MONARCHY AND NOBLITY IN THE LATIN KINGDOM OF
JERUSALEM 1099-1131: ESTABLISHMENT AND ORIGINS

Alan V. Murray

A Thesis Submitted for the Degree of PhD
at the
University of St. Andrews

1988

Full metadata for this item is available In
Research@StAndrews:FullText
at:
http:/ /research-repositoryv.st-andrews.ac.uk

Please use this identifier to cite or link to this item:
http:/ /hdl.handle.net/10023/2641

This item is protected by original copyright



MONARCHY AKD NOBILITY IN THE LATIN
KINGDOX Or JERUSALEM 1099-1131:

ESTABLISHMENT ANRD CRIGINS

by

ALAN V. MURRAY

A thesis submitted to the University of St Andrews

for the degree of Ph. D.

February 1988




I, Alan Victor Hurray, hereby certify that this thesis which is
approxinately 80,000 words in length has been written by ne, that it is the
record of work carried out by me and that it has not been submitted in any
previcus application for a higher degree.

date signature of candidate

1 was adnitted as a research student under Ordinance No. 12 in October
1981 and as a candidate for the degree of Ph. D. in October 1982; the
aigher study for which this is a record was carried out at the Universities
of St Andrews and Freiburg between 1982 and 1987.

ﬁte/z./rx W

signature of candidate

I hereby .certify that the candidate has fulfilled the conditions of the
Resolution and Regulations appropriate to the degree of Ph. D. of the
University of St Andrews and that he is qualified to submit this thesis for

that degree,

/L (% p &'
date /4/ signature of supervisor

In submitting this thesis to the University of St Andrews I understand that
I am giving permission for it to be made available for use in accordance
with the regulations of the University Library for the time being in force,
subject to any copyright vested in the work not being affected thereby. I
also understand that the title and abstract will be published, and that a
copy of the work may be made and supplied to any bopa fide library or

research worker.



ABSTRACT

The starting-point of this thesis is the question of the origin of the
nobility in the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem up to 1131. This is discussed in
parallel with the question of the origins of the monarchy itself and that
0f relations between the two institutions.

Chapter 1 discusses the European origins of the monarchy which derived
from two distinct dynastic traditions, the House of Ardennes-Verdun whose
pawer had declined in the later gevinth century and was extinguished on the
‘eve of the crusade, and the House of Boulogne which was in an ascendant.

Chapter 2 examines Godfrey of Bouillon's crusading army between 1096
and 1099. Originally almost exclusively Lotharingian in composition, the
army absorbed numerous elements from other contingents in the course of
the march. The minority who remained in Outremer after 1099 were of
diverse origin and had developed strong ties to the Ardennes-Boulogne
family,

. Chapter 3 re-assesses the generally accepted nature of the state
established in Palestine by the First Crusade, arguing that this was a
secular monarchy headed by a princeps whose authority derived from God.

Chapter 4 deals with the origins of the nobility and is an analysis of
prosopographical material presented in the Appendix, while Chapter 5 is a
chronologically-based analysis of relations between monarchy and nobility.
The nobility comprised four main groups: Lotharingians and Germans;
Normans; Flemings, and Picards; and men from the Ile-de-France and the
surrounding areas. The last group increased in numbers and influence after
the accession of a new dynasty in the person of Baldwin II. Resentment
against his policles, and a growing factionalism based on dynastic
loyalties and geographical origins enabled sections of the nobilty to

threaten the monarchy in this and the next reign.
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INTRODUCTION

The Latin £Kingdom of Jerusalem, established by the victorious
crusaders in Palestine in July 1098, was one of the first colonial
sqcieties of the Middle Ages. The paramount criterion of social and
legal status was the distinction between conquerors and conquered: on
the one hand a privileged minority, French-speaking VWestern Europeans of
the Roman Catholic rite, and on the other the majority indigenous
population, consisting predominantly of Arabic-speaking MNuslims and
Christians o©of wvarious eastern rites, with an admixture o0f Armenians,
Druzes, Jews and Samaritans. The European minaritfy, known collectively
as Franks, formed the Sfaatsvolk of the Latin Kingdom, the only group in
full possession of unrestricted legal, social and political rights. As
one 0f the most recent surveys of this dichotomy has expressed it:

‘Any Frank, even the poorest and the lowest, ranked well above the
wealthiest of the native population'.’

Yet within this privileged minority important distinctions existed.
The tc;p rank of Frankish society, and consequently of the entire
kingdom, comprised the nobility. In times of war the naobles fought as
knights, on horseback and in heavy armour; they held fiefs from the king
or from their own lord who was also a noble; above all, they were
distinguished in law from the rest of the Frankish population who
belonged to a separate class known as burgesses. In short, the nobility
formed +the military and administrative class of +the Kingdom of
Jerusalem. =

What was the origin of this group? Modern historians of the Latin
East bhave almost unanimously stressed the composition of the First
Crusade as the decisive factor in deterﬁining the character of the early
Jerusalem nobility, having an importance far beyond that of any
subsequent immigration from the west. In his monograph on the Latin
Kingdom, first published in 1953, Jean Richard drew attention to the
followers of the first two monarchs, Godfrey of Bouillon and his brother
Baldwin I. His discussion of the origins of these knights came to the

following caonclusion:



'A quelques exceptions ... les premiers chevaliers etablis dans le

royaume venaient du nord de la France, et, par leurs mouvances féodales
et leurs parentés, se rattachaient aux ducs de Basse-Lorraine et aux

comtes de Boulogne dont Godefraoy éetait issu'.®
The Israeli historian Prawer made a similar paoint shortly after:

'La majorité de ces chevaliers appartenaient aux vassaux européens de la
maison de Bouillon ou était entrée au service de cette famille pendant

la croisade'.”?

More recently Riley-Smith adopted a fresh approach by examining the
BEuropean origins of individual crusaders in the first year of the
Frankish settlement, and concluded:

'Godfrey of Bouillon's domus, his household, accompanied him on the
crusade and stayed by his side in the East. It seems to have been
composed largely of men from his Duchy of Lower Lorraine. In Palestine
its nucleus consisted of some of the more important Lorrainer vassals or
0f members of their families: Garnier, Count of Grez in Brabant, who was
the most prominent and was related to Godfrey by birth and perhaps also
by marriage, Franco of Mechelen, Gerard of Avesnes and Lambert of
Montaigu'.S *

The essentially Lotharingian character of the early nobility has
been further stressed in discussions of relations between monarchy and
nobility. Richard saw in the Frankish state a reproduction of the feudal
conditions obtaining in Godfrey's duchy of Lower Lotharingia before the
crusade:

‘Nous avons déja montré que Godefroy devenu ‘roi' restait aux yeux de
ses  vassaux duc de Basse-Lorraine et leur seigneur naturel. Son frére
Baudouin jouit du méme prestige'.©

Prawer has regarded this phenomenon as the principal factor which
contributed to the relative strength of the early Jerusalem monarchy, in
contrast to that of the later twelfth century and to the second Latin
Kingdom of the period after 1187:

'As Jean Richard has pointed ocut, the court of Godfrey of Bouillom was
overwhelmingly composed of people who were his vassals in Lower
Lotharingia. The political tradition of those vassals could not have

been that of strong aristocratic opposition against the Advacatus who
was their sovereign as duke of Lotharingia'.”?

In modern scholarship, then, there exists an accepted model for the
origins of the Jerusalem nobility. Put in a simplified form, this model
states that the nobility essentially originated in the crusading army of
Godfrey of Bouillon. WVhile some knights entered his service in the
course of the crusade, the bulk of his army was made up of men who had

been his vassals in the duchy of Lower Lotharingia, and to a lesser



exi:ent, ren from the county of Baqulogne. Their traditions of obedience
and loyalty to the duke were reproduced in the Latin Kingdom, and were
major <ontributory factors to the strength of the early Frankish
monarchy.

The only full length monograph devoted to the nobility of the Latin
Kingdom remains the Familles d'Qutremer of Charles du Fresne Du Cange.®
Du Cange intended to produce a work which would be a complete version of
his principal mediaeval source, the Ligpnages d'Qutremer,® covering the
nobility of each of the crusader states for the entire period of their
existence. However the Lignages contained numerous errors and
inconsistencies.'® Furthermore Du Cange was writing in the middle of the
period which saw the publication of the greatest single collection of
sources dealing with the Latin East, and before that of the best
editions of most of the documents of the crusader states. He never
conpleted the project. His collaborator, Rey, who eventually finished
the work, had access to more and better source material and realised the
difficulties created by aver-reliance on the Lignages. Although he
attémpted to deal with as many of the inconsistencies as possible he
nevertheless felt obliged to follow the original plan in the publication
of Du Cange's work.'®?

Since that time modern monaographs have appeared which have devoted
considerable attention to the nobilities of the crusader states in
northern Syria, the county of Tripoli and the principality of Antioch.'=
As far as the Kingdom of Jerusalem is concerned various studies have
appeared, dealing with particular families or lordships. However there
has been a dearth of research on the nobility of the early kingdom as a
whole, .in particular on its origins, although, as we have seen, it is
the supposed origins of the nobility which have repeatedly been taken to
explain important political features of the early kingdom. The one
notable exception is a recent study by Riley-Smith which examines the
origins of knights who remained in Palestine after the return to Europe
0f the majority of the crusaders in 1099. However it 1is restricted
chronologlically to the short reign of Godfrey of Bouillon, July 1099 to
July 1100.'® Moreover, despite the importance attached to the presumed
Lotharingian origins of the early nobility there remains to date no



study of the composition of Godfrey's crusading army,'“ in contrast to
other contingents on the crusade.’'™

This study is therefore an attempt to £ill the gap in modern
scholarship, by investigating the origins of the early Jerusalem
nobility. However in view of the ‘Lotharingian model' which forms the
present gpinio compunis it is clear that the nobility cannot be properly
discussed without also examining the origins of the monarchy. The full
aim is therefore to clarify the origins and establishment of these two
institutions as well as the relationship between them.

Chapter 1 1is devoted to the House of Ardennes-Boulogne which
provided the first two rulers of the Latin Kingdom, Godfrey of Bouillon
and his brother Baldwin I. It examines the origins of this family, its
landed possessions, and political and dynastic interests in the period
before the First Crusade. In view 0f the stress laid on the Lotharingian
character of the early Jerusalem monarchy it also attempts to establish
the powers and functions of Godirey as duke of Lower Lotharingia.

Chapter 2 attempts to clarify the composition of the crusading army
led by Godfrey, in the first instance by identifying as many of 1its
participants as possible, and discussing their relationship to him amd
to each other. It also deals with political factors which encouraged
participation in the crusade, and conversely, non-participation. Bearing
in mind that this army took nearly three years to reach its goal it
would be a mistake to regard it as a static, unchanging entity. The
second half of this chapter therefore discusses how the composition and
structure of the army changed 1n the course of the march from Vestern
Europe to Palestine.

Chapter 3 deals with the short rule of Godfrey of Bouillon which has
remained something of an anomaly in the accepted picture of a strong
monarchy in the early kingdom. ¥ith one exception, a short but provoking
essay by Riley-Smith,'® historians have tended to regard Gadfrey as a
weak ruler, an official who was a mere servant of the Church. This
chapter attempts to define the constitutional position of Godirey in
relation to the aims of the crusade and to existing models of
gavernnent. It also attempts to re-interpret the evidence and reconcile
it with the arguments of Riley-Smith,.



The last two chapters examine monarchy and nability in the period
after their establishment in the Holy Land. Chapter 4 deals with the
Eurgpean origins of the nobility; it is primarily an analysis of the
material in the Appendix which presents prosopographical studies of the
individual members of this group. The editorial principles and the main
sogurces used in the Appendix are detailed in a separate introduction.'”
Chapter 5 1s a chronoclogically-based examination of relations between
monarchy and nobility. 1130 has been chosen as the approximate limit for
the period of this study. This date roughly marks the end of the first

generation of settlers. Thereafter it becaomes increasingly difficult to

identify origins as surnames derived from Euraopean place-names became
less meaningful, giving way to new names reflecting a different
gaeographical environment. 1131 also saw the death of Baldwin II, and the
accession of a new dynasty in the person of his son-in-law Fulk of
Anjou. It would therefore seem logical to stap at this point, especially
as the political history of the reigns of Fulk, Melisende and Baldwin
II1 has been discussed exhaustively by Mayer.'® Nevertheless, I have
discussed one event, the revolt of Hugh II of Jaffa, which took place
after the chronological limit chosen. I hape to show how this conflict
had its roots in the period before 1131, and shall therefore examine it

in the light of the relationship between monarchy and nobility in the
reign of Baldwin I1.
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CHAPTER 1

THE HOUSE OF ARDENNES-BOULOGNE

In July 1099 the leaders of the First Crusade elected Godirey of
Bouillon, Duke of Lower Lotharingia, as the first ruler of the newly
established Frankish state in Palestine, On his death a year later he
was succeeded by his brother Baldwin, who assumed the title King of
Jerusalem and reigned for eighteen years. Another brother, Eustace, had
returned to Europe on completion of his pilgrimage. He was expected by
many in Jerusalem to succeed Baldwin in turn, but on his brother's death
in 1118 Eustace's claims were defeated by a rival candidate, Baldwin of
Edessa.

