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PREFACE

Es war noch sehr friih, als ich Goéttingen verliess, und der gelehrte
. . . lag gewiss noch im Bette und triumte wie gewdéhnlich: er wandle
in einem schénen Garten, auf dessen Beeten lauter weisse, mit Citaten
beschriebene Papierchen wachsen, die im Sonnenlichte lieblich glinzen,
und von denen er hier und da mehrere pfliickt und mithsam in ein neues
Beet verpflanzt, widhrend die Nachtigallen mit ihren siissesten To6nen
sein altes Herz erfreuen.

HEINE, Die Harzreise.

I confess that I have dreamed of doing more than the
scholar immortalized by Heine dreamed of. And yet who
can help wondering when he is through, or at any rate stops,
whether he has succeeded with his own mass of citations in
doing more than the work of what Georg von Below has called
the Stoffhuber? 1 may at least hope that this attempt to
isolate the secular activities—and these conceived in no very
hard and fast terms—of a group of lively bishops may serve
to bring into sharper relief a state of affairs hitherto pre-
sented rather more in the abstract. If, in addition, with
less labor these pages bring to the reader a fraction of the
pleasure they have brought to the writer in the course of
their painful preparation, I shall be content.

This study is in its inception and to a large extent in its
present form a thesis presented for the doctorate. To James
Westfall Thompson, Professor of Medieval History in the
University of Chicago, I must accordingly acknowledge grate-
fully my indebtedness for the suggestion of the subject and
for the encouragement, stimulation and support that he has
patiently lent to the completion of my task. To the faculty
of the Department of History of the University of Chicago
I must also express my appreciation of the years spent under
their guidance. To the Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung
of Berlin I owe thanks for assisting me to become better
acquainted with much of medieval Germany that remains
in the Germany of today. To the University of Nebraska I
am indebted for its cordial willingness to participate in the
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Preface 5

publication of this study in its University Studies. Finally, to
Dr. John Dean Bickford of the Hotchkiss School I must
express my great gratitude for generous and invaluable
assistance of many kinds, especially in the avoidance of
jargon, in the reading of proof, and in the making of the
index. Even were such a thing possible, this is not to make a
complete acknowledgment of all cbligation. The others, in-
cluding my sister Mildred, will know, I trust, that I am not
ungrateful.

If time and opportunity permit, I should like to continue
my study up to that point where the German ecclesiastical
territorial state may be said to have been fully formed.

Lincoln,
June, 1932
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. sub colore episcopatus ad saeculum sum reductus.
Pope Gregory the Great in MGH, Epp., 1, 5.

Causantur forte aliqui divinae dispensationis ignari, quare
episcopus rem populi et pericula belli tractaverit cum
animarum tantummodo curam susceperit.

Ruotger, Vita. Brunonis, c. 23.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The appearance of the monarchical bishop in the early
organization of the church is its most outstanding feature.
His diocese so far supplants in importance the early Christian
community, that in his own person he becomes almost syno-
nymous with the church itself. In the respect paid him and
in the affluence of his outward display he vies with the
Roman provincial governor.? The increasing patrimony of
the church comes under his guiding hand, and with time he
becomes the dominant administrator in those towns where
Roman municipal administration was decadent. Every
bishop to some extent nourished ambitions similar to those
of the bishop of Rome.? Yet we may not speak of the monar-
chical bishop as an independent person, even though his posi-
tion within the state may be regarded as privileged and poli-
tical. While there was still an emperor there was still an
imperial will: the church functioned within and as a depen-
dent part of the state.*

There are, however, some features of the development of
the episcopate that become fixed and more pronounced as the
new Germanic kingdoms are superimposed upon the church.
Violent struggles to obtain bishoprics are but one of the signs
of their increasing importance, while the exercise in almost
all the new Germanic kingdoms of a firm royal control over

1 A. Werminghof, Geschichte der Kirchenverfassung Deutschlands im
Mittelalter, 20: der monarchische Episkopat, die Grundlage der kirch-
lichen Verfassung. J. P. Kirsch, Die Kirche in der antiken Griechisch-
Réomischen Kulturwelt, 236. Cambridge Medieval History, I, 145-148.

2J. W. Thompson, The Middle Ages, 300-1500, I, 49.

3 Thompson, An Economic and Social History of the Middle Ages,
300-1300, 77, refers to a case in point, George of Cappadocia, bishop of
Alexandria, “the broker-banker”.

4 Werminghoff, 16: die starke Bindung der Kirche und des jeweiligen
Herrschers; p. 18, he refers to the church as Werkzeug und gleichzeitig
Teilhaberin der staatlichen Gewalt. Kirsch, 717: die Kirche nur zu
sehr abhingig von der weltlichen Gewalt.

9



10 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

the election of bishops is another.? In early Germanic Gaul
the bishops as a group are the most influential class. Coming
as they do in large part from the Gallo-Roman nobility,*
they acquire increased influence as centers of resistance
to the invading German culture, while to the Germans them-
selves they are the bearers of a respected and useful tradition.
Sidonius Apollinaris of Clermont and Gregory of Tours may
in this regard be taken as typical of their times.”

This importance is still further accentuated as the bishops
become also economic and political towers of strength. The
Merovingian was a golden era for the piling up of landed
wealth, made inalienable by the church and often immune
by the state. The bishop begins to appear as the careful
manager of his lands.® He substitutes for the state in the
construction of public works.® Within his city before the
end of the Merovingian period he had in some instances
already become political master; there were episcopal towns

5 Werminghoff, 43. For royal influence on episcopal elections in
Visigothic Gaul and Spain, cf. Kirsch, 721; Werminghoff, 41-43; P.
Hinschius, System des Katholischen Kirchenrechts, 1I, 516-517. For
Ostrogothic Italy cf. Camb. Med. Hist., I, 449; Werminghoff, 33. For
the Burgundian kingdom cf. Werminghoff, 45; for the Vandal kingdom,
28.

6 In the seventh century the episcopate began to be notably German-
ized: Werminghoff, 56; A. Hauck, Kirchengeschichte Deutschlands
(1904), I, 133-134.

7 Hauck, I, 82-83; Thompson, An Economic and Social History of the
Middle Ages, T8.

8 E.g. Nicetius of Lyons in Gregory of Tours, Historia Francorum,
1V, 36, MGH, SSRM I, 170: domos componere, serere agros, vineas
pastinare diligentissime studebat. Cf. Hauck, I, 140, n. 1; Camb. Med.
Hist., 11, 143.

9 Sidonius of Mainz stems the flood of the Rhine, Felix of Nantes
steers the course of the Loire, Desiderius of Cahors builds aqueducts.
Cf. Dalton, The History of the Franks by Gregory of Tours, I, 226
Hauck, I, 131-132. Theodoric saw something peculiarly fitting in the
construction of aqueducts by bishops: Nam quid aptius quam sitienti
plebi provideat aquas sanctissimas sacerdos? (quoted by Dalton, I, 267 ).

10



Introduction 11

with some taxing rights.’” In cooperation with the secular
nobility he was a real threat to an unpopular régime. One
need only refer to Arnulf of Metz, or to Egidius of Rheims,
that chronic rebel and convicted manipulator of royal
grants,'* or to the ostentatious Leodegar of Autun.'? Gregory
the Great himself, ambitious to extend his own control over
the Frankish bishops, had difficulty at times in distinguishing
between his earthly and his churchly activities.** Of the
Merovingian kings, Chilperic, for example, was distressed
at the state of episcopal affairs.”* Yet even during these early
stages of the secularization of the church one must not fail
to note how the king was ready—nay rather, compelled—to
take advantage of the growing secular power and worldly
experience of the churchmen. The martial bishop, in par-
ticular, quickly became indispensable to the state. Another

10 Dalton, I, 8-9: “The bishop . . . was really a more important per-
son in his district than any of the king’s officers.” Cf. Hauck, I, 131-132;
Camb. Med. Hist., 11, 143-144.

11 Gregory of Tours, X, 19, MGH, SSRM 1, 432-433: In hac igituy
causa primum episcopus fallax repertus est . . . . “nam ego novi me ob
crimen maiestatis reum esse mortis, qui semper contra utilitatem huius
regis matrisque eius abii, ac per meum consilium multa fuisse gesta
certamina, quibus nonnulla Gallearum loca depopulata sunt.” Dalton,
II, 455-458; I, 86: “the subtle intriguer . . . ever plotting against the
crown in the interests of the aristocratic party.”

12 Hauck, I, 396: Der rechtskundige, redefertige, prachtliecbende Mann
wurde ein Bischof im grossen Stil. Thompson, The Middle Ages, I, 202:
“Leodegar was an adventurous, sanguinary, rapacious feudal chieftain,
with nothing but the alb between him and the world.”

13 Camb. Med. Hist., 11, 146, 248-249.

14 Gregory of Tours, VI, 46, MGH, SSRM, 1, 286: Sacerdotes DNomini
assiduae blasphemabat, nec aliunde magis, dum secricius esset, ex-
ercebat ridicula vel iocos quam de eclesiarum episcopis. Illum ferebat
levem, alium superbum, illum habundantem, istum luxuriosum; illum
adserebat elatum, hunc tumidum. .. . Aiebat enim plerumque, “Fcce
pauper remansit fiscus noster, ecce divitiae nostrae ad eclesias sunt
translatae; nulli penitus nisi soli episcopi regnant; periet honor noster
et translatus est ad episcopus civitatum.” Haec agens, assiduae testa-
menta quae in eclesias conseripta erant plerumque disrupit. Cf. Dalton,
11, 279; Hauck, I, 132, n. 5; 137, n. 6.

15 H, Boos, Geschichte der rheinischen Stadtekultur, I, 287: Seitdem
bildet der kirchliche Grundbesitz die Okonomische Grundlage des
frankischen Heerwesens. 11



12 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

regular part of the bishop’s royal service was the heading
of diplomatic delegations.'* To represent secularization on
its lighter side we have the bibulous and sporting bishops,'”
although, to be sure, there were always those that were
prominent and respected at court, in the school or in the

16 Werminghoff, 50-54; Hauck, I, 145 and n. 4; Dalton, I, 268.

17 Gregory of Tours has a striking picture of two brothers, Salonius
of Embrun and Sagittarius of Gap: IV, 42, MGH, SSRM 1, 176:
Fratres et episcopi, qui non cruce caelesti moniti sed galea ac lurica
saecularia armati multos manibus propriis, quod peius est, interfecisse
referuntur; ibid., V, 20. I, 218: Ita plerumque noctes epulando atque
bibendo ducebant ut, clericis matutinas in ecclesia celebrantibus, hi
pocula poscerent et vina libarent. . . . Redeunte aurora surgentes a
coena mollibus se indumentis aperientes somno vinoque sepulti usque
ad horam diei tertiam dormiebant. Sed nec mulieres deerant, cum
quibus polluerentur. Exsurgentes igitur abluti balneis ad convivium
discumbebant; de quo vespere surgentes coenae inhiabant. ... Sic
faciebant singulis diebus. Cf. Dalton, I, 87; II, 151, 195-197.

Gregory tells of other episcopal inebriates, e.g. Eunius of Vannes, V,
40, MGH, SSRM 1, 233: Nimio enim vino deditus erat, et plerumque
ita deformiter inebriabatur ut gressum facere non valeret (Dalton, I,
280, n. 1; II, 212); Gunther of Tours, X, 31, I, 447: Postquam . . .
episcopus ordinatus est, vino deditus paene stolidus apparuit. Quae
res eum in tantum amentem faciebat ut convivas quos bene noverat
nequiret agnoscere (Dalton, I, 287; II, 475); Droctigisil of Soissons,
IX, 387, I, 891: Qui propter nimiam, ut ferunt, putationem quarto
instante anno sensum perdiderat. ... Et licet esset vorax cibi ac
putator vini extra modum . . . tamen nullum de eo adulterium quispiam
est locutus (Dalton, I, 87; II, 407-408); Cautinus of Clermont, 1V, 12,
I, 148: . .. vino ultra modum deditus. Nam plerumque in tantum
infundebatur potu ut de convivio vix a quattuor portaretur. Unde
factum est ut epylenticus fieret in sequenti (Dalton, I, 87; II, 123).

Cf. P. S. Allen, The Romanesque Lyric, “Episcopal Courtesies,” 247-
249.

Dalton, I, 291: “The sees of France were filled by roystering captains,
whose knowledge of religion and the duties of their new station was in
inverse proportion to their knowledge of horses and dogs.” Cf. Boni-
face to Pope Zacharias in 742, MGH, Epp. Mer., 111, 299: Modo autem
maxima ex parte per civitates episcopales sedes traditac sunt laicis
cupidis ad possidendum, vel adulteratis clericis, scortatoribus et publi-
canis, seculariter ad perfruendum. Cf. Hinschius, II, 522, n. 7.

Hauck (I, 402-403) speaks of complete demoralization and seculariza-
tion; from the death of Dagobert to Boniface there were but three
synods held.

12



Introduction 13

chapel. For all this, it must again be noted, the Merovingian
bishops were still not independent of the king. Their election
if not a direct royal appointment, required royal consent,'®
even though this might well be venal.*®

The more flagrant of these conditions within the Mero-
vingian church were taken in hand by the Bonifacian reform,
a reform that may be called monarchical in view of the royal
and papal support given it.2° Charles Martel and Pepin were
earlier Charles the Greats in so far as their general position
towards the church was concerned.?* Charles therefore in-
herited the long established institution of a state-controlled
church as well as a definite reform program. His devoted
concern for every phase of the life of this greatly expanding
Frankish church is but a magnification of his concern for his
own private church at Aachen.?> From another point of view

18 Hauck, I, 146-148; Dalton, I, 290; Camb. Med. Hist., II, 142.
Werminghoff, 50: Sie (die Kirche) ward zum Werkzeug der
Herrscher; p. 69 and n. 2: . . . kein erledigtes Bistum ohne Genehmig-
ung des Konigs seinen Vorsteher erhalten. . . . MGH, Concilia, I, 103,
c. x. Council of Orleans in 549: Ut nulli episcopatum praemiis aut
conparatione liceat adipisci, sed cum voluntate regis. MGH, Capitularia
(Boretius, 1881), I, 21, c. 1, edict of Chlothar II of 614: Si persona
condigna fuerit, per ordinationem principis ordinetur; certe, si de
palatio eligitur, per meritum personae et doctrinae ordinetur; ecf.
Hinschius, 11, 517-522.

19 “At this time that seed of iniquity began to bear fruit, that the
episcopal office was sold by the kings or bought by the clerics”: Gregory
of Tours, quoted in Camb. Med. Hist., 11, 142; cf. Werminghof*, 70.

20 Hauck, I, 416; Camb. Med. Hist., 11, 146-147; ibid., 537, quctation
of Boniface to Daniel of Winchester: “Without the patronage of the
Prince of the Franks I am able neither to rule the people of the church
nor to defend the priests or deacons.”

21 Camb. Med. Hist., II, 592, quotes Pepin: “Though at the moment
our power does not suffice for everything, yet in some points at least we
wish to better what, as we perceive, impedes the Church of God; if
later God shall grant us days of peace and leisure, we hope then to
restore in all their scope the standards of the saints.” Dalton, I, 1953
“Under Pippin the Short the episcopal council even assumed the char-
acter of a council of state.” Cf. Boos, I, 188-189.

22 Binhardi Vita Karoli, ¢. 26, MGH, SS II, 457: Curabatque mag-
nopere ut omnia quae in ea gerebantur cum quam maxima fierent

13



14 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

it is the concern of the practical theocrat, who uses the
church as a tool in the governance of his empire. In his first
letter to Leo III he calls himself “the Representative of
God, who has to protect and govern all members of God, Lord
and Father, King and Priest, the Leader and Guide of all
Christians,” 2 and he did in fact exercise a paternalism
unprecedented in degree.?* The church was to subserve more
effectively the interests of the state by contributing to its
revenue, participating in the actual business of government,
and raising the moral tone of the whole population. In the
whole range of Charles’s legislation there is a conspicuous
lack of strict differentiation between the secular and the
ecclesiastical.?s

The episcopate felt this strong controlling hand.?* To
Charles, after God, the bishops owed their election, and there
was very little complaint about his choices.?” They were in-
valuable at court and on mission; alongside of the counts
they served as missi. If their position within the diocese
needed to be still further strengthened, they were instructed
to concentrate their attention there. If wandering or irreg-
ular rural bishops were to be suppressed,?® if all clergy with-
in the diocese were to be subject to episcopal supervision,
then, said Charles, let the bishop concern himself with regular
visitations. Let him scorn to imitate or vie with the secular
nobility, either by excessive peregrinations in the interests of
property holding or by the maintenance of a brilliant court
with armed retainers. There were matters that pertained

honestate; aedituos creberrime commovens ne quid indecens aut sordidum
aut inferri aut in ea remanere permitterent. ... Legendi atque
psallendi disciplinam diligentissime emendavit.

23 T, Sommerlad, Die wirtschaftliche Titigkeit der deutschen Kirche,

II, 194: . .. Kaisertum Leiter des Gottesstaates und Herr der Kirche,
und die Bischéfe nur die Organe seines Reiches . .. Cf. Camb. Medi
Hist., 11, 617.

2¢ Hauck, II, 248-249.
25 Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 246: “One cannot draw a sharp line
between church councils and placita.” Cf. Werminghoff, 49.
26 Kriiger, Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte, 29-31.
27 Hauck, II, 185, ff.; Boos, 192-193.
28 Hauck, II, 205 ff.
14



Introduction 15

to the soul, to the synod, to the education of the clergy, con-
cerns that were preeminently episcopal by nature.?® The in-
creasing regularity with which during this period episcopal
synods were held and episcopal visitations made is some evi-
dence that we are here dealing with something more than
mere talk.

Upon the clergy as landowners with a developed acquisitive
instinct Charles likewise kept an attentive eye, without, how-
ever, resorting to radical secularization, for he would protect
church holdings, especially from a grasping lay aristocracy.
Yet he is aware of the problems accompanying an illimitable
expansion of landed church property, and his own contri-
butions to it are few.** Those bishops who objected to the
personal dependence that special royal protection of their
property entailed nevertheless paid for immunity from the
interference of royal officials by annual gifts of war-horses
and weapons, by keeping the king and his retinue in case
he abode with them, or by furnishing sustenance in case he
stayed nearby. As landowners they supplied their military
contingents.®* The episcopate is thus involved in the material
maintenance of the state. To make this support more stable,
as well as to relieve the bishop of secular preoccupations,
Charles fostered the development of the advocate, as a direct
or indirect royal appointee to be supervised by the missi.
He insisted upon the clergy’s keeping careful accounts. At
times he went so far as to use church property as bene-
fices in favor of the nobility, but he was unable, what with
grants of immunity and the use of bishops as state officials,

29 Hauck, II, 205-210.

30 The holdings of the bishops did not compare with those of the
monasteries (Boos, I, 193-194). Cf. Hauck, II, 193-198, where Augs-
burg is credited with 1,500 manors and Salzburg with over 1,600. As
with monastic holdings, a great part of the nominal holdings was in
fact endowment of Eigenkirchen. Of the 230 churches under the bishop
of Chur, in the time of Louis the Pious, but 31 were strictly episcopal;
the rest were royal or lay Eigenkirchen (Werminghoff, 84). Of the
churches of Salzburg in 788, 67 were ducal foundations (Thompson,
Middle Ages, 1, 246, n. 1).

31 Werminghoft, 60-63; cf. n. 15.

15



16 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

to check the growth of the church as a political entity.?? In
some discomfiture also, he had to witness worldly bishops
and clergy in general engage in land-grabbing activities which
could be described only as extortion, and which pointed a
warning finger to a time to come.**

The performance of public penance at the behest of a
bishop is a significant phenomenon, new in the ninth cen-
tury.®* The cropping out of a “hot-tempered, quarrelsome,
calumniating, stubborn, unjust, and threatening” clergy of
low birth is another.®> An emphatic major chord, suggestive
of coming episcopal victory, is struck in the discord of the
ninth century by the policy of Nicholas I, by the Pseudo-
Isidorian Decretals, and by the career of archbishop Hinecmar
of Rheims. The theme of the new movement was the sub-
ordination of the monarchy to the bishops, an increase of the
ecclesiastical power over the secular, the substitution of a

32 Hauck, II, 198-202.

33 MGH, Capitularia, I, 163, Capitula de causis cum episcopis et
abbatibus tractandis, of 811, c¢. 5: Inquirendum etiam si ille seculum
dimissum habeat, qui cotidie possessiones suas augere quolibet modo,
qualibet arte, non cessat . .. comminando de aeterno supplicio inferni
... tam divitem quam pauperem, qui simpliciores natura sunt et
minus docti atque cauti inveniuntur, si(¢) rebus suis expoliant, et . . .
per hoc plerosque ad flagitia et scelera propter inopiam ... per-
petranda compellunt; Ibid., I, 165, Capitula de rebus exercitalibus, c. 2:
Quod pauperes se reclamant expoliatos esse de eorum proprietate; et
hoc aequaliter clamant super episcopos et abbates. For those capit-
ularies cf. Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 269 and Economic and Social
History of the Middle Ages, 238.

34 For the penance of Louis the Pious at Attigny in 822 cf. Camb.
Med. Hist., 111, 12; at Soissons in 833, ibid., 444. Sommerlad, I, 143:
dem Bischoftum . . . die unbestrittene Anerkennung seiner Superioritit.
Camb. Med. Hist., 1II, 444: “Louis the Pious was the king of the
priests, but no longer in the same sense as Charles the Great: he was
at their merecy.”

35 Thegani, Vita Hludowici Imp., c. 20, MGH, SS II, 595: Quia
iamdudum illa pessima consuetudo erat, ut ex vilissimis servis fiebant
summi pontifices . . . iracundi, rixosi, maliloqui, obstinati, iniuriosi, et
minas omnibus subiectis promittentes. Cf. Sommerlad, II, 168, n. 1.
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new unity for a failing old one.** To be disobeyed by princes
themselves incapable of ruling became a matter of vital con-
cern to a “priestly office” conscious of new obligations.>” “In-
stead of the apostles I have ordained bishops, that they may
govern and instruct thee.” *® Kings such as Charles the Bald
hearkened when instructed by such officious and learned
advisers as Hincmar,* who himself did much to elaborate
the episcopal theory of government.*® The movement in-
volved as well an attempt to get free from the grip of royal
influence upon episcopal elections, and Hincmar represents
it too in this phase; it is, he says, the evil prompting of the
devil that suggests to kings that the ecclesiastical affairs of
episcopates are properly in their control.#* At the same time
he recognized the necessity for the loyal attachment of the
bishops to the King.** Indeed, it was only with the support
of this West Frankish episcopate that the Carolingian line
was able to perpetuate itself in the west; when the archbishop
of Rheims withdrew his support, it was lost.*?

The bishops of the Rhine and eastwards, on the other hand,
seem to have labored more to secure their position as land-
holders against a threatening feudality than to reach out for
control over the East Frankish monarchy.** They sought

36 Sommerlad, II, 192, 198-199; Camb. Med. Hist., III, 448; A. M.
Kceniger, Burchard von Worms und die deutsche Kirche seiner Zeit
(1000-1025), 12; Kriiger, 37; Hinschius, II, 524.

37 Camb. Med. Hist., 111, 444,

38 Ibid., 445-446.

39 Ibid., 4417.

40 Jbid., 447; Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 301.

41 Migne, Patrologia Latina, 126, col. 112, letter of Hinemar to Louis
III: Sunt qui dicunt, ut audivi, quia res ecclesiasticae episcoporum in
vestra sint potestate, ut cuicunque volueritis eas donetis. Quod si ita
est, ille malignus spiritus, qui . . . primos parentes nostros perdidit,
perditionem vestram in aures vestras susurrat. Cf. Hinschius, II, 528,
n. 4.

42 Migne, 126, col. 110: Regno proficuus et . . . fidelis ac devotus
cooperator. Cf. Hinschius, II, 528, n. 4.

48 Camb. Med. Hist., III, 98; Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 318.

44 Sommerlad, II, 196-198; Hauck, II (1890), 652.
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18 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

in the king a necessary protection, and when from such a one
as Charles the Fat this was not forthcoming, they cooper-
ated in his deposition,*® led by Liutbert of Mainz.*®* Under
Arnulf the intimacy between crown and episcopate was ex-
emplified in the commanding figure of Hatto of Mainz, whose
cleverness and treachery became a theme of folk legend.*” At
the synod of Tribur in 895 he was Arnulf’s most trustworthy
adviser,*® and continued to exert a great influence in public
affairs until his death in 913. TUnder Louis the Child he
was actualiy king.”> He showed himself also an opponent
with the king of the ambitions of the new stem dukes, by the

45 Thompson, Feudal Germany, 22: “The German church, maddened
by the tyranny and the exploitation of its lands by a baronage which
had riotously pillaged it . . . engineered the deposition of Charles the
Fat and the enthronement of Arnulf.” Cf. Camb. Med. Hist., 111, 62;
G. Waitz, Deutsche Verfassungsgeschichte, V (1893), 29 ff.

46 Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 298.

47 The Mduseturm tale had Hatto as one of its subjects, and Adalbert
of Babenberg was led to his death by means of a sly ruse of the arch-
bishop. Widukind, I, 22 and cod. A. MGH, SS III, 427, relates the
story of his designs on Henry of Saxony’s life with the golden chain.

48 Reginonis Chron. (895), MGH, SS I, 606, concerning the delibera-
tions of the synod of Tribur: contra plerosque seculares, qui auctori-
tatem episcopalem imminuere tentabant. Cf. Sommerlad, II, 211, and
n. 4; Waitz, V, 29 ff. and 31, n. 3; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 23 and
n. 2; K. W. Nitzsch, Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, I, 3562-353. F.
Janner, Geschichte der Bischiofe von Regensburg, 1, 255-267, brings Tuto
of Regensburg to the fore as an adviser of Arnulf.

49 O, Diimmler in Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie, X1, 26-29. Contin.
Regin. (912), Kurze, 155: Hatho . .. vir adeo strenuus et prudens.
Widukind, I, 22, MGH, SS 111, 427: acutus consilio, acer ingenio, et qui
varietate sibi consueta multos mortales precederet. Regino, De synod.
cous. et discip. eccles. praef.: Vestra sapientiae supereminens celsitudo
in disponendis rebus publicis assidue versatur; cf. Hauck, II, 653, n. 8
and III, 11. Liudprandi Antapodosis, 11, 6, MGH, SS III, 285: Qui ut
erat versutie pollens. Cf. Sommerlad, II, 212, n. 5; T. Henner, Die
herzogliche Gewalt der Bischofe von Wiirzburg, 40.

50 Widukind, I, 22, cod. A, (Kehr, 29): vir magne prudentie, et qui
tempore Ludewici adolescentis super imperio Francorum acri cura
vigilabat, multas discordias in regno reconciliabat. Ekkehard, Cas. S.
Galli, IV, MGH, SS 11, 83: Ipse (Salomo III) et Hatto . . . quem cor
regis nominabant . . . post regem imperium tenuerant. Cf. Waitz, V,
34-35 and 35, n. 1.
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support he gave Conrad against Henry of Saxony’s tendency
to extend his holdings into Thuringia,”® and by his great
friendship with that arch-resister to ducal pretensions,
Salomo III, the genial bishop of Constance.?

This particular manifestation of the feudal spirit in the
East Frankish regions, i.e., the rise of the stem duke,
is a determining factor in the history of the relationship be-
tween bishop and king.”* It imperils further the already
perilous position of the church in the face of the nobility
in general. Its unlimited success would preclude a strong
monarchy and threaten the more the economic and privileged
position of the episcopate. There was even the very real
possibility that the episcopate, if it should thus be thrown
upon the dukes for the support that it had already won from
the king, might instead actually suffer the deprivations of
secularization of its property. To the bishop, no whit less
feudal in his ambitions than any secular, the figure of a
Bavarian Charles Martel in Duke Arnulf was ominous.’* If
therefore three such bishops as Hatto, Salomo and Tuto of
Regensburg already betoken an undercurrent of episcopal in-
fluence upon the government of King Arnulf, then, after

51 Thompson, Middle Ages, I, 371-373; C. Oman, The Dark Ages
(1929), 476; Hauck, III (1906), 11. Hatto feared for his lands in
Saxony and Thuringia, and according to Widukind (I, 22, cod. A, [Kehr,
28-29]) was not able to survive their secularization: Omnia quae erant

pontificis . . . Hathonis in omni Saxonia vel Thuringorum terra

occupavit . . . Hattho autem videns suis artibus finem impositum

Saxonumque res florescere nimia tristicia ac morbo pariter cenfectus
. . obiit.

52 Kkkehard, Cas. S. Galli, IV, MGH, SS II, 92: Hilaris erat et
iocundus.

33 The Liudolfinger power in Saxony derives essentially from the
margraviate against Slav and Dane. Likewise the power of the house
of Liutpold in Bavaria derives from the margraviate against Bohemian
and later Magyar. In Swabia the Burchards were margraves,
Erchanger and Berchtold counts palatinate; in Lorraine Regnier was
a royal missus. Cf. Waitz, V, 35 ff.; A. Meister, Deutsche Verfassungs-
geschichte von den Anfingen bis ins 14. Jahrhundert, 106-107; Henner,
30-38.

54 S. Riezler, Geschichte Baierns, 1, 324-327.
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20 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

a period of virtual sovereignty under a boy king, and after
participating in the election of Conrad as king, they were
naturally inclined to support the throne against the threat
of the duchies. For his part, the king recognized their sup-
port as invaluable.’> So it is that we find Hatto and Con-
rad united in opposition to Duke Henry of Saxony.** To a
man the Bavarian bishops, led by Tuto, supported Conrad
against Duke Arnulf, and were well paid for it.>” Salomo in
the Swabian ducal struggle stands out as ‘“the most loyal
and most powerful ally of Conrad.” °®

Salomo was abbot of St. Gall as well as bishop of Con-
stance, both of which positions came to him as a result of
loyal service at court, beginning as a notary under Charles
the Fat and rising to a chancellorship under Louis the Child
and Conrad. It is in the rich tradition of St. Gall that the
most lively memory of him was preserved. A tall, handsome
figure, a smooth talker on any occasion, he came from a
family that produced bishops and mothers of bishops as a
matter of course.”” None too ascetic in either point of view
or conduct, well cultivated in the arts, with a nice taste in
illumination ¢ and poetry,** he had as abbot displayed also
that practical knack of gathering in land, regularizing the

55 Hauck, III, 9-10; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 23-25.

56 See note 51 above. Cf. Waitz, V, 62 ff.; Hauck, III, 13. Thomp-
son, Feudal Germany, 25, explains the absence of a conflict between
bishop and duke in Saxony by reference to the poverty of the Saxon
church.

