Peter’s, Rome, 96
St Peter’s Sword, part of the Carolingian regalia, 91
St-Remi, Rheims, 388
St-Sanctin-de-Chuisnes (Eure-et-Loir), 57
St Stephen’s, Caen, 267
St Stephen’s, Westminster, 358
St Vitus’ cathedral, Prague, 256
Salamanca, bishopric of, 411
Salerno, Prince of, title, 104, 480
Salian dynasty, 254, 385, 405, 437, 535 See also Conrad II; Henry III; Henry IV; Henry V
Salian or Salic Law, 147–148, 153
Salimbene, Franciscan chronicler (d. 1288/9), 355, 364, 365, 543
Salins (Jura), 420
Salisbury (Wiltshire), 91
Salisbury, earl of, 180 See also Thomas of Lancaster
Salome (d. 1268), wife of Coloman, brother of Bela IV of Hungary, 406
Salvian, fifth-century priest, 83–84
Samuel, Tsar of the Bulgarians (997–1014), 453
San Isidoro, Leon, 263
San Salvador de Oña, Castile, 263
Sancha (d. 1067), wife of Ferdinand I of Leon and Castile, 263
Sancha (d. c. 1125), daughter of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 69
Sancho II, king of Castile (1065–72), 194, 203
Sancho IV, king of Castile (1284–95), 219–220, 264
Sancho II, king of Navarre (970–94), 18
Sancho III ‘the Great’, king of Navarre (1000–35), 263–264, 435
Sancho I, king of Portugal (1185–1211), 257–258
Sancho II, king of Portugal (1223–48), 67, 258, 445
Sancho (d. 1108), son of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 19, 69, 131
Sancho of Leon (d. 1220), son of Ferdinand II of Leon, 242
Sancho, archbishop of Toledo (1266–75), 556
Santa María la Real, Murcia, 275
Santarém, Portugal, 258
Santes Creus, Cistercian monastery, Catalonia, 260, 265, 270
Santiago de Compostella archbishop of, 67 See also Diego Gelmírez
archbishopric of, 411
cathedral of, 253, 269

São Mamede (or Guimarães), battle of (1128), 233
Saône, river, 207
Saracens, Christian term for Muslims, 367, 509
Sardinians, 181
Saturn, god, 317
Savoy, 177, 197
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, 204
Saxon dynasty , See Ottonians
Saxons, 14, 22, 98, 288, 431, 452, 465
Saxony, 12, 201, 204, 378, 405dukes of, 401 See also Henry I, king of the East Franks; Henry the Lion

Scandinavia coronation charters in, 430
female rule in, 143
monarchs of, as ancestor of King Christopher (d. 1448), 426
names in, 28
regicide in, 246–247
settlers from in Iceland, 414
settlers from in Scotland, 441
succession practices in, 4, 180, 191, 398
Sven Forkbeard’s body repatriated there, 279

Scandinavian kingdoms, 15, 39, 53, 143, 325, 434, 436, 440, 442, 474 See also Denmark; Norway; Sweden
Scheyern, Bavaria, 289, 293
Schieffer, Rudolf, historian (1947–2018), 432
Schleswig, 325
Scone (Perthshire), 103
Scotland alliance of, with France, 24
and Galloway, 202
and Great Schism, 412
and Perkin Warbeck, 369, 378
and pseudo-Richard II of England, 369
burial places of kings of, 257, 259, 276
Church in, 410–411
claim to English throne of kings of, 315
coronation in, 106, 109
deaths of kings of, 248
dynastic union of, with England (Union of the Crowns) (1603), 105
Edgar Atheling in, 392–393
Edward III’s campaigns in, 48
female succession in, 73, 102, 144, 150, 154
heraldic arms of, 325
incorporation of Orkney and Shetland into, 24
invasion of by William II of England, 392
kingdom of, 553
kings of, 383 See also Alexander I; Alexander II; Alexander III; David I; David II; Donald III; Edgar; James I; James II; James III; James IV; James VI; James VII; John Balliol; Kenneth Macalpine; Malcolm II; Malcolm III; Malcolm IV; Robert Bruce; Robert II; Robert III; William the Lion
levels of violence in, 116, 248–249
minorities in, 116
murder of Katherine de Mortimer in, 165
objections of, to logo EIIR, 301
Otto (IV) as candidate for kingship of, 22, 150
prophecy in, 355
queens of, 57
relations of, with England, 73–74, 76, 206, 421–422, 424–425
royal names of, 298, 301
ruling dynasties of, 441
saintly connections of kings of, 313, 315
struggle for independence of, 431
succession crisis after 1286, 59, 72–74, 75, 76–77, 202, 203
succession in, 101–103, 114, 182, 190, 191, 365
union with England (1707), 324