Thus for the first nineteen years af the existence of the kingdom of
Jerusalem these three brothers were in turn monarchs, or in the case of
Eusface, prospective monarch of +the Frankish state. They were the
offspring of a marriage contracted at some point in the third quarter of
the eleventh century; after the death of his childless first wife Goda
Count Eustace II of Boulogne married Ida, daughter of Gadfrey II <(the
Bearded), Count of Verdun.' According to the historian William of Tyre,
writing in late twelfth-century Palestine, Godfrey was the eldest,
Baldwin the second, and Eustace the youngest son.= This, however,
appears to be a rationalisation a posteriori based on the brothers'
subsequent respective importance in the history of the kingdom of
Jerusalem, and is contradicted by earlier sources connected with the
Boulogne family. The true order of birth is given in a genealogy of the
family composed around the time of the crusade and in the life of Ida of
Boulogne written by a monk of le VWast in the Boulonnais in the 1130s.,®

The evidence of these two sources is reflected in the names given to

the three sons. The eldest, Eustace, was named after his father and was



intended to succeed to the county of Boulogne. In addition to Boulogne
there existed the prospect of a maternal inheritance. Ida‘'s brother
Godfrey III (the Hunchback) had no children. It was thus likely that at
some point his lands would pass to one of Ida's saons. Yet as the count
of Boulogne was a rear-vassal of the king of France it was unlikely that
Eustace would be permitted to succeed to Godfrey's fiefs which were
situated in Lotharingia, in the westernmost part of the Empire. Ida's
rights appear therefore to have been vested in the second son, Godfrey,
who was significantly given the leading name (Leitname) of his maternal
ancestry. The third son, Baldwin, was destined for the church. Thus the
dynastic heritage of the first ruling house of Jerusalem consisted of
two distinct components.

The founder of the House of Ardennes-Verdun was Godfrey, known as
the Captive, who died around the year 995.4 Through his paternal
grandparents, the Count of the Palace VWigerich and the Carolingian
Kunigunde, Godfrey was connected to a vast interrelated network which
included the houses of Bar, Salm and Luxembourg, and which has been
described as the 'Mid-Moselle Clan'.® This designation is somewhat
misleading in that it implies a group identity common to the entire
network, although it is doubtful to what extent its contemporary members
were aware of such a unity. The varying and at times campeting landed
interests of each family as well as the evidence of name-giving habits
suggest that dynastic consciocusness was in fact centred on the
individual ©branches. In the Ardennes-Verdun family this separate
identity was expressed 1in the characteristic names Godfrey and its
diminutive form Gozelo, which were particular to this house and accurred
in every generation.*

The acquisition by %Godfrey the Captive of the county of Verdun and
other allodial possessions on the middle Meuse established the landed
interests of the dynasty in central Lotharingia. Godfrey was eventually
succeeded as count of Verdun by his younger son Gozelo I who became duke
of Laower and then also of Upper Lotharingia. On Gozelo's death in 1044
the Emperor Henry III attempted to divide this concentration of ducal
pawer between his two sons, bestowing Upper Lotharingia on Godfrey 1I1
and Lower Lotharingia on Gozelo II. Godfrey, however, disputed the

settlement and after two unsuccessful revolts against the monarchy was
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deprived of his duchy and numerocus fiefs; aon Gozelo's death in 1046 his
duchy was given to Frederick of Luxembourg. Godirey's interests now
shifted to Italy where he spent most of the rest of his life. His
maxiriage to Beatrix, widow of Boniface of Tuscany, brought him control
of her extensive lands: with the help of Godfrey's growing influence his
brother Frederick was elected Pope in 1065 as Stephen IX. Although
restored as duke of lower Lotharingia in 1069, Godfrey clearly regarded
Italy as the more promising sphere of interest. In order to secure the
Tuscan inheritance for his dynasty Godfrey arranged a marriage between
the heiress Mathilda, daughter of Boniface and Beatrix, and Godfrey III
(the Hunchback) his own son by a previous marriage. This dynastic match
proved to be spectacularly unsuccessful, breaking up soon after the
death of the elder Godfrey. Mathilda became the major lay supporter of
the Papacy during the Investiture Contest; her estranged husband
returned to Lower Lotharingia and loyally served Henry IV as duke until
his death in 1076.7 The marriage had produced no children. On his
deathbed Godfrey formally designated as heir his nephew Godfrey (IV),
son of his sister Ida and Count Eustace II of Boulogne. ©Shortly
afterwards the heir assumed his inheritance under the guardianship of
his kinsman Henry of Verdun, Bishop of Liege.®

We cannot be certain whether Godfrey of Bouillon, as he 1s best
known to historians, succeeded to all of the lands formerly held by his
maternal ancestaors. The landed possessions of the Ardennes—Verdun family
were a heterogenous accumulation of fiefs, rights and allodial
properties whose character varied considerably in the course of one and
a half centuries, After the initial period of expansion and
consolidation under Godfrey the Captive and his sons losses resulted
owing to three main factors.

The first of these was the conventional piety of the age which
encouraged gifts of property to the church. Among donations known were
those of allods at Longlier, given by Godfrey II to the abbey of
Florennes around 1056, and lands at Bellevaux, alienated by Godfrey I1I
in 1074 or 1075.® Secondly, properties were regularly given as dowries
to female members of the family on their marriage. Gozelo I gave his
daughter Regelindis the allodial complex of Durbuy on her marriage to
Albert II of Namur.,'© Similarly we can deduce a fairly extensive dowry
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for Ida,u sister of Godirey III, from transactions made by her to raise
finance for the crusade in 1095~96, Such alienations were common to
practically all noble families of the period and cannot therefore be
considered as majar losses. However, we must also consider the results
of the two revolts against the monarchy by Godfrey II in 1045-46 and
1049.

Adam of Bremen reports that in 1047 Henry III1 gave to the church of

Hamburg the ‘comitatum Fresiae ... quem ante Gotafridus habuit‘. This
would appear to be identical with the county of Fivelgo, described by
Adam as the largest county in Friesland, which brought the archbishop an
annual income of 1000 pounds of silver.'' The county of Drenthe,
formerly held by Godfrey's father Gozelo I, was granted to the church of
Utrecht in 1046.'= Further south, Godfrey's castle at Bdckelheim on the
Nahe was destroyed by the king: this is the last mention of any
Ardennes—-Verdun holdings in the Rhineland.'® The picture which emerges
from the aftermath of Godfrey's rebellions is somewhat fragmentary.
Neverthelesss, the evidence suggests that while the core possessions on
the middle Meuse remained intact, the monarchy carried out considerable
punitive confiscations outwith these holdings. For <this reason the
examination of the landed resources of Godfrey IV on the eve af the
First Crusade must confine itself to the period after the revolts of his
grandfather, that is to say, the second half of the eleventh century.
The castle of Bouillon, towering high on a rock above the river
oemois in the Ardennes, is first mentioned in a letter of Adalbero,
Archbishop of Rheims, to his brother Godfrey the Captive in 988.'4 It
seens to have been the original patrimonial possession of the Ardennes-
Verdun family and remained the focal point of their holdings. The status
of Bouillon and its surrounding territory has ©been frequently
misinterpreted as a result o0of a confusion in nomenclature. In the
twelfth century it was common for important men to be known by the name
of their most important, often allodial property, which then became
confused with other titles. Thus a series of lords called Godfrey of
Bouillon who were also dukes of Laower Lotharingia later gave rise to a
'duchy' or 'county' of Bouillon for which there is no justification in

the eleventh century.'®
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The territory was actually an allodial complex, the basis of which
had been part of the fisc of Paliseul, and is known to have included the
villages of Bellevaux, NMogimont, Sensenruth and Assenois.'® Most of the
surraounding villages 'erant vero ipse possessiones fere omnes militum
stipendiarie’, that is, were assigned as fiefs to the knights who
provided the. principal military resources of the Ardennes-Verdun
family.'” In 1069 Godfrey III with the support of his vassals refused to
carry out a bequest to the Church made by his dying father, on the
grounds that too many of these fiefs would thereby be lost.'®

The 1lords of Bouillon were also hereditary advocates of the
monastery of St Hubert, an eighth century foundation at Andaginum in the
Ardennes forest, about 35 kilometres north-east of Bouillon. The ninth
century bishop Walcard of Liege replaced the oariginal canons with
Benedictine monks and brought about the translation of the relics of St
Hubert from Liége.'® The advocate had the duty of protecting the
manastery and representing it in temporal affairs. At the same time the
office offered numerous opportunities for interference and usurpation;
it is likely that some of the properties of the Bouillon complex had
been acquired in this manner. The allad of Tellin was included among the
possessions of the abbey in 817-825. However at some point it was
acquired by the lords of Bouillon and was only restored by Godfrey IV in
1076 at the urging of Bishop Henry of Liége.=°

To the south, and contiguous to the allodial territory of Bouillon
proper lay a fief held by the lords of Bouillon from the archbishop of
Rheims, It was described in a treaty of 1127 as the ‘'beneficium quod
Remensis ecclesie ab antiquo esse dinoscitur quod etiam ad Bullionem
pertinere nulli dubium est'.®' Although situated within the Empire, the
fief was a temporal paossession of the cathedral Church of Rheims and
seems to have been created from land originally belonging to the abbey
of Mouzon, of which several members of the Ardennes-Verdun family had
been advocates. It lay between the Forét de Bouillon and the Rivers
Chiers and Meuse and in the twelfth century is known to have included
the villages of Sedan, Givonne, Douzy, Villers-Cernay and Pouru-aux-
Bois.==

The county of Verdun in Upper Lotharingia was held by the Ardennes-
Verdun dynasty from +the mid-tenth century up to 1096. The county
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included the entire diocese o0f Verdun as well as part of the bishopric
of Rheims to the west. This border area, the Argonne, had originally
been a march of the Empire and in view of this defensive function had
probably been later assigned to the count. The Argonne ridge formed a
natural frontier protecting Verdun from the West, and included the
mountain strongholds of Montfaucon-en-Argonne and Vienne-le—-Chateau,=*=

A diploma of Frederick I issued in 1156 suggests that towards the
end of the tenth century the monarchy had given Bishop Haimo of Verdun
the right to grant out the bhepeficium comitatis et marchiae.=<¢ Yet in
reality the bishops were frequently unable to assert their right to
nominate the count in the face of a +tendency +towards hereditary
succession pursued by the counts themselves. Thus after the death of
Godfrey the Captive the succession to the county passed in turn to his
sons Frederick, Godfrey I and Gozelo I. Soon after Gozelo's accession
Haimo's newly elected successor Rambert nominated as count Louis of
Chiny, who was subsequently defeated and killed in battle by Gozelo.=%
This was the only serious challenge to the counts until the first
rebellion of Gadfrey II in 1044-46. Henry 111 deprived Godfrey of the
county and ordered Bishop Richard to re-grant it.=<¢ There i1s no evidence
that the county was ever granted out by him. His successor Theoderic
eventually restored the county to Godfrey after he had done penance and
made restitution for the capture and burning of the city in 1047.=7
However taken in conjunction with the intervention of Henry III the
charter evidence suggests that this restoration may have been made on
terms far less favourable to Godfrey than had been the case prior to
1044. Under the bishops Berengar, Wigfrid, Haimo and Rambert the
importance of the count was signalled in episcapal documents by his name
being listed in the first place among the lay witnesses,=<® During the
episcopates of Theoderic (1047-89) and Richer (1089-1107) {the name of
the count disappears from episcopal documents completely, figuring
neither in the witness list nor in the dating formula which usually
names only the bishop and the reigning emperor.=® This devélopmen’c can
also be seen in a general Lotharingian context. In the frontier areas of
the Empire the monarchy was concerned to support those institutions
which were amenable to central authority against the forces of local

particularism. In the western dioceses of Liege, Cambrai, Verdun, Toul
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and Metz the emperors tended to install bishops of their own choosing,
usually of non-Lotharingian origin, who were given powers to strengthen
the church as a counterweight to the 1less accountable hereditary
dynasties, =3°

In this respect it is enlightening to compare the episcopate of
Theoderic of Verdun, originally a royal chaplain, with contemporary
developments in the neighbouring bishopric of Toul. On the death of
Count Rainald II in 1052 Bishaop Udo granted the caunty to a different
dynasty in. the person of Arnulf of Sorcy, whom he however deposed in
1069. In that year Udo issued a document describing the respective
rights of the bishop and the new count, Frederick of Astenois.=®' The
count's authority was excluded from the episcopal city; the bishops had
exclusive rights of coinage and commanded a force of knights. One third
of the profits of justice went to the count and two thirds to the
bishop. The main duties of the count were the surveillance of highways
and frontiers; nevertheless even outside the city he was entitled to no
rights of justice, service or hospitality. This evidence, and the
equally tractable position of the counts of Metz, suggests that after
the revolts of Godfrey II the balance of power in Verdun had swung in
favour of the bishop. The bishop had a force of knights at his command,
and during the fighting between Godfrey of Bouillon and Theoderic we
find the vassals of Verdun on the side of the bishop.®* The only later
evidence of comital activity comparable to the period before 1044-46 is
to be found in a charter, probably issued in 1065 or 1066, in which
Godfrey II as grand advacate of Verdun laid down the rights and duties
of the lay advocates of the Verdun abbeys.3® Yet as the document itself
states, this act was in fact a renewal of regulations issued jointly by
Bishop Richard, Gozelo I and Godfrey himself in the period 1039-1044;
therefore the apparent authority demonstrated by Godfrey is actually a
reflection of a time when comital authority was considerably stronger.