57 Cf. Riezler, I, 319; Janner, I, 283-285. Hauck, III, 12, points to
the participation of Heriger of Mainz, and possibly also of Hiltin of
Augsburg and Dioto of Wiirzburg, in the campaign of 916 against
Arnulf: Man hat sich in Baiern noch lange dessen erinnert, dass
bisché6fliche Truppen an der Verwiistung des Landes Anteil nahmen.

58 Hauck, III, 11. Ekkehard, Cas. S. Galli, IV, MGH, SS II, 92:
Claruerat autem Salcmon sub quinque regibus aeque sibi amicis.

%9 Ekkehard, IV, MGH, SS II, 92: Erat enim homo praeter decore
faciei dotem et stature procere, doctus et disciplinatissimus . . .
Dicendi . . . artifex erat. In palatinis et sinodicis eque valens conciliis.

60 There is an example of his work in MGH, SS 11, opposite p. 92.

61 MGH, Poetae Carolini, 1V, 296, ff.
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monastic administration, and supporting its schools, which
did much to qualify him for his bishopric. As bishop, too,
of one of the wealthiest sees in Germany, he was a suitable
object of envy for the Swabian nobility. His light-handed,
jocular manner in dealing with them made them detest still
more this royal favorite, already the recipient of generous
royal grants that diminished their own incomes. There were
even rumors of a plot to rob him of his sight. A soldier and
a wall-builder, he remained the only Swabian bishop active
against the local tendencies.®> Here was hardly a man that
would be inclined to subordinate himself to any duke.%*

He appears as hostile to both families struggling here for
the ducal title, the Burchards and the Erchangers, and he
may be said at least to have contributed to the postpone-
ment of the victory to a time when he himself had lost favor
with a Saxon duke become king. We are told that it was at
his instigation that Adalbert, a brother of the Burchard
whose first attempt went awry in 911, was done away with,®
a possible warning to all like-minded aspirants.®® That there
was no love lost between the bishop and the Erchangers is
clear from their seizing him and holding him prisoner.®® Tc
what extent he contributed to the final extermination in 917
of Erchanger, Berchtold and their nephew Liutfrid, must
remain a matter only of surmise.*”

Although it is impossible to show that Salomo took part
in the deliberations of the general synod held at Hohenaltheim

62 U. Zeller, Der Bischof Salomo III von Konstanz.

63 Hauck, III, 7.

64 Ann. Alam. (911), MGH, SS 1, 55: Adalbertus . . . nutu episcopi
Salomonis et quorundam aliorum interemptus est.

65 Zeller, 85-87: Moglich aber auch, dass ihm daran lag, ein fiir
allemal ein blutiges Exempel zu statuieren, um andere von diesem
Versuch abzuschirecken.

66 Ann. Alam. (914), MGH, SS 1, 56: Erchanger hostili manu super
episcopum . . . venit et eum comprehendit. Syn. Alt., c¢. 21, MGH, LL
II, 558: Insuper et episcopum suum venerabilem Salomonem dolo com-
prehenderunt.

67 P. F. Stalin, Geschichte Wiirttembergs, 1, 126-131; Waitz, V, 57-59;
Sommerlad, II, 212; C. J. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, 1V, 581; Allgem.
Deut. Biog., II1, 277-281.
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22 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

in September 916, it is impossible not to see here the crystal-
lization into synodal decrees of the point of view that he and
the German bishops took towards the trend of affairs about
them. The synod resented the impossibility of presenting a
united front, which the absence of the Saxon bishops pre-
vented.®® They are come together to consider, among other
things, means of ‘“extirpating the devilish growths” that have
sprung up, of “checking the execrable intrigues of certain
perverse men,” and of “purging by elimination.” ¢ They are
concerned with these “holy and inviolable privileges,”™ with
this “property and money,” of which they are being robbed,™
with churches laid waste and burned and bishops assaulted
and blinded.™> These are the things that lead to protestations
of loyalty and to pronouncements “in behalf of the strength
of our kings” against the violators of sacred oaths.®* But

68 Syn. Alt., c. 30, MGH, LL 11, 559.

69 I'bid., praef., 555: Quatinus aliquo modo diabolica semina in nostris
partibus orta extirpare et nefandissimas machinationes quorundam
perversorum hominum sedare et eliminando purgare deberet.

70 Ibid., c. 10, 556: Privilegia . . . intemerata et inviolata.

1 Ibid., e. 11, 556: Qui Christi et ecclesiae pecunias vel res abstulerit.
72 I'bid., e¢. 24, 558: Quisquis per dolum mittit manum suam in . . .
episcopum . . . et qui ecclesiam Dei devastat et incendit; c. 29, 5591
Ricquinum, qui contra ... canonum sanctiones Strazburgensem
ecclesiam invasit; c. 31, 5569: De Einhardo confratre nostro excecato.

Nimis horrendum facinus . . .

B Ibid., c. 19, 557: Pro robore regum nostrorum ... Multarum
quippe gentium, ut fama est, tanta extat perfidia animorum, ut fidem
sacramento promissam suis regibus et dominis servare contemnant, et
ore nefario simulent iuramenti professionem, dum retineant mente per-
fidiae impietatem; c. 24, 558: Et qui periurat et in interitum domni
sui regis intendit; c. 20, 557: Item de robore regis. Contestamur . . .
ut nemo intendat in interitum regis, nemo vitam principis nece attrectet,
nemo regni eum gubernaculis privet, nemo tyrannica presumptione
apicem regni sibi usurpet, nemo quolibet machinamento in eius ad-
versitatem sibi coniuratorum manus associet. Quod si in quippiam
horum quisquam nostrum temerario ausu praesumptor extiterit,
anathemate divino perculsus absque ullo remedii loco habeatur con-
dempnatus aeterno iudicio; e¢. 23, 558: De eo qui iuramentum regis
violat . . . Episcopus . . . si hoc crimen perpetrat, degradetur.
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they are not content with mere generalities. They know
about whom they are talking: it is Erchanger and his accom-
plices and allies, who respect neither kings nor bishops—
Salomo above all—nor the church. They are to lay down their
arms, quit the world, and do penance in a monastery for the
rest of their lives.”* Those, too, “who have been polluted with
the madness of Erchanger, Berchtold and Arnulf” shall report
to their bishops.” If Arnulf and Berchtold do not appear
at the next episcopal gathering at Regensburg, let them go
to hell.®* One fairly feels the episcopal wrath burning
through the Latin.

This was a protest as futile as it was illogical. It checked
in no wise the victory of the duke in Bavaria or Swabia,
and the proffer of practical support to the monarchy was
taken up with only bland indifference by the ducalized king-
ship of Henry 1. Its illogically consisted in the protest of
like against like, of episcopal against ducal feudalism. The
incident, however, can be conveniently taken as the terminus
of one line of development. It raises an issue and sets the
problem. Could the bishop be both feudal and loyalist? **

™ Ibid., c¢. 21, 558: De Erchangario et sociis suis . . . et eius com-
plicibus.

5 Ibid., c. 34, 559: Ipsi qui polluti fuerant insania Erchangarii;
Berhthaldi et Burghardi Arnoldique.

76 Ibid., c. 35, 559: Sin autem, suadente diabolo, superbe hoc nostrum
‘salubre consilium contempserint . . . anathemate irrevocabili modo
dictando et conscribendo eos perpetualiter innodamus, et cum Iuda
traditore Dei aeterno igni tradimus cremandos.

17 Zeller, 97-98; Sommerlad, I, 226-228; Waitz, V, 65-67; Hauck, III,
13-16; Hefele, IV, 581-587; Janner, I, 235-287.

I know of no basis for the statement in Cemb. Med. Hist., 111, 69,
that “Conrad was obliged to have him (Erchanger) arrested for treason
at the assembly of Hohen Altheim”.
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CHAPTER 1II
A.
EPISCOPAL OPPOSITION TO THE STATUS QUO

The German state of the Saxon dynasty was in its incep-
tion a compromise between the tradition of empire and the
reality of tribal particularism. Henry I, the founder of the
dynasty, frankly chose to maintain his position by seeking
a modus vivendi with his kind, these very dukes so execrated
by the bishops. The logic of preceding events demanded that
Henry choose between government with or without benefit
of bishops. There can be no doubt of the choice that was
made, nor of the certitude in the minds of the bishops that
it was made: here was a king who was not even consecrated
at his coronation by the archbishop of Mainz, which, as Saint
Peter explained to Udalrich of Augsburg in a dream, as
much as signified a sword without a hilt.*

Upon the submission of Arnulf of Bavaria to the crown,
the control over the personnel of the Bavarian episcopate ?
was actually turned over to this arch-rebel, béte noire of the
synod of Hohenaltheim and notorious secularizer of church
property.? On the surface this looked very much as if the
church were to be made to pay the price of peace. Certainly
it affords an insight into the character of the ambitions of
the dukes, as well as the importance attached to the episcopate.

1 Vita Oudalrici, c. 3, MGH, SS IV, 389: Dic regi Heinrico, ille ensis
qui est sine capulo significat regem qui sine benedictione pontificali
regnum tenebit; cf. Sommerlad, II, 229, n. 4.

2 Thietmar, I, 26 (Kurze, 16): Qui (Arnulf) omnes episcopatus in
hiis partibus constitutos sua distribuere manu singularem habuit
potestatem. Luidprand, Antap., 1I, 23, MGH, SS III, 292: Quatinusy
totius Bagoariae pontifices tuae subiaceant dicioni, tueque sit potestati
uno defuncto alterum ordinare.

8 This secularization, partly to strengthen the ducal position, and
partly as a measure of defence against the Hungarians, took place in
the main between 908 and 914. The Bavarian monasteries suffered far
more than the bishoprics. For centuries they kept lists of their stolen
property, and Arnulf became anathema fo the chroniclers: Riezler,
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Episcopal Opposition to the Status Quo 25

No matter how bitterly the Bavarian bishops resented this
secularization, there is reason to believe that they had fore-
seen it. Indeed, Arnulf had made it easier for them to
reconcile themselves by letting them share in the profits of
uprooted monasteries.* Deserted now by the crown, they had
no choice but to forget their wrathful protestations of 916
and turn for support to the only other possible party willing,
in return for their submission, to support a policy already
approved by the whole German episcopate, i.e., in this case,
the subordination of the monasteries to the bishops. At any
rate no loud complaint arose from the Bavarian bishops?®
concerning this new position. They met in their own gather-
ings without participating in the ecclesiastical gatherings of
the whole realm. Odalbert of Salzburg was in Arnulf’s army
in Italy in 934. The duke exercised supervision over the
property of the church, and Henry I himself did not bother
to come to Bavaria except on one occasion, on the way to
Bohemia.¢

Geschichte Baierns, I, 324-327; Hauck, III, 9. Tegernsee claimed to
have lost out of 11,866 manors all but 114: S. Hirsch, JB H II, 94, n. 8.
Udalrich of Augsburg saw the fate of Arnulf in a dream in which he
was brought to the plain of the Lechfeld: Vita Oudalrici, c¢. 3, MGH,

SS IV, 388-389: Ibi enim sanctum Petrum . .. invenit cum multi-
tudine magna episcoporum et aliorum sanctorum . . . synodale con-
loquium cum eis facientem . . . Arnolfumque ducem Bawariorum . . .

de destructione multorum monasteriorum, quae in beneficia laicorum
divisit, de multis sanctis accusatum, legaliter iudicantem. For similar
references to Arnulf cf. Waitz, JB H I, 56, n. 6 and excursus, No. 12.

4 Riezler, I, 330-335, points out that at this time Worth went to
Regensburg, Tegernbach to Freising, and Kremsmiinster, St. Florian and
St. Poélten to Passau. Drakolf of Freising undertook so thorough a
plundering of the monasteries of Schiftlarn, Moosburg and Isen, which
he controlled, that monastic life ceased in these centers. Later bishops
of Trent and Passau possessed Tegernsee property. Janner, I, 282-294,
makes some objection to Riezler’s position, but not enough to vitiate its
general acceptability.

5 Hauck, III, 27: Nicht einmal in Baiern horen wir, dass sie Wider-
spruch gegen Arnulfs Gewalt erhoben. Waitz, JB H I, 55-56.

6 Hauck, III, 18-19; Riezler, I, 335; Janner, I, 294; Meister, 108-109.
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26 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

With the remaining dukes the king was not obliged to go
so far. And yet, although to Burchard of Swabia he did
not abandon control over the makeup of the episcopate,” here
too peace was made with a declared enemy of the bishops,
and one who was not over scrupulous in his attitude toward
the sanctity of church holdings. In fact, he later came to
be put in the same class with Arnulf, as church historians
turned their minds back to his day.® With Eberhard of
Franconia Henry came to terms on the basis of mutual recog-
nition of the position of each.” Saxony he kept in his own
hands.*

We find no more reason to doubt that Henry I deliberately
chose to try to govern without benefit of clergy, if we inquire
into the ro6le of the bishops in public affairs during his
reign or into his generosity to them. Between Salomo of
Constance and the splendid line of bishops who are to crowd
the political horizon from the reign of Otto I on, there is no
commanding figure. That this was a result of policy, as well
as of the uncertainty into which the episcopate was thrown
by the new turn of affairs, can not be doubted. The bishops
had simply lost their political importance.'* Nor is there
any pronounced evidence to show that Henry felt obliged to

7 There is a possibility that Burchard was left a right of presentation
to episcopal sees. At least Udalrich of Augsburg came of this ducal
family: Stélin, I, 174; Waitz, JB H I, 43-45; Sommerlad, II, 230-232.

8 Vita S. Wiboradae, c¢. 25, MGH, SS IV, 453: Tyrannus . . . Burch-
ardus, non dux sed predator et desolator istius provinciae . . . Loca et
predia circumquaque a fidelibus mihi collata predavit et sibi cooperanti-
bus in beneficium tradidit. Miracula S. Verenae, c. 1, MGH, SS 1V,
457: Copiosam multitudinem militum sibi sociavit, quibus non solum
suas verum etiam aecclesiasticas possessiones . . . in beneficia donavit.
Ekkehard, Cas. S. Galli, c. 3, MGH, SS II, 104: Purchardus . ..
Sueviam quasi tyrannice regens, praestationes Engilbertum abbatem
primo militibus suis petivit. Waitz, JB H I, 44, nn. 4 and 5.

9 Hauck, III, 17.

10 Meister, 107.

11 Hauck, III, 17 and 27 resp.: Am Hofe keines andern Konizs waren
die Bischofe so einflusslos wie an dem Heinrichs . . . So lange Heinrich
regiert hat . . . der deutsche Episkopat sich politisch untétig verhalten.
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Evpiscopal Opposition to the Status Quo 27

assist either the secular or regular branches of the church
in Germany in increasing their property holdings. On the
contrary, at any rate as compared with his predecessors or
his successors, he may even be said to have been somewhat
niggardly.’> It would be inaccurate, however, to suggest that
there was no contact between the episcopate and the crown,
or that an embittered hostility reigned between them. With
the exception of Bavaria, Henry maintained the royal hold
on the membership of the episcopate and kept on reasonably
good terms with the bishops. If their influence was dimin-
ished, it would be difficult to point to a correspondingly in-
creased influence of the secular nobility on the government.'®

Henry’s solution of the problem of king and duke and
bishop was not to prove permanent for the simple reason

12 The number of grants to bishops and monasteries from later Ger-
man Carolingians between 814 and 911 is given by Hauck, III, 57, as
149. Thompson’s statement, Feudal Germany, 20, that the number
applies to bishops alone is incorrect according to the Hauck citation.
The close relations between King Arnulf and the church are illustrated
by the granting of 40 charters in 888 and 31 in 889, to both bishops
and abbots (Thompson, op. cit., 23, n. 2). Of the 38 grants from the
eight years of Conrad I’s reign, all but one are for clergy or clerical
institutions (Sommerlad, II, 228). From the 17 years of Henry I’s
rule only 41 authentic documents are preserved. Of these 35 are for
bishops or abbots or their foundations, and 11 contain new grants.
Clergy intercede in the documents but 21 times compared with 30 times
for seculars. (F. Seelig, Verlethungen Ottos I an Bistiimer und Kloster
und deren Zusammenhang mit der Politik des Konigs und Kaisers, 1-4).
Hauck, III, 17, states that in the charters of Henry I only seven bishops
are named as intercessors, and of these only two are named twice, and
that only two bishoprics are granted increases in property. Cf. Som-
merlad, II, 232-234. My own analysis of these documents as listed in
Bohmer-Ottenthal, Die Regesten des Kaiserreichs unter den Herrschern
aus dem Sdchsischen Hause, 919-1024, shows 35 ecclesiastical charters,
24 to monasteries and 11 to bishovrics. The majority are confirmations
of existing privileges. The whole matter would seem to call for a very
rigid investigation, which might result in some modification of the above
statement of Henry’s policy.

13 Bishops most prominent in grants and in synods and Reichstage
are Heriger and Hildebert of Mainz, Adalward of Verden, Unwan ozq
Paderborn, Unni of Hamburg-Bremen, Richwin of Strassburg, Dodo of
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that it did not work. Never was the Saxon house able to
assert itself so strongly that there was not danger to its secur-
ity or to its succession from a discontented party of nobles,
headed usually by the dukes, and supported always by a con-
siderable element in the episcopate. The first few years of
Otto I’s reign were filled with this sort of rebellion, and his
experience with it led to stronger methods in dealing with
the duchies. After the campaigns against Eberhard of
Bavaria the duchy went to his uncle, but on less favorable
terms as regards the control of the episcopate.’* Immediately
Otto was faced with a revolt of Eberhard of Franconia,
joined socon by Thankmar, Otto’s half-brother and a dis-
appointed office seeker. By 939 the situation was very dan-
gerous. Henry, Otto’s brother, joined hands with his brother-
in-law, Giselbert of Lorraine, a combination made all the
more formidable when Eberhard of Franconia joined it too.
The death of Eberhard in the struggle resulted in Franconia’s
being kept in royal hands without a duke. Here we see a
disposition on Otto’s part to refuse to recognize any heredi-
tary principle in the succession to duchies, but to make the
duke a royal appointee, either a member of the royal family
or at least a royal adherent, or else to keep them in his own
hands.*®

One must note that bishops were active in this whole sub-

Osnabriick, Noting of Constance, Ruotbert of Trier, Udalrich of Augs-
burg and Balderich of Utrecht. Richter-Kohl, Annalen des druttschen
Reichs im Zeitalter der Ottonen und Salier, I, 13 and n. to year 927;
Hefele, IV, 590-591; Bohmer-Ottenthal, II, 1, 7-8; Waitz, JB H I, 89,
106-107. The notable grant to bishop Gauzlin of Toul in 927 is made:
ob . . . pontificis dilectionem quem erga nostram serenitatem noveramus
promptissimum (MGH, DD I, 52, No. 16) ; Bohmer-Ottenthal, II, 1, 16.
Georg V. Below, Die italienische Kaiserpolitik des deutschen Mit,
telalters, p. 20, remarks: Die sog. “ottonische” Politik beginnt schon
unter Heinrich I.

14 Thietmar, I, 26, (Kurze, 16): Non successoribus suis tantum re-
liquit honorem (i.e. omnes episcopatus in his partibus constitutos sua
distribuere manu) ; Diimmler, Otto der Grosse, 79; Richter-Kohl, 35-36:

15 Riezler, I, 837; Meister, 107-108; Stilin, I, 174 ff.
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versive movement.’¢ Giselbert was supported by the bishops
of Upper Lorraine, Adalbero of Metz,'” Bernain of Verdun,
both from powerful noble families of the region, and Gauzlin
of Toul, whom Henry I had loved for his constant readiness
for royal service. Gauzlin’s change of sentiment is especially
important to illustrate the possible fear that a bishop might
feel of the development of a strong monarchy. There was,
too, Rothard of Strassburg, and, finally, the enigmatic figure
of Frederick of Mainz, who from now on until his death in
954 was associated with every important rebellion in the land.
The chronicler sums him up in a final judgment: “In this
only did he seem reprehensible, that, wherever so much as
one person appeared as an enemy of the king, he immediately
joined him as a second.” ** Upon the coliapse of the rebellion
Rothard of Strassburg was sent to Corvey.'? Frederick was
arrested and sent somewhere in Saxony.?* When Henry,

16 Cont. Reg., 939 (Kurze, 160): Sed et quidam ecclesiastici viri
nequam et Deo cdibiles cum illis factione concordant omniaque passim
pacis et concordiae iura turbabant.

17 The only bishop resisting Otto after the failure of 939. Ibid., 161:
Omnibus tamen Lothariensibus subactis aliquamdiu resistere conatus
est episcopus Mittensis. Adalbero was the son of a Pfalzgraf, of a
family which was related to the Carolingians; Dimmler, 95.

18 Cont. Reg., 954 (Kurze, 168). In hoc tantum videbatur repre-
hensibilis quod, sicubi vel unus regis inimicus emersit, ipse se statim
secundum apposuit.

19 Cont. Reg., 939 (Kurze, 161): Ruodhardus . .. Corbeiae monas-
terio destinatur; Widukind, II, 25 (Kehr, 75).

20 This is Liudprand’s statement (Antap., IV, 32, MGH, SS 111, 326:
ut custodiae sit in Saxonia traditus), which seems to be all we can be
sure of. Widukind (II, 25, Kehr, 75) says: In Hammaburgensem
civitatem quasi in exilium destinavit, which Kehr, comparing the manu-
scripts, thinks there is no doubt is what Widukind wrote and means
Hamburg, whereas in Cont. Reg. for the same year, 939, we read
(Kurze, 161): Fridericus ad Fuldam monasterium mittitur.

Kehr discusses (p. 75, n. 4) (referring also to the scurce of the
statement that Frederick was sent to Hammelburg, a property of
Fulda) the contradiction between Widukind and the author of Cont.
Reg., who he thinks has confused this with another relegation of Fred-
erick, which Widukind himself refers to later (II, 38, Kehr, 83), when
he remarks that Hadumar, the loyal abbot of Fulda, found by experi-
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Otto’s brother, rebelled again in 941,2* Frederick’s conduct
was again so suspicious that he was obliged to exculpate him-
self publicly.??

ence that Frederick would bear close watching: Hie pontificem sub
custodia tenuit, secunda coniuratione culpabilem, primum honorifice,
sed, cum litteras ab eo scriptas reprehendisset, satis severe.

Just exactly the réle played by Frederick is not altogether clear. In
938 he was used as a mediator between Otto I and Eberhard of Fran-
conia (Widukind, II, 13 [Kehr, 66]), and Otto used him again before
Breisach to enter upon negotiations with the rebels: Widukind, II, 25
(Kehr, 75): Summus pontifex missus ad Evurhardum pro concordia
et pace. Frederick’s negotiations were highly unsatisfactory: Ibid.:
Rex autem . .. nil ad se pertinere voluit, quicquid episcopus egisset
sine suo imperio. It is at this point that Frederick broke with the king,
leading the other bishops in the camp along with him, each to go his
own way, and Frederick evidently to go to Metz to join the rebels
according to an agreed upon plan: Cont. Reg., 939 (Kurze, 160-161);
Widukind, II, 24 (Kehr, 74); Liudprand, Antap., IV, 27, MGH, SS III.
324, IV, 31, 326. Otto’s victory at Andernach, with the deaths of
Giselbert and Eberhard, prevented this reunion, and brought the revolt
to a stop. Liudprand reports that cut of fear of the king the citizens
of Mainz refused tc let Frederick into the city, and that this resulted
in his capture and imprisonment: Amntaep., IV, 32, 326. Cf. Nitzsch, I,
326; Richter-Kohl, 36-317.

21 It may be the events of this year that Widukind has in mind when
he speaks of secunda coniuratione in the passage quoted in the second
paragraph of n. 20; unhappily he does not make clear the exact time
that he has in mind.

Whenever it may have been that Frederick was relegated tc Fulda,
where there can hardly be any doubt that he was at some time, it is
interesting to note that he did not enjoy his confinement with a group
of rule-breaking monks. For all his restive independence, he was at
the same time a religious zealot, and when he left Fulda he sought his
revenge by seeking to have the community reformed, but without suc-
cess: Widukind, II, 38 (Kehr, 83): Pontifex .. . dimissus dum ultio-
nem quaerit . . . Nam abbas in gratia et amicitia regis permansit et
causis intercurrentibus pontifex quod cogitavit non implevit.

22 Cont. Reg., 941 (Kurze, 162): Fridericus . . . quia conspirationis
huius particeps videbatur, publica se examinatione, preceptione corporis
et sanguinis Domini, coram populo in ecclesia purgavit. Cf. Diimmler,
116-118; W. Wattenbach, Uber Widukind von Corvey und die Erz-
bischife von Mainz, SBBA, 1896, I. T. F. Tout’s statement (Empire
and Papacy, 19-20), “But before long he joined with the archbishop of
Mainz in a plot to murder the king”, is somewhat misleading and toa
positive.
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In the revolt of 953, when almost the whole German nobility
fell away from the crown, although Otto I’s brother Bruno,
who became archbishop of Cologne when the struggle was
at its height,”® and Udalrich, bishop of Augsburg, emerge
as staunch supporters of the royal cause, yet their prestige
was offset by two opposing archbishops, the one Harold of
Salzburg, the other again Frederick of Mainz, the fore-
most representative of the church in Germany, both support-
ing a rebellion that enlisted the aid of the pagan Hungari-
ans.?* Frederick’s understanding with Liudolf of Swabia and
Conrad of Lorraine was a matter of some months’ standing
when the revolt broke out in Lent of 953.2° Frederick seems
to have taken a less active part in events than was the case
in 939, preferring, as was certainly thought by Otto and
many contemporaries, to abandon even his see and to cloak
his association with the rebels by withdrawing for the sum-
mer to Breisach.?® At the Fritzlar assembly in May, how-
ever, he was censured by Henry, Otto I's brother, now duke

23 For Bruno and Lorraine in this revolt, see Chap. IIIL.

24 Nitzsch, I, 347: Gerade die Kirche, an deren Erhebung er arbeitete.
hatte ihn in dieser Bewegung im Stich gelassen; ihr ester Vertreter, der
Mainzer Metropolit, war sofort und mit aller Entschiedenheit auf die
Seite seiner Gegner getreten. Is it not somewhat inaccurate, as Thomp-
son does in The Middle Ages, 380-381, to speak of three separate re-
volts, and of the third as “instigated by Frederick of Mainz?”

25 Liudolf entertained Frederick at Saalfeld, Christmas, 952: Cont.
Reg., 952 (Kurze, 165): Quod convivium iam multis suspitiosum coepit
haberi, et plus ibi destructionis quam utilitatis ferebatur tractari; later:
Fridericus . . . et Cuonradus dux amici facti sunt.

26 Ruotger makes Otto say to Bruno of Frederick, Vita Brunonis, c.
20 (Pertz, 21): Dicent fortasse bellis haec sedanda esse, quae ad te
non pertineant, quae tui minysterii dignitatem non deceant. Huiusmodi
fraudulenta verborum iactantia istius metropolis praesul, vides quantos
seduxit, quantos ad civilis cladis rabiem illexit; qui si subducere se
vellet a dissensione, quemadmodum fingit, et bellorum periculo, ut re-
ligioso degere posset in otio, nobis profecto et nostrae rei publicae
melius id, quod ei regali munificentia contulimus, reddidisset quam
hostibus. Cont. Reg., 953 (Kurze, 167): Brisacam castellum, latibulum,
semper Deo regique rebellantium.
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of Bavaria, and generally held guilty by those present.?”
Before turning over Mainz to Liudolf and Conrad, thus mak-
ing it the chief seat of the revolt,?® he had delayed Otto’s
entrance into it,>® and then arranged what amounted to a
forced agreement between the king and his rebellious kins-
men, which Otto repudiated after leaving Mainz.

Otto abandoned a later two months’ siege of “rich and
noble” Mainz,** to turn his attention to the situation in
Bavaria, whither the revolt had spread, and where it was
headed by the Pfalzgraf Arnulf, a son of the sinner of Hohen-
altheim, and Harold of Salzburg, an Ottonian appointee, arch-
chaplain and archchancellor of the realm for Bavaria,® he,

27 Widukind, III, 16, (Kehr, 95): Heinricus . .. multas ac graves
causas summo pontifici obiciebat; proptereaque regis totiusque pene
exercitus offensam incurrit, dum eum penitus culpabilem ex illius dictis
censerent.

28 Cont. Reg., 953 (Kurze, 167): Fridericus . . . Mogontia secessit et
civitatem inimicis regis tuendam commisit.

29 Ibid., 166: Ubi (Mainz) aliter quam regem decebat diutius ante
portas expectans, Friderico . .. iam cum illis conspirante vix urbis
ingressum obtinuit.

30 Ruotger, Vita Brumnonis, c. 16 (Pertz, 16): Ea tempestate ab
imperatore et exercitu eius obsessa est Magontia, urbs nobilis et
opulenta. Erat enim referta hostibus et insidiatoribus regni.