Scots Guards (of king of France), 33
Scott, Walter, novelist (1771–1832), 104
Seaxburh, Anglo-Saxon queen (d. 674?), 487
Seine, river, 212, 223, 269, 350
Sens (Yonne), 391
Septimania, 227
Serbs, 19, 251
Seville, Andalusia, 19, 160, 162, 184, 257, 262, 275, 428archbishop of, 262
archbishopric of, 411

Sforza, Francesco, duke of Milan (1450–66), 180
Shaftesbury, nunnery (Dorset), 405
Shajara-yi ansāb (‘Tree of Genealogies’) (Fakhr-i Mudabbir), 332
Shakespeare, William, 212
Shetland, 24
Sicilian Vespers (1282), 275, 439, 442
Sicily, 75, 265, 275, 342, 395adoption in, 79
count of , See Roger, Roger II
death of Henry VI of Germany in, 356
duke of , See Robert Guiscard
Edward I of England in, 107
Muslim rule in, 394
Norman conquest of, 395, 442
porphyry from, 265
pseudo-Frederick II in, 365, 367, 370, 377, 378
Richard I of England in, 23
rule of Alfonso V in, 82

Sicily, kingdom of, 24, 439 See also Naples, kingdom of; Normans of SicilyAngevin rule in, 246, 275, 322, 380, 418
border of, 279
conquest of, by Henry VI of Germany, 150, 171, 251, 279, 409, 418, 427
disputed succession to after 1309, 214, 216
Edmund, son of Henry III of England, proposed as king of, 198
female succession in, 53, 143, 144, 145
formation of, 89, 393, 394–395
Hohenstaufen rule in, 89, 144, 254
invaded by Otto IV of Germany, 427
kings of, 22, 108, 253 See also Charles of Anjou; Charles II; Conrad IV; Conradin; Frederick II; Frederick III; Manfred; Roger II; Tancred; William II; William III
queens regnant of , See Constance; Maria
rule of house of Trastámara in, 174
ruling dynasties of, 442
succession in, 169–171, 172, 180
ties of, to papacy, 119
union of, with the Empire, 427

Siegfried, abbot of Gorze (d. 1055), 30–31, 529
Siegfried, count of Luxemburg (d. 998), 331
Siemowit, first Piast duke of Poland, 381
Siena, 365
Sienese, 365
Siete Partidas, 79, 89, 144, 219
Sigebert I, Merovingian king (d. 575), 35
Sigebert II, Merovingian king (d. 613), 157, 444
Sigebert III, Merovingian king (d. 656), 444
Sigeric, son of Sigismund of Burgundy, 236–237, 238
Sigismund, king of the Burgundians (516–24), 236–237, 312, 335
Sigismund of Luxemburg, king of Hungary (1387–1437), German king (1410–37), emperor, 39, 89
Sigurd Magnusson, king of Norway (1103–30), 445
Sigurd Haraldsson, king of Norway (1136–55), 445
Silesia, 204, 406, 420
Silo, king of Asturias (774–83), 439
Silves, bishopric of, 411
Simnel, Lambert, pretender, claimant to the English throne (1486–7), 151, 360, 361, 371, 373, 378, 432
Simon Burley (d. 1388), tutor of Richard II of England, 216–217
Simone Martini, painter (d. 1344), 313, 314
Simon de Montfort the elder (d. 1218), 355, 423
Skiold, legendary ruler of the Danes, 190
Skylitzes, John, Byzantine chronicler (late eleventh century), 95, 129–130
Slavic languages, 296
Slavonia, 420
Slavs, 15, 267 See also Baltic Slavs; Wends
Smith, J. Beverley, historian, 100, 508
Snorri Sturluson, Icelandic author (d. 1241), 362–363
Sodom, biblical city, 86
Soffredings, noble Italian kindred, 288
Soffredo, Italian noble, 288
Sognefjord, Norway, 247
Solomon, biblical king, 63, 208
Sophia, abbess of Gandersheim (d. 1039), daughter of Otto II, 409–410
Sorel, Agnes (d. 1450), mistress of Charles VII of France, 164, 165
Sorø abbey, Zealand, 259, 260
Spain, 29, 49, 160–162, 227, 309, 342, 362, 374 See also Aragon; Castile; Leon; Navarre; Spain, Muslim; Visigothic Spainabolition of monarchy in, 432
adoption in, 79
borders of, 424
coronation in, 106
creation of, 76, 420, 434
fraternal strife in, 192
kings of , See Charles V; Philip II
pretenders in, 361
restoration of monarchy in, 143
Suevi in, 34
under the Bourbons, 283
used as synonym for Leon-Castile, 22, 50, 101, 133, 142, 174, 455
word ‘frontier’ in, 508–509