The allods of Stenay and Mouzay, situated midway between Bouillon
and Verdun, were more recent acquisitions of the Ardennes-Verdum line.
The caput of this cluster of possessions was the former royal castle of
Stenay above the Meuse, the scene of the murder of King Dagobert Il and
site of a church dedicated to him.®* Stenay and Mouzay had come to

Godfrey I1I as part of the dowry of his second wife Beatrix, daughter of
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Frederick Il orf Bar, Duke o1r Upper Lotharingia.=% This meant that the
Ardennes-Verdun claim to the allods was open tao question; as the
marriage proved childless, they could also be claimed by Mathilda, the
daughter of Beatri:x and her first husband, Boniface of Tuscany.=¢

The county or Verdun, Bouillaon and 1its dependent territories, and
the allods of Stenay and Mouzay formed the three principal domains which
constituted the inheritance of Godfrey of Bouillon in 1076. Concentrated
in central Lotharingia, on the frontiers of the Empire, these lands had
a strategic position. The strongpoints of Bouillon, Stenay and
Montfaucon-en—-Argonne controlled communications along a considerable
section of the Meuse valley and lay across two important trade-routes;
one running from Liége via Sedan to the Ile-de-France and another from
Flanders via Huy and Verdun to Basel and the Upper Rhine,=7

In addition to these three main blocs the existence of smaller
allodial domains further to the north is revealed by the documents
recording sales of property to raise money for the crusade in 1095-96.
These formed two groups. One lay in Brabant, and included the allods of
Baisy-Thy and Genappe.=®® The other lay on the east bank of the Meuse in
Limburg, around the town of Maastricht, the Ardennes-Verdun family
having land in the villages of Brekhout, Herderen, Riemst, Rijkhoven,
Reek, Leten, Martenslinde, Asserbeek, Bilzen, Wilre, Gellik, Repen,
Eigenbilzen, Guigoven, Langerlo, Rotem and Amelsdorp.>® This group of
lands appears to have belonged principally to Godfrey IV's mother Ida,
although he also may have held land in the area himself.4°® A donation
made by Ida to the abbey of Afflighem throws some light on the pattern
of holding in the Brabant group:

'Filius quoque meus dux Godefridus in eadem villa Genapia quinque
mansos terrae donavit iisdem fratribus, ad quos postea in augmentum
concessi quasdam partes circumiacentes!4’

This formulation suggests that the properties were divided between
Godfrey and his mother. However both the Brabant and Limburg properties

seem to have been regarded as part of the inheritance of Ida's second
son, since they lay within the imperium and since the documents of sale
or donation usually include the consent of Godfrey, rather than that of

the eldest son Eustace, 4=



I

It is difficult to ascertain with certainty to what extent Godfrey
was in actual control of his inheritance during the twenty years between
his succession in 1076 and his departure for the crusade in 1096, He had
been designated heir by his uncle but was by no means the only claimant.
Mathilda of Tuscany claimed the inheritance of her mother Beatrix of
Bar: Stenay and Mouzay and parts of the Bouillon territory (e.g.
Longlier).4* The remainder of the Ardennes-Verdun lands were claimed by
Albert Il1I, Count of Namur, who was the son of Regelindis, a daughter of
Gozelo I1.4% In addition to his hereditary county of Namur Albert had
acquired extensive lands to the north-east of Bouillon on his marriage
to Ida, widow of Frederick of Luxembourg. These territories, which later
formed the county of Laroche, canstituted an especial threat to the
neighbouring lands of St Hubert, of which Godfrey was advocate,4S
Further claims on the territory of Bouillon were raised by Theoderic
Flamens, count of Veluwe on the lower Rhine, who also held lands at
Graide, to the north of Bouillon.“® These claimants were joined by other
local dynasts keen to share in the spoils: Valeran, Count of Arlon and
Limburg, and Arnulf II of Chiny, whose county of Chiny and domains of
Warcq and Givet lay adjacent to the territory of Bouillon.47 The crucial
link in this hostile coalition was provided by Bishop Theaderic of
Verdun, to whom it offered an opportunity to end the hereditary
succession in the county of Verdun., Instead he now bestowed it on
Mathilda of Tuscany, who in turn granted it to Albert of Namur as
guardian of her interests in Lotharingia. Mathilda's influence with Pope
Gregory VII further persuaded Manasses, Archbishop of Rheims, to grant
Albert the 'beneficium quod Remensis ecclesie ab antiquo esse
dinoscitur'.4® Thus at this point the constellations emerging as a
result of the war of Bouillon succession corresponded with those in the
Investiture Contest. Theoderic and Albert mounted an expedition which
laid siege to Bouillon; the castle was only relieved after the arrival
of Baldwin and Eustace with reinforcements.<® Fighting evidently
continued at least until 1081-82 when Theoderic of Veluwe was taken
prisoner, dying in captivity at Bouillon six months later.®° During this
period Godfrey seems to have been unable to gain a foothold in the
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county of Verdun. Most of the Verdun barons including his own kinsmen
Rainald ot Toul and Peter of Dampierre served in the episcapal arnmy.
This explains why Godfrey prevailed upon one of his captives, Count
Henry of Grandpré, to change sides, sending him 'as an enemy to the
territory of Verdun'.™?

Godfrey's main support came from the imperialist bishop of Liege,
Henry of Verdun. He purchased the stronghold of Mirwart <from the
Countess Richilda of Hainault to prevent it being used as a base against
Bouillon and St Hubert by Albert of Namur, whose lands lay at the centre
of the episcopal temporal possessions.®2 By 1082 Henry had succeeded in
establishing a truce in his diocese.®® Conditions were different in the
diocese of Verdun. Henry IV felt it necessary to take action against
Mathilda because of her support for Gregory VII; after several years of
fence-sitting Theoderic of Verdun was persuaded to join the imperial
camp. Un 1 June 1085 he was granted Stenay and Mouzay, confiscated from
the countess.*¢ However hostilities seem to have continued after this
date.=* The confirmation of the grant of the priory of St Dagobert near
Stenay made by Godfrey to the abbey of Gorze states that after the death
of his uncle (i.e. Godfrey III) the church was pillaged and laid waste
by his enemies. Now that it has been recovered he makes provision for
the monks. The document survives in two versions, dating from 1093 and
1096, which suggests Godfrey's possession of Stenay was only
consolidated by a relatively late date. The earlier charter names
Count Arnulf, that is to say of Chiny, as the usurper of Stenay, and
lays great stress on the legality of Godfrey's title to it. Further
evidence for a continuation of hostilities into the 1090s can be found
in the Annals of Mouzon, which mention an incensio Masomi et devastatio
in the year 1092.%7 The destruction of the castle of Mouzon midway
between Bouillon and Stenay was evidently still a bone of contention
between Godfrey and Arnulf in 1095, 5%

Godfrey's position in the county of Verdun appears to have been even
less favorable. Unlike his predecessors he is not known to have issued
any documents as count.=® A final settlement with the bishop was not
reached until his departure for the Holy Land. Its terms throw
considerable light on the respective positions of bishop and count at

this stage. Stenay and Mouzay were purchased by Bishop Richer 'for many
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pounds of gold of silver'; however for surrendering his rights to the
county Godfrey received nothing. In fact, as part of the general
settlement he was obliged to raze  the fortifications of Hontfaucon.
This suggests that Godfrey's only foothold in the county was the march

of Argonne which lay outwith the diocese.®“©

III

Gadfrey's uncle, like many previous members of the family, had been
duke of Lower Lotharingia. However in 1076 Godfrey did not succeed him
as duke. Instead Henry IV installed as duke his own infant son Conrad,
whose capacity was thus purely nominal. Albert III of Namur, Godfrey's
enemy, was made vice-duke. Not until the coronation of Conrad in 1087
does Godfrey appear with the ducal function.®' In the intervening years
he acted as margrave of Antwerp; this office appears to have been
specially created out of certain ducal powers exercisable within a
limited area, and was evidently meant as a consolation prize.®=
Nevertheless there is 1little evidence of any activity of Godfrey as
margrave, which is hardly surprising in view of the struggles over the
Ardennes-Verdun inheritance which raged throughout this period. There
was therefore a clear distinction between the hereditary lands in which
Godfrey succeeded in 1076 <(although his title to these was of course
contested) and the ducal office which he assumed only eleven years
later.

Vhat were the powers and functions of the duke of Lower Lotharingia?
In the German kingdom much depended on the character of each individual
duchy. In these duchies with a pronounced tribal, or ethnic identity,
such as Swabia or Saxony, there existed at least a latent right of the
nobility as representatives of the pgpulus to appoint or install the
duke, who was regarded as leader of the tribe.*® Lotharingia however had
no separate ethnic identity; 1its origins were political. The regnum
Lotharii was originally the portion of the Frankish empire assigned to
Lothar Il1.%4 Its inhabitants were considered to be part of the Frankish
tribe; nevertheless they were culturally diverse, being divided among

speakers of French, Frisian and various High and Low German dialects.®®
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This diversity was exacerbated by +the administrative division of
Lotharingia into two duchies, Upper (Mosellan) and Lower, corresponding
to the ecclesiastical provinces of Trier and Cologne, after its
incorporation into the East Frankish kingdom in the tenth century.®=*

Y¥hile both or these duchies were held by wvarious members of the
Ardennes-Verdun family, the duke was regularly appointed and installed
by the king.€” Equally, the king could depose the duke (as in the case
of Godfrey II)> or keep the ducal function in effective abeyance by
appointing an absentee (as in the case of the infant Conrad). The two
Lotharingian duchies, then, were not hereditary principalities, but
offices bestowed by the monarchy. The ducatus which was the office
bestowed, and which it would perhaps be better to translate as 'ducal
authority', was not the territory itself, but rather a fief consisting
of delegated powers and functions which were exercised within the limits
of that territory.®=

The original function, implicit in the title dux and its vernacular
equivalent Herzog, was a military one. In time of war the duke was
leader of the troops of the duchy, the magister militiae Lotharingiae.®*®
The duke was obliged to maintain the peace, defend the frontiers and
police the highways. He also bhad certain powers of jurisdiction,
although these seem only to have existed where the duke also possessed
comital authority.”® However by the time of Godfrey of Bouillon ducal
power in Lower Lotharingia had decreased considerably to the advantage
of other sources of public authority. This process had begun a century
before. In 980 Otto II confirmed to Bishap Notger of Liege all previous
donations to his church with the important additional concession that
no-one except the bishop nmight exercise jurisdiction or raise taxes
within the temporal possessions of the bishopric.?' These may have been
fairly modest in extent at this stage, but with this general immunity
they formed the nucleus of the future ecclesiastical principality.”=
Soon after this Notger received a complete county, Huy, and in the
caurse o0f the eleventh century the monarchy added the counties of
Brugeron and Haspinga as well as numerous other territories.”® The
defence of this territorial structure was consolidated by a policy of
construction and acquisition of strongholds, which received a new

lmpetus 1in 1090s as a result of the Investiture Contest and the
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departure of important lords on the crusade.”¢ The growth of the power
of the prince—-bishops was reflected in the military forces of Liege.
Notger had been expected to provide Otto II with 60 armed horsemen; in
1071 Bishop Theoduin pledged himself to aid the countess of Hainault
with 500 milites should they be required.”= In addition to the knights
the bishop could also call on various urban militias.”®
In a parallel development the church of Utrecht acquired the
counties of Teisterbant, Groningen, Drenthe, Hamaland, Oostergo and
WVestergo as well as the comitatus Agridiogensis on the eastern shore of
the IJsselmeer.”” The county of Fivelgo in Friesland had been granted to
the church of Hamburg.”® The imperial policy of creating ecclesiastical
principalities by the grants of comital powers and immunities to the
bishops thus effectively excluded ducal authority from well over half of
Lower Lotharingia. Even then it is difficult to establish to what extent
this existed in the remainder. It would be wrong to regard the duke as
suzerain of Lower Lotharingia; we have evidence for such a relationship
only in one case. In 1071 the Countess Richilda of Hailnault sought
imperial protection from the encroachments of the count of Flanders. In
return for this she surrendered Hainault, Valenciennes and all her
allodial possessions which she received back as fiefs. They were held by
Richilda in the first instance of Duke Godfrey III, who in turn held
them from the bishop of Liége. The status of Hainault as vassal of the
duke, which was clearly an exceptional relationship, lapsed on the death
of Godfrey III without direct male heirs, as specified in the treaty.”®
The only area where Godfrey of Bouillon had a legal right to exercise
jurisdiction was in the march of Antwerp; otherwise he did not possess a
single county within the borders of his ducatus.®=°
The diminution of the public authority of the duke was accompanied
by inroads into the traditional military functions of the magister

