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ABSTRACT

Traditionally, the bishops who held office during the civil war which dominated
King Stephen’s reign (1135-1154) have been considered weak and ineffective,
able neither to bring peace between the two sides or among warring local barons
nor to protect their flocks or even themselves from the so-called ‘Anarchy’. The
explanation for this has been found in the bishops’ lack of spiritual calibre.
Bishops have also been seen as withdrawing their support- from the king and
ending their involvement in royal government, partly because of increasing
general ecclesiastical desire for separation between Church and State and partly
because of specific disputes with Stephen. As a consequence of all this, bishops

are allowed little importance 1n modern histories of Stephen’s reign.

This thesis shows that modern historiographical consensus is based in flawed
interpretive frameworks which have led to misinterpretation of the nature of the
episcopate and its importance in Stephen’s reign. It offers more valid
alternatives and then re-examines the royal, ecclesiastical and, especially, the
local evidence 1n light of them to show that, in fact, the bishops were crucially
important figures 1n regional politics, religion and society during the civil war.
It proves as well, that theyl could possess considerable spiritual authornty and
continued to be committed to the king and active in the government of the
kingdom throughout the period. Additionally, each of these also has
consequences for how the episcopacy and Anglo-Norman history in general are
understood. This 1s, therefore, a reassessment of the bishops of King Stephen’s

reign.
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INTRODUCTION

Contemporary writers were critical of episcopal conduct during the civil war

which dominated King Stephen’s reign:-

‘But they cowering in most dastardly fear, bent like a reed shaken by the wind,
and since their salt had no savour they did not rise up or resist or set themselves
as a wall before the house of Israel... some bishops, made sluggish and abject
by fear of them, either gave way or lukewarmly and feebly passed a sentence of
excommunication that was soon to be revoked; others (bljt it was no task for

bishops) filled their castles full of provisions and stocks of arms, knights and
archers, and though they were supposed to be warding off the evil doers who
were plundering the goods of the Church showed themselves more cruel and
more merciless than those very evildoers in oppressing their neighbours and

plundering their goods.”’

There was general agreement too that the king committed a great cnme when he
arrested three bishops at court in 1139 and that thereafter ecclesiastical moral
and political support for him fell away.? Modern history, more moderate, more
nuanced and more objective, 1s nevertheless still substantially in agreement.
Bishops are rarely allowed the capacity, the character or the will to play a
significant role in central or local political or religious life. If not in 1139 then
after 1141, their loyalty to Stephen was passive at best, their involvement 1n his
continuing attempts to govern the country minimal and their i1deological
relationship with him problematic. They withdrew from his court and also from
active participation 1n politics. Only at the very end of the civil war and then
only because there was no alternative did they have a part to play.’ In

consequence, bishops have been allowed only a relatively small part in the

' GS, 157. Brian fitzCount of Wallingford, Empress Matilda’s most loyal supporter, engaged in
debate with Henry of Blois, bishop of Winchester and thereby offers a unique insight into lay
perceptions of the episcopate. He felt that Bishop Henry had changed sides too often, was
untrustworthy, and had no sympathy for the plight of the population in the civil war. HW.C.
Davis, ‘Henry of Blois and Brian fitzCount’, EAR, 25 (1910), 297-303.

2GS, 73-81; HH, 718-24; HN., 45-51.

> E.g., Barlow, English Church, 91-2. 304-6: C. Holdsworth, “The Church’, Anarchy, 207-30,

passim. Footnotes here offer examples only, comprehensive references are given in the
individual chapters.



history of Stephen’s reign.’

Recent historiography has used charter evidence, painstakingly reconstructed
local histories, and a more critical awareness of mid-twelfth century writers to
reassess the history of the civil war. Much revision has ensued. Levels of
disruption, governmental collapse and suffering are now seen as much more
limited, magnate conduct and motivation more positive, and even King Stephen
and Empress Matilda more worthy than previous generations had allowed.’
However, with one exception, this revisionism has hardly reached the Church,

which is, further, still assessed in terms of evidence from the centre rather than

the localities.®

Consequently, this thesis began as an examination of episcopal conduct in
Stephen’s reign through the charter and local history analysis which has proved
so effective elsewhere. Case studies of the two dioceses of Chester and Lincoln
and the four bishops who held them during the civil war remain its heart. They
show that bishops could have considerable local political, religious and social
importance. This 1s still the principal finding of this study. However, the two
case studies now form the second part of a three part thesis because the local
evidence consistently diverged from modern scholarly consensus on the Anglo-

Norman as well as Stephen’s episcopate and suggested a much more wide-

ranging review of not only the office and its incumbents but also the political,
religious and social contexts and historiographical interpretative frameworks

within which they have been understood.

*E.g., Davis, King Stephen, passim; Crouch, Reign, 295-311. One bishop is so obscure that there
1s still debate over whether he existed, E. Flight, “John II, Bishop of Rochester, Did not Exast’,
EHR, 106 (1991), 921-31.

> E.g., E. King, ‘King Stephen and the Anglo-Norman Aristocracy’, History, 59 (1974), 180-94:
idem, ‘The Anarchy of King Stephen’s Reign’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 5™
ser., 34 (1984), 113-54; G. White, “Were the Midlands wasted during Stephen’s reign?’,
Midland History, 10 (1985), 26-46; idem, ‘Continuity in Government’, Anarchy, 117-44; idem,
"The Myth of the Anarchy’, ANS, 22 (1999), 323-37, M. Chibnall, The Empress Matilda
(Oxford, 1991); Crouch, Reign, 342.

° P. Dalton, ‘Churchmen and the Promotion of Peace in King Stephen’s Reign’, Viator, 31
(2000), 79-120 1s the exception, it is discussed below at p. 13. For assessment of the episcopacy
from the centre, see e.g. Davis, King Stephen, 32, nt. 26; T. Callahan Jnr, ‘The Arrest of the
Bishops at Stephen’s Court: a Reassessment’, Haskins Society Journal, 4 (1992), 97-108, 100:
C. Harper Bill, "Bishop William Turbe and the Diocese of Norwich, 1145-74, ANS, 7 (1985),



Bishbps’ supposed inactivity and incapacity in Stephen’s reign has been
explained by reference to three more general factors: their place in Henry I’s,
their moral and spiritual calibre and relevance, and the i1deological relationship
between Church and State. Henry I’s government 1s generally understood as
newly rational, centralised, bureaucratic and perva.sive.7 As a result, ntual and
spirituality in kingship and local government agents and powers were much
reduced. Bishops, hitherto fundamental, were left less important and less
powerful, centrally and locally, and more dependent on, and less able to act in
the absence of, royal government.® Those who did continue to serve the king did
so as royal agents, as ‘civil service’ or ‘F.O. types’.” In ecclesiastical terms,
modern historians have characterised such men and twelfth-century bishops in
general as essentially administrators rather than pastors and religious leaders,
and their power and authornty as bureaucratic and governmental rather than

spiritual. The latter was to be found elsewhere, in monasteries and hermitages. "’

Both factors, mutually reinforcing in some ways, made the episcopacy of only
limited relevance to the society it ostensibly headed. This was the background
from which bishops came to the civil war; no wonder then that they were

ineffective and unimportant once it began.

However, Chester and Lincoln evidence implies that bishops had both
governmental and spiritual authority in local society both before and after 1135.
On that basis, Part One demonstrates that modern understanding 1s the product

of analysis of the evidence within flawed interpretative frameworks and that this

has also meant that important evidence has been passed over. It then illustrates
how what was true of Chester and Lincoln was 1n fact true of the episcopacy as

a whole: bishops played a part in national and local government and in

maintaining the status of kingship (Chapter One) and had their own religious

142-60, 145.

"E.g., R.W. Southern, ‘The Place of Henry I in English History’, Proceedings of the British
Academy, 47 (1962), 127-70, repr., Medieval Humanism and other Studies (Oxford, 1970), 183-
205.

° Holdsworth, ‘The Church’, 215.

? E.g., V.H. Galbraith, ‘Notes on the career of Samson Bishop of Worcester (1096-1112)°, EHR,
82 (1967), 86-101; S. Mooers Christelow, ‘Chancellors and Curial bishops: Ecclesiastical
Promotions and Power in Anglo-Norman England’, ANS, 22 (1999), 49-69.

'O E g, C. Mortis, The Papal Monarchy. The Western Church from 1050-1250 (Oxford, 1989,
repr. 1991), 222-3, 289; R. Bartlett, England under the Norman and Angevin Kings 1075-1225



convictions, a place in religious life and some spiritual authonty (Chapter Two)

during Henry I’s reign. Part One therefore stands as a contribution to the

histories of Henry I’s reign and Church in its own right. It also sets up a new
context for analysis of episcopal evidence from Stephen’s reign at national (Part
Three) and local (Part Two) levels. Its relationship with the latter is therefore
reflexive; it stems from it but it bolsters and provides an intellectual framework
for analysis of what is often difficult, opaque and scanty civil war matenal. It is
also important because the past had a strong influence on how bishops acted and

were perceived between 1136 and 1154.

Part Three engages with the evidence presented 1n, and the conclusions of, Parts
One and Two to reassess the relationship between King Stephen and the bishops
as a whole. In similar fashion to Part One, it shows that, hitherto, reconstructions
have relied on a particular type of evidence, witness lists of royal charters, to the
exclusion of others and have been based in a particular interpretation of the
Church State relationship. In the twelfth century, Europe-wide church reform
meant, among other things, corporate and institutional development within an
increasingly international Church, which sought separation from and autonomy
of secular powers while simultaneously looking towards and loyal to new
authorities, the Papacy and canon law, outside them. Historians of Stephen’s
reign have relied on a model of reform’s political impact which emphasises that
it threatened kings’ authonty, power and status and that they attempted to hold 1t
off as best they could. This model assumes that the increase of the one was at
the expense of the other and that commitment to the one precluded commitment
to the other.'' Late nineteenth and early twentieth-century historians drew
together the English archbishops who fought with their kings across the twelfth
century (Anselm, Theobald, Becket and Langton) into a model of ecclesiastical
progress at royal expense. Zachary Brooke’s 1s the classic statement, ‘The
English Church starts in 1066 with the view of its master, King William I; it had

come by 1215 to the view of its new master, Pope Innocent III.’'* More recent

(Oxford, 2000), 395.