Spain, Muslim, 18, 22, 49, 131, 184, 242–243, 257, 264, 276, 411, 422–423
Spanish chroniclers, 192, 284
Speyer, Rhineland, 254, 262–263, 519, 522
Spoleto, duchy of, 394
Staufer , See Hohenstaufen
Stephen, king of England (1135–54), 81, 99, 112–113, 135, 141–142, 149, 222, 252
Stephen, St, king of Hungary (1000–38), 42–43, 81, 312
Stephen II, king of Hungary (1116–31), 251
Stephen (d. 963), son of Romanos Lecapenos, 94
Stephen, patriarch of Constantinople (886–93), 408, 410
Stephen, St, Crown of, 92
stepmothers, 11, 37–39, 236–239, 244
Stewart kings, 441 See also Stuart, See James I; James II; James III; James IV; James VI; James VII; Robert II; Robert III
Stillingwell, John (fl. 1434), 508
Stockholm, 194
Stoudios monastery, Constantinople, 70
Strängnäs, Sweden, 427
Strassburg, 209
Strathclyde, kingdom of, 441
Stuart dynasty, 286
Stuart, Bérault (1452/3–1508), lord of Aubigny, 459
Styria, 420
Suffolk, duke of, 346–347
Suger, abbot of St-Denis (1122–51), 98, 253
surnames, 80, 184, 185, 286–289, 290, 321
Sussex, Anglo-Saxon kingdom of, 436
Sven Forkbeard, king of Denmark (c. 987–1014), king of England (1013–14), 279, 524
Sven Estrithson, king of Denmark (1047–74/6), 398, 436
Sven Aggesen, twelfth-century Danish chronicler, 190
Sverker dynasty of Sweden, 442
Svolde, battle of (1000), 362
Swabia, 201, 420
Swabia, dukes of, 299, 442 See also Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1105); Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1147); Frederick, duke of Swabia (d. 1169); Frederick (formerly Conrad), duke of Swabia (d. 1191); Hermann (II)
Sweden coronation charters in, 430
family conflict in, 193–194
heraldic arms of, 325
kingdom of, 553
kings of , See Birger Magnusson; Charles Knutsson; Christopher; Erik of Pomerania; Gustaf III; Magnus Eriksson
opposition to foreign kings in, 427
polygamy in, 4
queens of , See Christina; Margaret
ruling dynasties of, 442
shared monarchs with Denmark and Norway, 436, 440, 442 See also Margaret of Denmark (d. 1412)
succession practices in, 398

Swiss, 346
Switzerland, 289, 432
Swynford, Katherine (d. 1403), mistress and wife of John of Gaunt, 184–185
Sybilla, queen of Jerusalem (1186–90), 145, 447
Sybilla (d. 1122), illegitimate daughter of Henry I of England, wife of Alexander I of Scotland, 180
Székesfehérvár (Alba Regia), Hungary, 260