militiae Lotharingiae. In the first half of the eleventh century the
duke often acted to defend the frontier and maintain the peace on royal

orders.®! Yet during the revolt of Godfrey II in 1044-46 the main
resistance came not from the Dukes Gerafd of Alsace and Frederick of
Luxembourg, but from the Bishops Theoduin of Liége, Bernold of Utrecht
and Adalbero of Metz.®= Godfrey III is known to have led the troops of

the duchy during the Saxon campaigns of Henry 1V, although the episcaopal
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contingents had long been excluded from ducal command. There is no
evidence of any similar activity by Godfrey IV, In this respect two
twelfth century writers have given a misleading picture of Godfrey's
activities as duke. Villiam of Tyre claims that he fought on the side
of Henry IV at the battle of the Elster (Grina) in Saxony (15 Octaber
1080) against the anti-king Rudolf of Swabia, while Albert of Aachen
mentions his presence on the Italian campaign of 1081-84.%2 Yet it must
be remembered that at this time Godfrey was not yet duke; he had little
incentive to participate in distant expeditions considering that he
still engaged in +the war of succession over the Ardennes-Verdun
inheritance. On the contrary local sources attest to his activity in
Lotharingia during this period.®=4

One of these was his participation in the movement known as the
Peace of God. In addition to numerous feuds and acts of brigandage Lawer
Lotharingia was increasingly ravaged by the struggle over Godfrey's
inheritance and by the Investiture Contest, especially after the
election of Hermann of Salm as anti-king in 1081 in succession to Rudolf
of Swabia. Significantly it was Henry of Verdun, Bishop of Liége, who
proclaimed the peace in March of that year. Both Albert of Namur as
vice-duke and later Godfrey remained content to leave the initiative to
the bishop who exercised both the direction and the jurisdiction of the
peace.®* This tendency contrasted sharply with neighbouring Flanders
where the peace rapidly developed into a comital institution.®®©

The administration of the peace can hardly be considered a
surprising phenomenon considering the military strength of the bishop.
Theoretically the duke could command the king's vassals in order to
maintain the peace; this was clearly an impossibility where they were
his personal enemies. As illuminating passage in the Chronicle of St
Hubert, referring to Godfrey III, suggests that the militia sui
ducaminis consisted of the knights of Bouillon: the only reliable force
available to the duke was his own Hausmacht.®”

The Peace of God is merely one illustration of the impotence of
ducal authority by the end of the eleventh century. Another is the
policy of the monarchy in appointing dukes. Whereas the tribal duchies
with their separatist tendencies were normally given to men from ocutside

the duchy, frequently relatives of the royal family, in Lotharingia the
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monarchy was content to appoint natives.®® From the mid eleventh century
the ecclesiastical principalities were more than a counterweight to
ducal power. Thus there is clearly little justification to speak of a
‘sovereign as duke of Lotharingia' or an ‘effective feudal lordship of
Lower Lorraine' as some historians of the crusades have done.®”

Even Godfrey of Bouillon's possession of his hereditary lands was
insecure for much o0f the period 1076-96. The crusade in fact was the
accasion for the dissolution of the entire Ardennes-Verdun domains. The
financing of the crusade was thus combined with a general settlement
with Godfrey's opponents. The bishop of Verdun still claimed the right
to dispose of the county of Verdun. After the confiscation of the
Countesss Mathilda‘'s German lands by the monarchy he was therefore the
legal successor to her claims on Stenay and MNouzay.®? Godfrey
surrendered his rights to the county and sold Stenay and Mouzay to the
bishop for an unspecified sum.®' The allods of Baisy and Genappe were
sold to the abbey of St Gertrude at Nivelles.®< The smaller properties
around Maastricht were either sold or given to the Church as pious
donations.®® The crucial event, however, was the mortgage of the castle
of Bouillon, along with its allodial territory and the fief of Rheims,
to the episcopal church of Liege.?* Theoretically Godfrey and his
brothers Eustace and Baldwin had the right to redeem the mortgage.
However the disposal of each parcel of property, often as a gift to the
church, at a time when Godfrey was resorting to desparate measures to
raise finance, 1s an indication that he had 1little intention of
returning. As in the case of Verdun, the +transactions in Lower
Lotharingia probably incorporated a settlement in the question of the
Bouillon succession. Three of the witnesses to the sale of Baisy and

Genappe, named immediately after Godfrey and Baldwin, were @erardus
lantgrave, Henricus frater eius and Gozuinus de Hinseberg. The first two

were also present at the donation of the church at Genappe to the abbey
of Afflighem, and can be identified as Gerard, Count of Geldern, and
Henry of Kriekenbeek, sons of the Theoderic Flamens who had claimed part
of Godfrey's lands and died in the castle of Bouillon in 1082. The
third, Gosuin of Heinsberg, was their uncle; it is significant that he
received a share, namely 50 silver marks, of the sum paid by Bishop
Otbert for Bouillon.®<
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The decision to join the crusade and the financial preparations for
it thus led directly to the dissolution of the landed structure of the
House of Ardennes—Verdun. The landed properties were dispersed. Godirey
seems to have remained duke; at least no successar was appointed by
Henry IV until late 1101.7% Nevertheless 1in Lotharingian terms the
office of duke had neither authority nor power without the support of a
Hausmacht. Godfrey's departure and decision to remain in the east thus

represented the wholesale transfer of the family tradition which had

abandoned its Lotharingian roots.

IV

The House of Boulogne originated as a cadet branch of the House of
Flanders. The first count, Adelolf, was a younger son of Baldwin II (the
Bald) whose possession of the Boulonnais and Ternois had been confirmed
by Charles the Simple shortly after his accession in 898.%7 The counts
were thus descended from Charlemagne through Baldwin's mother Judith,
daughter aof Charles the Bald. More Carolingian blood was acquired on the
marriage of Eustace I (died ca. 1049) with Mathilda, daughter of Lambert
I of Louvain, herself descended from Charlemagne on both sides. This
connection was evidently of great importance to the Boulognes: a son of
this marriage was named after his maternal grandfather, while a daughter
was given the Carolingian name Gerberga.®® The consciousness of the
particular quality of the Boulagne ancestry was expressed in one of the
earliest surviving genealogies of a comital family. The earliest
versions, composed in the closing years of the eleventh century, trace
the dynasty's descent from Merovingian times through Charlemagne down to
the three sons of Eustace II and Ida of Ardennes-Verdun.®® The life of
St Ida, written in the Boulonnais in the 1130s refers to Eustace as
‘heros quidam genere nobilissimus, Carolo etiam regi consanguinitate
proximus',.'%©® The fact that the author of neither work thought it
necessary or advantageous to mention Ida's own Carolingian ancestry is
itself a silent but elaoquent testimony to the well-developed dynastic

caonscilousnesses of the House of Baulogne.
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The principal possession of the dynasty was the county of Boulogne,
which was held from the count of Flanders and was thus a rear-fief of
the king of France. It occupied the greater part of the former pagus
Bononiensis. The detached territorium Mercatii to the north, consisting
of Marck, Calais and their dependencies, was separated from the main
body of the county by the neighbouring county of Guines whose lords were
related to the Boulognes and like them vassals of Flanders.'©' To the
south lay the county of Saint-Pol in the Ternois, whose lords were
vassals of the count of Boulogne.'©=

This core possession was greatly augmented in the course of the
eleventh century. Around 1028 Eustace I acquired the comitatus Scribiu
or county of Lens, and with it the advocacy of the fisc of Harnes which
was a domain of the Abbey of St Peter at Ghent. These lands passed to a
younger son, Lambert, but on his death in battle in 1056 reverted to his
elder brother Eustace II.'°~

The praospects of landward expansion were severely restricted by the
wealthy and well-run domains of the count of Flanders. On the other hand
Boulogne's position on the English Channel indicated England as a
potential sphere of interest. Eustace Il's first marriage to Goda,
sister of Edward the Confessor, was probably the expression of this
policy and his presence in England as an envied favourite of the king is
attested in the period before 1066.'94 However it was his participation
in the Norman Conquest which brought the most significant gains. Eustace
fought at Hastings, not as a vassal of William the Conqueror but as an
ally on a free enterprise basis and was rewarded with a vast fief, made
up of numerous non-contiguous holdings, which came to be known as the
Honour of Boulogne. This consisted of 1lands in Essex, Suffolk,
Hertfordshire, Somerset, Kent, Surrey, Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire,
Huntingdon, Norfolk, Oxfordshire and Hampshire. In Essex and
Hertfordshire Eustace was the greatest 1lay landholder. This fief
received the service of 120 knights, most of whom seem to bhave
originated in the Boulonnais. In addition Eustace's wife Ida had English
holdings of her own.'©"®

Thus at one stroke Eustace II was transfarmed into one of <the
greatest landholders and tenants-in-chief - in England. The Conquest

furthermore acted as a catalyst to the natural potential inherent in
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Boulogne's geographical situation. In this period Calais, Dunkirk and
Oostende had not yet been developed as ports. Thus the comital harbours
of Boulogne and Vissant came to handle most of the cross-Channel
traffic, including a large proportion of the 1lucrative English wool
trade on its way to the cloth industry of Flanders. Thus the strategic
position of the county gave it a political and economic importance out
of all proportion to its size. In contrast to the apanage mentality
which had previously threatened to split the inheritance (as in the case
of Lambert of Lens) the Boulogne possessions on both sides of <the
channel were regarded as a whole, and passed in their entirety to
Eustace's eldest son Eustace III. The younger Eustace contracted a
marriage with Mary of Scotland, daughter of Malcolm III and Margaret of
Hungary. As well as being a king's daughter, Mary was also a
representative of the old Anglo-Saxon royal house. This alliance
reflected both the insular interests and the new prestige of the House
of Boulogne. Despite his status as rear-vassal of the king of France,
Eustace III was probably wealthier than his brother Godfrey. Unlike him
there are no indications that Eustace was obliged to sell or mortgage

property in order to finance the crusade.'®®

We have seen that the two inheritances, those of Boulogne and
Ardennes-Verdun, were kept separate in the hands of Eustace and Godfrey
respectively. The youngest son, Baldwin, was apparently intended to
receive no part of either paternal or maternal inheritance. To make
provision for him the family resorted to a practice common among the
nobility of western Europe. According to William of Tyre Baldwin studied
the liberal arts and then trained for the priesthood, obtaining prebends
in the episcopal churches of Cambrai, Rheims and Liége.'®” To judge from
the locations of these benefices their acquisition was praobably the
result of family influence. It would certainly have been understandable
for Godfrey to exercise influence on the bishop of Liéege, at that time

his kinsmen and ally Henry of Verdun. The provision of a benefice for



his younger brother may have been a quid pro gquo for such acts as the
donation of Tellin to the abbey of St Hubert in 1076, '°®

At some point before the crusade Baldwin left the church in order to
become a knight.'°?® This decision may have been made as early as the
1080s. During the siege of Stenay, dated by Laurence of Liege to the
fortieth year of the episcopate of Theoderic of Verdun (1086) he and
Eustace organized military support for Godfrey, an activity more
appropriate to the lifestyle of a knight than that of a cleric.''®
Another factor in Baldwin's changed status may have been the Archbishoap
of Rheims, who supported Theoderic of Verdun. After leaving the church
Baldwin contracted a marriage to Godechilde, or Godivere, daughter of
Ralph II of Tosny.''' This was a brilliant alliance for a younger son.
The origins of the House of Tosny date back to the tenth century when a
certain Hugh, a Frenchman rather than a Norman by origin, becane
Archbishop of Rouen around 942 and made over to his brother Ralph I the
domain of Tosny 1in Normandy, previously part of the estates of the
Church. Ralph's son Roger fought the Muslims in Spain and founded the
abbey of Conches. His son Ralph Il was banner-bearer of KNormandy and
lord of Tosny and Conches, an honour in eastern Normandy comprising 30
knights' fiefs. Although deprived of his lands and banished by Duke
William they were restored in 1063. Three years later Ralph fought at
Hastings and was awarded lands in Berkshire, Essex, Glaucestershire,
Herefordshire, Hertfordshire, Norfolk and Vorcestershire. The caput
bargniae of this holding was Hampstead in Hertfordshire. By his wife
Isabelle, daughter of Simon of Montfort-l'Amaury, Ralph bhad three
children: Roger, who died young; Ralph IIl, who inherited -his lands; and
Godechilde. Baldwin's wife was therefore not an heiress. However, the
marriage offered prospects of advancement bath in Normandy itself, but
even more so in England where Eustace III and Ida were already important
landholders. Robert of Stafford, a younger brother of Roger I, and a
cousin of theirs also called Robert had both obtained English lands
after the conquests. With Baldwin's connections he probably could have
looked forward to a successful career.''% The importance of the English
holdings of the Tosny family explains William of Tyre's description of
Baldwin's wife: ‘'Uxorem ex Anglia duxit illustrem et nobilem dominam