"' E.g. Brett, English Church, 104-5; Barlow, English Church, 100, 103: Stringer, Reign, 635;
Holdsworth, “The Church’, 217; Bartlett, England under the Norman and Angevin Kings, 397.

'2 Z.N. Brooke, The English Church and the Papacy (Cambridge, 1932), 29. See also, D.
Knowles, The Episcopal Colleagues of Archbishop Thomas Becket (Cambridge, 1951), 7-9, 142-



commentators have been wary of such overarching themes but have still seen
Stephen’s reign at least in the same terms. Martin Brett concluded that, ‘In the
reign of Stephen one can speak for the first time of something like a real conflict
between church and state.’’” Stephen was a weak king who owed a great deal to
a Church which even before 1139 was making progress. Thereafter, or after
1141, the Church, either militantly taking advantage of a weakened king or
forced to look to itself and the papacy in the absence of royal power, built up its
own authority and autonomy to Stephen’s further cost. Where all of these
models are not expressed explicitly, they are still the basis for the general

assumption that bishops played little part in the politics of the civil war.

The four bishops who ruled the dioceses of Chester and Lincoln during the
period witnessed for the king only very rarely after 1139 and those two elected
in the reign have been considered freely elected, reformed and representative of
the new independence and power of the Church. All four have been reckoned
neutral in the civil war. However, the local evidence implies that they were in

fact committed to both Stephen and maintenance of royal government. Building

from this and Chapter One, Chapter Eight shows that reliance on royal charter
witness lists 1s flawed and that their address clauses, which have been allowed
less significance, are a more secure and valuable resource. It uses them as a
basis to illustrate bishops continued involvement in government and with the
king throughout the civil war. From this basis, Chapter Nine outlines how the
conflict model of relations between Church and State has come about
(influenced to no little extent by the 1ssues addressed in Chapters One and Two),
shows that 1t has no place in Stephen’s England and that it 1s better replaced by
one of principled co-operation. It then re-examines the evidence traditionally
cited as proof of conflict, which includes some of the most important episodes

of the reign, to show that 1t 1s better understood within this new context.

As described here, Parts One and Three might seem convoluted, but, because of

the nature of the evidence and historiography, this is unavoidable. Mid-twelfth

3.
'3 E.g. Brett, English Church, 91, Barlow, English Church, 92, 94; J. Bradbury, Stephen and
Matilda. The Civil War of 1139-1153 (Stroud, 1996), 47.



century bishops fall between two stools: better educated, more reformed, more

aware of their responsibilities and more cautious of secular involvement and

royal power than their eleventh century predecessors but less so than their late
twelfth and early thirteenth century successors, they also held office in a period
of fundamental development in the wider Church. However, they have left much
less evidence of their own calibre, education, ecclesiology and political ideology
than their successors or, in England at least, their predecessors. The vast
majority of the material which has survived 1s administrative. Not only that, but
readily available legal, monastic and theological material has to be used with
care because mid twelfth-century working bishops might be a long way from
them. Such was the rate of change in the Church that later evidence, including
Becket material, also has to be approached with caution. It 1s difficult too, to
calculate the religious authority such men might have possessed because
spiritual power 1s by its very nature intangible except when its possessor showed
signs of saintliness.'* All this is especially true of secular churchmen who have
also been the subject of most cniticism, contemporary and modern. Recent
historians of monastic bishops have been keen to show that they could be active
and successful within the world as well as committed in their religious life; few
studies of secular bishops have attempted to show that the same could be true
vice versa.” Since 104 of the 133 bishops appointed in England between 1066
and 1215 were secular, 1t is they who have most influenced understanding, and

are most representative of, the English Church as a whole. '°

Evidence 1s therefore a major problem, but historiographical trends have only
compounded the i1ssue. Chapter Two outlines how current models of the
episcopacy have compared churches on the basis of very different evidence,

equated absence with non-existence and been dominated by the administrative.
Chapter Nine addresses the historiography of the relationship between Church

and State in stmilar fashion. They do this because only by cutting away modern

'“ B. Amold, Count and Bishop in Mediaeval Germany: A Study of Regional Power, 1100-1300
(Philadelphia, 1991), 13 and G. Dameron, £piscopal Power and Florentine Society 1000-1300
(Cambridge, Mass., 1991), 186-7 analyse the elements that made up episcopal power and note
the ‘sacral dimension’ but cannot discuss it further or calculate its actual or relative importance.
'3 E g., M. Ruud, “Monks in the World: The Case of Gundulf of Rochester’, ANS, 11 (1988),

245-60.
'° Figures taken from, R. Bartlett, England and Normandy under the Angevin Kings, 397.



interprétative frameworks and replacing them with more positive alternatives is
it possible to make something of the meagre resources which have survived.
Chapter Two also attempts to redress the balance between monastic and secular
bishops. Parts One and Three are therefore crucial to Part Two as well as

dependent on it.

The case studies themselves are relatively straightforward. Chester and Lincoln
were chosen for a number of reasons. Bishops Alexander of Lincoln and Roger
de Clinton of Chester were castigated by the author of the Gesta Stephani as
among those who, ‘... girt with swords and wearing magnificent suits of
armour, rode on horseback with the haughtiest destroyers of the country and
took their share of the spoil...’, while their successors have been considered as
examples of the new reformed Church in civil war England.'” All four bishops’
supposed neutrality was noted above. They therefore offer an opportunity to
assess the validity of traditional interpretations of episcopal character and
conduct in Stephen’s reign and the Anglo-Norman period in general. Both
dioceses were large - Lincoln covered six and a half and Chester three full and
two half counties - and thus offer an opportunity to investigate whether bishops’
ecclesiastical and political activity and authority and how they were viewed by
local society were consistent or could change according to local situations. To
some extent, their size makes them unrepresentative but in terms of wider

analysis they are meant rather to inform than to be typical.

Each study begins with a history of bishops’ ecclesiastical activity during the
civil war before going on to their political experience. The first show that
bishops continued to fulfil their ecclesiastical responsibilities. Within the
frameworks set up in Chapter Two, this can be seen as the exercise of religious
authority and implying the bishops’ importance in local society. Putting bishops’
religious activity first serves to emphasise that a religious dynamic was present
in regional political life. This 1s important because it is not always explicit in the
actual political evidence. The civil war history of much of the area covered by

the two dioceses 1s still obscure and each study of local politics is therefore

'" GS, 157. See case studies for further references.



founded in reconstructions of local tenurial and power geography on the basis of

Domesday, chronicle and monastic evidence and what secondary literature there

1s, before factoring in the bishops themselves. On occasion this has meant the
need to recreate local political history from scratch.'® In both ecclesiastical and
political histonies the crucial difference from most similar work 1s that the focus
1s on bishops’ external relations rather than the internal history of each diocese.

It is this that enables Part Two to show how significant bishops could be."

Several caveats must be introduced right at the outset. This thesis does not set
out to deny modern historiography wholesale. Henry I’s regime was new and
episcopal power probably was reduced as a result. Bishops were administrators
and were perhaps more worldly than they should have been. In local politics and
religion they were neither always welcome nor always effective and their
relationship with the king was neither perfect nor particularly successful. What
follows aims rather to suggest that they or the situation were much less or much
more so than has hitherto been allowed. It i1s also important to note what this
study 1s not. It is neither a general nor a constitutional history of the episcopacy
and its case studies are neither administrative nor estate analyses. Canon law,
education, monasticism, the papacy, pastoral care, theology and so on are
discussed only where they are relevant to its more specific purposes. It is not a
comparative study and it makes only limited use of an extensive continental
historiography. Such an undertaking would be simply too massive at this stage
and, even 1n the new international Church, the English Church and bishops were
different enough from even their Norman peers to merit some concentration on

them alone.?’

'* Domesday Book references are by folio no. as listed in the Philimore edition. References to
reconstruction are sparing for reasons of space.

'” E.g., for an excellent study of the internal politics of an episcopal honour, N.E. Stacy, ‘Henry
of Blois and the lordship of Glastonbury’, £AR, 114 (1999), 1-33 and for a similarly valuable
study of the relationship between bishops’ and chapters’ estates, E.U. Crosby, Bishop and
Chapter in Twelfth Century England: a study of the mensa episcopalis (Cambridge, 1994).
Durham is the partial exception, partial because its dominance of its immediate region was so
great as for its politics to be “internal’ as much as ‘external’, A. Young, William Cumin: Border
Politics and the Bishopric of Durham 1141-1144 (Borthwick Paper, 54, York, 1978); idem.,
‘The Bishopric of Durham in Stephen’s Reign’, Anglo Norman Durham, 1093-1193, ed. D.
Rollason, M. Harvey and M. Prestwich (Woodbndge, 1994), 353-69.

0 As examples of comparative study, see, J. Barrow, ‘Cathedrals, provost and prebends. A
comparison of twelfth-century English and German practice’, JEH, 37 (1986), 536-64; idem.
‘Education and recruitment of cathedral canons m England and Germany, 1100-1225°, Viator,



Nevertheless, historians of the European and also the Anglo-Saxon episcopate

have often made use of types of analysis and sources historians of the Anglo-

Norman church have yet to take on board.?! Two, Constance Brittan Bouchard
and Timothy Reuter, have particularly influenced what follows. The first used a
unique series of biographies of bishops of Auxerre written by clerks at the
cathedral under theirr immediate successors to assess how working secular
churchmen themselves understood the episcopal office. She has also described
the web of relationships that formed there between the local count, nobility,
bishop and chapter.”* The second has shown that, however difficult it is to
prove, twelfth-century secular bishops in the Empire did have religious
significance, were motivated by more than worldly ambitions and were part of
the networks that made up local and regional society.” Norman historiography
1s also useful because it offers a number of collaborative studies which examine
the episcopate in the widest possible terms.** While several English cathedrals
have been the subject of similar works, contributions to them have tended to be

discrete rather than integrated.