Talavera, Castile, 160
Tancred (Tancred of Lecce), king of Sicily (1190–4), 23, 95, 149, 165–166, 169–171, 251, 279–280
Tancred de Hauteville, Norman knight, 394–395, 442
Tang dynasty (618–907), 191–192, 285
Tanneguy du Châtel, killer of John the Fearless, 223–224
Tarragona, archbishop of, 76–77
Tasso, Lombard duke (fl. 630), 35
Teck, Swabia, 420
Templars, 63–64, 230, 411–412, 508
Temple of Jerusalem, 63, 382
Teresa (d. 1130), illegitimate daughter of Alfonso VI, queen of Portugal, 69, 134–135, 233, 441, 447
Teresa Lourenzo, mistress of Peter I of Portugal, 171
Teresa of Portugal (d. 1250), wife of Alfonso IX of Leon, 46
Teutberga (d. after 869), wife of Lothar II, 159
Teutonic Knights, 63, 411
Thackeray, William Makepeace, novelist (1811–63), 109, 192
Thames, river, 202
Theobald II, king of Navarre (1253–70), 445
Theodehad, Ostrogothic king (534–6), 117
Theodolinda, Lombard queen (d. 627), 35, 42
Theodora, Byzantine empress (1042, 1055–6), 127–131, 140, 142, 447, 487
Theodora the Khazar, wife of Justinian II, 453
Theodora (d. after 867), mother of Michael III, 279, 483
Theodora (d. 922), wife of Romanos Lecapenos, 94
Theodora, daughter of John VI Cantacuzenus, 19–20
Theodore the Stoudite, abbot (d. 826), 70
Theodoric, Ostrogothic king (489–526), 116, 236, 265
Theodosius the Great, Roman emperor (379–95), 316
Theodrada (d. 844), daughter of Charlemagne, 404
Theophano (d. after 978), wife of Romanos II and Nicephorus II Phocas, 36
Theophano Martinakia (d. 897), wife of Leo VI, 32, 70, 287, 311
Theophanu (d. 991), wife of Otto II, 29, 117, 409
Theophylact, patriarch of Constantinople (933–56), 408
Theotonius, prior of the Holy Cross, Coimbra (d. 1166), 233
Theudebald, Merovingian king (d. 555), 34, 444
Theudebert I, Merovingian king (d. 548), 461, 472
Theudebert II, Merovingian king (d. 612), 9, 192–193, 249, 444
Theudebert, Merovingian king (perhaps Theudebert I, d. 548), 38
Theudebert, Merovingian royal name, 293
Theudechild, sister of Theudebert I, 461
Theuderic II, Merovingian king (d. 613), 157, 192–193, 249, 444
Theuderic IV, Merovingian king (d. 737), 338
Theuderic, Merovingian king (Theuderic IV?), 316
Thietmar, bishop of Merseburg (1009–18), 54, 409–410
Thomas Becket, archbishop of Canterbury (1162–70), 56
Thomas de Cantilupe, bishop of Hereford (1275–82), 478
Thomas, earl of Lancaster, Leicester, Derby, Lincoln and Salisbury (d. 1322), 222, 323, 333
Thomas Rymer, thirteenth-century seer, 355
Thomas Southwell, magician (d. 1441), 358–359
Thomas Waleys, Dominican theologian (fl. 1318–1349), 153
Thomas Warde of Trumpington, pretender claiming to be Richard II, 373
Thomas of Woodstock, duke of Gloucester (d. 1397), 216–217, 219
Thomas, St, doubting, 375
Thomond, kings of , See Mathgamain Ua Brian (Ua Briain); Toirdelbach Ua Brian (Ua Briain)
Thuringia, 304, 312
Tiberius, Roman emperor (14–37), 78
Tiberius, son of Justinian II, 249
Tinchebray, battle of (1106), 393
Toirdelbach Ua Brian (Ua Briain), king of Thomond (1444–59), 250
Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair (Turlough O’Connor), king of Connacht (1106–56), 191
Toledo, Castile, 34, 51, 131, 161, 162, 258, 264, 343, 428
Toledo, archbishops of, 135, 195, 411
Toledo, council of (400), 494
Toledo, council of (683), 43
tombs, 33, 160, 163–164, 165, 172, 251, 253, 254, 258–260, 261–272, 275, 277, 312, 321, 324, 384, 405, 521, 524
Torphichen (West Lothian), 508
Tortosa, Catalonia, 423
Toul, bishopric of, 209
Toulouse (Haute-Garonne), 55, 355, 455
Tournai, 371, 372, 431
Tours (Indre-et-Loire), 337
Tower of London, 49, 235–236, 347, 359
Trastámara, house of, 174, 439, 512
Tree of Jesse, 326–327
Tree of the Lineage of the Kings of the French, The (Arbor genealogiae regum Francorum) (Bernard Gui), 335–339
Tribur (now Trebur), Franconia, 96
Trier, Rhineland, 225
Trier, archbishops of, 401
Trinity Altarpiece (van der Goes), 324–325
Triple Tabernacle, The (Adam of Dryburgh), 382–383
Tristan, lover of Isolde, 227
Troia, Apulia, 170
Trojans, 318
Troyes, Treaty of (1420), 113–114
Tsar, title, 297
Tudors, 69, 108, 185, 198, 246, 283, 286, 306, 340, 361, 372, 437
Tunis, 107, 261, 274
Turin, duke of , See Agilulf
Turkish language, 296
Turks, 19–20, 115, 192, 245, 362, 436, 553
Tuscany, 355
Tuscany, duke of, 409
Tyre, 254, 519
Tyrol, 420