Gutueram nomine'.''® Baldwin's marriage therefore was not merely an
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alliance between two dynasties in Flanders and Normandy, but between two
of the greatest . landed interests 1in England. The alliance was
consolidated in 1103, when Godechilde's brother Ralph III married Alice,
the daughter of Valtheof, Earl of Northumberland, and his wife Judith,
herself a daughter of Lambert of Lens (brother of Eustace II) and
Alice, sister or half sister of William the Conqueror.''%

This alliance was thus consistent with the policy of the House of
Boulogne, which looked towards England as its most profitable sphere of
interest. Certainly for most of the period prior to the crusade Baldwin
appears to have been associated mostly with Boulogne and Normandy.
Orderic Vitalis mentions his frequent presence at the castle of Caonches
before 1090; his marriage may therefore have dated from around this
time. Significantly, his one appearance in Lotharingia during this time
was in the company of Eustace.''S However, in the period immediately
preceding the crusade his presence in Lotharingia becomes more frequent,
He and Eustace, in that order, appear as witnesses to a charter of
Godfrey recording the donation of the church at Baisy to the abbey of St
Hubert. However, neither the date, 1084, nor the indiction which
suggests 1094 make much sense; the phrase ‘sed quia Jherusalem ire
disposui' could only have been used after the Council of Clermont in
November 1095. The most likely explanation of this inconsistency is that
the charter was recreated at some point after the great fire which
destroyed the cartulary of the monastery in 1130, Kurth has suggested
that the scribe responsible confused the order of the brothers' birth as
a result of their subsequent importance, and therefore placed Baldwin's
name before that of Eustace on the witness list.''®

Ye can compare this charter with the other documents of Godirey's
recarding the disposal of the Ardennes—Verdun properties. The donation
of the church of Stenay to the monastery of Gorze twice uses the formula
'ego ... et frater meus Balduinus'. Baldwin also sealed the document
immediately after his brother.''” The charter which originally recorded
the sale of allods to the Abbey of St Gertrude at Nivelles in 1096 has
been lost; however the text was later incorporated wholesale into a
royal diploma issued at Aachen in February 1098. In the original text
the formula 'dux Godefridus et frater eius Balduinus' appears both in

the subscription and at the head of the witness list.''® Eustace was not



— 28 -

present at either transaction. It seems that here we have confirmation
of the order which placed Baldwin before Eustace on the charter for St
Hubert. How can we explain Baldwin's presence 1in Lotharingia and the
prominence accorded him in Godfrey's documents?

Godfrey had come to Lotharingia as a young man and spent most of his
time before the Council of Clermont fighting to secure his inheritance.
He never married. Despite +the ruthlessness he showed towards the
established church on occasions, Godfrey displayed a personal piety
which seemed to characterise the entire Ardennes-Boulogne family with,
rather ironically, +the exception of Baldwin. On crusade Godfrey's
knights complained of his devotion to prayer which they considered
excessive,''® Eustace 111 1later resigned his county and entered a
Cluniac house; their mother Ida was renowned for her saintly life and
was later canonized.'2° It may therefore have been for religious reasons
that Godfrey remained unmarried. Vhat is important is that he had no
direct heir. Eustace was already a rear-vassal of the king of France and
was therefore probably unacceptable as heir to the Ardennes-Verdun lands
which lay within the Empire. For the German monarchy there already
existed the unhappy precedent of Baldwin VI of Flanders who had for a
time also ruled Hainault after his marriage to Richilda, widow of Count
Herman. Henry IV bhad taken considerable pains to break up this
concentration of power which sprawled across the frontier.'=?

A last piece of evidence suggests that Baldwin's shift of interests
may have been connected with a change in his status. When Godfrey
decided to go an crusade in 1095 or 1096 he surrendered his rights to
the county of Verdun as part of a general settlement with Bishop Richer.
The bishop thereupon conferred the g¢omitatum urbis on Baldwin, who
however after a short time decided to accompany his brother and also
gave up the county.'#2 There may therefore have been an agreement
between the two brothers that on the departure of Godfrey Baldwin was to
inherit his Lotharingian possessions. From Baldwin's perspective this
may have seemed attractive. Eustace was already married; Baldwin's
chances of inheriting any of the family lands must therefore have been
greater in Lotharingia than in Boulogne. Also, there is no indication
that the English prospects originally raised by his marriage to
Godechilde of Tosny had been realised by this date. 1If these
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suppositions are carrect, why then did Baldwin change his mind so
quickly and go on crusade?

The simple answer may be that by the time of departure, the autumn
of 1096, there was little left to inherit. Godfrey had sold or mortgaged
every possession, Vithout the core territory of Bouillon, now in the
hands of the bishap of Liége, Baldwin probably regarded the position of
episcopal count of Verdun as untenable. If he was ever to make use of
the right of repurchase of Bouillon it was more likely that he would
obtain the necessary funds through conquest and booty in the east.

The discussion of the role of Baldwin yields two important
conclusions. Firstly, while the Boulogne and Ardennes-Verdun
inheritances had been kept as separate blocs, Baldwin formed an
important link between the two; to put it another way, he personified a
Joint Ardemnnes-Boulogne tradition, a role which continued throughout the
crusade. He and Godechilde went east in the army of Godfrey. However it
is likely that he was personally acquainted with many of the men in the
armies of Robert II of Flanders and Robert of Normandy. Baldwin's own
company, Wwith which he 1later carved out the county of Edessa, was
created in the course of the crusade. In September 1097 Baldwin and his
men were holding the port of Tarsus in Cilicia, when a fleet of pirates
and mercenaries from Flanders, Denmark and Frisia arrived commanded by
one Vinemar of Boulogne. To their surprise the pirates were understood
by the garrison who spoke their language. This incident suggests that at
least part of Baldwin's caompany was drawn from Boulogne and Flanders
where Flemish was the vernacular tongue,!'==

Secondly, Baldwin's move to Lotharingia and the status accorded him
by Godfrey indicates that he was already recognised as his brother's
heir before the departure of the crusade. On the journey east he acted
as deputy commander. He was left in charge of the army at Bruck an der
Leitha while Godfrey negotiated with the king of Hungary, and again at
Constantinople.'®4 This status explains why on Gaodfrey's death in 1100
the domus Godefridi under the leadership of the Lotharingian Warner of
Grez summoned Baldwin rather than his elder brother Eustace to come and
rule in Jerusalem, '=%

Thus we bhave seen that the first ruling house of the Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem derived from two distinct traditions: a Lotharingian



_30_

tradition based on the house of Ardennes-Verdun, and 1ts possessions in
the Empire; and a Flemish-Artesian tradition based on the counts of
Boulogne, vassals of the king of France. The first was represented
primarily by Godfrey of Bouillon, the second by Eustace of Boulogne,
while the third brother, Baldwin, acted both in Europe and on the course
of the crusade as a link between the two. These two component traditions
ware vastly different. The Boulogne tradition was in an ascendant on the
eve of the crusade. Despite their relatively lowly status as rear-
vassals of the French omonarchy, the counts had expanded their
possessions on the continent and greatly augmented these by profiting
from the Norman Conquest of England, which had brought Boulogne a new
political and economic importance. The Lotharingian tradition, on the
other hand, was in a descendant; the power of the Ardennes-Verdun
dynasty had entered a rapid decline in the mid-eleventh century. Godfrey
of Bouillon spent most of his time in Lotharingia trying to keep the
inheritance together, and as a result of continual warfare was unable to
assert ducal authority during his tenure of that office. Lastly, and
what 1s most significant for the early history of the kingdom of
Jerusalem, we must bear in mind that the Lotharingian possessions of its
ruling house bhad ceased to exist by the time the kingdom was
established; only Boulogne remained as a European point of contact for

the Jerusalem monarchy.
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CHAPTER 2

THE CRUSADING ARMY OF GODFREY OF BOUILLON

The crusading army led by Godfrey of Bouillon departed for Jerusalem
about the middle of August 1090 and marched up the Rhine, down the
Danube and through the Balkans to Constantinople. Only at this point did
it encounter the other groups which had arrived by routes which took
them through Illyria or over the Adriatic. Each of these contingents,
called exercitus by the writers who described the crusade, retained its
separate identity in the combined crusading army.’

Apart from Godfrey himself, his brother Baldwin and Baldwin's wife
Godechilde, a central element in Godfrey's exercitus comprised knights
who had been in his service prior to the summer of 1096. These included
the household officers Ruthard the Butler, Stabelo the Chamberlain and
Baldric the Seneschal.= Others can be identified by their surnames as
Bullonienses, that 1is vassals holding fiefs in +the <territory of
Bouillon. The mast prominent of these were Heribrand, Castellan of
Bouillon and his relative VWalter of Bouillon.® We also know of a
Folbertug de castello Bullon and a Philippus de Bulon on crusade, or
from so early a time in Palestine that they must have been on crusade.?®

However we cannot simply assume that Godfrey's household accompanied
him in toto to the east. An examination of this body as it existed at
the time of his death in July 1100 suggest that the domus Godefridi only
evolved gradually in the course of the crusade. One aulic officer,
Winrich the Butler, was a Fleming; the household also included three
Normans and a Provencal.® We therefore cannot equate the damus Godefridi
of the crusade and the first year of the Frankish settlement with the
household maintained by Godfrey as lord of Boulllon and duke of Lawer
Lotharingia.



- 4() -

A clue to a possible reason for this is provided by a diploma o2
Lothar III coniirming the sale of Baisy and Genappes by Ida, Godfrey and
Baldwin to the abbey at Nivelles in 1096, One clause states:

Genapia ... Basias, quas villas Ida Boloniensis venerabilis comitissa
assensu filii sui Godefridi gloriossimi ducis ... cum omnibus
appendiciis et cum omni familia ecclesie S, Gertrudis ftradidit in
perpetuun'.*

That is to say, the ministeriales or members of the household attached
ta these domains were transferred to the service of the new owners.
Similarly we must bear in mind that by August 1096 the territory of
Bouillon where most of Godfrey's vassals must have held their fiefs was
in the possession of the bishop of Liege. Although the three Ardennes-
Boulogne brothers had the formal right to redeem the property neither
Godfrey nor Baldwin ever returned ifrom Palestine while Eustace
apparently gave up his right of repurchase.” It 1s 1likely that those
knights who wished to retain their fiefs became vassals of the prince-
bishop. Ve cannot exclude the possibility that those knights who wished
to make the pilgrimage may have been given a leave of absence by their
new lord like other lords from the territory of Liege; however the sale
of Bouillon must have changed the legal status of mast of Godfrey's
vassals.

On the other hand we will discover that numerous knights entered
Godfrey's service in the course of the crusade. For this reason we
cannot be certain whether the chamberlains Adelolf and Geoffrey and the
seneschal Matthew had previously been vassals of Godfrey or whether they
had come to him from other contingents.®

Various 1lords came from the areas of Lower Lotharingia which
surrounded the Ardennes-Verdun territories. Warner, Count of Grez, later
became the most prominent of Godfrey's vassals in Jerusalem. He was a
kinsman of Godfrey and Baldwin and is mentioned immediately after them
in the list of departing crusaders given by Albert of Aachen.® The small
county of Grez lay sandwiched between the lands of the bishop of Liege
and those of the bishop's traditional rivals the counts aof Louvain,
while both Varner and his brother Henry held lands within the episcopal
territory proper.

The crusader Henry de Ascha,'® who was accompanied by his brother

Godfrey,'' is described as 'filius Fredelonis, unus de collateralibus
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ducis Godeiridi‘. Their father can be identified with a certain
Frithelo, described by monkish chronicles at the end of the eleventh
century as advocate and despoiler of the abbeys of Malmedy and
Echternach. Henry and Godfrey came from the castle aof Esch-sur-la-Sare
(Esch—-Sauer) in the Ardennes, and were probably vassals of the count of
Luxembourg,'< Vith them on crusade were kinsmen of theirs from further
north, the brathers Franco and Sigemar of Maasmechelen.'?® As in the case
of Varner of Grez it is impassible to determine the degree of kinship
between these four crusaders and the Ardennes-Boulogne brothers.