This 1s important. Episcopal history incorporates theology, ecclesiology and

10 (1989), 117-38. For the English Church as a “unit of study’, see Brett, English Church, 6-10.
D. Spear, ‘The Norman Empire and the Secular Clergy’, Journal of British Studies, 21 (1981), 1-
10 would disagree, but Brett’s arguments are the more secure.

*l E.g., J. Nightingale, ‘Bishop Gerard of Toul (963-4) and Attitudes to Episcopal Office’,
Warriors and Churchmen of the High Middle Ages. Essays presented to Karl Leyser, ed. T.
Reuter (London, 1992), 41-63, for discussion of a series of episcopal biographies with a
message; C. Senecal, ‘Bishops as Contenders for Power in Late Anglo-Saxon England: the
Bishopric of East Anglia and the Regional Aristocracy’ in Negotiating Secular and
Ecclesiastical Power, ed. A. Bijsterveld, H. Teunmis, A. Wareham (Turnhout, 1999), 89-106, for
egiscopal involvement 1n local politics.

* C.B. Bouchard, Spirituality and Administration: The Role of the Bishop in Twelfth Century
Auxerre (Cambridge (Mass.), 1979); idem, Sword, Mitre and Cloister: Nobility and the Church
in Burgundy, 980-1198 (Ithaca, 1987).

“ T. Reuter, “The Imperial Church System of the Ottonian and Salian Rulers: a
Reconsideration’, JEH, 33 (1982), 82-94; 1dem, ‘Episcopi cum sua militia: The Prelate as
Warmor in the Early Staufer Era’, Warriors and Churchmen, 74-94; idem, ‘Filii matris nostrae
pugnant adversum nos. Bonds and Tensions between Prelates and their ‘Milites’ in the German
High Middle Ages’, Chiesa e mondo feudale nei secoli x-xii. Miscellanea del centro di studi
meioevali, 14 (Milan, 1995), 2477-76.

24 Les Evéques normands du Xle siécle, ed. P. Bouet and F. Neveux (Caen, 1995): Chapitres et
cathedralés en Normandie, ed. S. Lemagnen, P. Manneville (Caen, 1997).

© E.g., A History of York Minster, ed. GE. Aylmer and R. Cant (Oxford, 1977), Anglo-Norman
Durham, 1091-1193, ed. D. Rollason, M. Hervey and M. Prestwich (Durham, 1994); 4 History
of Lincoln Minster, ed. D.M. Owen (Cambridge, 1996); Hereford Cathedral: a History, ed. G.E.
Aylmer (London, 2000).
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law, theoretical and practised, contemporaneous with and historic to the period
in question. It entails also some knowledge ot architecture and liturgy, clerical

education and training, diocesan and estate administration, monasticism and

eremitism, parish institutions and popular religion, and so on. Historians of the

English episcopacy must also allow for the fact that it was increasingly part of a
European Church which was itself more and more dominated by the Papacy.
Massive developments took place in almost all of these fields during the twelfth
century. Few could claim to command even some of these but even to begin to
understand the episcopate all of them must at least be taken into account. Part of
the explanation for the general underestimation of the Anglo-Norman episcopate

which this thesis addresses is that many studies have not taken this on board.*®

In Anglo-Norman historiography only Frank Barlow’s English Church from
1066 to 1154 (197 9) covers all of these themes. It 1s comprehensive, learned and
the standard work. Four other historians have particularly influenced this thesis.
Kathleen Edwards (1949), C.R. Cheney (1956) and Beryl Smalley (1973) each
endeavoured, among other things, to reconstruct episcopal history through
cathedrals, ecclesiastical government and theology respectively. All three
incorporated as many facets of bishops’ lives as possible and each 1s notable for
its profound sympathy with its subject. Martin Brett’s English Church under
Henry I (1975) 1s an intensely thorough reconstruction of the administrative and

constitutional history of the church Stephen inherited.”’ These five works and

technical studies make undertaking this thesis possible by allowing it to take a

“¢ All church history is dependent on a wide range of expertise on sometimes esoteric subjects. It
1S not often cited here, because it 1s not directly relevant to the immediate 1ssue but all students
of ecclesiastical history should acknowledge their debt to it.

27 K. Edwards, The English Secular Cathedrals in the Middle Ages Manchester, 1949 rev. 2™
ed., 1967); Cheney, From Becket to Langton, B. Smalley, The Becket Conflict and the Schools.
A Study of Intellectuals in Politics (Oxford, 1973). R. Foreville, L *Eglise et la royauté en
Angleterre sous Henri II Plantagenet (1154-1189) (Paris, 1943) is also important. Of the other
general histories, Brooke, English Church and the Papacy, has been superseded. N. Cantor,
Church, Kingship and Lay Investiture in England, 1089-1135 (New York, 1958, repr. 1969) was
much criticised on publication, C.R. Cheney, Speculum, 34 (1959), 653-6 and C.N.L. Brooke,
EHR, 75 (1960), 116-20. Both pick up on the author’s views on the Anglo-Norman Anonymous
in particular but their cnticisms are general. The validity of Cantor’s views on Ivo of Chartres
has recently been recogmsed, L.K. Barber, ‘Ivo of Charters and the Anglo-Norman Cultural
Tradition’, ANS, 13 (1991), 15-34, 16. Nevertheless, he is rarely cited in modern studies. D.
Walker, ‘Crown and Episcopacy under the Normans and Angevins’, ANS, 5 (1982), 220-33, is,
unfortunately, only very brief. H.R. Loyn, The English Church, 940-1154 (Harlow, 2000), is a
good introduction to a wider period.
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great deal for granted. Chapter Two especially assumes the administrative and
constitutional history of the church in order: to focus instead on episcopal

religious activity and spiritual authority. None of these books is less than twenty

years old now and more recent historians have not always shown the same depth

of understanding as their predecessors.

Biographies have been a feature of Anglo-Norman episcopal historiography and,
to some extent, this study continues in the tradition.”® Biographers have always
to be wary of becoming too close to their subjects; several past studies of the
most castigated Anglo-Norman and Angevin bishops have indulged in special
pleading on their behalf. ® However, Stephen’s bishops come out of this thesis
much more positively than has hitherto been the case even when this 1s taken
into account. Older biographies ranged widely across political, religious and
governmental themes, but, again, more recent ones have tended to focus, most

especially on administration and estate management and have made little
attempt to assess bishops’ mentalité.”” By far the most important biography is
Avrom Saltman’s study of Archbishop Theobald of Canterbury. In what was
almost a general history of the Church in Stephen’s reign, Saltman emphasised
Theobald’s continued loyalty to the king. Only Keith Stringer has taken this on
board and Saltman has still to receive the audience he merits; this thesis owes a

great deal to his work.

Stringer’s 1s the only general history of Stephen’s reign which has examined the

# E.g., G.V. Scammel, Hugh de Puiset, Bishop of Durham (Cambridge, 1956); D. Nicholl,
Thurstan, Archbishop of York, 1114-1140 (York, 1964). These two represent two types of
biography common in the 1950s and 1960s, the first is characterised by paternal, sardonic
amusement, the second by hushed respect for its subject.

? E.J. Kealey, Roger of Salisbury, Viceroy of England (Berkeley, 1972); D.E. Desborough,
‘Politics and Prelacy in the late Twelfth Century: The Career of Hugh de Nonant Bishop of
Coventry, 1188-98°, BIHR, 64 (1991), 1-14; R.1. Moore, ‘Ranulf Flambard and Christina of
Markyate’, Belief and Culture in the Middle Ages, ed. R. Gameson and H. Leyser (Oxford,
2001), 231-35.

%% Compare, for instance, M. Cheney, Roger, Bishop of Worcester 1164-1179. An English
Bishop of the Age of Becket (Oxtord, 1980) with Harper Bill, ‘Bishop William Turbe’, the potted
biographies in the EFA editions, and surveys such as Mooers Christelow, ‘Chancellors’. C.P.
Schriber, The Dilemma of Arnulf of Lisieux (Bloomington, 1990) takes a different tack,
reconstructing Bishop Arnulf of Lisieux’s thinking by using ‘paradigms’, ideal lives individuals
tried to hold to but which changed with each new generation. However, Schriber’s model has
been criticised, ‘paradigms’ are an artificial method of analysis, see for discussion, review by D.
Bates, French History, 6 (1992), 101-03. Nevertheless, Schriber does at least try to get to grips
with Amulf’s world view.
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traditional picture of bishops critically. He argued that the English Church was
keen to support strong kingship and good government but that it was loyal to a
system rather than Stephen personally. Unfortunately, he had little space to
develop his ideas but, nevertheless, they are important to Part Three of what
follows. The most recent, and in most respects very much the best, modern
study of Stephen, by David Crouch, takes a more traditional approach and
devotes only very little space to the bishops.”! The only history of the Church in
Stephen’s reign per se is brief, focuses on the central evidence and favours the
traditional view of episcopal conduct in the civil war period even though it post-
dates both Saltman and Stringer’s work. It includes the most explicit explanation
of episcopal incapacity in terms of Henry I’s reign and spiritual unimportance. It

is discussed in detail where it is relevant below.>>

The several more specific studies of incidents or themes are also discussed
where they are most relevant, but two are particularly important. In 1948, in
what was the first study solely concerned with Stephen and the church, Isobel
Megaw examined at the king’s ‘ecclesiastical policy’ 1n his first three years. She
picked out a series of run-ins with the church in the lead-up to the arrests in
much the same way as R.H.C. Davis would later do for Stephen’s ‘mistakes’ in
general. > She agreed with the traditional view of the importance of the event
itself. Not until Kenj1 Yoshitake showed that the immediate after effects of the
arrests of bishops were limited in 1988 was this view questioned. Yoshitake’s
views are now generally accepted.”® However, he saw continued relations as
difficult and rather moved the date of the split between Stephen and the bishops
to 1141 than questioned its taking place. Post 1141, histonians are still agreed, if

sometimes only by implication, that bishops had little importance to Stephen’s

governance.