Ubl, Karl, historian, 45
Udalric (d. 1115), son of Conrad, duke of Bohemia, 188
Ulster, kings and kingdom of, 438
United Kingdom, 434
Unwan, archbishop of Hamburg-Bremen (1013–29), 288
Uppsala, Sweden, 193
Urban IV, pope (1261–4), 67–68
Urban V, pope (1362–70), 174
Urgell, county of, Catalonia, 76
Urraca, queen of Leon and Castile (1109–26), 69, 131–135, 136, 138–139, 141, 142, 143, 232–233, 264, 310, 439, 447
Ursa Major, constellation, 295
USA, 1
Uzbeg, ruler of the Golden Horde (1313–41), 19

Valdemar I, king of Denmark (1157–82), 97, 259, 267, 297
Valdemar II, king of Denmark (1202–41), 26, 97, 242, 267
Valdemar IV, king of Denmark (1340–75), 452
Valdemar (d. 1231), son of Valdemar II of Denmark, 97, 242
Valdemar (d. 1317), brother of Birger Magnusson of Sweden, 193–194
Valencia, 75
Valentinian III, Roman emperor (425–55), 44
Valery, early medieval saint, 349–350, 351
Valladolid, Castile, 161
Valley, Bavaria, 289
Valois dynasty, branch of Capetians, 437
Vanity Fair (Thackeray), 109, 192
Varna, battle of (1444), 362, 374
Varni, Germanic people, 38
Vatatzes, accused of adultery with Empress Euphrosyne, 228
Venantius Fortunatus, sixth-century poet, 26
Venetians, 353
Venice, 146, 394, 397, 414–416doges of, 29, 397 See also Otto Orseolo; Peter II Orseolo

Verdun Prize, 209
Verdun, battle of (1916), 209
Verdun, bishopric of, 209
Verdun, Treaty of (843), 206, 209
Vermudo II, king of Leon (982–99), 264
Vermudo III, king of Leon (1028–37), 263–264, 445
Verona, 250
Vexin, 52
Viana, Prince of, title, 105
Victor II, pope (1055–7), 118
Victoria, queen of Great Britain (1837–1901), 204
Victorian (term), 283
Vienna, 49, 51, 378
Vienne (Isère), 412
Vienne, county of, 208, 251
Vienne, council of (1311–12), 412
Vikings, 14, 115, 285, 436
Violante (d. 1353), daughter of James II of Aragon, 33
Violante See also Yolande
Visconti, Bianca Maria (d. 1468), wife of Francesco Sforza, 180
Visconti, Filippo Maria, duke of Milan (1412–47), 180
Visegrád, Hungary, 214
Viseu, Portugal, 233
Visigothic kingdom, 34, 246, 442
Visigothic Spain, 18, 246, 264
Vision of Charles the Fat, 296, 347–349
Vladimir, Prince of Novgorod and Kiev (d. 1015), 13, 42, 43
Vladimir Monomakh, Prince of Kiev (d. 1125), 297
Vladislav II, king of Bohemia (1471–1516), king of Hungary (1490–1516), 39–40
Vysehrad, Bohemia, 256