31 Early in the revolt Harold was a royalist, and profited thereby in
December 953 by a gift of property of the Pfalzgraf’s son Henry. When
the revolt continued after the Pfalzgraf’s death, Harold, probably for
family reasons, joined it. When the Bavarian revolt proper was crushed
by Duke Henry in 955, Harold was taken prisoner and blinded by the
duke: Cont. Reg., 954 (Kurze, 167). He was exiled to Seben, and a
good deal of the property of his church probably went to Henry’s
soldiers. But this independent spirit, whose sight is was necessary to
destroy in order to get a loyal archbishop in at Salzburg, kept just this
thing from happening for four more years by refusing to give up his
dignity. When his successor, Frederick, finally obtained Salzburg, this
blind bishop continued to exercise the spiritual functions of his office.
It was necessary to bring the embarrassing situation to the attention of
Pope John XII, who, in 962, threatened Harold with excommunication
should he not desist. But he did not desist, for five years later, in 967,
John XIII at the Synod of Ravenna wrote a letter to all archbishops
and bishops, which was signed also by the Emperor Otto and 59 arch-
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too, with blood of the old duke Arnulf in his veins. They
were supported off and on by the Bavarian episcopate.’ At
the moment the military struggle centered about Regens-
burg, which the rebels had taken. In Swabia Otto had very
litt'e support indeed outside of what bishop Udalrich of
Augsburg could furnish.?* But there was little time to lose.
Udalrich, who was no less active in Otto’s behalf than cer-
tain of his episcopal colleagues were in opposition, abandon-
ing his customary travelling wagon, jumped on a horse and
with his vassals rode to the aid of the king, leaving behind
a few of his men for the defense of Augsburg.** He paid
dearly for his somewhat prolonged service in the king’s be-
half, for both the Bavarian Arnulf and Liudolf took advant-
age of the defenceless condition of Augsburg in the absence
of its bishop to plunder it mercilessly.?® TUnder these con-

bishops and bishops, accusing him: ecclesias dei exspoliaverit, thesaurum
paganis erogaverit, seseque eis iunxerit in christianorum necem et
depraedationem, contra dominium et piissimum imperatorem suum
seniorem rebellis et infidelis extiterit (quoted by Diimmler, 248, n. 1).
There can be little doubt where the emphasis is to be placed in this
accusation. This blind flouter of a duke, an emperor and a pope, about
whom we know too little, died in this same year, 967. H. Widmann,
Geschichte Salzburgs, 1, 154-158; Diimmler, 248-249; Richter-Kohl, 76;
Hauck, III, 39-40; Hirsch, JB H iI, I, 42; Riezler, I, 387-388.

32 Widukind, III, 27 (Kehr, 99): Non minima quoque caeteris
pontificibus cunctatio erat in Boioaria, dum favent partibus, nunc regi
assistendo, nunc alienas partes adiuvando, quia nec sine pericule
alienabantur a rege nec sine sui detrimento ei adhaerebant; cf. Diim-
mler, 224; Hirsch, I, 42.

33 Vita Oudalrici, c. 10, MGH, SS 1V, 399: Oudalricus cuius fidelitatis
firma stabilitas numquam ab adiutorio regis separata est. ... Eo
tempore in tota regione Suevorum nullus in regis adiutorio remanebat
nisi Adalpertus comes cum sibi subditis et Dietpaldus frater religiosi
episcopi.

34 Ibid.: Omisso vehiculo carpenti equitando in servicium regis.

35 Ibid.: Arnolfus ... Augustam adiit, et despoliavit omnibus rebus
quas secum abducere potuit, comprehensosque quosdam milites episcopi
secum Bawariam revexit ... totum episcopatum pene in beneficium
extraneorum dividebatur a Liutolfo et sequacibus eius, milites autem
episcopi, quidam comprehensi, quidam vero sollicitatione iniqua ab eo
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ditions, and after the failure of the siege of Regensburg,
Udalrich did not dare to undertake the defense of poorly for-
tified Augsburg.*® Rather he encouraged his men to take up
a strong position in the abandoned fort at Swabmiinchen,*”
and now in the midst of a hard winter, with attack imminent,
to put the place in defensible shape. Living for the time be-
ing in temporary quarters, supervising this restoration, he
had at the same time to ward off attack by the use of clever
diplomacy, until all was ready.*® When he could no longer
hide these preparations, he tried at the last moment to buy
off the attack and to keep his hostile parishioners from de-
stroying the property of the episcopate.?* But when the at-
tack came, with the assistance of his brother and Count Adal-
bert the enemy was completely confounded. It was the first
notable success of the royal party. The bishop could return
to Augsburg and come to terms with those who thought best
to return the stolen property.** We are informed that those
who did not suffered exemplary punishments.

The revolt terminated with protestations by Frederick of
Mainz of his innocence, and with the mediation of Udalrich
and Hartbert of Chur. At Langenzenn Conrad submitted
and Frederick was finally reconciled with Otto and even at-

divisi, quidam depraedationibus in pauperiem deducti, ita ut ei secun-
dum suam veluntatem in adiutorio esse non potuissent.

36 Ibid., e. 12, 401: Tunc imis sine turribus circumdata muris firms
ex semet ipsa non fuit.

371Ibid., c. 10, 399: Quod erat in toto interius exteriusque sine
aedificiis desertum.

38 Ibid.: Quamvis certe hiemps dura fuisset, tamen in illo loco in
tabernaculis et in tuguriis festinanter compositis expectavere, donec
congregata familia castellum ligno circumecinxere, et intus secundum
possibilitatem eorum aedificia apta composuere . . . diversis promis-
sionibus et humillimis responsionibus . . . obsidibus datis . . . eorum
iras et invasiones omni modo mitigavit, donec aedificato castello vallisque
renovatis in munitione eiusdem loci . . . se posse defendere aestimarent.

39 Ibid.: Multa pecunia promissa . . . suos parrochianos constringere
ne loca . . . in suo episccpatu sita ullo moedo invadere praesumerent.

40 Ibid., c. 11, 400; Diimmler, 228 ff.; Richter-Kohl, 71.
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tempted to win over Liudolf to terms.** The latter finally
succumbed to the peace efforts of Udalrich of Augsburg and
Hartbert of Chur at Illertissen, and in December 954 at
Arnstadt, with sturdy Frederick of Mainz gone, a peace
could be celebrated that deprived these two dukes of their

41 Widukind, III, 32 (Kehr, 101): Pontifex . . . promittens se . . .
iudicio significaturum numquam contra regem sensisse vel velle vel
fecisse; timore coactum a rege discessisse, offensum . . . innocentem
. . . de caetero iuramentorum omnibus argumentis fidem servaturum.
Ad haec rex: A vobis non exigo iuramentum, nisi pacis et concordiae
consilium, in quantum possitis, adiuvetis. Cf. Cont. Reg., 954 (Kurze,
168). For mediation with Liudolf: Widukind, III, 33, (Kehr, 102).
A final interpretative judgment concerning Frederick of Mainz seems
impossible in the face of the inability or unwillingness of those who
first report about him to come to any definite conclusion. They prefer
the easier method of letting God decide: Widukind, III, 15, (Kehr, 95) :
De eo nostrum arbitramur nequaquam aliquid temere iudicare .. . de
accusatis causis qui iudicat Dominus est; Ruotgeri, Vita Brunonis, c. 16
(Pertz, 16): De archiepiscopo loci varius principum aeque et vulgi
sermo fuit: alii innocentiam eius in coelum ferre ... quippe partes
eum execrari testabantur. ... Nos interim haec Dei iudicio relin-
quamus. Modern scholarship is somewhat distrustful of this method.
Hauck, III, 34-39, chose to regard him as a martyr to the cause of the
non-secularized bishop, one of the last German bishops who tried to
withdraw himself from the political mesh. Diimmler, 240 ff., regarded
him as a riddle: Ein Mann fur dessen Bestrebungen uns der Schliissel
fehlt. Wattenbach, op. cit.,, 344-352, rejecting Hauck’s interpretation
with the remark attributed to Otto by Ruotger (Vita Brunonis, c. 20),
that for a man who would avoid political life suspected complicity in
every subversive movement against the status quo was a questionable
mode of procedure, assumes that he is a Franconian, and then proceeds
to interpret his activity as that of a loyal adherent of his duchy, who
resents Saxon domination and would return to the good old episcopal
days of Conrad. Speaking of Frederick he says (p. 344): ‘Solche
zugleich asketische und ehrgeizige, herrschbegierige Pfaffen waren
zahlreich. I venture to suggest, in the light of the process of feudaliza-
tion that was transforming Germany, that here was a man caught be-
tween the two political currents, inclined more to the support of what
was a particularistic movement, but at the same time unable not to see
the advantages of a stronger monarchy and unwilling to see the sub-
versive tendencies go to the limit of complete disruption. He cannot be
said to have been a mainstay of the crown, nor did anyone think he was
uninterested in politics. But he was not sure that the feudal tendencies
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duchies and provided for a more suitable successor to Fred-
erick.?

Episcopal support was to be had likewise for the revolt of
the Henries of Bavaria against Otto II, a revolt tied up also
with the resistance of the Slavs on the eastern frontier.** In
the first phase of this difficulty, in the midst of an otherwise
loyal episcopate, the shrewd bishop Abraham of Freising was
definitely one of the chief abettors of the ambitions of the
young duke Henry.** He was sent for a while in arrest to
Corvey.** In the second phase of the revolt, Henry, bishop
of Augsburg, a nephew of Judith, regent for her son Henry,
supported his cousin and Henry of Carinthia. There were
plans to cooperate with the Bavarian insurgents in holding

were not the safest for the state, for all independent spirits, including
himself, and for the chuch, including the archiepiscopal see of Mainz.
If he did not support Otto, he could not resist his efforts to restore
peace when it became apparent that his real political convictions were
unlikely to prevail. And it certainly is significant that upon his death,
October 25, 954, Mainz was turned over to Otto’s bastard son William,
and the final reconciliation at Arnstadt could be enthusiastically cele-
brated in the presence of Bruno, Otto’s brother, archbishop of Cologne
and administrator of Lorraine.

42 Vita Oudalrici, c. 12, MGH, SS 1V, 401. F. Hartz, Das rheinische
Herzogtum unter den Ottonen in politischer Hinsicht, 915-1002, 42-47;
C. Hegel, Verfassungsgeschichte von Mainz im Mittelalter, 14; Stéilin,
I, 179-183; Sommerlad, II, 256; Diimmler, 215-243; Richter-Kohl, 63 ff.

43 Thompson, The Middle Ages, I, 385.

44 Uhlirz, JB O 1I, 53-54: Nicht ohne Grund diirfte man ihn als
einen Fortsetzer der Politik des Erzbischofs Friedrich von Mainz
betrachten. Abraham had been the chief adviser of the beautiful
(egregiae formae, Widukind, II, 36, [Waitz, 53]) young mother of]
Henry, Judith, who acted as regent, and in fact lived on such terms of
intimacy with her that there arose scandalous talk, which Abraham
undertook publicly to quiet at her funeral, insisting upon her innocence
and calling dewn damnation on himself if he were guilty of misconduct.
Thietmar, II, 41, (Kurze, 44) i Haec (Judith) in viduitate sua cont
tinenter vivens cum Habraham ... pre caeteris diligeret, invido
vulgari dente admodum inculpabilis dilaniebatur.

45 Cf, Hirsch, JB H II, 50, n. 4; Riezler, I, 357 ff.; Janner, I, 382-
385; Hirsch, JB H II, I, 49-51; Uhlirz, JB O II, 51-54, 78-79; Diimmler,
295; Richter-Kohl, 122-125.
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Passau. The bishop led the loyal duke Otto of Swabia to
believe that he would furnish his contingents for a campaign
against Bohemia, but instead took advantage of Otto’s depart-
ure for Bohemia to seize his family holdings.** Bishop Henry
did not, however, reach Passau, but was sent into custody
at Verden,*” while Henry of Bavaria was sent to bishop Folc-
mar at Utrecht.

The complicated struggle over the regency for Otto III,
which turned out to be an attempt of Henry of Bavaria to
get the throne, can therefore be regarded as one more in
the list of feudal revolts against the Saxon dynasty. The
forces supporting Henry were to a large extent episcopal.*®
After his release from his four year custody under Folcmar
(Poppo) of Utrecht,* by whom he was supported,’® he ulti-
mately secured the person of the young Otto III from the
legal regent, archbishop Warin of Cologne, by whom he was
also supported.’* Three additional archbishops favored
Henry, Giseler of Magdeburg,’> Egbert of Trier °®* and Fred-

46 Vita Oudalrici, c. 28, MGH, SS IV, 416: Cum Heinricus episcopus
ire se cum illo (Otto) promitteret, exspectavit cum suis militibus, donec
recederet exercitus, et sicut antea conciliati sunt, occupavit cum milit-
ibus suis civitates quas potuit, et ipse in Novunbure (Neuburg) intravit.

47 Ibid.; Uhlrz, JB O II, 82, 94, 103; Richter-Kohl, 127.

48 Wilmans, JB O III, 14-24: Vorzugsweise die Bischofe auf seiner
Seite. In Germany proper only Willigis, archbishop of Mainz, the
maiestas vestra of Adalbero of Rheims, can be said to have played a
leading part in support of Theophano and Otto III. E. E. Schmidt,
Gisilher, Bischof von Merseburg, Erzbischof von Magdeburg, 44, n. 16.

49 Thompson, The Middle Ages, I, 386, speaks of an escape from
Utrecht “with the connivance of Poppo, Archbishop of Cologne”. As
Warin was archbishop of Cologne at the time, the reference must be to
Folemar (Poppo) of Utrecht.

50 Thietmar, IV, 8 (Kurze, 66): Popponem misit episcopum, ut ad-
versantes sibi disiungere [vel] reconciliari temptaret.

51 Wilmans, JB O III, 3-5.

52 Thietmar, IV, 7 (Kurze, 68) : Gisillerum huc misit archiepiscopum,
qui voluntatem eorum perquireret pacemque, si potuisset . . . firmaret.
Cf. Schmidt, 43-45.

33 Wilmans, JB C III, 33.
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erick of Salzburg.®* In addition, the remaining Bavarian
bishops and the intractable Dietrich of Metz looked with dis-
favor upon the regency of an alien woman whose opinion
of German courage was reported to be none too high.
Finally, upon the insurrectionary movements in Saxony
at the end of Otto IIT’s reign the Saxon bishops also looked
with tolerance.” Certainiy in the succeeding tripartite
struggle for the crown there can be said to have been no
common episcopal support of the Saxon dynasty.’” The
bishops participated in the movements within their respective
duchies and were open to negotiation.®® Herman of Swabia
was supported by Giseler of Magdeburg * and forced Land-
bert of Constance and Othelrich of Chur to aid him.®® Arnulf

54 Thietmar, IV, 4 (Kurze, 66): Dux autem conversis ad se omnibus
Bawariorum episcopis.

55 Cf. Wilmans, JB O III, 5-6. = Also, for the whole struggle, Béhmer,
Willigis von Mainz. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des deutschen Reichs
und der deutschen Kirche in der Sichsischen Kaiserzeit, 26-40; Nitzsch,
I, 369-370; Janner, 400-402; Richter-Kohl, 141-143.

56 Thietmar, IV, 49 (Kurze, 91) : Namque nostri duces et comites non
cine conscientia episcoporum multa contra eum conspirare nituntur.

57 Nitzsch, I, 385-386.

58 E.g. Willigis in re Gandersheim, Béhmer, 105 ff.; Burchard, look-
ing for support in getting rid of the Konradinerburg: Vita Burchardi,
c. 9, MGH SS 1V, 836: Heinricus Bavarorum dux ... Wormaciam
venit et ut sceptra regni acquireret, non modicum laboravit. . . . Deinde
omnia quae voluissent (bishop of Worms and archbishop of Mainz), si
voluntati consentirent, se facturum promisit. Promiserat enim se
munitam domum Ottonis acquisiturum et in potestatem episcopi
Wormaciensis redditurum; sicque multa dando et promittendo ad
voluntatem sententiae suae hos viros vwerduxit; and the Franconian
bishops, Nitzsch, loc. cit.; Boos, I, 242.

59 Thietmar, V, 39 (Kurze, 129): Hunc (Giseler) primo propter
Herimannum, quem sibi idem semper in regno summopere conatur pre-
ponere, odivit (Henry II).

60 Ibid., V, 13 (Kurze, 114) : Namque eiusdam civitatis (Constance)
episcopus. . . . Lanbertus cum Curiensi pastore Othelrico Herimannum
auxiliabatur, non tamen ex animo. Adalbold, Vita Heinrici II, MGH,
SS IV, 685: Cum Herimanno erant, non tantum illum ex corde ad
regnum eligentes quantum vicinitatem eius timentes et de termino
litigii dubitantes. Hirsch, JB H II, 219, n. 3.
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of Halberstadt and the cultivated Bernward of Hildesheim
sympathized early with the ambitions of Ekkehard, margrave
of Meissen, and Rethar of Paderborn at least treated him
politely.®* Heribert of Cologne, by trying to thwart Henry’s
attempt to secure the imperial insignia and then supporting
Herman of Swabia, inaugurated the bad relations with him
that lasted for almost the duration of his reign.®> Bruno of
Augsburg, Henry II’'s brother, was associated with the re-
volt of the margrave Henry of Schweinfurt, and was later
exiled by Henry II himself.®® Henry of Wiirzburg was allied
with Henry II’s Italian enemies in 1017 and, in fact, after
the creation of the sce of Bamberg was never on very friendly
terms with the king.%

B.

EPISCOPAL INDEPENDENCE AND ECCLESIASTICAL
POLICY

If the bishop was capable of maintaining his own point
of view to the extent of joining a rebellion against the king,
no less was he insistent upon upholding his interests in the
face of ecclesiastical plans of the crown or in the face of
another bishop, whether a fellow German bishop or the bishop
of Rome. The manipulation of the sees of Magdeburg and
Merseburg, the foundation of Bamberg, the dispute over the
abbey of Gandersheim, and Count Otto of Hammerstein’s
defiance of both bishop and emperor, are, from another point
of view, il'ustrations as significant as any of the stubborn,
individualistic episcopate, and therefore perhaps worth going
into in some detail.

One of the cardinal features of Otto I’s northeastern fron-
tier policy was the erection of a new archbishopric at Mag-

61 Thietmar, Chron., V, 4-5 (Kurze, 109).

62 Ibid., IV, 50 (Kurze, 92); Hirsch, JB H II, 1, 194-227; Richter-
Kohl, 172-173; Stéalin, I, 196-197.

63 Thietmar, Chron., V, 38 (Kurze, 128); Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 5.

6¢ Hirsch, JB H II, IV, 107-109.
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deburg. His original plan was to transfer the bishopric of
Halberstadt to Magdeburg and, joining to it the royal Bene-
dictine house of St. Maurice at Magdeburg, to make it an
archbishopric. Halberstadt was in the archdiocese of Mainz;
so were the new Wendish bishoprics of Havelburg and
Brandenburg. The archbishop of Mainz might look for-
ward to the inclusion of all new sees on this frontier within
his archdiocese. Archbishop William was a bastard son of
the king by a Slav mother, purposely chosen to succeed the
very unreliable Frederick. But in this particular instance
he was the archbishop of Mainz, primate of the German
church, Apostolic Legate and Vicar, threatened with the loss
of three bishoprics and with the end of all hopes for east-
ward expansion. His answer to a pope who had confirmed
Otto’s plans was that, so long as he lived, he would never
consent to a reduction of his archdiocese or to the translation
of Halberstadt..> He almost never did. Certainly the plans
for the translation of Halberstadt were abandoned, and for
them was substituted the erection of a new archdiocese at
Magdeburg and of a new bishopric at Merseburg, which
would cost the bishop of Halberstadt only part of his diocese.
These plans, presented by the emperor before a synod in
Saint Peter’s and confirmed by the pope and an assembly of
bishops, now ran into the resistance of Bernhard, the bishop
of Halberstadt, who, while he might not object to becoming
archbishop of Magdeburg, did not intend to lose Magde-
burg and Merseburg, both in his diocese, and more too. Otto
cculd only wait for this bishop to die.®® When his own son,
archbishop William, died soon after, he sent the abbot
Egliluf of Hersfeld from Italy to supervise the Mainz elec-
tion. Hatto, abbot of Fulda, got the see. In Halberstadt

65 P, Jaffe, BRG, III, 349: Minorationem nostrae sedis transla-
tionemque Halberestetensis ecclesiae me vivo non consentiam. Sommer-
lad, II, 257: Dieses eigenwilligen sdchsischen Hartkopfes. Hauck, 111,
108-121; Wattenbach, op. cit., 349.

66 Thietmar, II, 11 (Kurze, 24) : Ibi (Magdeburg) etiam episcopatum
facere conatus (Otto I) apud Bernardum . . . quamdiu vixit impetrare
non potuit.
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Bernhard had provided for the election of a like-minded suec-
cessor, the prcevost Hildeward, whose father, a rebel in 941,
had lost his life at the hands of one of Otto’s soldiers. Otto
summoned both these men to Italy to come to an understand-
ing before turning over to them their episcopal thrones.®*
The plans for the new archbishopric of Magdeburg were im-
mediately completed. However, the situation created by this
royal manipulation of dicceses on the Elbe-Saale frontier
naturally offered to ambiticus men an outlet and to resentful
ones an opporunity to vent their grievances. Giseler, the
capable and astute bishop of the new see of Merseburg, was
one of the former. The bishop of Halberstadt was chief
among the latter. For although Halberstadt was given its
quid pro quo, there was still no peace with either Magde-
burg ¢ or Merseburg.®® A group of dissatisfied bishops on
a dangerous frontier could not be looked upon with indiffer-
ence by a responsible king. Out of this confusion of circum-
stances, therefore, came further episcopal changes on the
Elbe-Saale.

The bishopric of Merseburg had been founded partly
as a result of a Dbargain between Otto I and Saint
Lawrence on the morn of the battle of the Lechfeld.
It was founded chiefly at the expense of the diocese of Halber-
stadt, but its very existence circumscribed its own arch-

67 Thietmar, II, 20 (Kurze, 30) : Seque ad omnia quaecumque umguam
ab eo (Otto) expetisset (Hildeward) promisit paratum, si consentiret
sibi hoc perficere votum. Hie autem, ut erat sapiens, piae conivebat
peticioni; II, 21 (31): Tali munere (part of Halberstadt diocese)
imperator arridens per manus suscepit eundem, curamque ei baculo
committens pastoralem.

68 Lites immensas exortas pene usque ad homicidia: quoted from
papal synod of September 10, 981 in Diimmler, 453, n. 5. Hauck, III,
21-27; H. Gerdes, Bischofswahlen, 26; A. Brackmann, Die Ostpolitik
Ottos des Grossen, HZ, vol. 134 (1926), 247: Lepsius, Geschichte der
Bischofe des Hochstlifts Naumburg, Introduction, 1-3; Nitzsch, I, 347-
348; Dimmler, 438-453.

69 Ne . . . inter pastores ccclesiarum praedictarum Halberstadensis
et Mersiburgensis homicidia plurima litigiis enutrita concrescant:
quoted from 981 council in Hirsch, JB H II, I, 281.
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bishopric of Magdeburg as well as the new bishoprics of
Meissen and Zeitz. The concessions of Halberstadt on the
eve of its erection did not, once Hildeward became bishop,
lead to an enthusiastic support of either Merseburg or Mag-
deburg. Accordingly, the new diocese, not in itself a rich
foundation, was harassed by Halberstadt in its purely Ger-
man West-Saale territory, while with Magdeburg Halber-
stadt had boundary disputes. Under these circumstances
there was hardly rcom within the small Merseburg holdings
for a bishop like Giseler, who was not inclined to vent his
energy in missionary activities, and, although his territory
was enlarged by grants of large forest tracts, his growing
influence at the court of Otto II led him to hope for and
expect something more. What this something more was be-
came clear in June 981, when the first archbishop of Mag-
deburg, Adalbert, died. As his successor the chapter chose
the royal chaplain and well-known disputant and former
head of the St. Maurice school, Ohtrich. The delegation from
the chapter to secure the confirmation of Ohtrich’s election,
arriving at Otto II’s court in Italy, found Giseler and Dietrich
of Metz the most prominent of the bishops present.

The report of what follows comes mostly from a bishop-
historian who in justifiable loyalty could not view without
suspicion the wiping out of his own diocese.” Thietmar
tells us that Ohtrich’s delegation turned first to Giseler,™
who, after misleading them into believing that he would in-
tercede loyally in their behalf with the emperor, as a matter
of fact took upon himself now to press for ‘“the promised
and leng awaited rewards for long service,” and to get the
archbishopric for himself.”? But a man, no matter how ambi-
tious nor how capable, could scarcely expect to remain bishop
of a see and to become his own archbishop as well. Giseler,

70 Thietmar, III, 14 (Kurze, 58): Gisillerus . .. non pastor sed
mercenarius ad maiora semper tendens.

71 Ibid., 13 (55): Apud imperatorem tunc plurimum valebat.

72 Ibid.: Promissa ct diu expectata longi laboris premia postulans

. . . protinus impetrat.
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therefore, had to put into play those forces necessary to
secure the dissolution of Merseburg. With the expectation
of an augmentation of their own dioceses, the bishops of
Halberstadt, Meissen and Zeitz could hardly be looked to to
resist strongly this contemplated violation of a holy pledge.
We must also assume, in view of what happened, that the
Magdeburg delegation was brought to see the advantages
of an archbishopric so strongly intrenched in imperial favor.
To Otto II squabbling and restive bishops did not appeal
as good security on the Slav frontier, and besides, Giseler
was a good man, too good for Merseburg and quite good
enough for an enlarged see at Magdeburg. There were
simpler and more direct means to build up a favorable senti-
ment at court among the Roman clergy who would have a
voice in the final decision, and among the Germans too, chief
among them the powerful relative of the crown, the bishop
of Metz.” A compliant pope did not stand in the way, and a
Lateran synod of September, 981, canonically completed the
destruction of the see of Merseburg on the ground that the
bishop of Halberstadt had never given his written consent
to its erection, and that Halberstadt was too seriously weak-
ened by the institution of both Magdeburg and Merseburg.
To argue from the absence of a written consent to the
setting up of Merseburg was as much as to say that a
bishop’s oral word was worth nothing, while the weakened
Halberstadt was in fact still as rich as Magdeburg and Merse-
burg put together. But Giseler got his pallium and Magde-

78 Thietmar, III, 13 (56): Corruptis tum pecunia [cunctis] primati-
bus maximeque Romanis, quibus cuncta sunt semper venalia, iudicibus
qualiter ad archiepiscopatum aliqua racione veniret primum secreto re-
volvit deindeque palam. Ibid., 16 (57): Fuit hic (Dietrich) amicus
cesaris et valde ei carus, unusque ex numero corruptorum, qui mille
talenta auri atque argenti pro veritatis obumbracione ab archiepiscopo
percepit. Cui quidam, cum ab ecdem iussu imperatoris ad matutinam
ioculariter benediceretur: Saciet te, inquid, Deus in futuro, quem hic
omnes non possumus auro. Granted the willingness of Thietmar to bes
lieve this report, and the remarkably large sum Dietrich is sup-
posed to have received, I still see no reason to reject entirely this report
of a time-honored method of strengthening one’s case.

43



44 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

burg, Halberstadt, Meissen and Zeitz divided the diocese
of Merseburg. Giseler asisted personally in the founding of
a monastery at Merseburg, and in so doing is accused by
Thietmar of manipujating Merseburg documents.” Thus
the result of a bargain between a Kaiser and a Saint was
annulled by a Kaiser and a Vicar of Christ and their trusted
advisers, under the auspices of a very ambitious episcopal
court favorite.

This remarkable event did not begin to prey seriously on
the consciences of those responsible for some sixteen years,
and then only after a series of disasters on the Slav frontier
had suggested to some that Saint Lawrence was not pleased
with the deprivation he had suffered, and that the manner
in which it was arranged was questionable. But it was no
easy matter to loosen Giseler from his archiepiscopal throne,
once he had secured and strengthened it. A synod at Pavia
in 997, summoned by Otto III and Gregory V, invited Giseler
to come to Rome and to account for himself or lose his priestly
office. He did not accept the invitation nor did he lose his
office. A subsequent synod at St. Peter’s decided that Merse-
burg was to be restored. If Giseler could show that he had
gone to Magdeburg upon the invitation of clergy and people
without the urgings of ambition or avarice, he was to keep
Magdeburg. If he had gone uninvited but still without am-
bition or avarice, he was to return to Merseburg. If he
were unable to clear himself from all suspicion, he was to
get neither. Giseler sent a personal representative to Rome,
who managed to have the matter postponed until it could be
considered by the German bishops and the Kaiser. The
setting up of an independent Polish church, free from what
had hitherto been German control, made it likely that Giseler
would be able to resist these efforts with the support of his
fellow German bishops. Upon Otto’s return from Gnesen
Giseler managed to have the question postponed to a Qued-

74 Thietmar, III, 16 (58): Precepta, quae munera regalia seu in-
perialia detinebant, aut igni comburebat, aut aecclesiae suae mutato
nomine designari fecit. Mancipia et totum quod Merseburg respicere
debuit ne umquam colligeretur, sponte dispergit.
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linburg synod, after, in questionable fashion, having evaded
an imperial request to return to Merseburg.”® He was not
present at Quedlinburg, so the matter was postponed again
to an Aachen synod. At Aachen he did appear, demanding
that the question be considered only by a general council.™
With the apparent support of his fellow bishops he was
thwarting emperor and pope and gaining valuable time.
However, unlike Otto III, Henry II did not waste time with
synods. Giseler, still archbishop of Magdeburg, was a dying
man. On the chance that under such conditions he might be
given over to repentance, a strong delegation, headed by the
formidable archbishop of Mainz, Willigis, was sent to his
deathbed to inquire what he intended to do about Merseburg.
Giseler’s answer was to ask for another postponement.” In
the interval he died. Within a week the royal chaplain,
Tagino, had been consecrated as his successor at Magdeburg,
and within another week Merseburg was restored. Arnulf
of Halberstadt was adequately compensated for further small
sacrifices to Merseburg.”® Meissen and Zeitz were obliged to
be content with their former boundaries, for which at least
Zeitz was later compensated at royal expense. Tagino gave
what was expected of him to the royal chaplain Wigbert, the
new bishop of Merseburg. From the experience of four Saxon
emperors with this succession of recalcitrant bishops it is
apparent that to get around these stubborn resisters nothing

75 Thietmar, IV, 46 (90): Archiepiscopus . . . imperatoris edictu
priorem suscipere sedem rogatus, data internuntiis magna pecunia, in-
ducias usque ad Quidilingeburg vix impetravit.