°! Davis. King Stephen, passim; Crouch, Reign, 295-311; Stringer, Reign, 61-72.

32 Holdsworth, “The Church’. |

33 1. Megaw, “The Ecclesiastical Policy of Stephen, 1135-9: A Reinterpretation’, Essays in
British and Irish History in Honour of J.E. Todd, ed. H.A. Cronne (London, 1949), 24-46;
Davis, King Stephen, 22-33.

34 K Yoshitake, “The arrest of the bishops in 1139 and its consequences’, JMH, 14 (1988), 97-
114, 107-8; idem, ‘The Exchequer 1 the reign of Stephen’, EHR, 103 (1988), 950-9. Not all
have agreed, Callahan, ‘Arrest’, is a fervent restatement of the traditional position. King in his
introduction to Anarchy also held to 1t, 16-17.
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Because Stephen’s reign was dominated by civil war and because of a general
interest in peacemaking in recent years, some historians have combined the two.
Christopher Holdsworth and Martin Brett both found that the chronicles were
right: bishops had little impact despite their good intentions. Conciliar activity
and legislation, excommunication, sanctuary creation and other forms of
limitation of warfare were largely ineffective.”” Edmund King has argued that
the appearance of the bishops of Chester and Lincoln in the Chester/ Leicester
conventio of ¢.1148 had only limited significance. For him, the language and
contents of the treaty reflected lay rather than ecclesiastical attitudes and
structures.”® Brett and Holdsworth noted too that the Peace of God was not
instituted in England during the civil war because of the historical importance of
the King’s Peace. For Holdsworth, as noted above, bishops’ dependence on the
latter left them unable to act in terms of the former. However, constrained by
traditional models of reform, he did not allow for the possibility that bishops
might therefore have worked for and been committed to the King’s Peace. Part

Three shows how important such consideration might be.

Paul Dalton has produced the most important recent work on and, so far, the
only revisionist history of, the Church in Stephen’s reign. His main theme, like
that of this thesis, 1s that churchmen were more heavily involved in the civil war
than 1s usually allowed. Some consideration of his work is therefore necessary
here. Dalton explicitly acknowledged that he interpreted the source materal
within a continental historiographical framework of dispute settlement,
peacemaking and the Peace of God. However, as has been noted, in England the
Peace of God was never as important as the King’s Peace. Dalton, following
traditional understanding of the relationship between Stephen and the church,
made no allowance for episcopal connections with the king. Chapter One and
Part Three here, by showing that he and royal government were important

influences on episcopal activity and thinking, imply a very different model of

3> C. Holdsworth, ‘Ideal and Reality: some attempts to control and defuse war on the twelfth
century’, Studies in Church History, 20 (1982), 61-77; idem, ‘War and Peace in the twelfth
century, the reign of Stephen reconsidered’, in War and Peace in the Middle Ages, ed. B.P.
McGuire (Copenhagen,1987), 67-93; M. Brett, “Warfare and its Restraints in England, 1066-
1154°, Militia Christi e Crociata nei secoli X-XIII. Miscellanea del Centro di Studi medioevali,
13 (Milan, 1992 for 1989), 129-44.

*® E. King, ‘Dispute Settlement in Anglo-Norman England’, ANS, 14 (1991), 115-130, 124
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the episcopate. Dalton further argued, again on the basis of continental
historiographical models, that episcopal involvement in monastic foundations
was directed to the neutralisation of disputes and the creation of peace networks
among the local aristocracy. Part Two demonstrates that each of his case studies
can be interpreted differently and that monastic foundations and bishops’
involvement in them were not inevitably motivated by the creation of peace
networks or the settlement of disputes. Dalton’s study and this thesis are in
agreement that bishops were much more important during the civil war than is
usually allowed, but they differ considerably as to the role they played, and the

reasons why they were significant.®’

Because this thesis 1s a study of bishops in society, secular historiography is as
important as ecclesiastical. Three themes are particularly important to what
follows, the nature of government, the nature of lay piety and the nature of the
aristocracy. Henry I’s regime’s importance has already been noted. Some recent
work has highlighted that 1t was by no means as centralised or as hegemonizing
as 1s often assumed and that other jurisdictions and powers, particularly
aristocratic, had a collaborative and co-operative relationship with royal
government.”> Bishops have yet to be allowed their place in this system but
Chapter One proves that they belong there. Similarly, while ‘Continuity in
government’ has become a major theme in recent work on the civil war,
bishops’ importance to it too has yet to be recognised.” Historians have also
emphasised the legitimacy of magnate government in the absence of royal
power and contemporary ecclesiastical criticism has been dismissed, but Part

Two makes clear that, in the person of the bishop, it could have considerable

practical effect.”

Lay piety in this period has always been associated with monasticism and lay

37 Dalton, ‘Churchmen’. Elsewhere, Dalton has similarly explicitly acknowledged that he has
applied continental models to English evidence. He has been criticised for doing so. Dalton,
Conquest, Anarchy and Lordship: Yorkshire 1066-1154 (Cambridge, 1994), 185-6; Crouch,
Reign, 152.

3% J. Hudson, Land, Law and Lordship in Anglo-Norman England (Oxford, 1994), 5; J.A. Green,
The Aristocracy of Norman England (Cambridge, 1997), 221.

> G. White, ‘Continuity in Government’, Anarchy, 117-44; idem, Restoration and Reform.

* Crouch, Reign, 324-9; White, Restoration and Reform, 55-6.
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society has been, for the most part, reconstructed through monastic records.”’
Bishops have hardly been considered in relation to either, perhaps because, at
first sight, they appear in the sources only as outside administrators.

Monasticism, of course, was central to lay society, but Chapter Two shows that

bishops both had an important place in the relationship between donor and
beneficiary and their own religious importance. Aristocratic society has been the
dominant subject in historiography of Stephen’s reign since the late nineteenth
century. Its character, whatever it was, has always become that of the reign as a
whole. In terms of the episcopacy, its importance lies in the fact that if magnates
were aggressive, self-interested and aggrandising, then episcopal attitudes to
them and their own reaction to bishops would be different from those resulting
from them being defensive and seeking good government, order and peace and
only consolidating their estates on that account. Both models have a long
history, both are now informed by modern anthropology and, especially, French

historiography, and both have recent proponents.*

The most positive model has been dominant in recent years. It has also formed
the basis for new emphasis on ‘continuity in government’ in, and criticism of
use of the word ‘anarchy’ to describe, the period. It is Dalton’s model 1n his
‘Churchmen and Peacemaking’. However, his Earl Ranulf II of Chester, who

has an important place in Part Two here, is very different.*’ Historians must be

*l E.g., for lay piety, C. Harper Bill, ‘The Piety of the Anglo-Norman Knightly Class’, ANS, 2
(1979), 63-77; E. Cownie, Religious Patronage in Anglo-Norman England 1066-1135
(Woodbridge, 1998). For reconstruction of society, see F.M. Stenton’s classic, The First Century
of English Feudalism, 1066-1166 (2™ ed., Oxford, 1960) for honorial communities; Hudson,
Land, Law and Lordship for legal culture; S.D. White, Custom, kinship, and gifis to saints: the
laudatio parentum in Western France, 1050-1150 (London, 1988) for modern emphasis on the
networks and negotiations that kept society intact. |

* E.g., E. King, ‘Dispute Settlement in Anglo-Norman England’, ANS, 14 (1992), 115-30; D.R.
Bates, ‘England and the Feudal Revolution’, I/ Feudalesimo Nell alto Medioevo, Settimane di
studio del centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo, 47 (Spoleto, 2000) 611- 49, 624, 634. For
the second, Dalton, Conquest, Anarchy and Lordship, 185-6. For anthropology, Disputes and
Settlements: law and human relations in the west, ed. J. Bossy (Cambridge, 1983); The
Settlement of disputes in early medieval Europe, ed. W. Davies and P. Fouracre

(Cambridge, 1986); Property and power in the early Middle Ages, ed. idem (Cambridge, 1995).
For French historiography, G. Duby, “The Nobility in the eleventh and twelfth century
Maconnais’, Lordship and Community in Medieval Europe, ed. F.L. Cheyette (new York, 1975),
137-55; T.N. Bisson, ‘The Feudal Revolution’, Past and Present, 142 (1994), 6-42 and
discussion following in nos. 152 (1996) and 155 (1997).

3 P. Dalton, ‘Aiming at the Impossible: Ranulf II earl of Chester and Lincolnshire in the reign
of King Stephen’, The Earldom of Chester and its Charters, ed. A. Thacker (Journal of the

Chester Archaeological Society, 1991), 109-34.
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wary of taking their reassessments too far. Bishops’ experience, as outlined in
Part Two, also implies that more negative appraisals still have much to be said
for them. Compromise and negotiation should not be allowed to obscure the
claims that necessitated them and ‘protected spaces’ and ‘immunities’ would not
have been necessary in a generally peaceful society. Recent work by David
Crouch and Judith Green suggests the same. Crouch has argued that, faced with
a power vacuum, magnates sought to consolidate their estates and power in
relatively autonomous blocs much like those they held in Normandy. Green,
discussing Henry I's reign, has described an aggressive, competitive, militaristic

society which was at the same time committed to and worked with the king. **

The internal structure of aristocratic society is also important to how bishops
interrelated with it.* Again it seems likely that a variety of forms coexisted. In
some areas honorial power was almost certainly still very strong, in others it was
developing into affinities but elsewhere local communities of interest were
forming or had already formed and in some might almost be classed as gentry
communities. Bishops at the very least had to interact with all these types of
magnate and community and Part Two shows that they might have played an

important part in some of the latter. They were, of course, also heads of similar

groups themselves.