Wagon, The, ancient name for Ursa Major, 295
Waiblingen, Swabia, 292, 556
Waitz, Georg, German historian (1813–86), 209
Waldrada, wife of Theudebald, Merovingian king, 34
Waldrada, wife or mistress of Lothar II, 159
Wales See also David, St; Prince of Walesblinding and castration in, 250
Church in, 410
conquest of, 105, 410
family conflict in, 220–221
King Arthur hero in, 384
native princes of , See Bleddyn ap Cynfyn of Powys; Gruffudd ap Cynan of Gwynedd; Hywel ap Iorweth of Caerleon; Owain ap Hywel Dda of Deheubarth; Owain Gwynedd of Gwynedd; Owain Pen-carn of Caerleon
native principalities of, 443 See also Caerleon; Deheubarth; Gwynedd, Powys
partible inheritance in, 203, 508
Robert of Normandy imprisoned in, 194
succession practices in, 4–5, 100

Wallace-Hadrill, J. M., historian (1916–85), 10
Walter Clifford, father of Rosamund Clifford, 496
Walter Tyrrel, presumed killer of William Rufus, 352
Walter, archbishop of Dublin (1484–1511), 493
Waltheof of Melrose (d. 1159), 313, 315
Warbeck, Perkin, pretender (d. 1499), 367, 369, 370–371, 372, 377, 378, 493
Wars of the Roses, 185, 221, 285, 327
Warwick, earl of, 230
Waterford, 493
Welf III (d. 1055), 64
Welf, Frankish noble, father of empress Judith, 11, 195–196
Welfs, 22, 24, 292, 556
Welsh Marches, 160, 443
Wenceslas, St, duke of Bohemia (d. 929 or 935), 188, 300, 311, 312
Wenceslas I, king of Bohemia (1230–53), 20, 189
Wenceslas II, king of Bohemia (1278–1305), king of Poland (1291–1305), 20, 56, 118–119, 121, 163, 233–235, 236, 238, 239, 300, 445
Wenceslas III, king of Bohemia and Poland (1305–6), 190, 300
Wenceslas (Wenzel), king of Bohemia (1378–1419), German king (1378–1400), 96, 300, 398
Wenceslas, first son of Charles IV, Holy Roman Emperor (died young), 300
Wenceslas, original name of Charles IV, Holy Roman Emperor, 300, 309
Wends, 325
Werner, margrave of the Saxon Nordmark (1003–9), 297
Wessex, 33, 202, 436, 487royal dynasty of, 13, 255, 298, 307, 315, 385, 386, 405, 437 See also Æthelbald; Æthelbert; Æthelred; Æthelwulf; Alfred; Edward the Elder; Egbert; England, kings ofmarriage practices of, 12, 37
marriages of daughters of, 21


West Franks, 296kingdom of, 12, 21, 116, 202, 207, 331, 389, 391, 407, 437, 507, 560
kings of, 12, 107, 388 See also Carloman; Charles the Bald; Charles the Simple; Lothar; Louis II; Louis III; Louis IV; Louis V; Robert Iassociation of sons as rulers by, 92


Westminster, 56, 121, 217, 255–256, 260, 261, 269, 271–272, 277, 386, 421
Westphalia, 465
Westphalia, Peace of (1648), 420
Wherwell nunnery (Hampshire), 469
White Ship, wreck of (1120), 91, 356
Widdowson, Marc, historian, 375
widows, royal, 34–43, 117–119, 140, 149, 231–236, 239, 312, 404, 405, 471
Widukind, Saxon leader (fl. 777–85), 14
Widukind of Corvey, chronicler (fl. 941–73), 92, 296
Wie das erste Reich der Deutschen entstand (Zatschek), 209
William I the Conqueror, king of England (1066–87) and conquest of England, 381, 392
as duke of Normandy, 541
burial of, 252, 267
claim to England, 307
death of, 198, 392
illegitimacy of, 169, 498
in prophecy, 356–357
nicknamed the Bastard, 386
nicknamed the Conqueror, 393
numbering of, 308
sons of, 194, 242, 385, 475
title of, 421