76 Ibid.: Qui (Giseler) sapienti consilio usus, generale sibi postulat
dari concilium; sicque indiscussa dilata sunt haec omnia.

7 Ibid., V, 39 (129): Quibus vix talibus respondit: Dentur mihi
trium vel quatuor induciae dierum et mihi liceat abire; quibus transactis
certa vobis referam.

8 Ibid., 44 (132): Rex . . . quia aliter non posse . . . apud Arnulfum
presulem sciebat [cum] centum concambio mansorum super solum
Merseburgiensem burgwardum episcopalem redemit bannum.
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availed but to wait until they died and then to make a deal
with their successors.™

When the time came for the childless Henry II to beget
a memorial of himself, it was, significantly enough, not a
monastery that the friend of bishops chose to found, but a
new bishopric, Bamberg. To do so required not only that he
should at a stroke give to Bamberg what it had taken cen-
turies for other bishops to acquire for themselves, but that
he should come to terms with the two neighboring bishops
out of whose dioceses the new see must be carved. On the
face of it this seemed an easy matter. Henry of Wiirzburg,
unlike his brother Heribert of Cologne, had been devoted to
the king and Megingaud of Eichstdtt had Saxon royal blood
in his veins. As a matter of fact it turned out to be a very
difficult matter to accomplish. Bishop Henry, who control’ed
one of the most prosperous sees in Germany, was willing at
first to accept compensation for what he was to give to the new
see, but only on condition that the king be willing also to assist
in raising Wiirzburg to archiepiscopal rank, with Bamberg as
a suffragan bishopric. % When it became apparent that this
was imposgible for the king to accomplish, possibly because
of the opposition of Willigis, archbishop of Mainz, Henry
of Wiirzburg considered himself grossly deceived, and hence-
forth would have nothing to do with the creation of Bam-
berg. No entreaties, no letters, no promises could move him.
He seemed to be continually on the go with the deliberate in-
tention of avoiding the reception of proposals from the king
or from bishops cooperating with the king, whom he looked
on only as accomplices in deceit. It was necessary for Henry
IT to go ahead without him, and when the impressive synod

J. V. Pflugk-Harttung, Das Bisthum Merseburg unter den Sdch-
sichen Kaisern, Forschungen zur Deutschen Geschichte, XXV, 152-177
(1885) ; E. E. Schmidt, op. cit.; Hauck, III, 142-146; 410-413; 267-268;
Uhlirz, JB O II, 159-161; Hirsch, JB H II, 274-288; Thompson, Feudal
Germany, 402-403.

80 Thietmar, VI, 30 (Kurze, 151): Dilecti senioris iustas peticiones
presul benigne suscipiens ea racione consensit ut pallium suae permittens
aecclesiae Bavenbergiensem sibi subderet pastorem.
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of Frankfort met under the chairmanship of Willigis in
November 1007, he was not present. But his chaplain was,
and with the privileges of Wiirzburg on his person. Henry II
was a most humble king before these assembled archbishops
and bishops. His opening speech was preceded by prostration
before them, but the humility of his act was not carried
into his speech when he came to speak of the bishop of Wiirz-
burg: the bishop was ambitious, and this it was that led him
to presume to block royal plans looking toward the glory
of God.®* The representative of Wiirzburg replied that it was
rather fear of the king than anything else that kept his bishop
away; that never had the bishop agreed that the church
given to him by God should suffer any loss. Then he began
to read the privileges of Wiirzburg in a loud voice.** There
was probably no bishop present that did not sympathize with
the bishop of Wiirzburg’s position, even though it might be
unheard of for a bishop in such a case to proceed to such
extreme limits of resistance. Henry II resorted to further
prostrations as he watched the episcopal heads nod to the
reading of the privileges.®*®* The end of it all was that the
synod approved of the establishment of Bamberg without
Wiirzburg’s consent. Seven months later Henry of Wiirz-
burg himself ceased to dissent, and in return received more
than had been originally intended as indemnification for the
cessions to Bamberg. Not so with the stubborn Megingaud of
Eichstidtt. So long as he lived there was no exchange with

81 Thietmar, VI, 81 (152): Ne absencia eius, qui apud me voluit ob-
tinere, quod mihi non licuit huie concedere, propositum voluntatis meae
queat impedire, cum . . . clarescat, hunc non propter Deum, sed ob
dignitatis nullatenus adipiscendae dolorem fugisse ... quod per
ambitionem suam sanctae matris aecclesiae augmentum annullare . . .
presumit.

82 Jbid., 32: Propter timorem regis seniorem suum huc non venisse et
detrimentum aecclesiae sibi a Deo commissae in aliquo fieri numguam
laudasse testatus. . . . Privilegia eiusdem ibi alta voce recitantur.

83 Ibid.: Inter haec quocies rex anxiam iudicum sententiam nutare
prospexit, toties prostratus humiliatur.
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the king in Bamberg’s behalf.®* When he was happily gone,
his servile successor, under local pressure, still went as far
as he dared in resisting an accommodation with the king,?
which was not consummated until 1015.5¢

The prolonged struggle between the archbishop of Mainz
and the bishop of Hildesheim as to whether the nunnery of
Gandersheim were in the diocese of Mainz or Hildesheim is
not only in itself richly illustrative of the bishop doggedly
insisting upon what he regards as his rights, but at the same
time an episode in the struggle between regular and secular
clergy. The issues in this struggle were the full exercise
by the bishop of his diocesan rights of visitation and the
episcopal policy of acquiring as many independently owned
monasteries as possible. The gathering force of the Cluniac
movement in Lorraine brought with it an unsparing criticism
of the secular preoccupations of the episcopate and a threat
to the generally predominant roéle that the bishop played
in the state as well as in the church. Many bishops in fact
sympathized with the movement, for there was no doubt
that a reformed monastery was likely to be a better economic
asset to a bishop than an unreformed one. Nevertheless,
it was in any event important to keep the movement under
episcopal control. By the beginning of the eleventh century
it had spread across the Rhine, where it was supported by
Henry II. Hungarian devastations and secularizations had
brought monastic life in Germany, especially in the south,
tc a low ebb, and had facilitated and made desirable the sub-

84 Anon. Haser., c. 25, MGH, SS VII, 260: Solus agonista noster tam
moribus quam genere fretus viriliter sibi restitit, et ad vitae usque finem
iniquo concambio nullatenus acquiescere voluit.

85 Ibid.: Illo vero feliciter defuncto . . . Sub hoe episcopo (Gundekar)
cum caesar propositi sui properus predictum concambium maturare
vellet, et novus ille episcopus capellanorum ac militum suorum tunc
praecipuorum consilio fretus constanter restitisset . . . ut abhominabile
concambium potenter potius quam voluntarie sit factum.

86 Hauck, ITI, 418-428; Hirsch, JB H II, 42-180; Riezler, I, 426-427;
Nitzsch, I, 391-392. For further details, see pp. 74-75; for Megingaud’s
attitude toward Henry II, cf. chap. IX, p. 245.
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ordination of these institutions to the capable economic ad-
ministrator that the tenth century bishop often enough was.
The monastic endowment of Wiirzburg, Augsburg or Bam-
berg and the wholesale transference of Bavarian monasteries
into episcopal hands shows the extent to which this subordi-
nation was taking place.®” It was a tendency strongly resisted
by the monasteries themselves, as anxious to preserve their
own independent position as the bishops were to destroy it.®s
Episcopal control also meant a firmer control, as well as the
use of monastic property for episcopal ends.®® The rivalry
inevitably ensuing between abbot and bishop for recognition
by the king and the many violent local disputes over tithing

87 Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 51 ff., 116-120, 97-101.

88 Cont. Reg., 950 (Kurze, 164): Ruotbertus archiepiscopus pro ad-
quirenda abbatia Sancti Maximini multum laboravit, sed Deo propicio
non prevaluit.

89 E.g. the complaints of the Saint Emmeram monks against Gebehard,
bishop of Regensburg: Thietmar, VI, 41 (Kurze, 158): Ibi tunc con-
fratres . . . unanimiter regis pedibus provoluti ex parte presulis suimet
Gebehardi multa flebiliter me eadem audiente queruntur et laici
presentes magni lamentationibus hiis subsequuntur. Saint Emmeram
was freed from episcopal control by Wolfgang of Regensburg (972-994),
though in the division of the property the bishop retained the best part:
Janner, I, 350-379. Frederick of Salzburg gave to the Saint Peter’s
monastery in Salzburg its own abbot: Hirsch, I, 129. For Megingaud
of Eichstitt see Anon. Haser, c. 19, MGH, SS VII, 258: Cum autem
familiam Sancti Willibaldi inprimis durius tractasset, tandemque clamor
eorum ad aures clementissimi patroni pervenisset. Widukind speaks of
the grave onus sacerdotum upon the monasteries, II, 37 (Kehr, 83).
Udalrich of Augsburg is praised because he keeps the monasteries in
his own hands: Vita Qudalrict, c. 5, MGH, SS IV, 393: Ad monasteria
pertinentia ad episcopatum . .. quae numquam in beneficium laicorum
concessit . . . sed ad suam potestatem optima quaeque detinuit, ea
videlicet causa, ut facultatem ea visitandi et ibi manendi et quae neces-
saria erant corrigendi in stipendiis habuisset. After Udalrich got Otto-
beuren from the crown he made quite clear to the monks his ideas con-
cerning free election: Ibid., c. 25, 410: Si illum eligitis qui mihi ad hoc
placet, commendabo illi abpatiam usque in praesentiam domini mei
imperatoris; sin autem alium nisi mihi placentem eligitis, non illi com-
mendabo.
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rights, helped to make the situation ever more tense.®® To
whatever extent the kings supported the bishops against the
monasteries, they were, of course, forging an added bond
between crown and episcopate. But the generosity of the
crown to the regular clergy continued throughout the tenth
century, and we can discern no fixed preference for the bishop
in this struggle until the reign of Henry II.**

The protagonists in the early years of the Gandersheim
dispute were Willigis, an outstanding political figure since
Otto I, and Bernward, the imperial favorite especially of
Otto III. They were succeeded by the pugnacious Aribo and
his formidable rival, Godehard, a genuinely devout monk
who made an excellent bishop. Even in the face of the
favor displayed towards the bishops of Hildesheim by both
Otto III and Henry II, the archbishops of Mainz, thrown
largely as they were on their own strategy, were still able
to force their opponents to employ every available resource
to hold their ground.

Gandersheim, a foundation of 852 in the diocese of Hildes-
heim, by its removal in 856 may well have been brought
within the technical limits of the diocese of Mainz, though cer-
tainly it was commonly regarded as pertaining to Hildes-
heim. In addition to its wealth, which was considerable, it
possessed the additional importance of being generally pre-
sided over by some female member of the royal house, which
established valuable contacts for the bishop exercising super-
visory control. The incident that opened the dispute cen-
tered about a daughter of Otto II, Sophia, who seems to have
chosen to be consecrated as a nun of Gandersheim rather
by an archbishop of Mainz, Willigis, than by a simple bishop
of Hildesheim, Osdag. As a matter of fact, both Willigis
and Osdag presented themselves at the ceremony, and,

90 E.g., the chief thing on the minds of the bishops of Osnabriick
seems to have been their protracted dispute with Corvey and Hersfeld
over tithes: Moser, Osnabriickische Geschichte, II, 98 ff.

91 Hauck, III, 458-460; Sommerlad, II, 260-264; Nitzsch, I, 348, 390-
391; Gerdes, I, 503-504; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 62-64; Diimmler,
527.

50



Evpiscopal Independence and Ecclesiastical Policy 51

although Willigis took the opportunity to press his claims
to the institution, the participation of both bishops in the
ceremony avoided more than a lively exchange of opinions.
When this same Sophia subsequently left her monastic home
to while away a year or so at court, she brought upon her-
self the severe condemnation of the new bishop of Hildes-
heim, Bernward, though Willigis was indulgent enough.
When later Sophia became abbess of the nunnery, she fostered
so strong an anti-Bernward-Hildesheim sentiment as to make
it literally impossible for Bernward to pretend to perform
visitations. In 1000 the conflict came to a head for a second
time when a new abbey church was to be consecrated. On
this occasion Bernward, who had arrived earlier than the
proposed date, by undertaking to conduct services in the
church roused the sisters to a veritable fury. When Willigis
arrived it was decided to let the consecration wait upon the
decision of what turned out to be only the first of a series
of synods continued for thirty years. Meanwhile Bernward
betook himself for support to Kaiser and Pope at Rome,
sending as his representative to this first synod at Ganders-
heim bishop Ekkehard of Schleswig.

Ekkehard’s contention that nothing could be done in Bern-
ward’s absence so aroused Willigis’s anger that he was
threatened with ejection and did leave after a tumultous
session.?? Willigis’s synod then declared that Gandersheim
belonged to Mainz. This decision only strengthened Bern-
ward’s case at Rome with his devoted pupil, Otto III. A
Roman synod of January, 1001, ruled that Gandersheim be-
longed to Hildesheim, summoned a synod of Saxon bishops to
meet at Pohlde in June, and arranged for a Saxon papal
legate to be present to execute the papal decree. This synod

92 Vita Bernwardi, e¢. 20, MGH, SS 1V, 768: Ad haec incredibili
furore archiepiscopus succensus vultu torvo ac minaci iubet ut sileat:
nil ad se talium pertinere; ut propriam aecclesiam habeat, illam gub-
ernet . . . Qua unanimitate cleri et plebis archiepiscopus commotus.
Eggehardo episcopo minatur, nisi sileat, quod cum iniuria illum eiciat

. cum propemodum tumultus oriretur, Eggehardus secessit.
Thangmar, the author of this life, is a very loyal Hildesheim partisan.

51



52 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

ended in a furor with which the previous one at Gandersheim
was not to be compared. The bishops, out of sympathy with
a king whose un-German tendencies were only too patent,
showed no respect for the representative of his papal ally and
turned over the sitting to Willigis.”* When he was not able
to prevent the papal discourse from being read, the doors of
the church were thrown open and a crowd of Mainz sympa-
thizers and retainers, in a clash of arms and in execration of
the apostolic delegate Frederick and bishop Bernward, broke
up the session.?* Willigis was suspended from his office and
summoned to Rome along with the rest of the German bish-
ops. But he did not go, neither did he forfeit his office. On the
contrary, he actually prevented Bernward by violent means
from spending a feast day with the sisters of Hilwardshausen,
a nunnery in the diocese of Mainz.?® By the ladies of Ganders-
heim he was so loyally supported that at the threat of a
visitation on the part of Bernward Sophia organized a small
army containing some troops from Mainz and turned the mon-
astery into a fortress to keep him away.’® As if there had
been no imperial or papal decisions made, another synod was

93 Vita, Bernwardi, c. 28, MGH, SS IV, 771: Sed postquam ad con-
cilium ventum est, vix dici poterit, quanta seditione et tumultu agitare-
tur. Nam nec locus sessionis vicario apostolici idoneus conceditur, hor-
ribilis strepitus ingeminatur, ius fasque contempnitur, canonica dis-
ciplina annullatur.

94 1bid., 772: Ianuae interim aecclesiae panduntur, laici intromit-
tuntur, fit strepitus tumultusque validus, Mogontinis exultantibus arma
exposcunt, immensas minas ingerunt adversus apostolici vicarium et
Bernwardum episcopum.

95 Ibid., c. 831, 772: Cum iam omnia parata essent, et ipse (Bernward)
in proximo futurus esset, supervenientes nocturno tempore homines
archiepiscopi, cuncta invadentes dissipaverunt, aliquantos vero domes-
ticos episcopi crudeliter caesos dimiserunt.

96 Ibid., c. 32, 772: Cui (Bernward) obstitit immensa multitudo, non
minus armis instructa, quam si ad publicum bellum cogerentur. Hos
concivit Sophya, cunctos videlicet quos vel de vassatico archiepiscopi vel
de familia illius convocare poterat, omnes suos notos et familiares, et de
propria familia manum validam: turres et munitiora loca circa aeccles-
iam armato complent milite, et contra unum hominem, suum videlicet
episcopum, . . . ita castellum muniunt, quasi barbarico procinctu se
defendere parent.
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summoned at Frankfort, which settled nothing in the absence
of Bernward, who had meanwhile sent another represent-
ative to Rome. The death of both Otto III and Sylvester II
finally left the problem for Henry II to settle. At Po6hlde he
obliged both Bernward and Willigis to submit to his solution,
and in a few days, at the final dedication of the Gandersheim
church in 1007, despite the prominence of Willigis and his
fidelity to him, Henry decided in Hildesheim’s favor and
Willigis was obliged publicly to renounce his claims.®"

How Willigis, archbishop of Mainz for over thirty years,
took this royal decision we can only imagine, but at any rate
the incident remained closed until the contentious ¢ Bavarian
Aribo was raised to the see of Mainz. He had been warned
by Bernward before the completion of his consecration that
Gandersheim was a matter not to be brought up again. He
himself undertook to use these same tactics when Bernward’s
successor, Godehard, was about to be consecrated: he was
to remember that he was not to perform any episcopal func-
tions at Gandersheim. This reminder Godehard could afford
to answer politely if firmly,”® in the presence of Henry II,
who was thoroughly angered to see this old ghost walk again.
Aribo was informed that the matter was to be dropped,**® and
dropped it was until the accession of Conrad II, with which
Aribo had a great deal to do. What followed was a bewilder-
ing succession of synods and court sessions,'*' for the most
part in Hildesheim’s favor, which exhausted the patience of
the attending bishops, especially of the suffragan bishops of

97 Bohmer, Willigis, 87-105; Bertram, Geschichte des Bistums Hildes-
heim, 1, 66, ff.: Hauck, III, 268-270; 414-418; Nitzsch, I, 384.

98 Vita Godehardi prior, c. 25, MGH, SS XI, 185: in humanis supra
modum animosus, ut de quodam in veteribus dicitur, manus eius contra
omnes, et manus omnium contra eum.

99 Ibid., 186: Si juste vobis cedit, nulli melius annuo quam vobis; si
autem mihi meoque iuri, nulli libentius praeopto subici quam mihi.

100 7hid.: Metropolitanum . . . animosa admodum animi invectione
iussit in posterum ab huiusmodi desistere ceptis.

101 Goslar, Grona, Gandersheim, Seligenstadt, Frankfort, Geisleben,
Pohlde, Merseburg.
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Mainz themselves.’? Nothing could exhaust either of the
two contestants. Things came finally to such a pass that when
at Frankfort, in September 1027, Aribo begged for another
postponement, he excited the synod to mirth.'** Moreover,
one of the chief factors in the situation had meanwhile
changed, in that when archiepiscopal enthusiasm in Ganders-
heim actually carried five young ladies away to Mainz, where
for the sake of being near Aribo they entered his sister’s
monastery, Sophia had turned to Godehard for support in
this crisis. Although Aribo was obliged at Frankfort to send
these sisters home, they were soon back in Mainz again.
Godehard himself was obliged to tolerate having his letters to
them torn up and his chaplain told to leave or suffer serious
consequences.’** The struggle was also enlivened by personal
disputes between Aribo and Godehard, as to which of the two
was to say mass before the high altar at Gandersheim,** not
to mention synods and counter-synods in which each anathe-
matized any one recognizing the other’s rights over the mon-
astery. At Seligenstadt Aribo offered to prove the righteous-
ness of his case by summoning one hundred priests and three
hundred laymen, but the episcopal judges refused to consider
this substitute for themselves. At Frankfort he was unable
to thwart another decision in Godehard’s favor, but four years
later he brought up the matter again at Pohlde because he
would not have it thought that he could not or would not
defend the interests of his diocese.’”® Godehard, however,
had already declared that while he lived nothing except a

102 A victory over Hildesheim might well make the Mainz suffragans
anxious. Aribo was in addition taking steps to consolidate the arch-
diocese by the regular convocation of provincial synods.

103 Vita Godehardi prior, c. 32, MGH, SS XI, 191: Risum ingentem
tam inter primates quam et ceteros excitavit.

10¢ I'bid., c. 29, 189: Cartas insipiciente legato disciderunt, ipsumque
prout vitae membrorumque incolomitatem servare cupiverit festinanter
regredi iusserunt.

105 Jbid., c. 26, 187.

106 Ibid., c. 85, 193: Iam diutius super hoc reticere non praesumere
ne videretur suae ecclesiae ius aut nescire aut nequire aut certe nolle
defendere.
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general council could force him to give up what he
possessed.’*” By 1030 Aribo gave up the attempt to continue
the struggle against Godehard, in the face of the indifference
or hostility of his own suffragans and the rest of the German
bishops. At the beginning of the following year he quitted
the German scene for Rome, never to return.*®

Meanwhile Gandersheim was not the only concern with
which Aribo was troubled. He had also to deal with that
warm-blooded pair, Count Otto of Hammerstein and Irmin-
garde, whom neither episcopal nor royal decrees could in-
duce to dissolve a marriage declared uncanonical because of
their too close relationship. Erkanbald, Aribo’s predecessor,
had suffered devastation of his diocese and had almost been
captured by the incensed husband, who resented the legal-
mindedness of the clergy. Since Henry II had also chosen
to support the law in this case, he felt obliged to avenge this
attack on the most important ecclesiastical prince in Germany
by laying siege to Hammerstein in the winter of 1020-1021
and expelling the devoted couple. Their subsequent reunion
was the occasion of a synod at Mainz in June, 1023, which
reiterated the curse of the church upon the two and led Irmin-
garde to take an appeal to Rome. This move, in its way
a challenge to episcopal authority, was met at the synod at
Seligenstadt in August by an attempt to make this sort
of appeal more difficult in the future. Along with a series of
regulations calculated to unify ecclesiastical practices for the
archidiocese of Mainz, to prevent disrespect for churches and

107 Vita, Godehardi prior, c. 27, MGH, SS X1, 188: Quandiu enim hac
mortali vita vixero, nullius vel metu deterente vel blandimento seducente
nisi in generali concilio et universali fratrum consilio vestituram quam
in hoc accepi numquam omisero.

108 W. Dersch, Die Kirchenpolitik des Erzbischofs Aribo von Mainz
(1021-1031), 42-51; R. Miiller, Erzbischof Aribo von Mainz, 14-61; H. A.
Liinztel, Geschichte der Diocese und Stadt Hildesheim, I, 146-221;
Bresslau, JB H II, 111, 229-233, 253-254. The dispute between Pilgrim
of Cologne and Durand of Liége over the monastery of Burtscheid in
Aachen is another example of the same type of dispute as the epic
struggle for Gandersheim: Hirsch, JB H II, III, 54-55.
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to abolish supersitious practices, there appear two simple
statements to the effect that no one may go to Rome with-
out the consent of his bishop or the bishop’s vicar, and that
in no case shall such an appeal be permitted until the sinner
has fully performed the penance imposed by the local priest,
and received a letter from the bishop to introduce him at
Rome. This was clear enough: episcopal authority within
the diocese was strengthened and a check was put upon errant
countesses who might be disposed to flout it in the future.
It was also, possibly, a warning to a lenient pope that local
discipline must be preserved. Nevertheless, Irmingarde’s
activities in Rome were successful. It was decided that her
case be investigated by a papal commission to Germany, and
that in the meantime Aribo be deprived of the pallium. This
was a serious step, which the suffragans of Mainz could not
tolerate, for it involved not only Aribo but all those clergy
and laymen who had been active in the decisions against
Count Otto and his wife. The protest against this papal in-
terference took the form of a respectful letter from the
suffragans, calling the pope’s attention to the fact that his
action was a thrust not only at Aribo but at all of them,
since they had concurred in his determined action. If it were
to be believed that Benedict VIII had gone so far as to de-
prive Aribo of papal favor, as rumor had it, then it were
well that the pope reconsider his action and return his favor
to a righteous bishop who was only taking proper action
against a wayward woman. Aribo himself was preparing
to call another synod for Hochst to meet on May 13, 1024,
to consider the procedure to be followed concerning the papal
legation, and even went so far as to enlist the services of
Queen Kunigunde to secure an impressive attendance. The
death of both Benedict VIII and Henry II precluded what
promised to be an interesting development. Here indeed
was another question of episcopal prerogatives that had yet
to be determined. But from the moment when the question
first arose it was met with the same spirit as met all threats
to what the bishops considered their legitimate rights. Aribo
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did not forget the Hammerstein case either. At the synod
of Frankfort in 1027 he brought it up again, and for a sec-
ond time a king had to request him to change the subject.'®®

C.
THE BISHOPS AND THE NOBILITY

If the wealth of the church was great enough to attract in-
to the priesthood ambitious men anxious to participate in
its administration and increase, and great enough to seem to
the kings a resource so indispensable that for the privilege
of its use they were ready to pay the necessary price of con-
stantly adding to the church’s capital wealth, it could hardly
fail to tempt the local dukes to usurp and the lesser nobility
to plunder. Naturally the bishops and the nobles were ready
rivals in the accumulation of property and honor, and when
their interests crossed a latent hostility broke out, by no
means always restricted to mutual recriminations. The
church had always to complain of marauding attacks upon
its property and the persons of its clergy. In so far as it
could not defend itself alone, it looked to the crown for sup-
port, and when, as in the tenth and early eleventh centuries,
it received that support in abundance for an equally abundant
quid pro quo, the normal and inevitable friction between noble
and bishop was only thereby increased. It is of course pos-
sible to exaggerate this rivalry. The hostilities that have
come to light are more dramatically interesting than the un-
reported cooperation that escapes attention because the diffi-
culties of its achievement are not so easy to perceive. It is
idle withal to suppose that there was either more or less class
animosity in the tenth century than there has ever been.
Nor must we forget that we are listening to one side of the
story, which, although it is neither implausible nor unconvine-

109 Dersch, 5-37; Miiller, Aribo, 23-36; Hauck, III, 530-538; Bresslau,
JB H II, 111, 172, 283-289 et passim; Nitzsch, I, 395-396. The comments
of Emerton, Medieval Europe, 163-166, would in large part have to be
modified.
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ing, and may well be wholly true, is yet pervaded by an
injured self-righteousness that is all too likely not to tell the
whole truth. For all the vast debt we owe the churchmen for
whatever knowledge we have, be it much or little, what would
we not give for the testimony of one lone spokesman for the
tenth century nobility? Les absents ont toujours tort. And
yet, even if the tenth century nobleman had been able to read
and write, what chance, one wonders, would his impious
manuscript have had to survive, in church or monastery, or,
for that matter, at court, in chancellery or school, manned
exclusively by the same clergy?

No one, within the church or without, could rejoice in the
peace and prosperity of the times.*'® The Dbishops were
obliged to submit to pressure willingly or unwillingly from
various groups of the nobility. Their relations with the
new dukes were in reduced measure expected to correspond to
their relations with the king. There was no repetition of
the extensive secularizations of Arnulf and Burchard, but
there is plenty of evidence that relations between duke and
bishop were often enough far from peaceful. The dukes
brought pressure to bear on the church, especially the bishops,
for assistance in maintaining or enhancing their positions.
We have already seen the bishops of Constance and Chur
constrained to support Herman of Swabia in his campaign
for the imperial election after the death of Otto III. When
Werinher (Wicelin) of Strassburg refused to submit to
similar pressure, he paid with just such a thoroughgoing
devastation of his city as Udalrich of Augsburg had had to

110 Cont. Reg., 920 (Kurze, 156) : Multi enim illis temporibus etiam
nobiles latrociniis insudabant. Vita. Burchardi, Prologus, MGH, SS 1V,
831: Quam perniciosi sunt homines moderni, quam pleni diversarum
cogitationum. Thietmar, IX, 18 (Kurze, 247) : Tempora haec prioribus
cunctis inferiora plus demunt, quam alicui addunt. Widukind, II, 10
(Kehr, 42): Fiebant preterea multa nefaria a seditiosis, homicidia,
periuria, depopulationes, incendia; aequum pravumque, sanctum per-
iuriumque illis diebus parum procedebant. Burchard of Worms speaks
of his day as tumultuantis saeculi: Migne, P. L., vol. 140, col. 453;
Koeniger, 11, n. 1.
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suffer at the hands of the rebellious duke of Bavaria for his
devotion to Otto I.'** When during this struggle the partis-
ans of duke Herman caught Werinher and the bishop of
Basel, another Swabian supporter of Henry II, in well forti-
fied Breisach, the town was plundered and a clever ruse almost
cost the bishops’ capture.™> And how far a duke’s revenge
might go when he succeeded in laying hands upon a bishop
whom he regarded as his-enemy we have already seen in the
dreadful fate of Harold of Salzburg.*®* The rebellious activi-
ties of Henry of Augsburg in 974-978, which got him into
the bad graces of duke Otto, were influenced by what he re-
garded as demands for servitia in excess of what had been
demanded by the duke of his predecessors.!'* Christian of
Passau in 993 received from Otto III exemptions from ducal
servitia, very suggestive of what the pressure upon the
Bavarian episcopate could be, still, however, carefully reserv-
ing serwvitia due to the crown.'’® In Saxony Adam of Bremen
traces a conflict between duke and bishop centering around

111 Thietmar, V, 12 (Kurze, 114). Dux autem . . . caput ducatus sui
Argentinum, que Strazburg dicitur, quia episcopus eiusdem urbis
Wicelinus sibi resistere presumpserit . . . milite petit armato murosque
ascendens nil victis reliquid. Sed execrata Alemannorum turba ad
rapiendum promptissima inscio duce maiorem ecclesiam . . . intrans
omnem thesaurum diripit et . . . igne domum Domini consumpsit. Cf.
MGH, DD 111, 38, No. 34. Hirsch, JB H II, I, 217-218.

i12 Thietmar, Chron., V, 21 (Kurze, 119).

113 See note 31.

114 Vita, Oudalrici, c. 28, MGH, SS IV, 416, 417, 418: Pro hac vero re
Otto dux contra eum iratus coepit cum suis fidelibus consiliari, ut ei in
quibuscumque potuisset adversaretur; quod et fecit . .. quia a duce
multipliciter plus quam antecessores sui iniuriabatur. . . . Adhuc autem
intus magna angustia mentis angebatur pro eo quod a duce Ottone,
quamvis exterius pacificati essent, plus cogebatur quam antecessores sui
ei servitium facere de rebus sanctae Mariae.