Hitherto, this Introduction has emphasised the ‘public’ and ‘religious’ aspects of
the episcopate but they were also lords possessed of considerable private power.
The ‘baromial’ part of their role was and still 1s the subject of much discussion.
Contemporaries criticised bishops for letting their secular role take over and
modern historians have sometimes explained episcopal actions in similar

terms.*® Episcopal evidence has also been among the most forthcoming on

** Crouch, Reign, 147-60; Green, Aristocracy, 437-9. Crouch has also looked at the experience
of the weak, D. Crouch, ‘The local influence of the earls of Warwick, 1088-1242: a study on
decline and resourcefulness’, Midland History, 21 (1996), 1-23. A type, loyal to king and
country and working for the common good may have existed too.

*> See most recently and for a comprehensive bibliography, D. Crouch, ‘From Stenton to
MacFarlane; models of society in the twelfth and thirteenth centunes’, Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society, 6™ ser., 5 (1995), 179-200.

‘6 See GS, 157 as quoted above, p.1 and e.g. Megaw, ‘Ecclesiastical Policy’, 35-7; E.U. Crosby.
‘The organisation of the English episcopate under Henry I', Studies in Medieval and

Renaissance History, 4 (1967), 1-88, 15-17.
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military service and estate and honorial structures.”’ Like ecclesiastical

constitutional history repetition here might add more but nothing new to modem

understanding of the episcopate. This thesis 1s emphatically a study of bishops’
external rather than internal relations. From this point of view, the evidence
suggests that episcopal private power was very different from laymen’s. When it
was used forcefully it was used in the interests of the diocese, the flock and the
kingdom, not bishops’ personal ambition. When it 1s apparent as influence, as
such power often 1s, it worked to the same ends. Bishops did possess

considerable material resources and secular authority but they understood them

as part of their office.

Charters, royal, episcopal, lay and monastic, are the basis for all three Parts of
this thesis. Modern charter scholarship emphasises that behind them lay
complex political and social narré.tives. They represent social networks and
structures and were, in themselves, social mechanisms.* Methodologically,
much of what follows 1s very simple. As was noted above, bishops’ presence in
private charters has often been passed over, but by the very fact that they are
included they have to be considered in the same terms as the charters
themselves. If disputes were settled, relationships negotiated and networks
represented then bishops too were integral to them. Chapter Two and Part Two
show further that bishops were very much a part of local society through
analysis of processes recorded in private charters. Chapters Five and Six also
proffer a warning. Private charter diplomatic scholarship 1s less advanced than
understanding of their nature and it 1s still possible both to misinterpret the
evidence and to apply the ‘theory’ where 1t does not fit the material; in this case

with the result that bishops’ importance is misunderstood.

*"E.g. S.E. Gleason, An Ecclesiastical Barony of the Middle Ages. The Bishopric of Bayeux
1066-1204 (Cambridge (Mass.), 1936) and on knight's service, V.H. Galbraith, ‘An episcopal
land grant of 1085°, EHR, 44 (1929), 353-72; T.S. Purser, “The origins of English Feudalism: an
episcopal land grant revisited’, Historical Research, 73 (2000), 80-93.

8 See for fundamental discussion of how charters should be approached, P.R. Hyams, “The
Charter as a source for the early Common Law’, Journal of Legal History, 12 (1991), 173-89; D.
R. Bates, ‘Reordering the Past and Negotiating the Present in Stenton’s First Century’, The
Stenton Lecture 1999 (Reading, 2000).

*® Increasingly, editions of family charters are incorporating diplomatic comment and there are a
number of studies on particular aspects of charters, €.g. Farldom of Gloucester Charters, ed.
R.B. Patterson (Oxford, 1973); Charters of the Redvers Family and the Earidom of Devon,

1090-1217, ed. R. Bearman, Devon and Cornwall Record Society, new series, 37 (1994); D.
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The English Episcopal Acta series is the fundamental resource for Anglo-
Norman episcopal history. Without it, Part One of this thesis would have been
impossible and Part Two very difficult.”® However, Chapter Two shows that
modern historians have tended to study bishops’ charters in terms of the
administrative process they represent. This 1s, of course, very necessary, but it is
also limiting. It is best to be cautious too, to avoid relying only on acta to assess
bishops. Bishops’ charters are especially important because, in the absence of
other material, they are the major source for their personal spirituality and
religious importance. Thanks to the series, 1t 1s now possible to examine the
evidence within the same frameworks of analysis modern historians have used
to analyse monastic charter sources. Chapter Two simply focuses on the content
rather than the form of episcopal acta to prove their religious activity and
importance and personal spirituality. One further set of episcopal evidence has a
particular importance to this thesis and 1s therefore worth mentioning here.
Bishop Amulf of Lisieux, though an officer of the Norman Church, was a
secular bishop of the same generation, similar background and probably

education to many of his English peers. He knew them and worked with and

among them, he was heavily involved i1n royal politics but also deeply
committed to reform 1n the church. In his retirement, he reflected on his life. His

letter collection 1s the nearest modern historians can come to the English mid-

twelfth century secular episcopate.”’

With the collapse of secular government bishops were left as the only impartial,

permanent and legitimate authonty in the kingdom. Like kings, they were

Postles, ‘Choosing witnesses in twelfth-century England’, frish Jurist, new series, 23 (1988),
330-46 and, especially, The Earldom of Chester and its Charters. However, there is, as yet, no
more general work on the subject. There 1s therefore no substitute for perusal of large numbers
of charters as diplomatic traiming. Zarly Yorkshire Charters, 12 vols, vols i-iii, ed. W. Farrer
(Edinburgh, 1914-6), vols, iv-xi1, ed. C.T. Clay (Yorkshire Archaeological Society, Record
Series, Extra Series, 1935-65) 1s the best basis for this.

%0 For the acta and the series itself, see, e.g. F.M. Stenton, ‘Acta episcoporum’, Cambridge
Historical Journal, 3 (1929), 1-14; C.R. Cheney, English Bishops’ Chanceries (Manchester,
1950); J. Barrow, ‘From the Lease to the Certificate: the evolution of episcopal acta in England
and Wales (c. 700-c.1250)°, Die Diplomatik der Bischofsurkunde von 1250, ed. C. Haidacher,
W. Kofler (Innsbruck, 1995), 529-43. For a list of acra editions before the Series began, see
EEA, 1, Lincoln, xxix.

S The Letters of Arnulf of Lisieux, ed. F. Barlow (Camden Soc., 3" ser., 61, 1939) C.P. Schriber
has produced a translation of the letters, The Letter Collections of Arnulf of Lisieux (Lampeter,
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expected to stand above politics. As a result, the civil war period saw an
increase in episcopal incorporation in private charter address clauses and
requests for and issuing of episcopal confirmations of transactions.”” This much
is agreed, but bishops’ role has often been interpreted as passive and/or
ineffective and to have only developed because of the absence of royal power.”
Part Two makes clear that bishops were much more than legal repositories, that
they possessed their authonity from the beginning and that it could be a much
more active, positive and powerful force than 1s usually allowed. Edmund King
noted in 1990 that, ‘A study of charters addressed to bishops would be of great

>* Part Two shows that strong patterns emerge in bishops’ presence in

Interest.
or absence from private charter address clauses. Some individuals and some
religious houses might incorporate the relevant bishop in their charters but
others might not; charters from some donors to a monastery might include the
bishop but charters from others might not. Those who address bishops and those
who do not can be loosely grouped according to their similar loyalties, motives
and activities and experiences in the civil war. Address clauses of private

charters can therefore be used to assess bishops’ authority and place in local

politics and religion.

Part Two and Chapter Eight show that similar patterns emerge in the address
clauses of royal charters issued by King Stephen, Empress Matilda and Duke
Henry. As in private charters, bishops’ appearances have been passed over.
Chapters One and Eight describe how this i1s a historiographical phenomenon
with little basis in the sources themselves and go on to show that the clauses
prove that bishops played an important role in royal government during the civil
war.” Examining address rather than attestation clauses in such charters is also
to shift the focus from the centre to the localities. Royal charters therefore
encapsulate the aims of this thesis. By looking for episcopal evidence in the

localities where modern history has shown that Stephen’s reign must be

1997).
>2 E.g., Hudson, Land, Law and Lordship, 228.

> E.g. Brett, English Church, 146; B. Thompson, ‘Free Alms Tenure in the Twelfth Century,
ANS, 16 (1993), 221-43, 224-6.

> E. King, ‘The Foundation of Pipewell Abbey, Northamptonshire’, Haskins Society Journal, 2
(1990), 167-78, 170.

> References have been held over to the extended discussions below, pp. 28ff, 1951
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examined, by assessing that evidence in the light of new contexts which replace

outdated intellectual frameworks, what follows shows that better bishops were

much more important to and involved 1n King Stephen’s reign than has hitherto

been allowed.
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PART 1
THE ANGLO-NORMAN EPISCOPACY ON THE EVE OF CIVIL WAR
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CHAPTER ONE
THE POLITICAL CONTEXT

Henry I’s reign is essential to an understanding of the national and local political
and governmental power, authority and i1dentity of the episcopate in the civil war
period. As noted above, Henry I’s government is regularly portrayed as newly
rational and centralised and as creating an 1deology of ‘administrative
kingship’." The same is true of Henry II’s and the combination of the two has
only emphasised the theme even more.” Ritual and spirituality in kingship and

local government and local sources of power were much reduced in importance
and this has long been the basis for the marginalisation of the episcopate in
Stephen’s reign. In fact, the episcopacy had a much more important place in
government, kingdom and local society through the reign of Henry and thus on
the eve of the civil war than has hitherto been allowed.” What follows is divided
into three sections, governmental, military and ideological. All three were
paralleled in the reign of Stephen. However, because they often continued
within a context of a general decline in authority and power on all sides then,
because they were, perhaps, less clearcut and because of the vaganes of the
evidence, material from 1100-1135 is essential to understanding them, all the
more so because in the civil war period the past history of various powers

became of some importance.