William II Rufus, king of England (1087–1100), 85, 87, 242, 252, 352–353, 356, 357, 392
William of Holland, German anti-king (1248–56), 245
William the Lion, king of Scots (1165–1214), 74, 150, 190, 313, 448
William II, king of Sicily (1166–89), 23, 149, 169–170, 342
William III, king of Sicily (1194), 251
William, duke of Apulia and Calabria (1111–27), 21, 395
William X, duke of Aquitaine (1127–37), 65
William, count of Arques, son of Richard II of Normandy, 169
William the Bastard , See William the Conqueror
William the Breton, chronicler (d. c. 1225), 197, 212, 349, 352
William de Briouse (d. 1211), Anglo-Norman baron, 509
William Clito (d. 1128), son of Robert, duke of Normandy, 104
William, archbishop of Mainz (954–68), illegitimate son of Otto I, 407, 408
William of Malmesbury, chronicler (d. c. 1142), 14, 87, 168, 288, 357, 376, 393
William Marshal (d. 1219), regent of England, 121
William of Montferrat (d. 1177), husband of Sybilla of Jerusalem, 46, 145
William de Nangis, archivist of St-Denis (d. 1300), 254–255, 334–335
William of Newburgh, chronicler (d. c. 1198), 197, 246–247
William Longsword, duke of Normandy (c. 928–42), 541
William of Ockham, theologian and philosopher (d. 1347), 108
William VII, count of Poitou (1039–58), 291
William VIII, count of Poitou (1058–86), 291
William of Sabina, cardinal (d. 1251), 414
William, cardinal-deacon of St Mary in Cosmedin (1342–68), 162
William of Tyre, chronicler (d. c. 1185), 136, 140
William of Ypres, claimant to the county of Flanders, 1127, 169
William (d. 1120), son of Henry I of England, 91, 356
William (d. 1159), son of Stephen, king of England, 112–113
William, name of counts of Poitou, 291, 299
William, royal name, 305
Wilton Diptych, 325
Wilton nunnery (Wiltshire), 469
Winchester, 22, 252
Winchester Castle, 384
Winchester, bishop of, 121, 228
Windsor (Berkshire), 255
Wittelsbachs, 426
Wladyslaw III, king of Poland (1434–44), 39, 360, 362, 374, 446
Woden, god, 380
Woldemar, margrave of Brandenburg (d. 1319), 361, 367pretender claiming to be, 366, 367, 370, 373, 377, 378

Woodville, Elizabeth (d. 1492), wife of Edward IV of England, 10
Worcester, 252
World War I, 2, 72, 420
Worms, 96
Wroclaw, 406
Wulfegundis, wife of Dagobert I, 157
Württemberg, 420
Würzburg, 400, 556
Würzburg, bishop of, 409

Xene , See Maria of Antioch

Yaropolk, Prince of Kiev (d. 978), 42
Yaroslav, Prince of Kiev (1019–54), 189
Yolande (d. 1298), daughter of Bela IV of Hungary, 406
Yolande (Violante) of Aragon (d. 1300), wife of Alfonso X of Castile, 220
Yolande, daughter of John I of Aragon, 449
Yolande of Dreux, wife of Alexander III of Scotland, 59
Yolande of Hungary, wife of James I of Aragon, 556
Yolande See also Isabella II
Yonne, river, 223
York, 524
York, archbishops of, 410 See also Ealdred, Geoffrey
York, duke of, 371 See also Richard
York, house of, 185, 285, 360, 361, 371, 437
Yorkists, 230–231, 371

Zaida, wife or mistress of Alfonso VI of Leon and Castile, 19, 69, 470
Zamora, bishopric of, 411
Zaragoza, Aragon, 423
Zawisch von Falkenstein, Bohemian noble (d. 1290), 119, 234–235, 236, 239
Zbraslav (Königssaal), Bohemia, 119
Zealand, 259
Zelophehad (Salphaad), biblical figure, 151–152, 490
Zoe, Byzantine empress (1042), 126–130, 134, 142, 447, 487
Zoe Karbonopsina, wife of Leo VI, 70, 78, 94, 483
Zoe Zaoutzaina (d. 899), wife of Leo VI, 70
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