115 MGH, DD 1I, 527, No. 115: ZEcclesiae . .. quae semper non
parvam molestiam perpessa est a ducibus quasi debitam inde exigentibus
servitutem . . . ut nullus dehine dux vel alia quaelibet potens persona
de eadem ecclesia vel locis illuc pertinentibus servitutem aliquo modo
exigat debitam aut coactam tollere praesumat sed ipsa ... ab omni
ducum aliarumque potentium personarum invito servicio perpetualiter
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the loyalist question, which grew in intensity from the very
institution of the Billunger dukes until it broke forth in the
abortive revolt of duke Bernhard in 1011.*¢ Archbishop
Unwan, knowing very well what his church was likely to
suffer, fortified Bremen against possible attacks of the duke,
and was active in bringing him to terms with Henry IIL.'7
At least one bishop in Saxony, Bruno of Verden, refused to
remove a sentence of excommunication from the dead duke
Herman, even though his son implored it and though the
duke was an uncle of the bishop.8

The success of Burchard, the bishop of Worms, in challeng-
ing the position of duke Otto of Franconia in the city is an
uncommonly good illustration of the same clash of rival noble
and episcopal interests within the bishop’s town that we
shall meet in some of the episcopal centers in Lorraine.''?®
A fort belonging to Otto and his son in Worms harbored
every interest inimical to the bishop, a situation that occas-
ioned frequent altercations.’?® Burchard took upon himself to

immunis consistat, excepto quod regio honori vel imperatoriae dignitati
praesens provisor . . . ecclesiae suique successores caritativa mente
justeque impendere debent. Cf. Hirsch, JB H II, I, 57-58.

116 Adam Bremensis, II, 48 (Schmeidler, 108-109): Ex illo enim
tempore, quo dux constitutus est in hac regione numquam discordia
cessavit inter geminas domos, scilicet archiepiscopi et ducis, illis im-
pugnantibus regem et ecclesiam, istis pro salute ecclesiae ac fidelitate
regum certantibus. Haec aemulatio partium, dum prius occulta esset,
ex eo tempore vires accepit et crevit in immensum .. . Novissime
(Bernardus) surgens in Christum ecclesias huius patriae non dubitavit
impugnare, precipue vero nostram quae et dicior eo tempore ceteris et
longinquior videbatur a manu imperatoris.

117 I'bid.: Ipso tempore ferunt aggerem Bremensis oppidi firmatum
contra insidias et impetus inimicorum regis, precipue quoniam dux
Bernardus Henrico imperatori ausus rebellare terruit ac turbavit
omnes ecclesias Saxoniae.

118 Thietmar, II, 31 (Kurze, 38): Sed is quod postulat nequaquam
inpetrat.

119 Vide infra, chap. III.

120 Vita, Burchardi, c. 7, MGH, SS IV, 835: Munitionem turribus et
variis aedificiis firmissimam, ad quam domum raptores et fures et
omnes contra episcopum delinquentes refugium tutissimum habebant

. ob hoc obtruncationes et homicidia multa ex utraque parte fiebant.
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remove this menace. His first measures were to strengthen
the fortifications of his city, an exemplification frequently
met in the tenth and eleventh centuries of the rivalry between
bishop and duke. '** But this was only a half measure: the
fort must go. When once he had obtained Henry II’s promise
to assist him in this work of destruction,'?? in this “liberation
of his city”, Burchard did not let him forget.'?* Henry
arranged an exchange with Otto,'** the king being thus the
instrument of liberation for a persistent bishop.'?> The vie-
tory was celebrated by the annihilation of Otto’s fort on the
very day that he left it, and in his presence. The new mon-
astery built from the material of the old fort bore the inscrip-
tion ecclesiam ob libertatem civitatis.*?® These events, this
transformation of a domus contentionis into a domus recon-
ctliationis, when they reached the ear of Thietmar of Merse-
burg, who had his own troubles with the nobility, inspired the
Saxon bishop to poetry.:2”

121 Vita Burchardi, c¢. 7, MGH, SS IV, 835: Curtim suam muro, civi-
tatem ad instar castelli circundedit, et interius, turribus et habitaculis
ad pugnandum idoneis non segniter excitatis, munitionem satis firmam
construxit. -

122 Vide supra, note 58.

123 Vita, Burchardi, ¢. 9, MGH, SS IV, 836: Burchardus .. . suae
non immemor promissionis, die noctuque ob libertatem suae civitatis
regem incessanter admonuit.

124 MGH, DD 1I1, 23, No. 20. Burchard, of his part in the trans-
action: Wormacensis civitas quam ego praediis meis et pecunia a duce
Ottone ex magna parte redemi (quoted in Keceniger, Burchard von
Worms, 65).

125 Vita Burchardi, loc. cit.: Ita quoque Wormacia iniquo servitio diu
subacta piis episcopi laboribus liberata est.

126 Thid.: FErgo eadem die qua dux de hac munitione discessit,
episcopus multis congregatis eandem domum duce inspiciente invasit, et
usque ad fundamentum avida manu omnino destruxit.

127 Thietmar, Chron. (Kurze, 133):

Urbs Wormacensis gaudet temporibus istis
Libertate sua, cuius manebat in umbra
Hactenus, atque ducum fuerat sub lege suorum.
Burchard antistes laetatur . . .
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Thietmar observes that the clergy suffer at the hands not
only of dukes but of mere counts.’*® From him we hear more
condemnation of the secular nobility than from any other
source in the tenth and early eleventh centuries, and he seems
indeed loath to omit any of the many incidents of conflict that
he has experienced or knows of. For the difficulty he blames
the infectious class pride of the nobility, which will tolerate
no semblance of equality in other classes:'?* the bishop must
comply with the noble’s will or suffer scorn and deprada-
tion.’*® The only hope he sees in imperial support’!*
although, as we have already remarked, it was just this sup-
port that tended to make matters worse, as some of the
churchmen themselves recognized,'®? especially when tendered
in behalf of ambitious bishops who were themselves envious
of the nobility.**®* At the same time Thietmar is not quite

128 Thietmar, I, 26 (Kurze, 16): Audivi tamen nonnullos (pastores)
sub ducum, et quod plus doleo, sub comitum potestatem magnam
sustinere calumniam, quibus nil licitum est, nisi quod seculi amatoribus
prodest.

129 Ibid., IX, 23 (Kurze, 252): Superbia seniorum instigat furorem
satellitum et quia hiis sufficit, equales sibi alios in hiis partibus esse
non permittit.

130 [bid.: Episcopatus in hiis partibus constituti ab eorum potentia
sunt nimium depressi; . . . si contra Deum et iusticiam eius voluntati
eorum in cunctis satisfacimus, honorem et aliquam utilitatem habemus,
sin autem, contempnimur et, [sic] ut nobis nullus aut regnet aut
imperet dominus, depredamur. Ibid., 24 (Kurze, 253): De coepiscopis
in diversa huius mundi parte constitutis ineffabileque detrimentum
perpessis . . . quia absque omni honore . .. eos esse graviter in-
gemisco.

181 I'bid., 14 (Kurze, 248): Ve temporibus illis in quibus deest haes
spes miseris et aecclesiae Merseburgiensi!

132 Vita Bernwardi, c. 7, MGH, SS IV, 761: Pro his et caeteris
beneficiis quae devotissimo studio in rem publicam populumque fidelem
exercuit, multorum et maxime principum in se invidiam et indignationem
commovit.

133 Thietmar, IV, 73 (Kurze, 105): Augusto sepe memcrato (Otto
II) Gisillerus archipresul multum carus fuit, quod Ekkihardum
marchionem primo latenter momordit, posteaque paululum emersit, cum
hunc in omnibus sibi priorem esse non sine gravi dolore persensit. Vita
Bernwardi, c. 18, MGH, SS IV, 766-767: Affectuosissimo . . . obsequio
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sure that he and his colleagues are free from all blame,
for, as he reflects upon the unpunished outrages of margrave
Ekkehard, he suggests that a rigid application of “divine law”
and some unity of opinion among the bishops themselves
would tend to correct the grievous state of affairs.’** It was
this same Ekkehard and his brother Herman whom Thietmar
had difficulty in keeping from hunting in his precious forests,
which, he says, he would not sell for sixty manors. When
warnings failed to prevent preparations for a large hunting
party, the bishop decided to investigate for himself, all the
more since in this district, which he happened not to have
visited since his consecration, a matter of some nine years,
tithes were being withheld from him by the unsupervised
remnant of his flock. On his way through the forest he was
astounded to come upon the traps and nets of the insolent
margrave’s party; being unable to carry the equipment off
with him, he simply ordered it put out of commission.’®> A
skirmish threatened between Thietmar’s guards and the mar-
grave’s, as they wanted to kill him, he says, but he was
sufficiently well protected. Plainly this was a matter to in-
form the king of, and word was accordingly sent to Henry II
at Mainz. The brothers promised peace but kept it none too
well.'3¢  Indeed, 1018 was a bad year for Thietmar; it

devinxit sibi imperatorem ... et ob hoc animositatem invidiamaque
plurimorum in se commovebat.

134 Thietmar, IV, 73 (Kurze, 105) : Si in hac provincia aliquid valeret
lex divina, non sic insaniret secularis potencia. ... Si consentiret
voluntas coepiscoporum . . . non sic corroboraretur pertinax presumpcio
iniquorum. . . . Ergo redeant ad unanimitatem, qui fideliter credant in
unitatem, ut eo fortius confundant venenatam perversorum con-
spirationem. Cf. Hirsch, JB H II, 196-198.

135 Ibid., IX, 21 (Kurze, 252): Dehine cum in ipso itinere predictum
opus laqueis et retibus magnis firmatum viderem, obstipui, ac quid inde
facerem cogitavi. Tandem, quia haec instrumenta nullatenus mecum
vehere potui, ex hiis partem incidi protinus iussi.

136 [bid., 22 (252): Uterque hanc (peace) non bene servavit. Nam-
que homines VI flagellati ac depilati cum edificiis turpiter mutilatis
approbant qualiter tanti seniores ab aliis precaveri debeant. Satellites
eorum more subito in me non modo exarsere, verum etiam aliis
melioribus nocuere.
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afflicted him also with an outrageous armed invasion of his
patrimony by one Aethelbert.!*"

Most of these Saxon bishops had the same difficulties as
Thietmar with the raw Saxon nobility and their uncontroli-
able young followers. Bruno, count of Braunschweig, so hated
Bernward of Hildesheim that he did not hesitate, pouncing
upon one of Bernward’s soldiers in the bishop’s own pres-
ence, to scalp and murder him.**® Swithger of Miinster was
bespotted with the blood of one of his stewards, murdered on
the bishop’s own property.'** The revolt of the Werle house
in 1017 embroiled both Thiedrich of Miinster and Heribert,
archbishop of Cologne, with the local counts.'* Meinwerk of
Paderborn was despoiled by bishop Thietmar’s own nephew,
Thietmar, brother of duke Bernhard.'** When Arnulf of
Halberstadt, being at Gernrode upon the invitation of the
abbess Hedwig to celebrate the festival of Saint Ciriacius,
ventured to censure a cleric whom he saw carrying a falcon
about, the soldiers of margrave Gero chose to regard this as
an insult to their chief and demanded an immediate apology.t¢2

137 Thietmar, IX, 19 (Kurze, 250): Eadem tempestate aecclesia mihi

. . commissa multum . . . sustinuit dampnum . .. dedecus magnum
eidem [ac mihi] inlatum est ab ibrida Aethelberto, qui curtem meam
invadere eamque frangere servili collectione presumpsit.

138 Ibid., 24 (253): Bernwardus in tantum a Brunone exosus est
comite ut militem suum Rim nomine videret crine et tergo depravatum
postque eundem secum iterantem ab Altmanno iuvene interfectum iacere.

180 Ibid. Vita Bernwardi, c. 38, MGH, SS IV, 775: Quoscumque in
exicium illius vel in dampnum Hildenesheimensis aecclesiae armare
poterat, pro viribus institit, hinc praedis et rapinis passim bachatus in
loca et homines episcopi. A. H. Liintzel, Geschichte der Didcese und
Stadt Hildesheim, 1, 145.

140 Thietmar, VIII, 49 (Kurze, 223) : Thiedricus antistes et Hiriman-
nus comes . . . de inani re mutuo certantes sua vastabant. Ibid., IX,
26 (Kurze, 254): Heribertus a predicto comite (Herman) multa diu
sustinuit incommoda. Hirsch, JB H II, 111, 46, 113-115.

141 Jpid.: Meinwercus . . . despoliatus est. Vita Metnwerci, c. 158,
MGH, SS XI, 189: Ecclesia Herivordensis sicut Corbeijensis . . .
Thietmari . . . invasione spoliata, propemodum fuerat destituta.

142 Thietmar, VII, 36 (Kurze, 189): Hodie aut sacramento vos ex-

cusate aut seniori meo et nobis ad emendandum promittite. Hirsch, JB
H II, TI, 398.
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The bishop was forced to guard his dwelling place and finally
to hide from their search in the monastery, and was able
to return home the following morning only under a strong
guard of his own soldiers. This matter was also referred
to the emperor, and Gero had to pay Arnulf 300 talents of
silver and purge himself on oath, while the bullying soldiers
were obliged to fast. The outcome of the dispute between
another of the frontier margraves, Bernhard of Branden-
burg, and archbishop Gero of Magdeburg was similar. The
incident that provoked the dispute was a nocturnal attack
on Magdeburg, in which one of the archbishop’s soldiers was
captured and another wounded.'*> Royal intervention re-
sulted in a thorough humiliation of the margrave,'** although
even this did not put an end to all difficulties.’® Eid of
Meissen sorrowfully complains of the condition of his diocese:
his dignity is gone, the demands of his clergy are not to be
satisfied, the property of his church is plundered and laid
waste.’¢ It was much the same everywhere. The Bavarian
bishop of Seben, Albuin, was attacked in the city by one
of his vassals.**” Thietmar tells of one of Henry II’s political
appointees to a Burgundian see who was obliged to run for
his life through swamps from the hounds set upon him by
Count Otto William, whom the king had deprived of his hold-

143 Thietmar, VIII, 44 (Kurze, 219) : Magadaburg a Bernhardo march
[ione cum magna multitudine appetitur in nocte, et ibi miles archiep-
iscopi innocens capitur et alter vulneratur].

144 Tbid., 50 (223-224): [Gero archiepiscopus iussu imperatoris Bern-
hardum marchionem nudis pedibus emendationem sibi promittentem
suscepit] . . . Ibi (Alstedt, Jan., 1017) promisit Geroni archiepiscopo
Bernhardus marchio D argenti talenta pro dampni recompensatione
inlati.

145 Ibid., 52 (225) : In proxima autem die (Feb. 12, 1017) oritur (at
Magdeburg) commocio inter socios archiantistis et Bernhardi marchionis,
quae . . . et episcopo honorifice finitur. Cf. IX, 17 (249); Hirsch, JB
H II, 111, 46-47.

146 Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 898.

147 Quidam nobilis vir . . . in quadam dissensione episcopalis sedis
urbem . . . contra suum proprium dominum episcopum . . . ingressus
est: quoted in Hirseh, JB H II, 1, 61, p. 3.
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ings in Burgundy.*® Along the Rhine we have already seen
Count Otto of Hammerstein ravaging the territory of the
archbishop of Mainz in revenge for what he regarded as ex-
cessive interference in his private affairs,™*® and in behalf of
the clergy of Worms bishop Burchard complains to Henry II
of the injuries inflicted upon the residents of their properties
by the local counts.'®°

There was withal in the position of advocate at least one
legitimate means open to the nobility, aside from securing
title to some small portion of the church lands, of sharing in
the administration of the whole, and so of exercising a con-
trolling influence upon its affairs. The advocate was the
general lay representative and protector of the interests of an
ecclesiastical foundation in its relation with the world out-
side. As the representative of royal justice he also acted
as judge in all criminal cases involving the inhabitants of
an immunity district. For these services he was paid with
grants from church lands, with part of the proceeds from
fines, and with such rights over the people of his district
as the droit de gite. These advocacies were originally con-
trolled largely by the families responsible in each case for the
founding of the church or monastery, but with the increase
in church holdings and with the corresponding necessity for

148 Thietmar, VII, 28 (Kurze, 210): Episcopatum in hac regione
quodam nobili viro dedit, de quo postea vix securus evasit. Namque
Willehelmus, prepotens vir in hiis partibus, . . . fugientem solum
canibus precepit inquiri . . . sic verus Dei famulus per incognita
nemoris loca ad amicos perrexit fines. Hirsch, JB H II, III, 37.

149 Vite, Heriberti, c¢. 10, MGH, SS IV, 749: Is namque Otto episco-
patum Moguntinum multa infestatione saepius pervagans ferro et igne
populabatur. Bresslau, JB H II, III, 172, n. 3.

150 MGH, DD 1III, 399, 400, No. 319: Burchardus ... communi
lamentacione pontificum et abbatum eiusdem provincie celsitudinem
nostram adiit sese reclamando ob frequentem iniuriam ac legem iniustam
a comitibus nostris familie sue ecclesie tali praesumpcione impositam

. ut insultantem comitum presumpcionen nostra dominacione
coherceremus. . . . Cuius peticionibus . . . adquiescentes . . . iubemus
ut . . . comites nostri nullam familie sue ecclesie iniuriam vel in-
iusticiam post hoc inferre presumant.
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an increase in the number of advocates, the bishops and
abbots, in the face of demands for enlargement of the advo-
cates’ holdings, looked to making their appointment depend-
ent entirely upon themselves. As in the process of feudaliza-
tion these positions with their incomes tended to become
hereditary, the threat to the independent churchman became
worse. The consequent struggle for control of the advo-
cacies thus becomes one more element of increasing friction
between the bishops and the lesser nobility. While it is in
general true that this struggle did not become intense until
the later eleventh and twelfth centuries, we shall soon meet
an uncommonly striking exemplification, as early as the tenth
century, in the prolonged and desperate contest between the
bishops and their advecates at Cambrai.'™

D.
EPISCOPAL ELECTIONS

Despite all the provisions of canon law, there had never
been a time, as we saw in our preliminary glance at the
Merovingian kingdom, when the German kings had not exer-
cised a more or less controlling influence over the personnel
of the episcopate within their realms, nor was there any
break in this policy under the Saxon line. Free elections
were a special privilege granted by the king. By the right
of patronage accruing to the founder and therefore virtual
owner of a church (Etgenkirchenwesen),*® the Saxon king
and emperor actually exercised a patronage over the church
that extended all the way from French regions eastward into
Slav territory and from the Scandinavian north as far as
the seat of the bishop of Rome himself. The contradiction
between actual practice and what canon law prescribed was
so great that Burchard of Worms, himself a royal appointee
and a faithful servant of the crown, could draw up a collec-
tion of canons to assist the ignorant clergy of his diocese

151 See pp. 86-88, also chapter III, pp. 128 ff. Cf. Nitzsch, I, 339-340;
Werminghoff, 79-81; Hauck, III, 60-61.
152 Werminghoff, 49, 55.
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without even so much as alluding to the influence of the king
upon episcopal elections,’®® while on the other hand Thietmar
could say that kings and emperors alone regulated these
matters and properly so.'" Pope John X regarded the be-
stowal of a bishopric by the king as an ancient custom.'s?
During the Saxon period there is very little to indicate that
there was much opposition to this assertion of royal in-
fluence.’”* We need only recall the simple statement of the
chronicler: “Hitherto one became a bishop not by election
but by gift of the king.” 1" 1In fact, the degree of influence
exerted by Henry I was increased to a great extent by Otto
I, not so much in manner as in substance: the king must
have the final word.'*®* By Henry II’s time the king’s con-
trol was if possible even firmer.*®

153 Koeniger, 69-71.

154 Thietmar, I, 26 (Xurze, 16): Quin potius reges nostri et im-
peratores . . . hoc (disposition of bishoprics) soli ordinant, meritoque
pre caeteris pastoribus suis presunt.

155 Jaffé-Lowenfeld, Regesta pontificum Romanorum, 12, n. 3564, 3565:
Cum prisca consuetudo vigeat, qualiter nullus alicui clerico episcopatum
conferre debeat nisi rex cui divinitus sceptra collata sunt; Werminghoff,
63, n. 1; Janner, I, 289; Sommerlad, II, 230, n. 3.

156 Hauck, IV, 436-437. Hauck insists that what tendency there was
to maintain freedom of election was due to particularism rather than to
opposition to the theory of royal control.

157 Rupert, Chron., 15, MGH, SS VIII, 267: Adhuc . . . non electione
sed dono regis episcopus fiebat; Hauck, III, 404, n. 6.

158 Dliimmler, 528-529: Gebot er iiber die Vergebung der Bistiimer
fast ebenso unumschrinkt wie iiber die Grafschaften. Hauck, III, 28-31.

159 Otto I granted the privilege of free election to Halberstadt (937),
Hamburg (937), Wiirzburg (241), and Minden (961). Otto II con-
firmed his father’s grants and added Magdeburg (979) to the list.
Otto III confirmed the privilege to Halberstadt and Hamburg. Henry
II was opposed to this privilege and granted no new ones. In confirm-
ing the grants to Hamburg, Minden, Hildesheim and Fulda he added a
significant phrase, either aequo tamen regis consensu or salvo tamen
regis sive imperatoris consensu. Halberstadt received the only full
confirmation of the privilege. In the confirmation for Paderborn it was
entirely omitted. Hauck, IIT, 407-408; E. Laehns, Die Bischofswahlen
in Deutschland von 936-1056 unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der
kéniglichen Wahlprivilegien und der Teilnahme des Laienelementes, 18-
24; Gerdes, Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, I, 572.
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The actual procedure in the election of a bishop varied.'¢°
Elections were held in the episcopal city itself upon local
nominations. In case the see was without the right of free
election, this election was regarded as in fact a nomination
to the king. In case the electors were careful in such cases to
choose a candidate favorable to the crown, they might gen-
erally consider themselves possessed in practice of the priv-
ilege of free election. Sometimes royal confirmation was
secured before proceeding to the election. To secure the
king’s confirmation a local embassy composed of clergy and
laity, or even the proposed bishop himself, went to court.
With the confirmation secured, a formal final election was
held at home, or for it was substituted an enthusiastic recep-
tion of the new bishop in the city. Even in the case of sees
enjoying the right of free election a report of the locally
completed election was sent to court for formal confirmation.

Asg early as Otto I’s reign we know of at least one instance
that goes to show that the crown was unwilling invariably
to confirm elections, if only to maintain unchallenged the right
to reject.’s* By Henry II’s time we find that even the formally
acknowledged right of free election was not necessarily
respected. Upon the death in 1021 of Heribert of Cologne,
with whom he had been at constant odds, the king hastened
to the city to put in his own candidate, although Cologne had
the right of free election.’®> Two especially notable instances
of his actual rejection of candidates already elected by chap-
ters possessed of the same privilege are his insistence upon
the election of his rich and agreeable friend Unwan to the
see of Hamburg-Bremen and his interference in a series of

160 The following paragraph is largely a summary of Laehns, op. cit.

161 Gesta epp. Camerac., c. 92, MGH, SS VII, 438: Otto I refuses to
confirm election of Rotbert of Cambrai: Videns ... quod, quia antea
Wiboldum secundum suam electionem facili assensu eorum precibus
attribuit, ideo etiam admittendi episcopum facultatem suo vellent
fortasse arbitrio reservari: cum omni profecto refragatione ecrum
legationi effectum impertire negavit. Laehns, 13, n. 3.

162 T,aehns, 24; Bresslau, JB H II, IIT, 178-181.
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successions at Magdeburg. In the former case bishop
Lidwizo had pushed the candidacy of his vicar, the monk
Oddo, a nephew of his predecessor Adaldag, and Oddo was in
fact elected before his backer’s death. The delegation that
waited upon Henry II to secure his confirmation was flatly
turned down and forced to accept with even a show of en-
thusiasm his own choice.’®® In the latter case the elections
of Tagino, Walter and Gero all give rise to attempts on the
the part of the chapter to preserve its rights, at least accord-
ing to the letter. Before the death of Giseler Henry had
already determined upon Tagino as his successor, and had
sent to Magdeburg his chaplain Wigbert to bring about his
election. The chapter, headed by Walter, the provost of the
cathedral, insisted upon their privilege and elected Walter
himself archbishop. Henry’s next envoy to the chapter,
Arnulf, the bishop of Halberstadt, was informed that the
chapter meant to maintain its right and that Walter had
already been elected.’®* But the king, summoning Walter to
a conference, won him over to the election of Tagino by
“promising him much.” s Upon Tagino’s death Henry in-
formed the chapter that they should not elect, but agree upon
a candidate to be submitted to him. Again Walter was agreed
upon. Thereupon, under the leadership of Thietmar, who
protested that they should not permit their rights to be

163 Thietmar, from Ann. Quedl., VII, 29 (Kurze, 185): Oddo clericis
comitantibus ac laicis supplex venit et regis gratiam sicut prius ad
complecionem electionis per fidos intercessores postulat. Quos rex
nullatenus audit sed capellano suimet Unwano cum laude advenientium,
etsi non spontanea, episcopatum dedit.

16¢ Thietmar paraphrases Lucan, Pharsalia, 111, 145 ff.:

Libertas, inquit, populi, quem regna coercent,

Libertate perit, cujus servaveris umbram,

Si, quicquid jubeare, velis.
in Walter’s mouth to justify the chapter’s action: V, 41 (Kurze, 130):
Libertatem populi quem regna cohercent libertate dominantis perire,
tantumque eius umbram servari, si cuntis eiusdem velit obtemperare
preceptis.

165 Ihid.: Multumque ei promittens.
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flouted,**¢ the chapter proceeded to a formal election, Thiet-
mar casting the first vote.’™ After a three hour confercnce
with Walter at Grona Henry II ordered that a new election
be held at court upon the king’s nomination. Upon Walter’s
death the chapter was reduced to a mere gesture in the elec-
tion of Thietmar’s young cousin Thiedrich, but they would
have an election, even though they knew it would not be con-
firmed.’®* Upon learning of Walter’s death the king, aband-
oning the siege of Metz to come to Saxony, made Gero arch-
bishop and took Thiedrich into the royal chapel. In electing
Gero the chapter made a point of reserving its right of free
election for the future.'®

The fact is that Henry II aimed at transferring the place
of all elections from the episcopal city to court. As soon
as a see fell vacant the court became a scene of considerable
activity. There were various candidates and there were in-
tercessores and deprecatores.’™ Delegations, it was well un-
derstood, should bring along to court something more than a

166 Thietmar, VII, 2 (Kurze, 171): Senior meus (the king) imperet
quod velit; vos autem, quod accepistis a Deo et antecessoribus suis videto
ne perdatis.

167 Thietmar is disarmingly frank in acknowledging that he supported
Walter so strongly because he thought he might be of use to Merseburg:

tbid.: Te autem .. . primus eligo . . . non caritate tua, sed utilitate
certa [in te agnita]. Cf. Chapter VIII, n. 37.
168 Ibid., 14, (176): Nepotem meum . . . eligimus, non hoc ob

iuventutem eius impleri sperantes, sed pro conservandae -electionis
gratia.

169 Hauck, III, 400-404; Hirsch, JB H II, I, 276-178, II, 827-377;
Richter-Kohl, 207-208. Hauck states that of the more than fifty
bishops named during Henry’s reign his own candidate was successfully
oprosed only once (Vide chap. III, p. 137).

170 Vita. S. Wolfkangi, c. 14, MGH, SS 1V, 531: Omnes qui pro eodem
episcopatu adipiscendo laborabant. Vita Burchardi, c. 4, MGH, SS IV,
834: Defuncto autem episcopo, statim aderant varii deprecatores

imperatorem pro episcopatu invocantes. . . . Quo extincto adfuerunt
iterum non pauci, aures imperatoris variis rogationibus pecuniaeque
promissionibus pro episcopatu incessanter adimplentes. . . . Razo nom-

inatus, maxime laborando et non pauca promittendo, virgam pastoralem
accepit. Laehns, 33, n. 1.
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good case for their candidates.'™ Adaldag of Hamburg-
Bremen, Tagino of Magdeburg and Aribo of Mainz were
active in support of their own candidates.'™ The nature of
the pre-election agreements between Henry II and Thietmar
of Merseburg, Meinwerk of Paderborn and Unwan of Ham-
burg-Bremen bears cut the idea that he preferred wealthy
bishops who would transfer some of their property to their
new sees.'™ Unless we are led astray by authors who wish

171 Sigimund of Halberstadt advises his chaplain as to the method to
employ to succeed in the bishopric: Thietmar, I, 22 (Kurze, 14): Vade
ad curtem regiam, sumens ex mea parte quae tibi sint ad haec necessaria,
et acquire gratiam et auxilium ibi optime valentium. Is the monk Rot-
bert looking forward in part to the expenses of getting an imperial con-
firmation when he promises to the primores Cameracensium, who acclaim
him una eademque wvoluntate: ut illum communi suffragic episcopum
sibi ab imperatore fieri postularent, magna largitus eis munera, multo
maiora spopondit (Gesta epp. Camerac., c. 92, MGH, SS VII, 438:
Laehns, 14, n. 1)? Charles the Simple complains of Hilduin of Liege
that: ab Heinrico inimico nostro episcopium . . . expetiit . . . datis
Heinrico suisque proceribus . . . auri argentique ponderibus (quoted in
S. Sugenheim, Staatsleben des Klerus im Mittelater, I, 97, n. 32).
Michael of Regensburg is persuaded to use the treasury of the monks of
St. Emmeram in order to get a bishopric for his nephew: Arnold de S.
Emmer., I, 17, MGH, SS 1V, 554: Michael . .. cum pro episcopatu
cuidam nepoti suo ab imperatore postulande palatii stationem petere
decrevisset, xeniaque, quibus hoc se impetraturum sperabat, paravisset,
persuasum est ei ab his, qui optabant apud principes ecclesiasticas
venales fore dignitates, quatinus petitionem, quam facere vellet,
thesauris Deo dilecti martiris Emmerammi subornaret. Cf. Janner, I,
345, n. 5. Gunther of Regensburg, while a monk of St. Emmeram, is
reported to have been approached by Otto I with the following question:
Quid mihi, frater, pro adipiscendo episcopatus honore vis dare? (Thiet-
mar, II, 26 (Kurze, 35)). Henry II is approached with money to con-
firm the choice of Halberstadt electors, in 1023: Hauck, III, 403.