‘Bishops in government’ is here used to describe the bishops as a whole and as
an office rather than those individuals who served the king and also happened to
be bishops. This ‘king’s man’ bishop is a historiographical phenomenon i1n its

own right which has had influence in interpretation of Stephen’s church and

! Southern, ‘Place of Henry I’; C.W. Hollister and J.W. Baldwin, ‘“The rnise of administrative
kingship: Henry I and Philip Augustus’, American Historical Review, 83 (1978), 867-905;
Hollister, ‘Anglo Norman Political Culture and the Twelfth Century Renaissance’, 1n Anglo-
Norman Political Culture and the twelfth century Renaissance. Proceedings of the Borchard
Conference on Anglo-Norman History, ed. idem (Woodbridge, 1997), 1-17; as an e.g. of the
same understanding as used by a histonian of Stephen’s reign, Crouch, Reign, 17.

2 Hollister, ‘Anglo Norman Political Culture’, 17, saw the connection as progress.

3 Since all this could only happen within a much less administrative kingdom, it 1s to be hoped,
therefore, that this chapter also makes a small contribution to understanding of Henry I's reign

per se.
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which is discussed in depth in Chapters Two and Nine. Here its importance lies

in that a ‘king’s man’, whether he acted centrally or locally, was a royal agent
and exercised and possessed power as such. While bishops did sometimes act in
this capacity their governmental and indeed ‘royal’ power was integral to their

office, intimately linked to but semi-autonomous of the king himself.

There is in fact little work on this subject; Archbishop Anselm and the
Church/State conflict have dominated studies of episcopal relations with Henry I
at the cost of less dramatic but arguably very important issues.” Further, Martin
Brett explicitly stated that he would not consider relations with the king or
secular governmental activity in his English Church under Henry I. Similarly,
Judith Green recognised the continued importance of the Church to the King but
chose not to deal with the subject at length. The comprehensiveness and quality
of these two studies may have contributed to the issue being passed over
elsewhere. It might well be that others have assumed that since Brett and Green
do not cover the issue then it is unimportant. Green herself assumed Brett had
dealt with it, ‘Little is said about the king and the church as this subject has been
admirably covered by Martin Brett’s book’.® Only Norman Cantor and Everett
U. Crosby have discussed the issues in detail but both are rarely cited by modern

historians.’

* For ‘king’s men’, ‘F.O. types’ and ‘civil servants’ see, Galbraith, ‘Notes on the career of *
Samson’, 87. In Cheney’s From Becket to Langton, bishops also have a ‘civil servant’ like
mentality, passim. Karl Leyser contrasted the ‘holy man’, St Hugh, with the rest of the
episcopate, ‘The Angevin Kings and the Holy Man’, St Hugh of Lincoln: Lectures delivered at
Oxford and Lincoln to celebrate the eighth centenary of St Hugh's consecration as bishop of
Lincoln, ed H. Mayr-Harting (Oxford, 1987), 49-73, reprted, Leyser, Communications and
Power in Medieval Europe: The Gregorian Revolution and Beyond (London, 1994), 157-75.
Most recently, Chnistelow, ‘Chancellors’, passim.

5 Barlow, English Church, chapter 7.

® Brett, English Church, 1, 113; J.A. Green, The Government of England under Henry I
(Cambridge, 1986), 34, 8-10, quotation at 1x.

" Cantor, Church, Kingship and Lay Investiture in England, passim; Crosby, ‘English episcopate
under Henry I’, comment 1n Brett, English Church, 100, nt. 1, this being Brett’s only reference.
Neither Barlow, English Church, nor Green, Government, make any reference to it.
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1.1. Government

The power and identity of the Anglo-Saxon bishop had- been intimately linked
with his ancient and deep-rooted role in the government of the shire. The bishop
was responsible for the defence of his city, contributed to that of the kingdom

and with the earl and the sheriff was the leader of the shire court. His role in the
latter was essential to its workings and symbolised for Frank Barlow the
intimacy of the relationship between Church, king and government in late
Anglo-Saxon England.® He acted there by right of his office rather than as a
royal agent.” His was a customary and a traditional authority autonomous of but
also customarily and traditionally associated with the king, royal law and royal

justice.

Historiographically, it 1s generally accepted that there was continuity in the role
of the episcopacy in government across the Conquest and in the settlement of
the kingdom, but that its importance soon faded.'® The origins of this approach
are to be found 1n William I'’s legislation on the Church. In a charter which dealt
with several elements of the episcopal and ecclesiastical role in government the
king removed ecclesiastical cases from the ‘hundred’ court to the bishop’s own
court.'' For earlier historians this equated to the removal of bishops from the
shire courts and to the beginnings of separation of spiritual and temporal.
Ecclesiastical desire for this change and the influence of what 1s the most
famous vignette of episcopal participation in the shire court - Bishop Wulfstan
of Worcester sleeping through the secular proceedings - has been seen as
showing a Church beginning to withdraw itself.'* From 1072 there is also a

significant reduction in the number of surviving royal charters that address

8 Barlow, English Church 1000-1066 (London, 1963), 145-53.

> E. Mason, St Wulfstan of Worcester, c. 1008-1095 (Oxford, 1990), 139; Barlow, English
Church, 97-8, 146-9.

10 See especially for that early period, H.R. Loyn, ‘William’s bishops, some further thoughts’,
ANS, 10 (1988), 223-35, passim.

'1' CS. no. 94; Regesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum. The Acta of William I (1066-1087), ed.
D.R. Bates (Oxford, 1998), no. 129. Traditionally dated to 1072, but more recent editors have
been more cautious, CS gives, 1072x85, Bates suggests 1077 as a possibility. For traditional
approaches see, W. Stubbs, The Constitutional History of England (6™ ed., 3 vols, Oxford,
1897), i, 324; C.H. Haskins, Norman Institutions (Cambridge (Mass.), 1918), 30; Brooke,

English Church, 136.
'GP, 282.
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bishops while the presence of ' laymen 1s proportionally greater..13 Colin Morrtis
showed as long ago as 1967 that the Conqueror’s legislation meant nothing of
the kind but the more traditional approach still has a good deal of influence.
W.L. Warren concluded in 1987 that the, ‘bishops ceased to attend as a matter of
course’. " It will be suggested below that it is likely that this assumption is the

basis for passing over the episcopal presence in royal charter address clauses.

Under Henry I this loss of position and significance supposedly accelerated,
paralleled by a decline in the status of the sheriff and the earl."” Itinerant
justices, increasing centralisation and the growth in importance of the king’s law

affected the status of local powers. The sheriff’s powers were controlled and

limited and his office held by men of lower social status than before. He was no
longer the great semi-autonomous figure he had been after the conquest but was
now much more explicitly a royal agent.'® For W.L. Warren, the shire court was
no longer a comprehensive body while for Green the sheriff was ‘enmeshed’ by
this change.'’ Brett used the same word to describe the ecclesiastical experience:
"... |[government] enmeshed the greater churches by the multiplication of the
royal agents and forms of royal action.’'® For Christopher Holdsworth, bishops’

loss of status and their new dependence on new royal power entailed their

weakness and lack of ability and will on the eve of the civil war. It also meant
that the bishops could no longer cope when that royal authority was much

reduced.”” More moderately, the most common impact of this model is a basic

lack of consideration of the place of the bishop 1n studies of government during

Stephen’s reign. *

'> Bates, Regesta, no. 57. Recognised anecdotally by Mason, Wulfstan, 140.

'4 C. Moris, ‘William I and the Church Courts’, EHR, 82 (1967), 449-63; W.L. Warren, The
Governance of Norman and Angevin England (London, 1987), 62.

'S Warren, Governance, 57, 62, Green, Government, 119. Most work on this subject has
focussed on the reign of Stephen and the significance of his creations. There 1s an extensive
literature on this subject, see tor a thoughtful summary and references, Crouch, Reign, 84-90.

'® Warren, Governance, 81; Green, Government, 119-23, esp. 123; for important analysis of this
in the earliest years of Henry 1I, see G. White, Restoration and Reform, 1153-1165 (Cambridge,

2000), 91-9.
'7 Warren, Governance, 81; Green, Government, 122.

'® Green, Government, 122; Brett, ‘The English Abbeys, their Tenants and the King (950-1150)’,
Chiesa e mondo feudale nei secoli x-xii. 1992. Miscellanea del Centro di studi medioevali, 14

(Milan, 1995), 277-302, 297.

19 Holdsworth, ‘The Church’, 215.
20 White, ‘Continuity in Government’, Anarchy, 11743, makes no reference to this. Nor does
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Hitherto the continued significance of the bishop in government has been

1.*' His importance to its operation 1s

recognised only in the case of the ordea
emphasised in William I’s writ. Modern historiography has seen the ordeal in
two different ways: as a negotiatory element within local society and as the tool
of government and of the ruler and as associating that ruler with God’s justice. It
was, as ever, almost certainly a combination of the two. It was an alternative,
autonomous jurisdiction but entailed ‘... no innate antagonism with effective
exercise of royal power, [indeed it] could be a means of exercising that
power.’** It was a traditional and spiritual power integrated into the secular
governance of the kingdom. It was also much more than bureaucratic. An 1126
charter of Henry I setting out the agreed boundaries between the various
jurisdictions of the Earl of Gloucester and the Bishop of Llandaff in South
Wales illustrates how the ordeal could still impinge on even the greatest
magnates.” Trial by water was to be carried out on the nearest episcopal land to
Cardiff Castle and trial by 1iron at Llandaft itself. It 1s also worth noting that this
charter confirmed that the bishop was to have his own Welsh reeves, that their
names were to be enrolled 1n his writ 1n the presence of the earl’s court and that

he himself was to have a list of the Welsh officials of the earl. Episcopal power

was still considerable in South Wales at least, not least in religion.