Cuno, Count of Montaigu, who was accompanied on crusade by his sons
Gozelo and Lambert, was the eldest son of Gozelo, Count of Behogne.,'®
Montaigu, the Mons Acutus which was the facal point of his domains, was
a castle on the left bank of the River Ourthe near Marcourt in the
Ardennes. Cuno was one of the major vassals of the church of Liege. As
well as being advocate of Dinant he was episcopal count of Huy, the
fortress which lay at the centre of the bishop's dominions and which was
his place of refuge in times of danger. His brother, the Archdeacon
Henry of Montaigu, was dean at the church of St Lambert, while one of
his sons, another Henry, was also an archdeacan and provost of the
church of Fosses.'®

The claim of Orderic Vitalis that Cuno was married to a sister of
Godfrey has no basis in fact. Eustace and Ida are not known to have had
any daughters, while the Cantatorium states that Cunc's only known wife,
Ida, was a daughter of Lambert the 0Old, a nobleman of the territory of
Liege, who was buried at St Hubert.,'® Nevertheless the name Gozelo,
borne by Cuno's father as well as his eldest son, clearly points to some
kind of relationship with the Ardennes-Verdun dynasty which used it as a
leading—name.

As the younger Gozelo died on the crusade, Cuno was succeeded by his
younger son Lambert, who also became count of Clermont. The acquisition
of this fortress an the right bank of the Meuse between Huy and Liége
throws light on the identification of another c¢rusader in Godfrey's army
who has escaped the attention of historians.

Lambert did not become count of Clermont until after the crusade.'”
The previous count was called Giselbert. A document of 1083 relates how

the church of St Paul at Liege possessed a domain at Nandrin near the
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castle of Clermont. The Count Giselbert and his accomplice Fredelo
continually committed daepredations on this land, so that the inhabitants
dared not gather wood or till the soil. The prince-bishop of Liége
(Henry of Verdun) gave the advocacy of this domain to Count Cuno, in
whose county the land was situated, and forced Giselbert and Fredelo to
restore what they had usurped.'® This information provides a revealing
personal constellation. Cuno was of course the count of HMontaigu;
Fredelo was 1in all probability the same despoiler of Malmédy and
Echternach, father of the crusaders Henry and Godfrey of Esch. In 1091
Giselbert of Clermont again appears with his wife Longarde and brother
Herman when they gave the church of Saint-Symphorien to the abbey of
Cluny.'® By 1095 the castle of Clermont had become such a menace to
shipping on the Meuse that Otbert, +the new bishop, organised An
expedition to besiege it as part of the campaign to enfiorce the Peace of
God in his diocese. The siege lasted from 29 June to 9 August 1095,
ending unsuccessfully, partly because Godfrey of Bouillon and other
nobles in the army refused to attack the castle owing to an unresolved
dispute concerning the deposed abbot of St Hubert.=<

In his study of the counts of Behogne and Rochefort Roland was
unable to explain how Lambert of Montaigu acquired the caunty of
Clermont. He assumed that after the death of Giselbert his castle was
occupied by brigands, 1leading to the siege of 1095, and that his
daughter later married Lambert. However a different interpretation of
the facts provides a more plausible explanation of events. The
activities of the anonymous occupants of Clermont in 1095 are entirely
consistent with those of Count Giselbert and his accomplice Fredelo in
1083; what a monkish chronicler regarded as brigandage was no doubt
perceived by the noblemen as the legitimate levying of tolls on river
traffic. Nevertheless this noble way of life was becoming increasingly
redundant in the face of an energetic bishop determined to pacify his
diocese. A terse entry in the chronicle of Giles of Orval for the year
1095 reveals that what Otbert failed to achieve by force was now
accomplished by purchase.®' The acquisition of Clermont and its
subsequent enfeocffment to the episcopal vassal Lambert of Montaigu can
be seen as part of a consistent policy of purchase which also brought to

the prince-bishop the important fortresses of Mirwart, Couvin and
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Bouillon. For Count Giselbert the obvious avenue of opportunity and
escape was the crusade. Far from having died in 1095 he departed with
Godfrey, appearing as Giselbertus de Clarqg Monte as a member of the
household of Baldwin in Cilicia in the winter of 1097. Milo of Clermont,
later in Godfrey's household, was probably a relative or follower oz
Giselbert. ==

All of the crusaders discussed so far either came from the lands of
Godfrey of Bouillon or from the surrounding areas of the Ardennes. The
charter recording the sale of Baisy and Genappe in 1095 indicates that
no fewer than eight crusaders were present at this transaction: Godfrey,
Baldwin, Cuno of Montaigu, Warner of Grez, Henry and Godfrey of Esch and
Heribrand and Valter of Bouillon.=® It is possible that this meeting and
others like it presented an opportunity to formulate and discuss plans
for the journey to Jerusalem. Geographically removed from this close-
knit group was Baldwin II of Mons, Count af Hainault.=#4 His preference
for the company of Godfrey rather than that of his neighbour Robert 11
of Flanders can praobably be explained in terms of dynastic politics. He
was the second son of Richilda of Hainault and Baldwin VI of Flanders
who jointly ruled both counties. However on his father's death his uncle
Robert I usurped Flanders in a revolt in which his brother Arnulf III
was killed. Baldwin and Richilda were left with Hainault, guaranteed to
them by Henry IV in a settlement at the diet of Lieége in 1071, by which
they became vassals of Godfrey 111 of Lower Lotharingia and rear-vassals
of Liege. On the death of Godfrey in 1076 Baldwin became a direct vassal
of the prince-bishop.=® As ruler of a large county he was probably
accompanied in the crusade by vassals aof his own, of whom we can
identify at least two: Gerard of Avesnes and Giselbert of Couvin.=¢

A third element in the exercitus of Godfrey consisted of lords and
knights from the neighbouring duchy of Upper Lotharingia and adjacent
areas of the French kingdom. The decision of these crusaders to join
Godfrey was praobably influenced by the fact that their own duke,
Theoderic I, Count of Bar and Montbéliard, had been released from his
crusading vows because of illness and did not make the pilgrimage.=<7 He
was, however, represented by his eldest son Louis of Mousson and another

lord, Ralph of Mousson.=®
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The Dudo de Cons mentioned twice as a member of Godfrey's army has
been repeatedly identified in crusading scholarship as originating Irom
Kanz at the confluence of the Moselle and the Saar above Trier.=® He was
in fact lord of Cons-la-Grandville on the River Chiers in the Ardennes,
and was a openefactor of the abbey of St Hubert to which he donated the
priory of St Michael at Cons.-® His father was Adelo of Dun, a castle on
the Meuse which had been given to the church of Verdun by Henry 1IV. On
his death Adelo's 1lands were divided between his sons Walter who
received Dun, and Dudo who received Cons. Dudo was accompanied on
crusade by his wife Hadwida, daughter of Arnulf I of Chiny.3!

Similar problems of identification have arisen in the case of the
crusader Petrus de Stadeneis, whom historians have almost unanimously
referred to as 'Peter of Stenay'.®= This issue is an important one. The
identification with Stenay suggests Peter was a vassal of Godfrey of
Bouillon who was lord of this domain on the Meuse between Bouillon and
Verdun. Peter was however count of the pagus Stadunensis or Astenois, a
district on the plains of Champagne in the extreme east of the French
kingdom. He was also known as Petrus de Dunperrun after his principal
stronghold of Dampierre-le-Chateau.®® VWith Peter on crusade was his
elder brother Rainald IlII, episcopal <caunt of Toul in Upper
Lotharingia.®4 They were sons of Frederick I, Count of Astenois, and
Gertrude, daughter of Count Rainald II of Toul, and were also kinsmen of
Gaodfrey of Bauillon. Several writers allude to a relationship between
Frederick's brother Henry of Verdun and Godfrey III, at whose suggestion
Henry was installed as bishop of Liege by the Emperor in 1075. It is
likely that Baldwin, father of Henry and Frederick, bhad married a
daughter of the Ardennes-Verdun dynasty.>® According to Laurence of
Liege Frederick was a carus et fidelis of both Godfrey of Bouillon and
Theaderic af Verdun; 1t is 1likely that he and Peter as counts of
Astenois held lands in the neighbouring county of Verdun and were thus
vassals of both count and bishop, although it is a significant
indication of the relative strengths of the two institutions that Peter
served as one of the commanders of the episcopal army along Theoderic's
campaigns against Godfrey.<= Rainald of Toul was accompanied on crusade

by at least one cleric of the diocese, the Archdeacon Louis, and six
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lords: Rambert, son of Fraimer of Lironville; Bencelin; Aldo of Fontenoy
and the family group of Laniroi, his son Olri and brother Hugh.=”

The last known member oifi this group was the crusader known to
contemparary sources as Baldwinus de Burgo, later count of Edessa, and
secand king of Jerusalem.=%® Although normally referred to by historians
as 'Baldwin of Le Bourg' his name in fact derives from Bourcq in the
valley of the Aisne.”® He was a son, probably a younger son of Count
Hugh I of Rethel and Melisende of Monthléry and was also a kinsman of
the Ardennes-Boulogne brothers.<® The county of Rethel, which had as its
nucleus the territory of Omont, a fief of the Church of Rheims, was
situated both in regno and in imperio. The counts were consequently
involved in the politics of Lotharingia just as much as those af the
French kingdom. Baldwin's grandfather Manasses 1l was an ally of Godfrey
of Bouillon during the struggle over the Ardennes-succession and invaded
the bishopric of Verdun although his castle of Sainte-Menehould was
captured by episcapal forces. <!

Apart from Lotharingians and Frenchmen Godfrey's army included
Germans from other parts of the Empire. Admittedly it is likely that
most of +the German crusaders had already gone with the various
expeditions which had left prior to the official departure date under
the 1leadership of Peter the Hermit, VWalter Sans-Avoir, Emicho,
Gottschalk and Volkmar. However a royal diploma of 26 July 1097 reveals
how a noblewaman called Cunihild sold her estate of Obermeiser to the
abbey of Helmarshausen, for which her son Reinhold received '36 marks to
go to Jerusalem with Duke Godfrey'. Since he came from a fairly distant
part of Franconia, it is unlikely that Reinhold was a unique case.?=

The other crusading armies, notably the Provencal contingent of
Raymond of Saint-Gilles, included large numbers of clerics, both secular
and regular, some of whom held fairly senior pasitions in the church., It
was these men who tended to obtain the ecclesiastical positions created
by the crusaders in Syria., Thus the Provengal Peter of Narbonne became
bishop of Albara while his compatriot Bernard of Valence became bishop
of Artah and then patriarch of Antioch. The Norman Robert of Rouen
obtained the see of Lydda while the Flemings Arnulf of Chocques and
Achard of Arrouaise became patriarch of Jerusalem and prior of the

Templum Domini respectively.®=



Senior clerics of this calibre were conspicuously absent Irom
Gadfrey's army, a phenomenon which can be explained by the eifects of
the Investiture Contest. No Lotharingian or German bishops were present
at the Council of Clermont; only Richer of Verdun sent legates and
presents. “* Indeed the rfirst news of the crusade to reach the western
parts of the Empire may have been brought by Peter the Hermit and his
followers. This would explain why many German chroniclers depict Peter
rather than Pope Urban as the initiator of the crusade.“® [t is also
probable that the Lotharingian bishops and abbots were too heavily
involved in the struggle between Empire and Papacy to consider leaving
their charges at this critical time.

It is therefore not surprising that the only named clerics known to
have departed in Godfrey's company were the aforementioned Louis of Toul
and Adalbero of Luxembourg, Archdeacon of Metz.4® 0On the other hand
Villiam of Tyre relates that Godfrey took with him a group of monks who
celebrated the divine offices for him during the crusade. After the
capture of Jerusalem he settled them at their own request in the abbey
of St Mary in the valley of Josaphat.®”

Where did these monks come from? The chronicle of St Hubert agrees
that Gadfrey took regular clergy with him, and it is likely that they
were at least in part originally members of that community.<® On the
death of Henry of Verdun in 1091, Henry IV installed the royal chaplain
Otbert as bishop of Liege. The passionate imperialist Otbert removed
Berengar, the reformist abbot of St Laurence at Liége, who fled with his
supporters to St Hubert, whose own abbot Theoderic was in turn deposed
for offering his protection to the reformers. Eventually the two abbots
and many loyal monks fled to properties in the diocese of Rheims where
they enjoyed the support of Godfrey of Bouillon and Dudo of Cons.“® The
dispute was not finally resolved until the autumn of 1096 and it
therefore seems that in August of that year there were numbers oif
displaced monks, supporters of Berengar and Theoderic, who may well have
been attracted by the prospects of a pilgrimage in the company of
Godfrey who was advocate of St Hubert.