172 Adam Bremensis, II, 6 (Schmeidler, 66). At the death of Wigbert
of Merseburg, Henry was thinking of Ethelger for the bishopric:
Thietmar, Chron., VI, 3¢ (Kurze, 157): Quod cum regis familiarig
Tagino resciret summopere rennuit et cum assidua supplicatione eo me
cum gratia regis . . . vocavit. For Aribo at Bamberg, Christmas 1023,
cf. Bresslau, JB H II, 111, 281-284; Miiller, Aribo, 30-32.

173 Thietmar, VI, 40 (Kurze, 157): Interrogabar (Thietmar) ab eo
(Tagino) iussu regis, si aliqua parte hereditatis meae eclesiam vellem
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their heroes to appear unambitious, some candidates had to
be forced to accept a bishopric.'™ During the tenth century
the practice of having the king at court invest the newly
elected bishop with the staff became general. The exact
nature and symbolism of the ceremony, and the question to
what extent it involved as well an oath of loyalty and an cath
of homage, are not clear.'™ At any rate, the giving over of
the episcopal staff, which was brought by the delegations to
court, symbolized the turning over of all rights and property
of the see, spiritual and secular, to the new bishop, who by
this formal intervention of the king was charged with ad-
ministering them as a loyal servant of the crown, and with
faithfully performing the episcopal servitia due to the
crown.'™

adiuvare meam. Thietmar’s answer is circumspect: De hoc modo nil
certi nec possum vel volo respondere. Si divino consensu et regis
largitate vestra voluntas . . . hic adimplebitur, quicquid in hoc aut in
rebus aliis . . . facere possum devotus implebo. Cf. the rather jovial
conversation reported in the Vita Meinwerci, c. 11, MGH, SS XI, 112,
between Henry II and Meinwerk over the latter’s candidacy for Pader-
born. When Henry proposes Paderborn, Meinwerk asks: Quid sibi
episcopatus ille deberet, qui de bonis propriis excellentiorem construere
valeret? Henry: “Te inopiae illius misericorditer subvenire desidero.”
Meinwerk: “Ego ... ea spe et conditione episcopatum suscipiam.”
Adam Bremensis, II, 47 (Schmeidler, 107): Sermo est hunc (Unwan)
per simoniacam pestem intronizatum, eo quod magnam hereditatem
habuit. Cuius partem ipse invitus dimisit imperatori, partem verc
alteram optulit ecclesiae suae.

174 Vita Burchardi, c. 5, MGH, SS IV, 834: Imperator vehementer
instans quasi vi ad suscipiendum eum compulerat. Alpert, De Diver-
sitate Temporum, c. 12, MGH, SS 1V, 706, quoted in Laehns, 37, n. 4:
Cumque ille (Ansfrid of TUtrecht) raniteretur, iamques se senem, in
militaribus armis omni tempore vitae suae versatum, clericatus officia
suscipere omnino absurdum videri contenderet, et rex vehementer instans
vi ad suscipiendum compelleret. To be sure, some of these phrases
sound suspiciously like mediaeval biographers’ clichés.

175 As we shall try to show in the next section, it seems entirely im-
probable that this early the relation entered into was feudal, that the
bishop became vassal for a fief.

176 Werminghoff, 619; Hauck, III, 54-566. Sommerlad, who seems to
me to catch the spirit, at least, of the friendly intimacy that for the
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A bishop might or might not be excessively rich, but except
for the most unusual circumstances he must be of noble
blood.*™™ Henry IT was the first German king since Louis
the Pious to elevate men of ignoble birth to the episcopate,
which he did in the case of five bishops.'”® Two of these,
Gundekar and Walter, he made in succession bishops of Eich-
stiatt, for the definite purpose of escaping further opposition
to the creation of the see of Bamberg, such as he had had
from his precious kinsman Megingaud.'”> When out of con-
sideration for his vassals and clergy Gundekar hesitated to
fulfill Henry’s wishes, he heard sharp words from Henry,
words such as we can well imagine this king’s using to a
refractory bishop who was at the same time a serf: “Gunzo,
what’s this I hear from you? Don’t you know that I made
you bishop of that place in order that, since I was not able to
accomplish my desire with the previous bishop, as I would

mest part prevailed between king and bishop, suggests, perhaps a little
too specifically, that the relationship was the old German Gefolgschaft:
Ein rein persénliches Verhéltnis waltete zwischen dem Konig und seinen
geistlichen Gefolgsleuten (II, 239-241).

177 A, Schulte, Der Adel und die Kirche im Mittelalter, 73: Jedenfalls
ist der deutsche Episcopat hocharistokratisch. The emphasis on noble
birth is patent in all the sources; e.g., Udalrich of Augsburg, Vita
Oudalrici, c. 1, MGH, SS 1V, 385: excelsa prosapia Alamannorum ex
nobilibus parentibus ortus; Henry of Augsburg, ibid., c. 28, 418: ex
nobilibus parentibus; Tagino of Magdeburg, Thietmar, VII, 5, (Kurze,
172) : Nobiles genere et moribus amavit, ignobiles autem non contempsit
sed in sua familiaritate non habuit; Walter of Magdeburg, ibid., 15
{(177): Ex nobilissimis natalibus genealogiam ducens; Meinwerk of
Paderborn, Vita Meinwerci, ce. 11 and 5 resp., MGH, SS XI, 112, 108:
Tam nobilium natalium magnitudine quam rerum et facultatum
temperalium multitudine idoneum . . . regia stirpe genitus; Unwan of
Hamburg-Bremen, Adam Bremensis, II, 47 (Schmeidler, 108): Claris-
simo genere Immedingorum oriundus, preterea dives et largus; Reginald
of Eichstitt, Anon. Haser., c. 12, MGH, SS VII, 257: mnobilis prosapia;
Heribert of Eichstitt, ibid., c. 27, 261: Nobilis genere, nobilior moribus.

178 Schulte, 69.

179 Anon. Haser., c. 25, MGH, SS VII, 260: Eistetensem episcopatum.
ab initio usque tunc a nobilibus et summis viris habitum ingeniosus
imperator tunc demum servili personae addixit et Gunzoni cuidam . . .
dedit. Ibid., c. 26, 261: Walthero eiusdem conditionis episcopo.
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have expected with a kinsman, with you, being what you
are, I might achieve it without delay? If you wish to keep
either the bishopric or my favor, take care that I never
again hear any such thing out of you.” '*® Gundekar re-
sisted no longer, and a second serf on the episcopal throne
at Eichstitt assured the permanence of the result. Godehard
of Hildesheim, to all appearances from the class of minis-
teriales, got his bishopric because of his excellent record as
a monastic administrator.’s® Durand of Liége was outstand-
ing as a scholar and had even been recommended for Bam-
berg.'s2 The fifth exception to the tradition that only nobles
became bishops was Thietmar of Osnabriick.’®® Members of
the royal family were well represented in the episcopate.’s+
Ducal '** and county families, margraves and Pfalzgrafen

180 Anon. Haser., c. 25, MGH, SS VII, 260: Gunzo, quid hoc audio da
te? An ignoras, quia propterea episcopum te loci illius feeci ut, quis
voluntatem meam, cum priore, utpote socio meo, perficere non poteram,
tecum, qui eiusmodi es, sine dilatione perficiam? Cave, ne unquam tale
quid audiam ex te, si vel episcopatum vel gratiam meam velis retinere.
Schulte, 70; Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 83-85.

181 Vita Godehardi prior, c. 1, MGH, SS XI, 170: Pater namque eiug

. . . ex eiusdem (Oberaltaich) monasterii familia extitit oriundus.
Schulte, 71.

182 Anselmi Gesta epp. Leod., c¢. 36, MGH, SS VII, 209: Durandus,
natus quidem ex humili genere servorum memorati Godescalci praepositi.

183 Thietmar, VIII, 67 (Kurze, 233): Servus sancti Mauricii (Magde-
burg).

184 William of Mainz, Bruno of Cologne, Henry of Trier, Poppo I and
IT of Wiirzburg, Liudolf of Osnabriick, Dietrich I and II of Metz,
Berengar of Verdun, Berengar and Erluin of Cambrai, Bruno of Augs-
burg, Megingaud of Eichstitt, Eberhard of Bamberg, Pilgrim of Cologne
and Aribo of Mainz. Hauch, III, 31; Laehns, 48-50; Uhlirz, 118; Hirsch,
JB H II, II, 5, 69, 70, 72; Richter-Kohl, 237-238; Moser, II, 11 ff.;
Miiller, Aribo, 1-7.

185 The Billungers had special influence on Verden. Bishop Amelung
was a brother of duke Herman, and his successor, Brunc, a nephew.
Harold of Salzburg was a nephew of old duke Arnulf. Udalrich of
Augsburg was an uncle of the duke of Swabia. His efforts to keep the
bishopric in the family by having his nephew Adalbero succeed him
bear witness to the feudal tendency as it affected the episcopate. Before
Udalrich’s death Adalbero had taken over all the secular affairs of the
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bishopric, and, to make it perfectly clear that he was to succeed, had
bound all the military of the bishopric to him as well as all the official-
dom, and had even gone so far as to carry publicly the bishop’s staff.
Vita Oudalrici, e. 22, MGH, SS 1V, 408: Ferulam episcopalem publice
portare praesumit, ut eis (chapter) tota spes adquirendi episcopatus
adimeretur. The bishops at the Synod of Ingelheim in September 972
revolted at the idea of Adalbero’s taking over the bishopric during the
life of the reigning bishop, but they showed no hesitatior in leaving
Augsburg to the family, since they were willing to agree that he chould
succeed. It seems to me significant also that Otto I, far from raising
any objection to the whole procedure, had even previously agreed to it.
and at Ingelheim inducted Adalbero into the position of Udalrich’s vicar
in all episcopal affairs. Vita Oudalrici, c. 23, 409: Et tunc cum con-
sensu aliorum antistitum fecit ab imperatore Adalberoni commendari ir
eorum praesentia procurationem sui habere et sub ipso totius episcopatus
cautam dispositionem in omnibus adimplere.

There was, of course, no doubt of the loyalty of Adalbero or of Udal-
rich to Otto I. But to those who regard as steps in a far-seeing policy
all the acts of the Saxon emperors, this procedure must seem highly
inconsistent and dangerous, for it suggests that Ottonian policy may have
been far more opportunistic than we have been led to believe. On the
surface this seems clever: bind a bishopric closely to the crown and
win over an important family. At the same time, royal support is given
to a feudal tendency, and who could say how long the bishopric or the
family would remain unquestionably loyal? Apparently family interests
had to be compromised with. As a matter of fact, the bishopric did
not after all go to Adalbero, who died in the spring of 973. But it did
go to one who was related to the ducal house of Swabia and Bavaria,
and to one who for a while was engaged in rebellious activities, ard the
circumstances under which he came to the bishopric, illustrating again
the necessity for the crown to placate the powerful Bavarian ducal
family, suggest that we know only too little of the actual prelude to
episcopal elections, in so far as they represent family ambitions.

At the death of Udalrich the chapter, advocate and vassals of Augs-
burg made an attempt to get into contact with the moving court con-
cerning a successor. After the death of his nephew Udalrich had de-
cided upon the abbot of Fulda. The delegation travelled the good dis-
tance to Worms, where they came upon duke Burchard, who convinced
them that they should go back home: the court was far away, things
were very expensive in those regions (omnia supra modum cara), and
besides, a Reichstag was soon to be held at Erinstein (Erstecin), of
which the duke would inform the chapter in due time. As a matter of
fact, the duke was manoeuvering to prevent this very contact, in order
that Henry, his own cousin, a son of count Burchard, who himself
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prominent in the locality, were influential in securing sees
for members of their families, although the dukes were
apparently much less strenuous in their efforts to control
nominations to their bishoprics than one would suppose, in
view of the accepted theory of the relationship between king
and duke.’®®* Often the noble bishop was called from the
regular clergy.'®” The chief step in the cursus honorum that

married into the Bavarian house, should get the see. The Augsburg
delegation were duped and returned home. When they set out again
for the Reichstag, they were met at Baden with the information that
the emperor and his advisers and duke Burchard had chosen Henry to
be their bishop, and that he would soon come to them. To date Otto II
seems to have had no part in this business. Henry appeared with his
own soldiers and with some of the duke’s, and demanded an election on
the spot. The delegation demanded a regular chapter meeting, and
they all returned to Augsburg together. Here another messenger, pre-
tending to act as an envoy of the king in Henry’s behalf, made his
appearance. The chapter meeting was spent partly in reading the
canon law on episcopal elections, but when Henry displayed a meek
attitude, promittens eis . . . in posterum omnigenae commoditatis in-
pensionem, he was elected. Otto II, presented with the fait accompli at
Bothfeld in September, was in no position to oppose it. It is worth
noting also that Henry’s candidacy was supported by quibusdam milit-
ibus qui ab eo beneficia sua augeri astuta arte cupiebant. Vita Oudal-
rict, c. 28, MGH, SS 1V, 416-415; Uhlirz, JB O II, 35-38.

186 In opposition to the ducal family in Bavaria, the Aribone, counts
in the Chiemgau, supporters of the crown, were represented at Salzburg
by Odalbert and Frederick, at Passau by Pilgrim, at Brixen by Albuin;
the related Carinthian Spannheimer house was represented at Salzburg
by Hartwich. Pilgrim of Cologne was related to the Aribone house. In
Saxony the counts of Stade and Walbeck had two bishops at Miinster,
Thiedrich and Siegfrid, and Thietmar of Merseburg was Siegfrid’s
brother. Hildeward of Halberstadt was a son of the Werle count Erich.
The Saxon margraves were represented by Gunther of Salzburg, son of
margrave Ekkehard of Meissen, and Gero of Cologne, brother cf mar-
grave Thietmar. Bernward’s father was a Pfalzgraf in Saxony;
Unwan, an Immendinger; Meinwerk, an uncle of duke Bernhard; Udo
of Strassburg, the son of count Rothard. Gerdes, Die Bischofswahlen
in Deutschland under Otto dem Grossen in den Jahren 953 bis 973,
7-38; Laehns, 52-82; Vite Bernwardi, c. 1, MGH, SS IV, 758; Diimmler,
179-180.

187 Abbots or monks from St. Emmeram (Gunther of Regensburgy
Boso of Merseburg), Reichenau (Othwin of Hildesheim), Corvey
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led to a bishopric or an archbishopric, however, was experi-
ence at court as an active member of the royal chapel or chan-
cellery. The chancellors in particular normally expected to
get a bishopric as their reward for long and faithful serv-
ice.’®® Indeed, the political character of the episcopate is no-
where more clearly reflected than in the frequency with
which the Saxon emperors made bishops of their chaplains
and chancellors.'®?

E.
OTTONIAN GENEROSITY TO THE CHURCH

In the attempt to find a formula for the internal develop-
ment of church and state in the tenth and early eleventh cen-
turies, the actual course of events seems to have been some-
what distorted to fit the scheme. There has been propounded,

(Folemar of Paderborn, Bruno of Verden), St. Maurice at Magdeburg
(Anno of Worms, Othwin of Hildesheim), Weissenburg (Adalbert of
Magdeburg), Fulda (Hatto II of Mainz, Erkanbald of Mainz, Branthog
of Halberstadt), Oberaltaich (Godehard of Hildesheim), Bergen (Sieg-
frid of Miinster): from Gerdes, Bischofswahlen, 18 et passim; the Jahrs
biicher of Dimmler, Uhlirz, Hirsch, Bresslau, Richter-Kohl; and Hauck,
111, 403, et passim.

188 Dietrich, the chancellor for Italy after Pilgrim’s accession to
Cclogne, had already been a member of the chapel. A grant of property
to him in 1006 well illustrates one of the uses to which bishoprics were
put; the property is given: ea videlicet ratione, ut quandiu absque
episcopatu vixerit, fruatur et teneat. Si autem aut episcopatum adeptus
fuerit aut ex hac vita migraverit, cuncta redeant aut in manus nostras
aut in illorum quibus hereditario iure concedere volumus( MGH, LL
III, 136, No. 110); Bresslau, JB H II, 1II, 196. Waitz, Verfassungs-
geschichte, VI, 273, n. 3, quotes from Herbord’s life of Otto III: Multi
crgo nobiles et magni viri, cognati et filii principum, in curia degebant
spe promoctionis.

189 Gerdes, Geschichte d. d. Volkes, I, 568, speaks of a large majority
cof the bishops as coming from the royal chapel. I doubt if this were
easy to substantiate. Henry II made six members of his Hofklerus
(out of ten vacancies) archbishops: Hauck, III, 406-407. Of twenty-
five examples of nominations from the chapel culled at random from
this period, exclusive of Lorraine and Italy, eleven were for the five
archbisheprics and the remaining fourteen were for twelve different
bishopries. G. Dechic, Geschichte des Erzbistums Hamburg-Bremen bis
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and until recently generally accepted, a theory of the owner-
ship by the crown of all church property, which regards the
abundant grants of land to the church from the royal fisc and
the bestowal of what later came to be specified as regalian
rights, as evidence of a far-seeing policy on the part of the
Ottonian dynasty to utilize rights and properties that it was
itself in no position to exploit by turning them over to the
secular and regular branches of the church to administer in
the interests of the state, thus excluding the lay nobility from
this favor. At the same time it is always recognized that,
whatever the cause, this dissipation of royal property and
this giving away of what were sovereign rights was a very
important, in fact the first important, chapter in the transfor-
mation of episcopal properties into ecclesiastical territorial
states and of the bishops into ecclesiastical territorial princes.
Accordingly, the necessary link between the presumed owner-
ship by the state of all church property and rights and the
actual emergence of the independent ecclesiastical prince,
sovereign of a territorial state, must be the investi-
ture of the bishop or abbot by the crown as a vassal with all
the rights and property of the church or monastery, the
later temporalia, as a fief. Plainly, some way had to be found
to reconcile the contradiction between the transcription to
the early mediaeval German kingdom of the theory of the
absolute monarchy, that there is no such thing as private
property within the state, and the actual result of a long,
varied and complicated process that more and more tended
to make all public properties and rights essentially private.
According to the theory, then, the so-called property rights
of the state in the property of the churches of the state
(Eigentum des Reiches am Reichskirchengute) are an out-

zum Ausgang der Mission, I, 105: Die konigliche Kapelle war . . . ein
grosses Seminar fiir kiinftige Bischofe, eine Erziehungsanstalt freilich
noch mehr fiir Staatsdienst als fiir den Kirchendienst. Gerdes,
Bischofswahlen, 38: Eine eigentliche Pflegstitte der Bildung und
Vorschule fiir die politische Verwaltung.
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growth, if not a corollary, of the idea of the patrimonial
church (Etigenkirche). Every church must have its lord
in law, its legal representative (Rechistriger), since German
law did not recognize an institution as a juridical personality.
Churches founded by a lay or ecclesiastical person are
amenable to contro! over the presentation of clergy and to
supervision over their endowment by the lay founder and
his heirs, or by the ecclesiastical founder and his success-
ors. Such foundations, dependent on a patron and not on
the crown, are Mediatekirchen,; only indirectly are they sub-
ject to use in the interests of the state (reichsmittelbar), as,
for example, when they are used to fulfill demands made upon
their patrons by the crown. All churches not so founded, or
founded on and endowed with crown property, have as
their legal patron the king; they are patrimonial churches
of the state (Reichseigenkirchen) and are directly dependent
on the state (reichsumnmittelbar). These include most of the
bishoprics and archbishops and a large number of monas-
teries and nunneries, as well as other foundations. The king,
as patron, has the right to determine who shall head these
institutions. Moreover, these churches with their property
and their privileges are actually the property of the state
(Reichsgut). Bishops and abbots of such foundations are
state officials, administering what is really state property.
No property and privileges of these state churches (Reichs-
kirchen), no matter how acquired, are theirs in full proprie-
tary right; they become a part of the property of the state
in patrimonial churches of the state. Especially is this true
of property and sovereign rights granted to the church out
of the royal fisc: what is turned over is not actual ownership
but merely possession (Besitz) and the right to exploit
(Nutzeigentum), or, as Ficker puts it, “ein dauerndes Recht
auf Besitz und Genuss.” All properties and rights of Reichs-
kirchen are ‘‘Pertinenzen einer dem Reiche gehorenden
Hauptsache im Obereigenthume des Reiches,” and since
these Reichskirchen themselves own many patrimonial
churches of their own, “so wurde darnach die Hauptmasse des
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Kirchengutes iiberhaupt Reichseigenthum gewesen sein.”
The crown then, from this point of view, is not so much liberal
as practical. The right to use what it can not use itself it
transfers to agencies that it owns anyway, namely the Reichs-
kirchen, and in return is entitled to demand and receive
services (servitia).*°

This nice theory has been most recently challenged by
Poschl,’** not in so far as it concerns such churches and,
more commonly, monasteries as we know were founded by
the crown on crown property, which were, of course, subject
to the same rights of the patron as any other foundation and
belonged with their entire endowment to the property of the
state, but in so far as it has been extended to the remaining
and older churches, especially the bishoprics, for which he
holds that this theory simply cannot be demonstrated. There-
fore the legal competence of these—and they were the most
important—churches (Rechtsfihigkeit) must pe assumed.
Properties given to the church became church property out-
right, handed over to the church on the same terms as those
on which the state had held them. Church property was no
longer state property at all. If it served in many ways the
interests of the state, none the less the basis of the power
of the state over the church is to be found in the number. of
specific rights that the state reserved to itself, and not in any
all-inclusive abstraction.”® And so the inherent incompati-
bility between impertum and dominium in a feudal state re-

190 J, Ficker, Uber das Eigentum des Reichs am Reichskirchengute,
SBWA, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, vol. 72, 55-105, 381-406; Werminghoff, 56-77;
Fisher, The Medieval Empire, 1, 253-258.

191 A, Péschl, Die Regalien der mittelalterlichen Kirchen. Festschrift
der Grazer Universitit fiir 1927.

192 I'bid., 91-92: Bei den Reichsbistiimern der Ottonen und Salierzeit
ist Rechtsfihigkeit . . . anzunehmen. . . . Es trat nicht etwa irgend
eine bleibende Zugehorigkeit dieser Giiter zum Reiche ein. Das
Reichskirchengut als solches war nicht Reichsgut. Es diente nur
vielfach den Zwecken des Staates. ... Die Herrschaft . .. ist daher
nur aus Einzelheiten und nicht dureh abstrakte Konstruktion zu
erkennen.
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mains irreconcilable, and the difficulty remains as insoluble
in theory as the German emperors certainly found it in fact.
One must be careful not to introduce into the tenth cex-
tury legal concepts formed only centuries later. For the
early medieval period there was no clear cut distinction be-
tween private and public law,”® and accordingly there was
no definite legal concept of what constituted the regalia. The
sharp definition of this term came only as a result of the
argument arising out of the investiture struggle and the re-
newed study of Roman law. What later were regarded as
regalian rights were considered in the tenth century only as
privileges to be granted like many others by the king only, and
essentially as mere sources of income (Vermogensstiicke).
Nor did the fact that these grants of sources of income came
from the king distinguish them at all from the other wealth of
the church.’®* There were no regalia, no swiritualia; there
were only church property and privileges. Nor is there any
disagreement over the character of the grants on the part of
the crown to the church at this early date. They were not or-
dinarily feudal grants, but grants in full ownership; in at
least one case even rights previously held as a benefice were
granted outright to the church.’®® There was no ecclesiastical

193 Poschl, 21-22: War doch iiberhaupt dem fritheren Mittelalter ein
grundlegender, grundséitzlicher Unterschied zwischen privatem und
offentlichem Rechte fremd.

194 Ibid.: Die spidter als Regalien bezeichneten Gegenstinde reihen
sich restlos und vollkommen den iibrigen Vermoégensstiicken an. The
same is true for the later so-called spiritulia. D. W. Lowis, The History
of the Church in France, A. D. 950-1000, refers to the regalia as “an
endowment of land which made the bishop a landed magnate” (219)
and states that “the bishop ranked as a duke, the presbyter as a count”
(219), and “the bishop . . . in his turn let out land to seculars called
advocates” (224). These are certainly inaccurate and misleading state-
ments to come from a doctoral thesis of the University of London.

195 MGH, DD 1V, 144, No. 101: Comitatum Tridentinum cum omnibus

suis pertinentiis . . . quibus eum duces comes sive marchiones huc usque
beneficii nomine habere visi sunt, sancte Tridentine ecclesie . . . in
proprium . . . damus. Poschl, 22, n. 50.
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vassalage. The investing of a new bishop or abbot with the
regalia. of his church or monastery by means of the scepter,
which signified that he thus became the king’s vassal, is all a
matter of the thirteenth century.'®® For the tenth we have
to do with the symbolical transmission of the episcopal staff,
the ring being added to the ceremony only towards the middle
of the eleventh century. We have also to do with an oath of
fidelity on the part of the new bishop. But this is not to be
interpreted in the light of a later strict feudal law, even
though it be interpreted in the light of a developing one. Our
bishops we find in a position of loose, ill-defined, personal
dependence on a king who is the recognized possessor of cer-
tain potential or actual sources of income, which he can be
persuaded or forced to part with in return for their recog-
nition of his right to control appointments to their offices and
to receive from them generous contributions for the mainten-
ance of the government in all its functions. This amounts to
a tacit understanding depending for its strength to a large
degree upon the personality of the ruler, the warmth of de-
votion he is able to inspire, and the extent to which he is
willing to go in hearkening to the persistent suggestions of.
the bishop as to the needs of his church. It seems impossible
to fix the relationship definitely by any sort of law.1%=

None the less, the fact must be emphasized that these grants
to the upper clergy, for our purposes to the bishops, do form
the basis for the development of that distinctive German
political entity, the ecclesiastical territorial state. Despite all
considerations of Ottonian policy, no matter whether for the
time being the bishops were an important aid in the preser-
vation of a moderately strong monarchy, they were at the
same time accumulating landed wealth and political powers
fundamentally destructive to the growth and persistence of

196 R. Boerger, Die Belehnungen der deutschen geistlichen Fliirsten.

1962 Subsequent to the writing of the above I have come across the
statement of G. v. Below (Kaiserpolitik, 63): Ebenso fehlte der
Herrschaft tiber die Prilatur die verfassungsmissige Festlegung; auch
hier liegt nur ein tatsidchliches Verhiltnis vor.
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a genuinely strong monarchy. This development in the
church was of a piece with that among the secular nobility.
Indeed, any one that looks beneath the outward cooperation
of king and bishop must recognize rather the identity of aim
of secular and ecclesiastical nobility during this period. For
the development of monarchial institutions the Ottonians
were laying dangerous, even fatal, foundations. And this, I
think, could justly be maintained in the light only of the
tenth century, without contemplating in advance the dis-
ruptive effects of the struggle between church and state dur-
ing the succeeding centuries.

The development of the ecclesiastical territorial state was
in no respect everywhere identical.’®*” At the same time it
presents similar general features. The transformation of the
bishop from private landowner to ruler possessed of sovereign
rights over a definite geographical area was a process of cen-
turies. The first step therein was the acquisition of dominion
within the episcopal city: the bishop must become Stadtherr.
Such an achievement was facilitated if the city itself grew up
on episcopal property, although this in itself was not essen-
tial. His strength depended upon the extent of his land
holdings, since they determined the size of the military that
he was able to support, but actual dominion in the city and
beyond was derived from the grant of certain public powers
by the crown. Chief of these was the judicial power
(Gerichtsbann), which came with immunity and with grants
of county rights, and which could be—and in our period was
—extended beyond the limits of the actual property of the
bishop himself. In addition, grants of the right to set up
markets, usually entailing the right to collect tolls and to
coin money,'*® not only enabled the bishop definitely to pro-

197 Hauck, Die Entstehung der geistlichen Territorien, Abhandlungen
der Koniglichen Séchsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, vol. 57,
647-669.

198 These three usually but not necessarily went together. E.g.,
MGH, DD II, 564, No. 153: concessimus . . . mercatum construendum
cum omnibus appenditiis quae ad hoc pertinent, id est moneto, teloneo

. cunctisque aliis quae ad predictum mercatum nominari . . .
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mote urban development, but brought him an added income
and extended his jurisdiction, which in particular enhanced
his position within the episcopal city. The assumption of the
duty of fortifying the city brought with it subsequently the
rights involved in keeping the fortifications in repair. Grants
of forests with the Wildbann, i.e., the exclusive right to hunt
and fish, set off these areas under the bishop’s lordship.'®®
County grants, in case the county contained the episcopal
city, enlarged his jurisdiction over the city because they in-
cluded the Blutbann, i.e., the so-called high jurisdiction (hohe
Gerichtsbarkeit), or jurisdiction in criminal cases (causae
maiores). Later grants for neighboring counties would like-
wise extend episcopal dominion. These are the chief steps
in the development, and they had all taken firm root by the
end of Henry II’s reign. The accumulation of these rights
had gone on apace during the whole Ottonian period, along
with the enlargement of landholdings. When they were held
over a long period, grouped together as temporaliac and more
particularly as regalia, granted by king or emperor as a fief,
another step had been taken towards that time when the
Archbishop of Mainz could call the citizens “ommnes burgenses
nostri,” and the bishop of Miinster could refer to “terra

possunt; F. Friedenburg, Deutsche Miinzgeschichte, 113. TFriedenburg
states (102) that by 1000 all the German bishoprics had coining rights;
Gerdes, Geschichte, I, 396-397; Poschl, 14, n. 6. Market, minting and
toll rights were granted with every other public jurisdiction to Passau,
MGH, DD 11, 732, No. 306: Eiusdem civitatis mercatum monetam
bannum teloneum et totius publice vei districtum, tali tenore ut pre-
dictus presul . . . suique successores omnem publicam rem hactenus
nobis in eadem civitate . . . pertinenti habeat et firmiter infra civitatem
et extra perpetualiter teneat. Poschl, 15, n. 9; Hirsch, JB H II, 1, 58;
Hauck, III, 61-62; Geistl. Territ., 655-656; Gerdes, Geschichte, I, 391-
392; Nitzsch, I, 343, 374, 378-389; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 43;
Sommerlad, II, 245 fi.