Bartlett’s description of the ordeal 1s similar to the new thinking on Henry I and
Henry II’s governance noted in the Introduction. It 1s now apparent that the
first’s was less domineering and exclusive and his relations with his magnates
less hostile than used to be thought. Central government was not so all pervasive

as has in the past been stressed nor did it desire to be so. Other, particularly

Yoshitake, ‘Arrest’. White has very recently recognised some role for the bishop, Restoration
and Reform, 66-7.

‘! On England under Henry I see Green, Government, 9. See for a parallel statement on
Normandy, D. Bates, Normandy before 1066 (London, 1982), 205.

°2 R. Bartlett, Trial by Fire and Water. The Medieval Judicial Ordeal (Oxford, 1986), 39-41, 69;
P.R. Hyams, ‘Trial by ordeal: the key to proof in the early common law’, On the Laws and
Customs of England: Essays in Honour of S. E. Thorne, ed. M.S. Amold, T.A. Green, S.A.
Scully, S.D. White (Chapel Hill, 1981), 90-126, Hudson, The Formation of the English Common
Law. Law and Society in England from the Norman Congquest to Magna Carta (London, 1996),

72-6.
2 RRAN, ii, no. 1466.
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seigniorial, jurisdictions operated in concert with rather than in spite of the

’s.”* Magnates have been re-evaluated as willingly accepting the king’s law

king
and allowed a more significant place in the ‘management’ of the country than
before; ‘... historians often write of royal intervention in the affairs of lords and
men but overemphasis on royal control and on enforcement perpetuates too
confrontationist a view of Anglo-Norman history: kings and barons, if
sometimes in opposition, also had many shared interests. For example, the

honour court can be seen not as an essential threat to royal power, but rather one

123

means by which the conquerors ruled their conquered acquisition.’” Graeme

White has shown that Henry II relied on traditional jurisdictions and their

holders 1n government over the royal court and the royal justices in his first
years. For political reasons, he referred cases back to the localities rather than

dealing with them in his own court. Innovation and intervention did not begin

until after 1165.%

Bishops were, of course, lords too and their ecclesiastical courts also dealt with
political, tenunal and social issues. What follows here deals with their role in
‘public’ secular government but their other powers did not conflict with the
king’s. Indeed, it could be combinations of jurisdictions which saw cases
eventually resolved. A case between Autin of Huntingdon and Ramsey abbey
over the church of Shillington, saw the use of a royal writ, the lord’s court and

eventually the bishop’s claiming the right to deal with 1t 1n his court.”’

Both the Leges Henrici Primi and the Leges Edwardi Confessoris assumed that
bishops continued to work in the shire court.”® As was emphasised in the

Introduction, royal charter address clauses are crucial in this respect. Bishops

24 First visible in Stenton’s First Century, 213-4, but he then follows the traditional scheme on

the harshness of Henry and his exclusion of such from government, 218-24; Warren,
Governance, 40-4. Warren also used the word ‘management’ to replace “government’ (44). This
is useful - it is less strict and allows for a much looser control and a central authority with less

impressive ambitions. Hudson, Land, Law and Lordship, 5 and Green, Aristocracy, 221, have
emphasised this more co-operative and less centralised government.

%> Hudson, Land, Law and Lordship, 5.

26 White, Restoration and Reform, passim, 162-73, 180-90.
27 English Lawsuits from William I to Richard I, ed. R.C. Van Caenegem, Selden Society, 106-7

(2 vols., 1990-1), 1, no. 233. .
28 Leges Henrici Primi, ed. L. J. Downer (Oxford, 1972), 98. For reference to this in the context

of William I's church legislation, see Morris, “Church Courts’, 460.
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may have been addressed relatively rarely in the charters of William I and
especially William II, but they reappear in a significant number of those of
Henry I, where almost half of the charters which address lay officials in the
shires also address the bishop.” Historians and diplomatists of the reign of
Henry I have assumed that the presence of an official or an individual in the
address clause of a royal charter was ‘real’- it was based on real power and
authority and on a real connection between that figure and the central
government. However, they have not allowed the bishops’ inclusion this same
substance, and hence he has not been allowed an equivalent status and role in
government. This exclusion can only be due to adherence to the traditional view
that bishops no longer played an important part in government. There i1s no other
explanation. It surprised Stenton that bishops still appeared in address clauses,
believing as he did that they had removed from the shire courts. He could only

explain it by their occasional continued attendance.”

Episcopal inclusion has also been compared to the earl’s as a courtesy or a
hangover of traditional diplomatic forms.”' However, the real decline in the
earl’s power was paralleled in reduced inclusion in address clauses. Earls hardly
appear in Henry I’s charters. In passing, in one of the most interesting of those
where they do, the king ordered the earl and the bishop to question the lawful
men of the hundred over the alleged misdeeds of the sheriff.>* When the conduct
of royal agents was called into question impartial commissioners were necessary
and the earl and the bishop were called in. Bishops’ presence in address clauses
did not decline in the same way as the earls’. Bishops were most often addressed
on ecclesiastical issues but so too were all officials, lay or religious. This 1s a
result of the nature of the surviving evidence rathef than a function of the

episcopal office. Bishops were regularly addressed with the shire in charters and

2 The chronological order of the calendar of RRAN, ii, makes it easy to show that this was a
constant throughout the reign: e.g. nos. 1186 (1118)-1389 (1123), 71 charters and writs address
the bishops and another 51 only address lay officials; nos. 1390 (1123)- 1605 (1129), 62 and 55
respectively; nos. 1606 (1129)-1989 (1135), 100 and 154 respectively. It should be noted that
the proportion of charters addressed to bishops does not decline. For comment, see P. Wormald,
‘Laga Eadwardi: The Textus Roffensis and its Context’, ANS, 17 (1995), 243-66, repr. with

changes, Legal Culture in the early Medieval West (London, 1999), 115-38, 134.
30 Stenton, First Century, 107-9.

I Crouch, Reign, 87.
32 PRAN, ii, no. 1423.
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writs dealing with grants to laymen or confirmations of wardship, inheritance or

marriage.” These and monastic financial issues were ostensibly ecclesiastical

responsibilities, but had much more than religious significance.’

For the most part bishops are addressed with the shernff and the justices and
barons of the county. Henry I’s famous order to Urse d’Abétot ordering him to
hold the shire court only as it should be held included the bishop.>> The bishop
of Norwich with the sheriff and the rest of the shire were ordered to ensure
ecclesiastical and secular rights of Battle Abbey. If they failed to do so the royal
justice Ralf Basset would. Between 1115 and 1121 Henry I 1ssued a writ to the

shire court of Lincolnshire including the bishop and ordered that it not hear a

136

case before the king’s arrival.”™ As members of the shire court, bishops were

also regularly informed of the autonomy of other jurisdictions. In the early part
of King Henry’s reign, Bishop Robert of Chester and others were ordered not to

summon the monks of St Remi of Rheims to hundred or shire courts.’’ In each

of these cases bishops were addressed as shire figures not executive agents of
the crown. Sometimes though the shire did act as enforcing agent of cases

resolved 1n the king’s court. In 1109 the archbishop of Canterbury and the

county of Kent were ordered to ensure the settlement of a case as it had been
decided in the king’s court.”® A writ of 1121 issued at Clarendon ordered the
bishop of Exeter, the sheriff and Devonshire to ensure that the abbot of
Tavistock held his market there as had been ordered in a previous writ.”
Notifications of results of cases decided at the royal court may well also have

. . : 40
been orders to ensure that its decisions were carried out.

Bishops also acted as the king’s executive agents as individuals.*' ¢.1120 x 1130

3 1bid,, ii, e.g. nos. 729, 848, 1445, 1465, 1517-18, 1524, 1534, 1609, 1639, 1722-3, 1808-09.
*E. g, ibid., ii, nos. 669, 760; English Lawsuits, 1, no. 231.

> RRAN, ii, no. 892.

3 Tbid,, ii, no. 1374.

37 Tbid., ii, no. 900.

* Ibid., ii, no. 934.

% 1bid., ii, no. 1274.

“E.g. ibid,, ii, nos. 1054, 1176, 1751.