So far the examination of the composition of Godfrey's exercifus has
yielded the names of thirty-nine individuals who must have been with him

from the beginning of the expedition.®°® Two of these were clerics and
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two were waomen. Undoubtedly the army included many more unnamed knights
and their rfamilies as well as clerics, peasants and townspeople. Within
the known group of thirty-nine individuals we can discern certain
relationships and bonds which operated in the course of the expedition,
and which give insights into the structure and hierarchy of the
Lotharingian army.

Next in importance to Godfrey himself was his brother Baldwin of
Boulogne. He was left in charge of the army at Bruck an der Leitha
during negotiations with King Coloman of Hungary and later acted as
hostage to him. At Constantinople he commanded a detachment of 500 men
and guarded the hostage John Comnenus.S' Apart from Baldwin we find
lmportant military and diplomatic tasks being repeatedly carried out by
the same people. The initial embassy to Coloman was entrusted to Godfrey
of Esch who had previous experience of Hungary; on the second approach
he was accompanied by Warner of Grez, Rainald of Toul and Peter of
Dampierre.== Godfrey of Esch, Cuno of Montaigu and Baldwin of Bourcq
acted as envoys to the Emperor Alexius; the latter two subsequently
received +the 1imperial representative John Comnenus.®*® Godfrey of
Bouillon was then accompanied to his meeting with Alexius by VWarner of
Grez and Peter of Dampierre.®4 Ve later find Warner in charge of a force
sent to secure the port of St Simeon on the coast of northern Syria, and
Rainald of Toul as commander of a reserve division at the Great Battle
of Antioch. ==

It is significant that such tasks were not entrusted to Godfrey's
household officers or others of +the Bullonienses; this suggests
Godfrey's own vassals did not possess the necessary status. On the other
hand the men who did carry out these deputed tasks formed an inner group
within the Lotharingian army and probably functioned as a council. It is
improbable that the bonds which held this group together were of a
feudal nature. As we have seen in the previous chapter, Lower
Lotharingia could not be considered to be a territorial principality.
The lords from this circumscription probably conceded to Godfrey the
leadership of the army as this was the traditional military function of
the duke. However there is no evidence to suggest they were his vassals;
in fact two of the Lower Lotharingians, Baldwin of Hainault and Henry of

Esch, went so far as to break military discipline by leaving the army in
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Thrace in order to hurry on to Constantinople in an attempt to share in
the alleged munificence of the Emperor.*¢ Baldwin of Bourcqg, Peter of
Dampierre and Rainald of Toul all came from France and Upper
Lotharingia, areas where Godfrey had no ducal authority. The most
significant ties within the core group seem to have been derived from
kinship: each member was related in some way to Godirey and Baldwin, a
fact repeatedly retlected in the descriptions given by Albert of Aachen.
The most important of Godirey's kinsmen (apart from Baldwin) was Warner
of Grez, who assumed the leadership of the domus Godefridi on Godfrey's
death in July 1100. In Albert's list of departing crusaders Varner is
the only individual explicitly described as a kinsman of Gadfrey and
Baldwin, although many of the others are subsequently marked as such
elsewhere in his history. Strangely enough, in the corresponding passage
of William of Tyre, who used Albert as a source, only Baldwin of Bourcgq
is distinguished as a relative of Godfrey. This would appear to be a
retrospective editorial decision influenced by Baldwin's subsequent
importance as king of Jerusalem.®” This, and the various military and
diplomatic tasks suggest that Warner was near the top of the hierarchy
of the core group and Baldwin somewhere near the bottom.

Another important factor may have been the bonds of alliance forged
during the wars fought by Godfrey to defend his inheritance in the
period before the crusade. Cuno, Gozelo and Lambert of Montaigu as well
as Warner of Grez <(and, we may add, Baldwin of Hainauvlt) were all
vassals of his principal ally, the bishop of Liége. Baldwin of Bourcq's
family had fought on Godfrey's side against the bishop of Verdun.
Admittedly Peter of Danmpierre and Rainald of Taul had fought on the
episcopal side in this conflict; however as far as the crusade was
cancerned this appears to have been outweighed by their particularly
strong kinship ties to Godfrey and Baldwin. Conversely, the continued
importance of kinship and alliance would explain the lack of praminence
accorded to Dudo of Cons, a son-in-law of Godfrey's rival Arnulf II of
Chiny, and to Louis of Mousson, cousin of the Countess Mathilda who was
a rival claimant to the Ardennes-Verdun inheritance. '

Considering Lower Lotharingia's peripheral position within the

Empire and its accessibility to France and the preaching of the crusade

Godfrey's army included relatively few of the major nobles of the area,
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especially those of comital rank. The nobles of Lower Latharingia were
not vassals of the duke and were consequently under no aobligation to
follow him., In many cases the phenomenon of non-participation was also
influenced by the political constellations aobtaining on the eve of the
crusade. These resulted from two major conflicts, namely the Investiture
Contest and the war of the Ardennes-Verdun succession, which reacted
with each other and traditional lacal rivalries to produce oppositions
and alliances which undoubtedly exerted influence and pressure on either
in favour of participation or against it. Notable absentees were Albert
of Namur, Arnulf of Chiny, Henry of Arlon and Limburg as well as the
three heirs of Theoderic Flamens: Gerard of Geldern, Henry of
Kriekenbeek and Gosuin of Heinsberg. These were all members ({(or their
successors) of the coalition which had waged war on Godfrey and his main
ally the church of Liege. A similar case was that of the count of
Louvain, traditionally a rival of the Ardennes-Verdun family and an
adversary of the ecclesiastical principality of Liege on which their
lands bordered.®® In 1095-96, far from taking the cross Count Godfrey of
Louvain embarked on a new conflict with Liéege over the county of
Brugeron.=® Other important absentees were the count of Holland and the
count of Luxembourg. Ve know of no crusaders at all from Lower
Lotharingia north of Antwerp. It has been argued that the high degree of
non-participation in Lotharingia was because most of the vassals of
Henry IV were reluctant to become involved in what was essentially a
papal enterprise.®® In fact it would appear that if anything, precisely
the converse was the case. Under the bishops Henry of Verdun and Otbert
the diocese of Liege was one of the areas which consistently offered the
greatest support to the monarchy during the investiture contest.®' Many
non-participants were traditional enemies of +the -ecclesiastical

principality; Baldwin of Hainault, Varner of Grez and the Montaigu

family on the other hand were all fideles sancti Lamberti. Pope Urban
had proclaimed that the property of crusaders should be placed under

church protection until their return. In the case of vassals of the
powerful church of Liége this undoubtedly meant effective protection. On
the other hand it is probable that many other lords were unwilling to

leave home at a time when Lotharingia was being ravaged by the
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Investiture Contest and the various dynastic feuds which accompanied

it,e=

Il

From 1its departure in August 1096 until the arrival at
Constantinople 1in December the army led by Godfrey was therefore
essentially Lotharingian in character, although it was by no means
representative of the whole or Lotharingia. After the crossing to Asia
Minor in the spring of 1097 the crusaders encountered the defeated
remnants of the expeditions led by Peter the Hermit and Walter Sans-
Avoir. In the course of the next stage of the march these attached
themselves to the various contingents which had arrived by different
routes and now combined to form a unified Frankish army. Albert of
Aachen described Godfrey's army at the battle of Nicaea as 'Godefridus
dux Lotharingiae ... cum universo comitatu Lotharingiorum constitus

est.'®® However, in narrating the Great Battle of Antioch (February

1098) he gives fuller descriptions: 'Godefridus, dux .... cum innumeris
milibus Lotharingiis, ©Saxonibus, Alemannis, Bawariis' and 'Godefridus
cum Theutonicis, Alemannis, Bavariis, Saxonibus, Lotharingiis' and again
‘cum Alemannis, Bavariis, ©Saxonibus, Lotharingiis, Theutonicis et
Romanis'.<< Theutonici was probably used here in the sense of
Franconians, as the term Franci had come to be applied to the crusaders
as a collective description. Thus by the time it arrived in Antioch,
Godfrey's contingent which fought as a division of the army at this
battle and clearly retained a separate identity, now included members of
all the German tribes as well as Romani. This term probably referred to
French-speakers from outside +the Empire in contrast +to the
Latharingians, many of whom also spoke French dialects.

A section of the chronicle of Zimmern dealing with the First
Crusade has long been regarded as the principal source for these new
additions.®* The chronicle, now known to be the sole ';mrk of Count
Froben Christoph of Zimmern (now Herrenzimmern near Rottweil) was

completed around 1566 and survives in two original MSS written in the

Swabian dialect of Early New High German.®® The first historian of the
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crusades to draw attention to this source was Hagenmayer, who originally
intended to use it to clarify the role played by Peter the Hermit in the
crusade.*’ Yet on account of its unique and detailed information it was
accepted by Hagenmayer, Rohricht, Runciman and later by Riley-Smith as a
genuine prasopographical source for German participation in the
crusade. ©*

As its own main source for the crusade the chronicle claims 'ain alt
geschriben buaoch' in the Black Forest monastery of Alpirsbach which was
founded during the First Crusade by members of the Zimmern family among
others, Other sources claimed are a tapestry also preserved 1in
Alpirsbach, as well as the works of Villiam of Tyre, Robert the Monk and
the unknown GQuido Remensis. The proclaimed intention of this section of
the chronicle is to highlight the role of the High Germans in contrast
to that of the Low Germans and the French who had been amply treated by
other writers.®® After describing Pope Urban's appeal at Clermont, the
chronicle goes on to give a detailed list of those Germans who departed
for Jerusalem:

'Als nu die fiirsten aus Gallia und aus andern nationen das eerlich,
christenlich filiirnemen vernamen, die auch zuvor durch den bapst Urbanum
zu Clermant in Auergne darzu bewegt, erwelten sie herzaog Godfriden
ainhelligelich zu irem obristen iiber den ganzen haufen. Sollichs mocht
so baldt in deutschen landen nit kont werden, es namen etlich bischof
das creuz an sich, als nemlich bischof Conradt von Chur und bishof Otho
von StraBburg, herzog Friderrichs von Schwaben briieder. Zu disen und
andern bischofen mer verfiegte sich bischof Thiemo von Salzburg,
dessgleichen herzog Egkhart wvon Bayern, ain sun grave Ottons von
Scheyrn, und herzog Valther von Tegk. Dessgleichen so zogent mit dise
nachvolgende graven und freiherren; grave Hainrich von Schwarzenberg,
pfalzgrafe Hugo von Tiibingen, grave Rudolf und grave Huldreich wvon
Sarwerden, grave Hartman von Dillingen und Kiburg, grave Thiemo van
Eschenloch, grave Hainrich von Helfenstain, grave Adelprecht von
Kirchberg, grave Hainrich von Hailigenberg, ain grave vom Fanen, herr
Arnolt freiberr von Busnang, ain freiherr von Fridow, herr Ruodolf
freiherr van Brandis, ain freiherr von Vesterburg, grave Berchtoldt von
Neifen, herr Albrecht freiherr von Stoffeln, item ain grave von Saln,
ain grave von Viernenberg, ain herr von Bolanden; item grave Emmich von
Lyningen, ain grave von Rotteln und ain grave von Zwaibriicken, darzu ein
merkliche anzal von der ritterschaft, die alle 2zu errettung des
christenlichen glaubens mit denen ungleiibigen zu streiten begerten'.”©

This list comprises twenty-seven named individuals; to these can be
added 'ain edelman von Embs und ainer von Fridingen' as well as the

brothers Conrad, Albert and Frederick of Zimmern who are all mentioned

later.”' Thus this single source gives a grand total of thirty-two



names, an amazingly high praosopographical yield for a relatively short
account in a source written over four and a half centuries after the
event it describes. This total is even more remarkable if we compare it
with the thirty-nine names for the original Lotharingian contingent
arrived at by the examination of all other sources combined, including
the full-length account of Albert of Aachen.”=

It is however, difficult to accept unquestioningly the evidence of
this list. Ten names are given only with the formula 'a lord of X' with
no Christian name, and are thus valueless in prosopographical terms
since none of these ten can be confirmed from any other saource. 0f the
remaining twenty-two names, three are bishops, those of Chur, Strasbourg
and Salzburg. At the time of the Council of Clermont the bishop of Chur
was Ulrich II of Tarasp. He died on 30 July 1096 and was succeeded by
Guy who reigned until 1122. The first bishop aof this see tao bear the
name of Conrad was not elected until 1123.73 Otto, brother of Duke
Frederick of Swabla, was installed as bishop of Strasbourg by Henry IV
before 1084. His participation on the crusade is extremely problematic.
As he was still in Strasbourg on 12 July 1097 he could not have left
with Peter the Hermit and Walter Sans—-Avoir, nor even with Godfrey as
suggested by Scherer.”’4 Although he is attested as having made a
pilgrimage he was back in Germany by 9 November 1099, which hardly lends
much support to the testimony of the chronicle of Zimmern.”® Similar
confusion seemed to bhave led to inclusion in the 1list of Thiemo
Archbishop of Salzburg, who did not depart for Palestine until 1101.7%
Thus none aof these three could have taken part in the so-called people's
expedition whose German component is described in the chronicle.