199 E.g., Otto I to Utrecht, 944 MGH, DD 1, 143-144, No. 62: Inter-
dicimus, ut nullus comitum aliorumve hominum in pago forestensi quod
est in comitatu Everhardi, cervos, ursos, capreas, apros, bestias insuper
que Teutonica lingua eto aut scelo (elk) appellantur, venari absque
prelibate cathedre presulis permissu presumat. Cf. Poschl, 16, n. 11.
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nostra.” 2°° At least grants of immunity were possessed as
early as the end of the ninth century by practically all of the
German bishops, but, while these excluded from the bishop’s
territory all public officials, especially counts, and turned over
to him the crown income of the immunity district, they by
no means constituted an exemption for the free inhabitants
of immune territory from the jurisdiction of the count’s
court. The bishop’s advocate, although he already exercised
the jurisdiction of a landlord over his servile peasantry, had
to appear before the local count’s court to answer for all cases
involving freemen or immune lands, and any criminal case at
all came before the count. What the bishops were striving
for during the Ottonian period, and what they got, was an
enlargement of their immunity grants, which first of all
brought them unlimited jurisdiction over all cases involving
inhabitants of their holdings within and without the episcopal
city. They then strove to include within their complete juris-
diction regions within which they held some territory (there
are grants of this kind also). To all intents and purposes
this involved the complete exclusion of the count from any
jurisdiction whatever. Criminal jurisdiction was not exer-
cised at this time by the bishop himself, because of the pro-
hibitions of church law, but entrusted to the advocate, who
received from the king the right to judge crimnial cases, i.e.,
the Blutbann.? With the extension of this unlimited juris-

200 Hauck, op. cit., 662, n. 99, 672, n. 157.

201 The judicial ambitions of the tenth century bishop are illustrated
by the following forged document of Passau (cited by Hauck, ibid., 659-
660, n. 80), purporting to be a grant of Arnulf of September 9, 898: Ut
in prememorata urbe . . . nullus iudex publicus vel quislibet vir ex
curiali dignitate placitum aut comitatum habere presumat vel omnino
super familiam aut suburbanos aliqua secularia sive iudiciaria in ea
exerceat negotia, sed aduocatus atque patronus sanctae Dei casae sub
ditione illius sedis episcopi constitutus, quaecunque illic sunt disponenda,
ipse et non alius ordinet et examinet. The document of Otto II, MGH
DD 1II, 388, No. 29, for Magdeburg grants: ne quis comes aut iudex vel
vicarius publicus in Magadaburgensi civitate vel territoriis eius aliquam
potestatem aut bannum habeat, nisi advocatus quem archiepiscopus illius
aecclesiae secundum suum sibi libitum elegerit, et negotiatores vel
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diction to whole counties or groups of counties, the bishop
reached a limit in one line of development?*? But his troubles

Tudaei ibi habitantes, omnesque familize lidorum vel colonorum vel
servorum vel Sclavorum illuc pertinentes a nullo alio nisi eodem advo-
cato secundum leges constringantur vel iudiciales sententias patiantur.
Henry II adds in his confirmation of this grant, MGH, DD III, 233,
No. 199: Ut ... prescriptae aecclesiae advocatus inibi placitum ad
leges et iusticias faciendas habeat. Et si, quod absit, isdem advocatus
aliquid ibi injuste aut praesumptuose contra legem fecerit, in nostro
palatino colloquio id deducatur; Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 280, n. 1. Among
bishoprics that were granted judicial powers of counts within their
holdings were Magdeburg, Mainz, Cologne, Chur, Worms, Minden,
Bremen, Strassburg; bishoprics in possession of rights of the count for
one or more counties, Freising, Wiirzburg, Paderborn, Worms, Hildes-
heim, and Lorraine and Italian bishoprics to be mentioned. Cf. the
grant of the two counties of Waldsassen and Rangau to Wiirzburg in
1000, MGH, DD 1I, 795, No. 366: Quos (the counties) cum omni dis-
tricto placito et banno nostro imperiali lege et iudicum iudicio, nihil de
his quae comites sive aliquis mortalium de placitis habere debuerunt
excipientes, cum c¢mni utilitate rei publicae sanctissimis martyribus
prescriptis in proprium tradidimus, et de nostro iure et dominio in ius
et dominium . . . episcopi suorumque successorum . . . transfudimus,
eo scilicet . . . tenore ut idem .. . pontifex ... omnesque sui suc-
cessores imperpetuum prenominatos comitatus qualitercumque voluerint
ordinent et quos velint comites ponant. Poschl, Regalien, 17-18; O.
Miiller, Die Entstehung der Landeshoheit der Bischofe von Hildesheim,
2-8; Hauck, III, 59-64, 409-410, Geistl. Territ., 659-666; Werminghoff,
78-83; Meister, 127-128; Gerdes, I, 460-461, 506; Nitzsch, I, 339-340,
360-362; Boos, I, 194-195, 229 ff.; Waitz, VI, 452-462; Diimmler, 532-
533; Hirsch, JB H II, 11, 280; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 41-42.

202 K, F. Stumpf, Die Reichskanzler vornehmlich des X, XI und XII
Jahrhunderts; Bohmer-Ottenthal, Die Regesten des Kaiserreichs unter
dem sdchsischen Hause; Seelig, 24-27; Bohmer, Willigis, 71; Hauck,
IIT, 58.

I do not know whether a thorough analysis has been made of the 1,858
documents listed in Stumpf for the period 919-1024, which would look
toward the determination of the following points. 1. How many grants
were made and, so far as it is possible to determine, how much land
went out of the royal fisc to bishops, cathedral churches or chapters,
abbots, monasteries, other ecclesiastical foundations, and to seculars,
and is there any significance in the proportions? 2. The same for all
other forms of property grants (forts, monasteries, parish churches,
chapels, ete.), including all grants of so-called sovereign rights. (These
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were not over. The advocacy, held by local families and often
encugh by dispossessed counts themselves, remained a threat
to the bishop’s independence, because, as a large landholder
who naturally endeavored to fuse the church holdings in his
keeping with his private holdings, and as an official possessed
of extensive judicial power, the advocate might easily come
to overshadow the bishop himself. And so there was still
to be fought the battle with the advocates, for whom, when
once the victorious church had relaxed its prohibition of the
exercise by the clergy of the Blutbann, were to be substituted
the episcopal ministeriales.>*

two types of grants are, of course, far more numerous than all others
[ef. nn. 198, 199] put together.) 3. How are these grants divided
among Italy, Lorraine and the rest of Germany, and is there any sig-
nificance in the proportions? Neither do I happen to know of the ex-
istence of maps which for every episcopal seat and monastery would, sc
far as is possible from what is known, indicate territorial expansion
through royal or other gifts or through exchange. (Lacking such in-
formation I can only point to the unprecedented frequency of the
grants; cf. Gerdes, I, 535; Thompson, Feudal Germany, 51, 343.)

A summary of the grants of Otto I (Stumpf lists 491 documents of
Otto I, of which sixty-six are suspected) to German bishoprics, as made
by Seclig, gives a total of seventy-five documents for twenty-five dif-
ferent bishoprics, of which fifty-four are new grants of property and
privileges and twenty-one confirmations of previous grants. The pro-
portion in Stumpf of the number of grants to bishopries, monasteries
and seculars respectively is approximately for

Otto II (Stumpf lists 324 documents, of which 29 are suspected):
German grants, 8.4:9.8:1.5; Italian grants, 1.0:2.6:.3.

Otto III (Stumpf lists 936 documents, of which 38 are suspected):
German grants, 8.3:10.2:2.4; Italian grants, 3.8:5:1.6.

Henry II (Stumpf lists 538 documents, of which 25 are suspected) :
German grants, 19.6:15.3:1.1; Italian grants, 2.4:5:.5.

The proportion between grants to churchmen and to seculars is sig-
nificant. It will also be noticed that under Otto II and Otto III
generosity, as measured by the number of documents, is greater towards
monasteries than towards bishoprics. The reverse is true, however, for
Henry II.

203 See p. 67 and chap. III, pp. 128 ff.
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F.
SERVITIA EPISCOPORUM

If we abandon the theory of Eigentum des Reiches am
Reichskirchengut—and we have seen how little there is to
substantiate it for the tenth and early eleventh centuries—
there remains no regulation in law of the services to be
rendered by the bishop in acknowledgment of his obligation
to the crown. As the basis for servitia episcoporum we then
have left only the control of episcopal elections by the crown
and the feudal ambitions of the bishops, which could be real-
ized only by cooperation with the crown. I hope to make
clear that upon this basis everything that we know of the
servitia during the period of the Saxon dynasty can be ac-
counted for. At any rate, there can be no doubt that the
arrangement, whatever it was in theory, worked in prac-
tice; the bishops and, at least in appearance and for the time
being, the kings got what they wanted from each other.

We owe most of our scanty knowledge of the actual institu-
tion of episcopal servitia in this period to an elaboration,
written in the second half of the eleventh century by a monk
of the monastery of Herrenried, of the exceptional qualities
possessed by that Megingaud whom we have already had
occasion to mention, who had been bishop of Eichstédtt during
the reign of his kinsman Henry II. The writer tells how Henry
IT sent ahead a messenger to Eichstatt with specifications as
to the servitia to be tendered to him on his way to Regens-
burg. When the messenger concluded with the prescription
of a vast quantity of wine, Megingaud’s patience gave out.
“Your Lord,” he said, “is obviously crazy.” How could he
expect from a poor bishop who had barely enough for him-
self such services as a king might render? As for the wine,
he had only one poor little hogshead, which was meant only
for the mass, and “by St. Willibald,” said he, “not a single
drop of this wine shall go down your master’s throat.” To
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be sure, he did send some valuable gifts to the emperor.2°*
Whether or not we accept all the details of this picturesque
story, it is at least clear that there was no fixed servitium
to be rendered to the king, who made his own demands, de-
mands which any bishop might well regard as excessive and
for which a stubborn bishop might risk a substitute.?> The
regular mention, however, of the reception by bishops of
kings within their cities, although no details are given, indi-
cates that the entertainment of king and court was an obliga-
tion regularly imposed upon the bishops.?*¢ They furnished
food and drink for the court, and in case the city contained
no royal palace, living quarters as well, and this for as long
a period as the king chose to remain in the city.?* And yet
a study of the itineraries of the Saxon emperors reveals that
they lived for the most part on their own, and except for
particular reasons made use of episcopal towns only when
these were on the road from royal manor to royal manor.2®

204 Anon. Haser., c. 23, MGH, SS VII, 260: . .. Cum (Henry II)
tam sibi quam aliis ludos exhibere vellet, mandavit huic episcopo nostro,
suo vero propinquo, in parte consanguineo, ut plenum sibi in via
Ratisponensi daret servitium, archiepiscopo cuilibet ‘nonnihil for-
midandum. Cui cum regius legatus singulatim quae danda essent
magnifice enumeraret, tandemque ad immensam vini mensuram ventum
esset, Pessime! inquit, dominus tuus aperte insanit. Unde deberem
sibi tantum servitium dare, qui nec memetipsum satis queo pascere?
Ego quidem socius eius eram genere; sed ipse fecit rebus quasi
pauperem parrochianum, et nunc regale poscit a me servitium? TUnde
sibi tot carradas vini? Ego quidem de vino nihil habeo nisi unami
parvulam carradam, quam dedit mihi sodes meus diabolus Augustensis
episcopus tantum ad sacrificium . . . per sanctum, inquit, Willibaldum,
ne una quidem gutta huius vini intrabit in os domini tui. Tandem cum
defervisset ira eius, pretiosos imperatori aliquot pannos misit, et legatc
dixit: Hoc voluit dominus tuus, hoc habeat; hoc est Eistetensium
episcoporum potius quam plenum regibus dare servitium.

205 B. Heusinger, Servitium Regis in der deutschen Kaiserzeit, 55.

206 Thid., 57: In der Bewirtung des Konigs eine allgemeine Pflicht der
Reichsbischéfe zu sehen ist.

207 Ibid., 62: Die Dauer der Bewirtungspflicht gegeniiber dem Kénig
ist anscheinend unbeschréinkt.

208 The Ottonians used their Liudolfinger inheritance in Saxony (Al-
stedt, Quedlinburg, Memleben, Wallhausen, Merseberg) and the
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Moreover, it is only with Henry II that this servitium comes
to play any significant part in the royal economy, and not
until the Salian period that episcopal towns preponderate
in the itineraries. This gradual change is to be associated
with the disposition of the royal manors (Tafelgiiter). By
the close of the tenth century the direct management (Eigen-
wirtschaft) of the royal land by wvillict had been replaced by
a system under which the villicus was more of a fiefholder or
leaseholder than a royal official, so that this land had to some
extent become alienated.?*® This threw the traveling court
more and more on the bishops to support, to say nothing of
the reorganization of royal manorial economy that it in-
volved, which seems also to have been undertaken by Henry
11220 The house lands of the Liudolfinger and Arnulfinger
in particular, brecught into the royal fisc by the Saxon line,
which might well have sufficed to support the traveling court,
were so generously deeded away to the church that under the
Salian dynasty the bishops were left to bear most of the
burden.

In like manner it is very difficult to substantiate for this
period the existence of a regularized serwvitium other than

Carolingian inheritance (Frankfort, Ingelheim, Aachen, Nimwegen and
Tribur). The routes connecting these manors were the northern Hell-
weg (Corvey, Paderborn, Dortmund) and the southern Werra (Fulda.
Frankfort). Worms is the only episcopal city visited by Henry I more
than once. The episcopal cities visited by Otto I three times or more
are: Chur (3), Augsburg (3), Merseburg (4), Worms (5), Regensburg
(5), Mainz (6), Cologne (7), Magdeburg (22). Otto II visited only
one episcopal seat, Magdeburg (8). For Otto III: Mainz (6), Merse-
burg (6), Cologne (3), Magdeburg (3). Ibid., 66 ff. et passim; tables
of itineraries on p. 158.

209 Heusinger (114, n. 3) lists the following grants out of Tafelgiiter
by Saxon kings: Henry I (3), Otto I (3), Otto II (5), Otto III (15),
Henry II (3).

210 Four episcopal cities head Henry II’s itineraries: Merseburg
(25), Magdeburg (17), Bamberg (14), Mainz (13), Other episcopal
seats visited more than four times: Regensburg (11), Paderborn (9),
Cologne (8), Augsburg (5), Halberstadt (5), Strassburg (5), Utrecht
(4), Worms (4), Wiirzburg (4). Ibid., 158 et passim; Thompson
{(Feudal Germany, 343, n. 1, 345) also points to this change.
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this expected supply of food, drink and shelter for the royal
court in the episcopal city. Here again one must be careful
not to assume for this transition period the full exercise of
rights developed and exercised subsequently, at a time when
the fisc, the livelihcod of the crown, was rapidly disappearing
and the use of the church and church property became more
and more necessary. It seems impossible, for example, to
assume the exploitation by the Saxons of such rights as the
Spolienrecht, the right to the personal property left by the
bishop accumulated out of church income,?"* or the Regalien-
recht, the right to collect all the revenue of a bishopric dur-
ing a vacancy, or the Regaliensperre, the right to withdraw
from a disloyal bishop or abbot the enjoyment of income from
the exercise of his sovereign rights. That all income in an
episcopal city from fines, market, mint and tolls fell into the
royal treasury for a fixed period before and after the resi-
dence of the court in that city it is likewise difficult to demon-
strate from any example.

Yet certainly more was expected from the bishop than a
miscellaneous contribution to a moving court.2'2 Although

211 R. Eisenberg, Das Spolienrecht am Nachlass der Geistlichen in
seiner geschichtlichen Entwickelung in Deutschland bis Friedrich II.

212 In Otto III’s exemption of the bishops of Passau from ducal
servitia (vide supra, p. 59) exception is made, MGH, DD II, 527, No.
115: excepto quod regio honori . . . impendere debent; Heusinger, 64,
n. 3. Otto I absolves the bishops of Schleswig, Ripen and Aarhus,
MGH, DD 1, 411, No. 294: ab omni censu vel servitio nostri iuris ab-
solvimus et ut episcopis prescriptarum ecclesiarum absque ulla comitis
vel alicuius fisci nostri exactoris infestatione serviant et succumbant,
volumus et firmiter iubemus; Diimmler, 389, n. 2. In the Hofrecht of
Burchard of Worms there is provision for a payment of six denarii ad
expeditionem and four denarit ad regale servitium (Heusinger, 60).
After TUdalrich’s nephew Adalbero, had demonstrated at court his
capacity to serve the emperor, Udalrich was permitted to use him
(Vita Oudalrici, c. 3, MGH, SS IV, 889): ut ... in eius vice itinera
hostilia cum milicia episcopali in voluntatem imperatoris perageret et
in curte imperatoris eius vice assiduitate servitii moraretur. After the
rebellious Henry of Augsburg decided to turn to the ecrown to solve his
troubles, his method of incurring favor is described thus, ibid., c. 28,
418: Ideo igitur saepius cum imperialibus muneribus eum visitavit et
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we can hardly assume in the constant flux that embodies the
constitutional development of the tenth century any system-
atization of the contributions of the episcopate to the material
maintenance of the ecrown and its functioning as an instru-
ment of government, yet as a matter of fact the alignment of
class interests and personal ambitions, the interests of king
and episcopate, together combined to strengthen the alliance
of king and bishop that had long existed. The bishop is pre-
dominant in the conduct of public affairs. He journeys at
his own expense to swell the attendance at court when the
court is near, and he is present at all times to counsel the
king. The royal chapel and the chancellery are conducted by
him. He conducts or at least participates in all diplomatic
intercourse within or beyond the limits of the empire. He
furnishes his troops to the armies of the state, is often with
them and sometimes leads them. He is ubiquitous; no gov-
ernment could have got along without him. But he is present
and active with a purpose. It is this purpose rather than
any constiutional compulsion that supplies the most adequate
motivation for his significant role. The royal reward for his
services, which came as a recognition of necessity on the
part of a monarch none too securely established, had to be
something even more than the opportunity for him to play
so great and influential a part in the events of his day. The
king had to recognize the bishop’s ambition to strengthen
and enlarge his own position as a feudal lord, and the whole
tribe of tenth century bishops rejoiced in that what they
once got hold of they never lost.?:?

drudes suos donis congruis sibi complacare satagebat et insuper hostilia
itinera cum eo pergebat, taliter sicuti ei optime aestimabat placere.
Again in this informing Vita, (c. 28, 416), we are told of two of
Udalrich’s nephews, Manegold and Hupald: quia ... ab co missi
saepe in auxilio imperatoris cum herili multitudine militum venerunt,
et in eius servitio, voluntatem eius strenue in omnibus adimplentes,
tamdiu permanserunt, usque cum illius gratis muneribus honorati
redire dimissi sunt. Vita Godehardi prior, c. 35, MGH, SS XI, 193:
Cum episcopis qui tum forte herilis servitii gratia curti aderant.

213 In addition for serwvitia, cf. Sommerlad, II, 245-249; Nitzsch, I
357-378; Sugenheim, 348-354, 372; Meister, 94-102, 134; Ficker, op. cit.,
399-404.
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G.
CONCLUSION

We are now in a position to attempt to formulate the policy
of the Saxon dynasty towards the German church. The tenth
and early eleventh centuries were a period of transition from
the Carolingian Beamtenstaat to the Feudalstaat proper.
The resistance to the development of a strong centralized
monarchy manifested itself in the hereditability of state
offices, built upon the secure foundation of ownership of land,
and in perennial revolts of the dukes, supported by certain
bishops, in opposition to an hereditary monarchy. As part of
the means to counteract this threat it is generally taken that
Otto I resumed the statesmanlike policy of favoring the
church, especially the bishops, with grants of land from the
royal fisc and with various special privileges, and of draw-
ing the bishops into the service of the state with a view to
checking the advance of the dukes and the lesser feudality.
He hoped thus to creater a counter weight (Gegengewicht) in
the state, which, being non-hereditary and amenable to royal
control through appointment to office, would lend firmer sup-
port to the dynasty. This policy has been variously explained
as in whole or in part the result of the revolts of the duchies,
which led Otto to perceive the impossibility of relying for
support upon the nobility, or as the result of the cooperation
of a disaffected clergy with these revolts, which led him to
appreciate the value of a loyal clergy, or as the result of
his experience on his first Italian campaign, which taught him
the advantages of a loyal episcopate, or as the result of his
realization that it was dangerous to count upon the loyalty
of dukes and bishops merely because they were his kinsmen.
His appointment of his younger brother Bruno as archbishop
of Cologne is generally regarded as the first full acknowledg-
ment of this policy. The subordination in state government
and the subjection to ducal authority which the bishops ex-
perienced under Henry I would then account for their ready
acceptance of this new policy of Otto, which amounted to an
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offer of alliance with the crown. In addition, the embarrass-
ment of the bishops in the face of constant attacks from the
nobility on their position and their property would supply a
further essential element in the alliance between crown and
upper clergy. The general picture, then, of the period from
Otto I onward shows us a church, especially an episcopate,
warmly and intimately allied with the crown in the face of a
common threat. The success of Otto I with the policy led his
successors to continue and expand it steadily, until under
Henry II it reached a fuller fruition than under any of the
Ottos.

The turning over of royal land to the bishops, it is argued,
was wise, in that its direct administration was too difficult,
with the court constantly on the move. Since lands admin-
istered for the crown by seculars came more and more to be
regarded as property owned by hereditary officials, turning
over such lands to the church kept out of the hands of lay-
men property that would otherwise have come to them ulti-
mately, either through their administration of it in royal
behalf or because it would be necessary to grant it to them
in pay for services to the crown. Such land turned over to the
church, therefore, prevented the growth of large lay landed
estates, which in the hands of dukes or lesser nobility might
provide material support for disruptive tendencies of
greater or lesser proportions. Moreover, such royal property
turned over to the church was put in the hands of men far
more capable of exploiting it economically than either crown
or nobility. Such land was therefore made more productive
and could be drawn on more heavily for services to the state.
By making it understood that such grants implied the per-
formance of governmental services by the clergy, the crown
was thus obliged to depend less and less upon the nobility
to keep the state going, and had instead an ecclesiastical
officialdom whose personnel could be manipulated through
control of the election of bishops.

The extension in area and scope of grants of immunity
clipped the judicial power and lessened the income of the

95



96 Secular Activities of the German Episcopale

counts and bound the ecclesiastical nobility more directly to
the crown. Grants to clergy of jurisdiction over entire
counties meant a drastic restriction of the position of the
count at the very moment when his perquisites were about to
become hereditary, and turned over this larger judicial
authority and income to a non-hereditary clergy, the loyal
servants of the ercwn. The mere fact that other grants of
sovereign power, such as market, minting, toll and hunting
rights, were made to the church precluded their falling into
lay hands. The undeveloped organization of the state pre-
vented their being exercised by the state, while their posses-
sion by the church gave it larger means with which to serve
the state. In general, therefore, the whole feudal tendency
was checked by diverting it into ecclesiastical channels; the
formation of duchies, counties, and other feudal states was
limited; at the same time the monarchy was immeasurably
strengthened by its ability to make the church serve the state
in return for royal generosity and favor.

As will be shown, this policy can be traced in Italy and
Lorraine as well as in the rest of the German monarchy.
Concrete evidence of its application in Germany can be found
in the erection of the new bishoprics along the Saxon frontier
and in the support given to the Saxon bishops when they
brought to the king their complaints of sufferings at the
hands of the Saxon nobility. Further evidence is to be seen
in the support given Burchard of Worms against the noble’s
castle within Worms, or in the campaign against Otto of Ham-
merstein after his attack on the property of Mainz, which in-
volved also the flouting of an imperial decision supporting
that of the church. No doubt the most striking evidence is
the overwhelming preponderance of clergy over seculars in
grants of land and privileges and the obvious preference for
clergy as instruments of government. Yet it would be inter-
esting to know in detail, from a study of the part played in
the Ottonian documents by lay sponsors of bishops, to what
extent this preference was actually supported by the very
persons who were being discriminated against, and to what
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extent it was the result of constant pressure from the epis-
copal advisers at court in the interests of their own class,
which the government was in no position to resist. We are
accustomed to see in the policy of a government the results of
the influence and pressure of the strongest economic interests
in the state. To what extent was this true of the Saxon
kingdom?

This summary of the play of intertwined interests during
this period is at least roughly adequate. Yet in view of the
fact that with every appearance of resistance to the political
status quo, whether from feudal revolt or contested succession
to the throne, there appeared to support it a clerical party
of considerable size and importance, and in view of the
bishops’ stubborn resistance to anything that they regarded
as interference in ecclesiastical affairs, we must beware of
accepting too lightly the view that the policy of the Saxon
kings resulted in the creation of a strong bulwark to the
throne in a loyal episcopate. This is not to be so foolish as
to deny the existence and development of such an interesting
political institution. But it is certainly important not to
overlook the fact that there apparently were those of the
upper clergy who were no less anxious about the danger of
a strong German monarchy than the feudal nobles them-
selves, and who saw no more difficulty in the way of accommo-
dation with a feudal than with a monarchical régime, who in
fact regarded the former accommodation as preferable.

The bishops, it must never be forgotten, were as feudally
ambitious, as particularistically minded, as the most independ-
ent-spirited noble. Their loyalty could be as fickle and as
transient as that of any secular, if they felt their independ-
ence of action circumscribed, or their own interests, no matter
what they were, violated by the king. Their aims were
to a large extent identical with those of the feudal nobility,
i.e., the accumulation of wealth and power to support as in-
dependent an existence as possible. How could it be other-
wise? They were born of the same families, of the same
noble blood, and indeed, as we have noted, made bishops

97



98 Secular Activities of the German Episcopate

for that very reason. They represented the same family in-
terests, and often enough were awarded their bishopries
as a specific means of placating family interests. The bish-
opric was therefore one means to the enhancement of family
prestige and, in spite of royal control of the personnel, a
direct contribution to the process of feudalization. Even with-
in this period we have seen instances of the attempt to make
the episcopate hereditary by transferring the bishop’s seat
to his nephew or by somehow keeping it within the family.
The position of nobles as holders of ecclesiastical properties,
or as advocates, or even as ecclesiastical counts, shows that
there was easy access through a back door to a share in the
church’s wealth and power, even though the front door was
closed by the king. Again we see the result of the power of
the local family. This cooperation with the local nobility, to
which the bishops were obliged to resign themselves because
the king who had appointed them was by no means always
able to prevent encroachments upon their property and privi-
leges, only intensified their passion ultimately to secure
genuine and complete independence. In supporting and
strengthening a church with such ultimate aims and with
such immediate relations with the local feudality, the Otton-
ians therefore, even when they chose to favor the non-heredi-
tary ecclesiastical over the hereditary secular nobility, were
none the less supporting a movement bound in the long run
to prove subversive of the monarchy. It is difficult to believe
that such capable monarchs as these Saxons were unaware
that they were perforce contributing to a power that consti-
tuted a threat to the very thing they were attempting to build
up, even though the threat were temporarily concealed under
the outward success of their control over a church that was
still no conscious part of an international ecclesiastical or-
ganization headed by Rome. It might be said, therefore,
that Henry I chose to compromise with the secular feudality
at the expense of the ecclesiastical nobility, while Otto I and
his successors chose the opposite policy. Essentially they
were compromising with the same thing, and in view of the
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dual nature of the ecclesiastical nobility, with the further
possible development of such a conflict in loyalties as was to
come with the investiture struggle, it is difficult to see that
Otto I's policy was the wiser. Was it absolutely impossible
to build up the state by turning over to the secular nobility
what was turned over to the church? At least such an alliance
threatened no struggle between church and state. Or are
we perhaps assuming a sharper division of class interests
than did in fact exist in tenth century Germany? History
was to show that for the monarch the way of the Capetians
was the only way out of the dilemma. That way the Saxon
kings could not or would not follow.

This union of church and state to pursue in common their
mutual interests was no result of the deliberate adoption of
any new policy. The state-controlled church, whose clergy
were employed by the state in the performance of public
functions, and whose wealth was drawn into the service of
the state, was an institution already at least five hundred
years old. Ottonian policy might therefore be called a revival
in a more complete form and under new conditions of an
ancient practice, manipulated to meet contemporary prob-
lems. No attempt at any kind of government had been
possible for centuries without the employment of the intelli-
gence, training and resources to be found in the church.
Government was obliged to employ literate servants, and
where were these literate servants to be found in large enough
number except in the church? There was no more choice
in the tenth century than in any earlier century. The church
was then a much more attractive carriéere ouverte au talent
than it has perhaps ever been since, and it drew into its
service at least a good share of the very best talent in tenth
century Germany, trained it, and gave it practically uncir-
cumscribed opportunity to exercise its capacity to the limit.
No state, no monarch, no government, least of all in tenth
century Germany, could do without tapping this splendid re-
servoir of energy and capacity. Nor must we forget that
we are dealing with a religious age, nor explain exerything in
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terms of interest, policy, and necessity. The aura of mediae-
val piety surrounds the support given by the state to the
clergy and ecclesiastical institutions.?’* Nor are we to sup-
pose that there was no genuine desire to support a civiliz-
ing institution. But at the same time, to the degree that the
episcopate was used in manifold ways as an instrument of the
state, there was a price to pay to these German bishops, and
they were in a position to demand it. An offering had to be
made to their secular interests: land, rights, power, honor,
influence, freedom. They gave very little that they did not
wish to give to get what they got.

In conclusion, therefore, it seems safe to say that on the
whole any statement that assumes an unquestionably loyal
episcopate allied with the crown in any consciously directed
policy against the dukes and the lesser feudality is an over-
simplification. The alliance of church and state was, from
the point of view of each, a necessary one, entered into will-
ingly in the interest of each, and yet ultimately destructive
to both.2'

214 E.g., two grants of Otto II, MGH, DD 1II, 789, No. 360: ut
ecclesiastice . . . pacis obtineamus tranquillitatem et post temporalis
huius imperii decursum ad eternam perveniamus hereditatem; MGH, DD
II, 814, No. 384: ut ... auro (cf. ch. IV, n. 45) vitam eternam ac-
quiramus. Also a grant of Henry II, MGH, DD III, 23, No. 20: Si
ecclesias dei ex aliquibus divino nutu nobis concessis rebus ditamus, non
solum ad regni nostri feliciorem stabilioremque statum nobis prodessc
sapimus, verum etiam ad eterna paradisi gaudia capienda multum nos
inde iuvari minime dubitamus. Cf. also second paragraph of n. 215.