‘I H.A. Cronne, ‘The office of local justiciar in England under the Norman kings’, University of

Birmingham Historical Journal, 6 (1957-8), 18-38, argued that bishops were local justiciars.
However, there is neither explicit evidence of this nor necessity for their position to be so
defined or titled. It is best to err on the side of caution with J. Green, Government, 9, 107,
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a writ ordered the bishop of Ely to ensure that no one docked at Cambridge save
at the king’s dock. If any did so, then the case was to go before the justiciar.*’
c.1133 Henry I ordered Bishop Bernard of St Davids to command Walter son of
Wisceo to restore lands of which he had disseised Gloucester abbey. He had
already ordered Walter himself to do so, £t nisi feceris episcopus Sancti David
faciat™™ Bishops are also to be found in address clauses with royal justices. An
1133 writ notified the bishop of Norwich and royal justices of the status of the

canons of Ipswich. In future, pleas were only to be held before themselves

because the canons were the king’s men.**

Bishops are recognised as having played an important role in building Henry
II's legitimacy in his first years at the centre. They also fulfilled this same
essentially local role then too in the reestablishment of stability and the
settlement of disputes. White has emphasised how Henry II preferred to allow
local settlement of disputes rather than impose himself in order to smooth the
peace process; bishops were integral to this.*” In 1156 x 1157 the bishop of
Chester’s deputy, the archdeacon of Derby, and the sheriff took part in an

inquest by royal command in the house of the dean of Derby.** A series of
charters for St Benet’s Holme address the sheriff and the bishop.*’ Henry II
addressed a charter to the bishop of Lincoln and Simon de Senlis, earl of
Northampton 1n 1155 for Daventry;, he did not address the sheriff almost
certainly because he was the cause of one of the settled disputes.*® As duke,

Henry had issued a wrnit to Hugh Bigod, earl of Norfolk and the bishop of

followed by P. Wormald, ‘Quadnpartitus’, Law and Government in Medieval England and
Normandy: Studies presented to Sir James Holt, ed. G. Garnett and J. Hudson, (Cambrnidge,
1994), 111-47, repr., Legal Culture, 81-114. Here from the latter, 110. The evidence 1s address
clauses of royal charters. There 1s also a charter of Stephen’s last year which regrants the status
of local justiciar of Lincoln and Lincolnshire to the bishop. It states that his predecessors had

held the position before him, RRAN, 11, no. 490.

*2 RRAN., ii, no. 1729.
3 Ibid., ii, nos. 1754, 1755.
* Ibid., ii, no. 1783, see also nos. 1551,1664 and discussion of Lincolnshire below.

*> For this period, E. Amt, The Accession of Henry Il in England: Royal Government Restored,
1149-1159 (Woodbridge, 1993), White, Restoration and Reform. For an important discussion of
the settlement of disputes in the aftermath of the civil war, J. C. Holt, “The Treaty of
Winchester’, Anarchy, 291-316, esp. 295-306.

% English Lawsuits, ii, no. 365.
4 Ibid., ii, nos. 354-5, 359, 383a and b. Nos. 366 and 370 only address the sheriff but are very

much part of the same series. For background to the St. Benet Holme charters and comment on

the bishop’s role, see Harper Bill, "Bishop William Turbe’, 147.
8 Cartae Antiquae, Rolls 1-10, Pipe Roll Society, n.s. 17 (1939), ed. L. Landon, 173.
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Norwich asking them to protect the lands of Gloucester abbey.*

Bishops were notified, as they had been in the time of Henry I, of the settlement
of lay land issues: a case between Waleran fitz Walter and Robert fitz Sawin
was settled by compromise betore the king in his court and the resulting charter
was addressed to the bishop of Lincoln. This was related to a larger settlement,
of which the result was addressed to the two bishops and the shenffs and
ministers " of the relevant counties.”® The king used and co-operated with
episcopal courts themselves as the complexities of the war were sorted out.
Robert de Percy restored lands to Gerbert de Percy in the court of his lord
Bishop Jocelin of Salisbury and this was confirmed by the king. Later Bishop
Jocelin was ordered by the king to hear the case again.”’ Royal gifts to laymen
also still addressed bishops in Henry II’s first years. His grant to Fulk fitzZWarin
was addressed to the bishop of Lincoln and the county of Leicester.’”
Confirmations of lands held by laymen of other lords could also be addressed to
the bishop.” Henry II also immediately appointed Bishop Hilary of Chichester
as sheriff of Sussex. He almost certainly relied as much on the bishop’s local
knowledge and existing authority in the shire as his capacity as a royal clerk

with administrative skills.”*

The extent to which Henry I, at least, still relied on a traditional authority which
worked with, rather than took orders from, him is clear in a report of the
reception of a charter in the court of Bishop John of Bath. The bishop received
the king’s writ in his own court, but did not carry out its instructions until his
own advisors had investigated whether the royal decision had been based on a
correct interpretation of the case.”” It may well be that a process such as this lies

behind some writs which notify bishops and shires of royal decisions and which

* RRAN, iii, no. 364.
50 Cartae Antiquae, Rolls 11-20, Pipe Roll Society, n.s. 33 (1960), ed. J. Conway Davies, 477-

79.
! English Lawsuits, i, nos. 374, 397.

’2 Recueil des Actes de Henri I, ed. L. Delisle, E. Berger (4 vols., Paris, 1906-27), 11, no. 9.

>3 Ibid., ii, nos. 85-6.

>4 H. Mayr-Harting, ‘ Hilary, bishop of Chichester (1147-69) and Henry 1I’, £AR, 78 (1963),
209-24, 213-15.

55 English Law Suits, i, no. 226. For similar charters of Henry II in which the power dynamic and
the importance of the local official is explicit, see White, Resforation and Reform, 171-3.
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at a superficial level portray them as royal agents.”

Both before and after Stephen’s reign bishops played a part in central and local
government. This continuity 1s in 1itself significant. Bishops acted as the king’s
executive agents but also as members of the shire hierarchy in their own right.
This distinction, perhaps often blurred 1n actuality, was important. It meant that
episcopal authority was to some extent integral to the office and autonomous of
the king but still very definitely associated with the good of the kingdom and the
region. They had neither lost out to the extent that has been suggested in the past
to the new system, nor was their authority completely dependent upon or
associated with that system. They were not enmeshed in, but complementary to

and integrated with, royal authority.

1.2. Military duties and characteristics

The extent to which bishops contributed anything more than their obligatory
military service to the king on the eve of the civil war has often been
underestimated and where episcopal military power has been discussed it has
often been assumed to be ‘private’ or ‘baromal’ in character. This is particularly
true of Stephen’s reign. Castles, military service and the military character of the
episcopacy were also at the root of a number of conflicts between Church and
State in England. Military characteristics are therefore crucial to an
understanding of the episcopal office. What follows shows that bishops still
played an important role in the maintenance of the kingdom’s internal security
on the eve of the civil war and that that role was only and intimately associated

with the ‘public’ government of the kingdom and with the king himself.

Everett Crosby 1s the only modern historian to have considered the military role
of Henry I’s episcopate in depth. He concentrated in the main on its early years

and attributed a build-up of episcopal military capacity not to the king but to

bishops’ personal ambitions, ‘During the reign of Henry I.... the bishops were

% E.g. RRAN, ii, nos. 729, 1054, 1255.
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building their power and the king was able to keep them under control.” For
him, the king’s promotion of the military strength of the bishop was a dangerous
game: granting power and wealth opened up the possibility of it being misused
in the service of independent ambitions.”’ He is not alone in seeing this as
proven in 1139. For Isobel Megaw, episcopal castle building was as dangerous
as that of the laity and Stephen was justified in taking the chance to reduce the
dangerous power of the bishops when he could. ‘On the basis of their military

power as well in the eyes of the king and 1n the life of the realm, bishops often

enjoyed prestige and power that was little different from that of the most
important lay lords.””® Ostensibly, the evidence of Stephen’s reign supports this
approach, especially the Gesta Stephani’s comments about Bishops Roger of

Chester and Alexander of Lincoln quoted in the Introduction.”

That the episcopate was of importance in the consolidation of the Norman duchy
in the eleventh century and again in the aftermath of the Conquest is well
accepted. It was paralleled in the Anglo-Saxon tradition in an episcopal duty to
defend the city and contribute to the defence of the kingdom. Bishops were also
fundamental to Henry I’s survival in his early years.®” Episcopal military
capacity’s importance 1s clear too in the royal disputes with Anselm and
William of St. Calais. However, generally, the increasingly financial nature of
military obligations, the apparent impact of reform, apparent internal peace and
the administrative rather than military style of kingship have led to a lack of

acknowledgement of a continued military capacity of the episcopate in the

remainder of Henry’s reign.®’

In fact, Henry was - vulnerable throughout his reign. William Clito and the
succession provided potential foci for unrest and he was keen to restrict the

latent power of the great magnates in England. Their ambitions were difficult to

>’ Crosby, ‘English episcopate under Henry I’, 15-17.

! Megaw, ‘Ecclesiastical Policy’, 35-7.

> GS, 104.

**E.g., The Chronicle of John of Worcester, ed. R.R. Darlington and P. McGurk (3 vols.,
Oxford, 1998), iii, 55 for Wulfstan of Worcester in 1088 and 99 for only the natives and the
bishops standing by the king in 1101.

°l H. Chew, The English Ecclesiastical Tenants in Chief and Knights Service, especially in the
thirteenth and fourteenth Centuries (Oxford, 1932), 38.
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keep in check and men of significance in England became involved in revolt in
Normandy. Waleran of Meulan was the brother of the earl of Leicester, the most
powerful landholder in the central midlands. William de Roumare went into
revolt over his claims to his mother’s lands in Lincolnshire and, while he was
soon back in favour, the king must always have been wary of him.®* William
was half brother to the earl of Chester who remained at peace but who also had
unrequited claims and whose power was also restricted by the king. The
importance of such men in the collapse of royal authority in the reign of Stephen
1s a commonplace. The king’s attempts to deal with these problems included the
imposition of ‘new men’ into areas where great magnates had influence. This
often caused friction in itself. > Bishops could play a similar role without the
attendant disruption to local society because, theoretically, their commitment to

the king and absence of personal ambition could be assumed.

Evidence from the case study diocese of Lincoln is most explicit in this respect.
Half the castleguard the bishop owed to the royal castle in the city was
transferred to his own castle at Newark. The king also supported episcopal
attempts to develop the town there.®* The bishop’s new castle was not the first
on the site because the strategic significance of the Trent crossing had been
recognised when the Normans arrived. By the time the new castle and town
began to grow 1t also had intermal importance. It placed the bishop right in the
centre of a group of potentially difficult magnates: Earl Robert of Leicester,
William de Roumare and Earl Ranulf IT of Chester. Various explanations for this
transfer of the bishop’s military power have been put forward. For some it

symbolised a withdrawal of the bishop from participation in secular affairs and
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