2151 have culled from my reading in the Ottonian documents the fol-
lowing statements, which would seem to be the closest direct expression
of Ottonian policy. Cf. Otto I: MGH, DD 1, 412, No. 296: Quoniam

. sanctarum ampflicatio aecclesiarum salus regum vel imperatorum
et prosperitas creditur esse regnorum; ibid., 424, No. 310. Quoniam
exaltatio aecclesiarum salus regum vel imperatorum et stabilitas
creditur esse regnorum. Cf. Seeliger, 10. MGH, DD 1, 431, No. 322,
the king receives from the archbishop of Trier the abbey of St. Servatius
in Maastricht (loc. cit., 436: quoniam in eisdem partibus pro disponendis
regni negotiis pluribus indigemus) and gives him in return the mon-
astery of Oeren at Trier (ibid.: ne ... aecclesia vel ... archi-
episcopus aliquid inde dampni patiatur). Such exchanges were fre-
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CHAPTER III
BISHOPS IN LORRAINE

As compared with the political situation to which the Ger-
man bishops had to adapt themselves, that in Lorraine was
further complicated by the fact that this old Carolingian
homeland did not sever itself easily from the Carolingian
dynasty. As long as there sat upon the French throne a
Carolingian there was always a possibility that Carolingian
claims upon Lorraine would be pressed forcibly. The bishops
east of the Rhine might have to compromise between their
feudal ambitions and their loyalty to the Saxon dynasty, but
in Lorraine, especially along the actual frontier between
Germany and France, in addition to a feudal struggle similar
in all its manifestations to that which we have discussed,
there was also the question of a choice between Caroclingian
and Saxon. The problem of the Saxon dynasty here was

quent: tbid., pro commoditate vel dispositione locorum aut temporum

. .. de rebus aecclesiasticis concambia sepe solent fieri, ut . ..
maior mutuantibus utilitas accrescat. Cf. Diimmler, 405, n. 3; Ficker.
402.

In MGH, DD 11, No. 163, Otto II gives to the bishop of Seben-Brixen
the confiscated ancestral estate of a certain Ascuin (loc. cit., 183:
curtem quae legum iudicumque diffinicione ab Ascuino infidelissimo
ablata est), title to pass upon the death of said Ascuin’s widowed
mother Kunigund (ibid.: post vitam predictae Chunigundae). Such
deeds to the church of property confiscated from rebels were likewise
not infrequent: ibid.: Credimus deo esse acceptum nostraeque saluti
impresenti et in futuro magnum esse subsidium, si venerabilium loca
sanctorum dei pio affectu impiorum deo nobisque adversantium prediis
decreverimus ditari; cumque ab ipsis imperialis maiestas non potest
assequi temporalem tranquillitatem, non dubitamus meritis ac precibus
sanctorum sempiternam nos posse consequi felicitatem.

Of Henry II: MGH, DD 111, 475, No. 371: In huius vite itinere onera
nostra episcopis imponendo levigantes (cf. Hauck, III, 409, n. 4) ; tbid.,
652, No. 509: Oportet ut in ecclesiis multe sint facultates et maxime in
Fuldensi, quia ‘cui plus committitur, plus ab eo exigitur’; multa enim
debet dare servicia et Romae et regali curie, propter quod scriptum est:
‘reddite que sunt cesaris cesari, et que sunt dei deo’ (cf. Ficker, 400;
Hauck, III, 409, n. 4). Cf. also the third document cited in n. 214.
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quite as much imperial as feudal, i.e., the Germanization of
the whole borderland of Lorraine. It is interesting to note
the part played by the episcopate not only in the local feudal
struggles but also in this effort of the Ottonians to create a
loyal Lorraine free from the Carolingian threat.

Viking incursions and the break-up and partition of the
empire of Charles the Great made of the Meuse and Moselle
regions a hotbed of warring nobles, who long held a reputa-
tion for turbulence.® This nobiilty at first paid little atten-
tion to partitions or reunions. The division of Lorraine
by the theaty of Meissen ceased to exist when the whole
region was brought under the power of Ludwig the Younger
or the Saxon. The nobility, however, supported the efforts
of Hugh, the bastard son of Lothar II, to secure his father’s
throne. They even employed the Vikings to achieve their ends,
a method that aroused such prelates as Bertolf of Trier and
Wala of Metz to heroic if futile resistance. After the deposi-
tion of Charles the Fat Lorraine fell to Arnulf of Carinthia,
who, although he was accepted by the nobility, in the face
of their localism turned over the whole region in 895 to his
natural son Zwentibold as an indepedent kingdom. Zwenti-
bold was in no position to withstand the hostility of the rem-
nants of the group that had supported Hugh, under the leader-
ship of Regnier au Long-Col, of Carolingian descent and lay
abbot of a number of monasteries. It was he who first appre-
ciated the value of alliance with the French kingdom. Zwen-
tibold, although probably supported by the bishops, could not
withstand this combination, and died in a battle to recover
his throne on August 13, 900. With him went the reformed
kingdom of Lothar II, a kingdom that was not to reappear
until the experiments of the dukes of Burgundy with a Middle
Kingdom. The nobility of Lorraine, having got rid of Zwenti-
bold had recognized the sovereignty of Louis the Child,
the apparent price of the recognition being that Regnier

1 Widukind, I, 30 (Kehr, 37): Gens varia erat et artibus assueta,
bellis prompta mobilisque ad rerum novitates.
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should be left in relatively undisturbed enjoyment of his pre-
eminence between the Meuse and the Scheldt. Upon the death
in 911 of the young Louis, the last German Carolingian,
Regnier and his following recognized the Carolingian claim
to Lorraine by refusing to acknowledge Conrad of Franconia
as their king and by swearing allegiance to Charles the
Simple. Conrad by no means gave up the German claim,
as his attempts upon Lorraine indicate, and always, under
French as under German sovereignty, Lorraine continued to
have its own chancellor in the archbishop of Trier.

The memory of an independent kingdom and the preserva-
tion of this degree of autcnomy was enough to nourish the
desire to be free even from French sovereignty. At least this
is the position that Giselbert, Regnier’s son, who succeeded
to his father’s position upon his death in 915, seems to have
taken. We have here a movement parallel to that of the
duchies to the east of the Rhine. Regnier may be considered
as the founder of the movement, and what his son inherited
was really the position of duke, which he tried to strengthen
by turning from party to party. The number of parties avail-
able was increased by the fact that Charles the Simple was
losing the support of the French nobles under the lead of
the counts of Paris, the future Capetians. When threatened
by Charles Giselbert turned to Henry I; when disappointed
by Henry I he turned to Robert of Paris, who was elected
king in 922. After the election of Rudolf of Burgundy in
923 following Robert’s death, when Giselbert was threatened
with the loss of the support of part of his own following in
Lorraine, he turned back again to Henry, since Charles the
Simple was now a prisoner in the hands of Herbert of Ver-
mandois. Along with the archbishop of Trier, he invited the
German king to intervene in 923. This was the first decisive
step in the reunion of Lorraine with the German crown, for
by taking Metz from its defender, bishop Wigerich, who was
a partisan of Charles the Simple, Henry I was able to add
at least the eastern bishoprics of Lorraine to Germany.
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The second and final step came in 925. In the meantime, in
the face of internal opposition to himself as well as to the
intruding Germans, Giselbert had turned to Rudolf of Bur-
gundy, the king of France. After being originally rebuffed,
he reached an agreement with Rudolf that brought Henry
across the Rhine to subdue the rest of Lorraine, the western
bishoprics, and make the Scheldt the boundary. A special
envoy, Eberhard, was sent by Henry to arrange a final re-
conciliation with the nobility of Lorraine, whereby Giselbert
was permitted to retain his position and title as duke. More-
over, by giving him his daughter Gerberga in marriage,
Henry initiated the practice of marrying ladies of the royal
family to anyone that had anything of great importance to do
with Lorraine. He therefore adopted in Lorraine the same
policy that he followed in his dealings with German duchies.?

In Lorraine, however, unlike Germany, the ecclesiastical
arrangements of Henry I laid down a line of procedure that
was to be carefully followed by his successors. Hugo, the
hostile bishop of Verdun, was supplanted by Bernain, a
nephew of Hugo’s predecessor. Upon the death of Wigerich
of Metz, who had resisted Henry in 923, Benno, a cleric of
Strassburg, was installed, who was, however, so thoroughly
detested within a short while that he was blinded and driven
from the city.? The local house of Bar was then rewarded
with the see in the person of Adalbero, brother of Frederick
of Bar. The French sympathizer, Ruotger of Trier, was suc-
ceeded by Robert, a brother of Queen Mathilde, and Trier
was permitted to keep the chancellorship for Lorraine.
Gauzlin of Toul was completely won over and was rewarded

2 R. Parisot, Histoire de Lorraine, I, 106-116, 184-187; H. Pirenne,
Histoire Belgique, I, 36-45; Hartz, 1-17; Aubin-Levison, Geschichte des
Rheinlandes von der dltesten Zeit bis zur Gegenwart, 72-73; Waitz, JB
H I, 46-49, 69-73, 80-83 et passim; Richter-Kohl, 6, 10, 14.

3 Cont. Reg., 927 (Kurze, 158): Benno . . . a Metensibus excecatur
et sinodo apud Duisburgum habita omnes illius facti auctores excom-
municantur.
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with a grant of the income of the count within the city.*
Henry’s action against Boso, the brother of Rudolph of
France, exemplified another phase of Ottonian policy ° at a
time when here, as elsewhere, the church felt the need of pro-
tection.® Thus by the time of Otto I’s accession German policy
in this region was clearly laid down: recognition of the desire
of the nobility for independence in the form of the dukedom,
preferably connected by marriage with the German house; at
the same time an effort to attach Lorraine more securely to
the monarchy by a pro-German episcopate, enriched by the
crown and supported against the nobility. For the remain-
ing years of Henry I’s reign Lorraine was safe for German
overlordship.

The situation was still further clarified in 936 by the acces-
sions of Otto I and Louis d’Outremer. In returning to the
Carolingian house the French nobility brought to the throne
a nephew of Otto I, for Otto’s first wife, Edith, and Louis’s
mother, Edgwa, were sisters. This family relationship, how-
ever, did not keep Louis from clinging stubbornly to plans
for the conquest of Lorraine, steadily pursued whenever
possible by the Carolingians until their final loss of the throne
in 987. But they were in no position to carry out this con-
quest with any degree of thoroughness, for their position at
home was being steadily undermined by the Robertians, the
house of the counts of Paris. The head of this house, Hugh
of Francia, was still more closely conected with the Otton-
ians by his marriage with Otto’s sister, Hedwig. Thus Otto
I had to choose between supporting the Carolingians by hold-
ing his brother-in-law, Hugo, in check, and hastening their

4 MGH, DD 1, 52, No. 16: Omnem exactionem comitatus eiusdem
civitatis. Cf. Poschl, 14, n. 8.

5 Flod. Ann., 928, MGH, SS 111, 378: Boso ad legem venire nolebat
de quibusdam abbatiis et terra episcopatuum quam .. . ceperat et
pertinaciter Heinrici praecepta spernens detinebat. Richter-Kohl. 14.

6 Tyrannorum principum successione tempore Gisalberti ducis seu
Conradi ab invasoribus episcopium (Trier) omne direptum est, ecclesiae
destructae, possessiones subrepte, dei cultus imminutus (quoted by
Diummler, 228, n. 3).
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fall by abandoning his nephew to the mercy of a rebellious
nobility. It was principally Lorraine that determined Otto’s
choice. If the Ottonians prolonged the life of the Carolingian
house in France by making it virtually dependent upon the
German king, it was at the price of its giving up all hope of
success in pressing its claim to Lorraine.

The revolts of 938-940 and 953-954 in Germany had each
its counterpart in Lorraine. At the outset of the former,
bishop Bernhard of Halberstadt was sent as an envoy to
Giselbert, and Otto exacted hostages from all suspected
bishops. But Giselbert, moved presumably by a desire to
achieve a position of local independence, joined Henry, Otto
I’s brother, and Eberhard of Franconia in 939 and even drew
Louis d’Outremer into the struggle. The loyalty of Bernain
of Verdun, Adalbero of Metz and Gauzlin of Toul weakened
before the promises of the Carolingian monarch. By making
an alliance with the Paris house against Louis, by setting
up Count Immo in Lorraine against Giselbert, and finally as a
result of the death of Giselbert at Andernach, Otto was able
to crush this Lorraine-French part of the revolt, at the time
when the whole movement collapsed. It was a bishop that
resisted to the very last, Adalbero of Metz. Although Louis
d’Outremer, already Otto I’s nephew, hoped to strengthen
his claim to Lorraine when he married Otto’s sister Gerberga,
Giselbert’s widow, he succeeded only in strenghtening his hold
upon his own throne. From him there was in fact no further
threat to German dominion in Lorraine, whereas Gerberga,
who tried at first to support her husband’s claim, found her-
self henceforth constrained to act rather in cooperation with
than in opposition to the Germans.

Otto I continued the systematic replacement of local nobles
by outsiders, preferably kinsmen, in positions of importance
in Lorraine. His father’s appointee, Bernain of Verdun,
a member of an important local family, by his recent reversal
of allegiance had shown the importance of having here in
this frontier see, amidst this non-German population, an un-

106



Bishops in Lorraine 107

questionably loyal supporter. He was accordingly succeeded
in 940 by Berengar, a Saxon noble and a relative of Otto.”
It appears also that the king attempted to give Lorraine to
his rebellious brother Henry in 940. Since in view of local
hostility Henry could not be maintained, Lorraine was then
turned over to a frontier count, Otto of Verdun, a bitter
enemy of his half-brother, the recalcitrant bishop Adalbero
of Metz. Upon the former’s death, however, another out-
sider was brought in, the Franconian Conrad the Red. Under
him bishops were accused of disloyalty,® but a few years after
his accession an episcopal army was to be found supporting
him and Otto I in behalf of Louis d’Outremer against Hugh
of Francia, who was endeavoring to get reinstated in the
archbishopric of Rheims his protégé, Hugo, who had been
turned out to make room for Artaud, the candidate of Louis
d’Outremer.® Conrad seemed a good man to have as a son-in-
law;® Otto I gave him his daughter Liutgarde. He held
Lorraine for Germany with a strong hand, and acted as Otto’s
special emissary in carrying out the policy of preserving the
Carolingian throne. His chief opposition in Lorraine came
from the family of Giselbert, led now by Regnier III, Gisel-
bert’s nephew, who had no use for this foreigner. When,
after what appears to have been a personal difference between

7 Gesta epp. Virdun., Cont., c¢. 2, MGH, SS IV, 45: Berengarius primi
Ottonis . . . consanguineus, vir nobilis et Saxonicus. Diimmler, 108.

8 Cont. Reg., 944 (Kurze, 162): Rex ... placitum cum primoribus
Lothariensium et Francorum habuit, ubi factione Cuonradi ducis
Ruotbertus archiepiscopus Trevirensis et Richarius Tungrensis episcopus
infidelitatis apud regem arguuntur.

9 Flod. Ann., 948, MGH, SS III, 397: Exercitu denique collecto,
Lotharienses episcopi Mosomum (Mouzon) petunt, ipsumque obsidentes
castrum atque oppugnantes milites qui erant ibi ecum Hugcne (arch-
bishop of Rheims) ad deditionem compellunt; et acceptis ab eis cbsidibus
pergunt obviam Ludowico regi et Chonrado duco in partes Laudunensis
(Laon) pagi. Richter-Kohl, 54. Rheims was a mainstay of the
Carolingian house; to lose it would be fatal. Laon was their strong-
hold. Therefore Laon must be returned to Louis IV d’Outremer.

10 Widukind, III, 44 (Kehr, 105): Bellator intolerabilis.
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Conrad and Otto over his Italian services, he joined the re-
bellion of 953-954, he was not supported in Lorraine. His
methods may have cost him personal unpopularity; at any
rate, Otto was able to rely wholly on support from Lorraine
in this crisis. His grants to the bishops of Utrecht, Cambrai,
Liege and Trier no doubt helped to assure their support. At
any rate, after depriving Conrad of his duchy, and at a time
when the revolt east of the Rhine was taking on alarming
proportions, Otto decided upon the bold step of turning over
Lorraine to his brother Bruno, the new archbishop of Cologne.
This single act exemplifies perfectly many tendencies in
church and state: the brother of the king, an archchancellor
of the state, the archbishop of Cologne, became at the same
time the duke of Lorraine.'?

11 Hartz, 17-47; Pirenne, 44-51; Parisot, 184-188; Diimmler, 62, 152,
158-159, et passim; Uhlirz, 41-42; Richter-Kohl, 43-44, 46, 48-49, et
passim.

12 P6schl, 16, n. 13: Nicht nachweisbar ist jedoch die in der
ganzen dlteren Literatur hartnéckig behauptete Verleihung eines
Herzogtums an Erzbischof Bruno . .. durch seinen Bruder, Ctto den
Grossen. I find no difficulty in persisting in this stubbornness. Ruotger,
c. 20 (Pertz, 20), in first speaking of Bruno’s new position says of Otto:
fratrem suum Brunonem occidenti tutorem et provisorem et ut ita dicam
archiducem in tam periculoso tempore misit. Later we find, ¢. 32, 40:
in Lothariorum . . . populo, quem ipse ex integro susceperat guber-
nandum. To be sure, Ruotger does not state—mno known document
states—that Otto granted to his brother Bruno the duchy of Lorraine,
over which he was to be duke. But just how unwarranted is such an
assumption? What reason can there be to deny that Otto granted tho
duchy of Lorraine to Bruno as a duke, except that Bruno is not called
a duke in the diplomata? And is he not called a duke or the governor
of a duchy by a number of otherwise trustworthy sources? Cont. Reg.,
953 (Kurze, 167): Brun frater regis succedens totius Lothariensis
regni ducatum et regimen cum episcopatu suscepit. Ibid., 954 (Kurze,
168): Cuonradus dux cum Lothariensibus duce Brun archiepiscopo.
Ibid., 965 (Kurze, 176): Brun ... vir ducatu pariter et episcopatu
dignissimus. Widukind, I, 31 (Xehr, 38): Brunonem, quem pontificis
summi ac ducis magni vidimus officium gerentem. Anselmi, Gesta Fpp.
Loed., c¢. 24, MGH, SS VII, 201: Brunone archiepiscopo, eodemque ut
aiunt duce. Thietmar, II, 23, (Kurze, 32): qualiter . .. domno
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In the rather moving farewell speech which Ruotger puts
into Otto’s mouth as he was leaving Lorraine to his brother
in order himself to hasten to Bavaria, the king tells him that
it is his greatest consolation to see the authority of a priest
and a king combined in his person and joined to his own
imperial power.® Bruno himself felt that he was “begotten
for the state,” ** and it would indeed have been impossible to
find any man more fitted to shoulder the enormous burdens
that fell to him. He was born in 925, the same year in which
his father completed the subjugation of Lorraine. As a child
of four years years he was sent to Lorraine to be educated
in the school of bishop Balderich of Utrecht, and brought
back to court only upon his brother’s accession to the throne.
The picture of this earnest lad is not unfamiliar: hungry for
knowledge, rushing to his books after meals, guarding the
early morning hours for study and jealous of hours that
sleep deprived him of, caring little for the pomp of royalty,
refusing to be hampered by the difficulties of acquiring an
education at a court constantly on the move. Making use of
all the scholars at court, he acquired a learning far above
the average of his day, which on the one hand led to his being
put on a plane with the ancients, and on the other to his being
defended by Saint Paul before Christ and the saints against
the charge of having delved too deeply into the inane study

Brunoni . . . episcopatum . . . ducatumque insuper regni daret Liuth-
arii. Flod. Ann., 953, MGH, SS III, 402: Cui etiam rex Otto regnum
Lothariense committit. F. Lot, Les derniers Carolingiens, 31, n. 1,
quotes Ann. Nivern., 960: Bruno pontifex et dux venit cum magno ex-
ercitu in Burgundiam. At least, I have seen noboedy deny that Bruno
exercised the powers of a duke over Lorraine. Nor, if Bruno was not
duke between 953 and 959, have we any idea who was. If we find a
number of reliable sources referring to a woman as the wife of a
certain man, may we believe this without seeing the marriage license?

18 Ruotger, Vita Brunonis, c¢. 20 (Pertz, 20): Et hoc est quod in
acerbis meis me maxime consolatur, cum video . . . nostro imperio
regale sacerdotium accessisse. In te namque et sacerdotalis religio et
regia pollet fortitudo.

14 1bid., Praef., 3: Reique publicae procreatum.
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of philosophy.’* He became a leading influence in the stimu-
lation of a genuine literary revival.'s

At fifteen Bruno was drawn into the service of the chan-
cellery, where, after 953 as an archchancellor, he continued
to be very active until his death in 965. He had early taken
orders and become abbot of several monasteries, notably that
of Lorsch. After seventeen years’ experience at court, where
he had been inseparably connected with all the affairs of the
kingdom, this young man of twenty-eight was summoned to
the aid of his brother at a time of major crisis, summoned to
an archiepiscopal seat coveted by the insurgents and to the
unenviable political task of pacifying a new and notoriously
refractory province. Surely this man was a concrete enough
embodiment ¢f the dual character of the episcopate. To say,
however, that Bruno was archchancellor, archbishop, and,
as Ruotger would have it, archduke also, is still to give an
inadequate idea of the actual extent and variety of his activ-
ity. Whenever possible he was to be found at Otto’s side,
advising him about state matters.’” He might be called the
official mediator of the kingdom, east as well as west of the
Rhine. To him together with his nephew, archbishop William

15 Vita Joh. Gorz., c. 116, MGH, SS 1V, 370: ita . . . eruditus ut sui
temporis omnes superaret et antiquos pene aequiperaret: Richter-Kohl,
71. Thiet., II, 16 (Kurze, 28) : Christum cum sanctis omnibus sedentem.

... Ibi Brun ... ob inanem philosophiae executionem a summo
iudice accusatur et a beato Paulo defensus.

We are not necessarily forced to believe that he read with a philo-
logical interest disdainful of contents the “scurrilous and farcical” tales
cf ancient drama which split the sides of others: Ruotger, Vita
Brunonis, c¢. 8 (Pertz, 10): Scurrilia et mimica quae in comoediis et
tragoediis a personis variis edita quidam concrepantes risu se infinito
concutiunt, ipse semper serio lectitabat; materiam pro minimo, auctor-
itatem in verborum compositionibus pro maximo reputabat. Bruno, for
2ll his intense sobriety, was a sane person not given to excess of any
kind.

16 Vita Brunonis, c¢. 5 (Pertz, 9): Oblitteratas diu septem liberales
artes ipse retexit. Ibid., Praef., 3: Cum in solis eius discipulis omne
studiorum et eloquentiae genus . . . ita per multa terrarum loca floreat.

17 I'bid., c. 86, 37: De statu regni rebusque eius tutandis et dilatandis
sedulo et strennue in commune consultum. Ibid., c. 41, 42: Par semper
invietum.
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of Mainz, was left the guardianship of the young Otto II, as
well as the administration of all Germany during Otto I's
second Italian journey.'®

The administration of Lorraine called for far more than the
mere repression of the nobility. If possible a loyal province
was to be created, and in so far as the bishops were to be
an instrumentality thereto, to Bruno fell the task not only
of training these prospective bishops in his company at
Cologne but of seeing that his candidates got the bishoprics.
Moreover, the administration of Lorraine called for success in
dealing with the Carolingian house in France, which in fact
involved its actual maintenance. Thus Bruno became un-
official regent for the Carolingian dynasty, and his authority
extended as far as the Loire.'* For such a man the admin-
istration in addition of the diocese of Metz during a vacancy
of several years was a trifling matter.?

Bruno’s first task was to gather around him the leaders
of the royal party in Lorraine to consider means of action
against the plans of Conrad, whose hostility at once shifted
to him. Even before his consecration as archbishop of
Cologne he called an assembly at Aachen, where at least four
bishops of Lorraine appeared, Ruotbert of Trier, Balderich
of Utrecht, Berengar of Verdun, and Fulbert of Cambrai.
Here Bruno acted as preceptor and promised that even at the
risk of his own life he would be ever ready to protect the
peace of the church.®® Bruno was, however, able to do noth-
ing effective encugh to prevent the invasion of Lorraine by

18 Vita Brumonis, c. 36 (Pertz, 87): Hunc (Otto II) archiepiscopis
patruo fratrique commendatum, ad custodiam regni Cisalpini reliquerat
imperator. Diimmler, 375, n. 2.

19 Lot, Les derniers Carolingiens, 19: Pendant neuf ans (956-965)
Brunon fut presque autant régent de la France que duc, ou plutét vice-
roi, de la Lorraine; 51: Brunon avait dirigé la conduite de Lothaire
pendant sa minorité, et par suite gouverné en quelque sorte la France
septentrionale.

20 Diimmler, 373.

21 Vita Brumonis, c¢. 21 (Pertz, 22): eos variis multisque modis in-
struxit . . . spondens se ante tempus et in tempore semper paratum
fore, ut pacem aecclesiae violatam, si sic necesse esset, vitae etiam
suae periculo reformaret.
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the Hungarians in the following year, 954, although he kept
Conrad from Cologne. Conrad marched against him, but at
Riimlingen Bruno, ever more willing to secure his ends by
negotiation than by battle, secured an armistice.?? This led
ultimately to Conrad’s coming to terms with Otto at Arns-
tadt, and the next year he lost his life fighting for the king at
the Lechfeld. The only prominent noble of Lorraine that
shared in Conrad’s revolt was kept from doing great harm
by Bruno’s childhood master, Balderich, bishop of Utrecht,
an anchor of dependability at this spot long after Bruno’s
death. In the crisis of the next year Bruno was unable to get
troops to the Lechfeld in time and limited himself to taking
steps to prevent a second incursion of the Hungarians into
Lorraine. At this time also he arranged a final reconciliation
at Bonn between his nephew Liudolf and the king, in the
grand manner of a royal mediator.?* It was Bruno, too, who
finally brought together the king and Egbert, the long re-
bellious nephew of duke Herman of Saxony.**

By his contemporaries Bruno is reported to have been
remarkably successful in his efforts to pacify Lorraine.?® For
the few years before his death, however, he seems to have
been faced with a situation forcing on him even sterner
methods, even though the German domination was never
seriously threatened. In the early months of 956 we hear of
his both exacting hostages from the Lorrainers at Ingelheim
and accepting gifts from them at Cologne. It was in this
yvear too that the separate archchancellorship for Lorraine
held by the archbishop of Trier was abolished. The chief
disturber of the peace, who was accused both of refusing to
recognize the right of asylum of churches and of desecrat-

22 Cont. Reg., 954 (Kurze, 168).

23 Vita Brunonis, c. 36, 36-37.

24 Widukind, III, 59 (Kehr, 115).

25 Widukind, II, 36 (Kehr, 82): Quem rex prefecisset genti indomitae
Lothariorum, regionem a latronibus purgavit et in tantum disciplina
legali instruxit, ut summa ratio summaque pax illis in partibus locum
tenerent; Vita Brunonis, c¢. 39 (Pertz, 40): In Lothariorum . . .
populo . . . quem etiam, sicut in praesentiarum cernitur, ex inculto et
fero pacatum reddidit et mansuetum.
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ing them with feasts, was the count of Hainault, Reginer I1I,
Giselbert’s nephew. In 957 in the Cambrésis he was over-
whelmed by a coalition of Bruno and the Carolingians, and,
when Bruno got hold of his person, was brought to Cologne
and subsequently exiled to Bohemia. His property in Hain-
ault was turned over to a supporter of the crown.?® With this
representative of the former ducal family Bruno certainly
did not temporize. In the year 959 he took a still more dras-
tic step. A former supporter, Immo, incensed, apparently,
by an order to all nobles to destroy their fortifications and
by an attempt to increase the revenue from Lorraine?”
created such a serious disturbance that, in order to super-
vise more closely the opposition, Bruno decided to recognize
the tendency of Lorraine to split into two parts by setting
up two duchies, Upper and Lower Lorraine, corresponding
roughly to the archdioceses of Trier and Cologne. Merely
as an administrative step this might well seem wise; more-
cver, the two dukes could be played off one against the other.
Yet perhaps it is also a confession of partial failure. Upper
Lorraine was given to Count Frederick of the loyal Bar-
Ardenne House, a brother-in-law of Hugh Capet.?®* Lower
Lorraine seems to have gone to one of Bruno’s pupils, Gott-
fried.? Over both Bruno maintained a sort of overlordship.
As there is no record of an immediate successor for Gottfried.
it has been assumed that upon his death Bruno reassumed the
ducal position.?® For all this, in the following year he was
helpless before a new revolt of Immo; he could only come to

26 Flod. Ann., 957, MGH, SS III, 404: Bellorum tumultus agitantur
inter Brunonem, ex praesule ducem, et Ragenarium comitem ceterosque
Lotharienses; Cont. Reg, 958 (Kurze, 169): factione Brun ...
Reginerus comes comprehenditur et in Sclavos exul mittitur.

27 Lot, 26 f.

28 T know of no authority for Thompson’s (The Middle Ages, I, 381)
apparent belief that Bruno became duke of Lorraine only in 959, the
year of the separation, and that he was duke only of Upper Lorraine.

29 He is mentioned as duke first in 964.

30 Or as Pirenne says, I, 59: Otton semble avoir voulu un instant
faire de ce pays une sorte de marche ecclésiastique administrée per les
évéques.
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terms. The absence, however, of further information of this
sort for the rest of his life, and the fact of his sending a strong
Lorraine contingent to Otto in Italy, headed by Gottfried,*!
seems to show that his administration did have an ultimately
quieting and beneficial effect.*?
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