The name 'herzog Egkhart von Bayern, ain sun grave Ottons von
Scheyrn' raises further problems. The duchy of Bavaria was held
personally by Henry IV from 1077 until the summer of 1096'; it was then
returned to WVelf IV who was succeeded by his son VWelf V in 1098.77
Bavaria did not pass to the Scheyern line until Otto of Vittelsbach was
created duke by Frederick Barbarossa in 1180. Count Otto I. of Scheyern,
who died before 1078, is known to have had a son called Ekkehard;
haowever as Ekkehard died before 1091 he could not have been on crusade.
The Vittelsbachs (as the Scheyern line became known) were later involved

in crusading and were keen patrons of crusading literature. One of the
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main sources of their family tradition were the tablets known as the
Tabula Perantiqua which were preserved in the abbey of Scheyern. One of
these tells how Ekkehard forced King Henry 1l1I of Germany to make him
duke of Bavaria, whereupon both led an army to the east which captured
Jerusalem. The historical core of this fantastic legend was probably a
pilgrimage made by Ekkehard, possibly the great German pilgrimage of
1064-05, which was later conflated with accounts of the First Crusade
and other crusading activities of the Wittelsbachs by Froben Christoph
of Zimmern, or more likely, one of his sources.”’®

Hagenmeyer, realising the difficulties posed by the inclusion of the
three bishops and Egkhart, claimed that these names could therefore not
have been found in the principal source, the codex of Alpirsbach.”® This
argumentation presupposes that the ‘alt geschriben buoch', if it ever
existed, was 1itself an accurate account. To reject these four names but
accept the rest is surely a case of altering the evidence to justify
excluding these names.

On the other hand even many of the other names accepted as genuine
by Hagenmeyer raise numerous difficulties. The first known duke of Teck
was Adalbert, son of Conrad, Duke of Zahringen, appearing with the title
in 1187.¥° The duchy of Teck (near Kirchheim in Virttemberg) was
probably created as a result of a division of the Zahringen inheritance
between Berthold V of Zahringen and his uncles Adalbert of Teck and Hugh
of Ulmberg after the death of their elder brother Berthold IV in 1186.
The division also explains the adoption of the ducal title by all three
heirs.®!' The Christian name Valter was unknown in the Teck family, and
0of course the inclusion of a duke of. Teck among the crusaders of 1096 is
quite anachronistic.

The counts of Tibingen are known to have used the Christian name

Hugh in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. However this line did not
receive the dignity of Count Palatine until the extinction of the counts

of Dillingen in 1146.%< The claim that the Count Palatine Hugh acted as
‘obrist' or commander of the Germans along with Walter of Teck and died
in battle at Nicaea cannot be confirmed from any other saource. In view
of the anachronistic title it is possible that the inclusion of Hugh as
a crusader actually derived from crusading activity of this family in

the years 1190-1215. €7
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The two brothers listed as counts of Saarwerden are also dubious.
The first documented count is known only from 1111, and the names Rudolf
and Ulrich are unheard of in this family.®4 Neither can the grave von
Zvalbriicken be accepted as a crusader. The founder of the comital family
named after Zweibricken was Henry I, second son of Simon I, Count of
Saarbriucken {(died 1182). The names Ulrich and Rudolf are equally unknown
in this descendance so that we may exclude any confusion between
Saarbricken and Saarwerden on the part of the chronicle of Zimmern.
These three purported crusaders must be therefore regarded as pure
fiction.®*

The first documented lord of Bussnang in Thurgau was Albert I who
appears between 1150 and 1180. The name Arnold is unknown in this
family.** A Henry of Heiligenberg in the Linzgau north of Konstanz is
known as advocate and despoiler of the monastery of St George of
Petershausen in the period 1101-3, However nothing is known of any
crusading activity prior to this; although the chronicle of Zimmern
calls him count a county named after the Mons Sanctus did not appear
until after 1135.°%7

At first sight the name ‘grave Emmich von Lyningen' appears to hold
more promise. Contemporary sources relate that a crusader called Emicho
raised an army which persecuted the Jews of Speyer, Vorms, Mainz and
Cologne before departing for the east.®¥ On the evidence of <the
chronicle of Zimmern he has been identified by historians as count of
Leiningen.®® However +the first definite mention of an Emicha of
Leiningen dates from 1128.%¢ Albert of Aachen and Ekkehard of Aura do
not make this identification, merely stating that Emicho was a nobleman
with lands in the area of Mainz and that he returned home after his army
was defeated by King Coloman of Hungary in 1096. Furthermore a recent
examination of the Hebrew sources reveals that the would-be crusader's
surname was written VLNHJM, which would exclude any place-name with the
ending =ingen. A more probable identification would ©be Flonheim,
northwest of Alzey on the middle Rhine. A witness list of -the year 1096

names comes Emicho de Vianheim.®' This evidence would +tally with
Albert's information that Emicho returned home in the summer of 1096.

The lack of prominence accorded him in the Zimmern account is another

point against this source. According to Ekkehard and Albert Emicho was
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leader aof an important contingent. In the chronicle of Zimmern this role
is given to the fictitious WValter of Teck and the doubtful Hugh of
Tiibingen, while Emicho is only nmentioned towards the end aof the list.

Even the participation of the three Zimmern brothers, Frederick,
Albert and Conrad is open to considerable doubt. The chronicle claims
that their brother Gaodfrey married Elisabeth, daughter of Frederick of
Teck.®= Count VWilliam VWerner of Zimmern recorded the following
information, probably drawn from a lost necrology of the monastery of
Alpirsbach:

'Obiit Gotiridus de Zimbarn liber dominus, sepultus in monasterio
Alpirsbach una cum uxore Elisabete ducisse de Deck'.®=

Ve have already seen that the first known duke of Teck is attested only
from 1187. Assuming that this marriage connection did exist <{(and the
only evidence derives from the two Zimmern sources) then it and the
supposed crusading generation must be placed at least a century after
the First Crusade, and most probaBly in the thirteenth century when we
first find a member of the Teck family with the name Frederick.=4
However the persistence with which the chronicle glarifies the Teck
family could well be explained by such a marriage cannection.®=

In fact the sole name in the Zimmern list which can be confirmed
from other sources is that of 'grave Hartmann von Dillingen und Kiburg'.

Hartmann was the son of Hupold 1I1I, count of Dillingen in Swabia. He
married Adelheid, daughter of Adalbert of Vinterthur-Kyburg, and
succeeded to her vast estates in the Thurgau.®% In 1095 he founded the
monastery of Neresheim on his allodial possessions near Nordlingen.
Since Ernest the first abbot is known to have been on crusade it is
likely that his benefactor was identical with the Hartmannus comes
Alemanniae mentioned on three occasions by Albert of Aachen, He is
recorded as having died in 1121.%7 It is likely that in this case Froben
Christoph discovered his name in the history of Villiam of Tyre, where
it is one of the few marked explicitly as a German, and that William in
turn derived his information from Albert or from a source common to
both.®® Vith this single exception, the jumble of anachronistic or non-
existent names as well as those of whom we know nothing, and abave all
the complete lack of external confirmation make it extremely doubtful

whether +the chronicle of Zimmern, composed over four and a half
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centuries after the First Crusade, can be considered a reliable
prosopographical source for the Germans who joined Godirey's army after

Constantinople,

A similar case is that of the sixteenth-century chronicle oi QOcco
Scarlensis which gives an account of numerous Frisians with Peter the
Hermit,=® and which was held to be accurate by Dirks and Rohricht.'©©
Among the Frisians according to Occo were the nobles Tjepke Forteman,
Jarig Ludingaman, Feike Botnia, Eelke Lyauckama, Sikke Lyauckama, Epe
Hartman, Ige Galama and Obboke Hermanna, most of whom later joined the
main expedition. However a recent study has questioned the reliability
of this account. It is unlikely that Frisians around 1100 could have bhad
the surnames and Christian names given by Occo. Eelke Lyauckama was
supposedly installed as commander of Nicaea after its capture. As the
city was returned to the Byzantine Emperor by the crusaders then Eelke,
if he existed, was probably a Varangian and not a crusader. That he was
the leader of 9000 knights in the Frankish army is even more incredible.
Thus while Frisians were undoubtedly present in Godfrey's army we cannot
accept Occo's names as trustworthy.'°?

An examination of the contemporary sources throws up the names of
crusaders from the Empire and others who probably joined Godfrey after
Constantinople. Apart from Hartmann of Dillingen they included Wicher
the Swabian, Gunter and Reinbard of Hammersbach.'°2 0Others can be
identified with the help of eastern sources. Geoffrey the Monk, later
Lord of Marash and Regent of Edessa in the late 1120s, is called Gufra
Almuin in the anonymous Syriac Chronicle; the name seems to be a
corruption of Alemapnus or Aleman.'©® William, later lord of Diliik, is
called Sancawel by Matthew of Edessa. This may be an Armenian rendering
of a French name. He was probably identical with William, brother of the
crusading leader called VWalter de Pexeio or Valter Senzavohir or Sine
Habere. It is likely that this family came from Boissy-Sans—Avair, about
forty kilometres west of Paris.,'©4 Another Frenchman who joined Godirey
was Drogo of Nesle, who had been released from Byzantine captivity at
his intervention.'©®® Men like these were probably the Romani referred to
by Albert.

Such lords, it must be remembered, were in straitened circumstances.

They were leaderless, and they had lost baggage, arms, mounts and
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followers in the debacle at Nicaea. Their adhesion to the newly-arrived
contingents is thus hardly surprising. Yet other lords and knights from
the other armies were also joining Godfrey about this time. Godfrey's
brother Eustace III of Boulogne had left Europe in the company of his
lord, Robert II of Flanders, and Robert of Normandy, arriving with them
at Constantinople some time after Godfrey.'©® From this point he seems
to have associated more with his brothers than with the two Roberts. He
and his men were included in Godfrey's division of the crusading army at
the Great Battle of Antioch and again at the siege of Jerusalem where he
fought in the same siege-tower as his brather,'<”

From the beginning of the crusade Baldwin and his wife Godehilde
were accompanied by their familia or household.'©® During the march he
attempted to establish bhimself as an independent prince, first in
Cilicia, then at Edessa., ¥ith the help of his brothers he now created
the comitatus Baldewini, a description which suggests a more substantial
force, a war-band. At the beginning of 1098 this comprised seventy
knights, but had grown to two hundred after his move to Edessa. '9°
Baldwin drew troops from the contingents of both his brothers: Giselbert
of Clermont, Baldwin of Bourcq, William Sans—Avoir, Geoffrey the Monk
and Drogo of Nesle came from Godfrey's army and Udelrard and Pisellus of
Wissant from Eustace's. Others such as Peter of Dampierre and Rainald of
Toul joined him on a temporary basis. From the contingent of Stephen of
Blois, who deserted from the army at Antioch, came Fulcher of Chartres,
later lord of Saruj, and his namesake the historian.?'® The number of
men from Flanders and Artois who first appear in Jerusalem after
Baldwin's accession in 1100 suggests that he drew support not only from
his brother Eustace but also from Robert of Flanders and others of his

vassals.''' Several factors could have accounted for this development.
One is the lethargy of Robert. In his study of the count during the
crusade Knappen concluded that he showed initiative on only one occasion
(in Italy).''%* Baldwin had also maintained his connections with
Flanders, Artois and Normandy far longer than his brother Godfrey. It

would be understandable for the more enterprising of Robert's followers

to be attracted to the service of Baldwin who was the first leader to

carve out a principality of his own. A passage in the history of Albert
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of Aachen also reveals that the resources of many knights had been eaten

up in the course of the long march and the siege of Antioch:

‘Erant enim summa necessitate gravati, et 1longa expeditione rebus
exhausti necesariis. Affluebant et accrescebant singulis diebus in
numera et virtute, dum fere tota civitas a Gallis obsessa, et eorum
hospitalitsleoccupata est. Baldewinus singulis, de die in diem, 1in
bisantiis auri, in talentis et wvasis argenteis dona plurima
conferebat',''=

While the main army remained bogged down at Antioch Baldwin as count of
Edessa was in a position to provide patronage and oppartunities for
advancement for those who joined him; however his followers had clearly

become feudal dependents receiving a salary from him.

I11]

From around this time, the winter of 1097-98, we can discern a
parallel growth of ties of dependence within Godfrey's exercitus. During
the march across Anatolia numerous horses and draught animals died of
thirst. The loss of horses was especially telling for the knights in the
army as it reduced their military effectiveness, and consequently, their
status. ''?* These losses were compounded by the privation suffered during
the nine-month siege aof Antioch. By this time, for example, Hartmann of
Dillingen had been obliged to sell his horse and armour in order to buy
food and could scarcely live by begging. He was reduced to riding an ass
and fighting with a captured Turkish sword and shield. Godfrey took pity

on Hartmann, allotting him a dole of bread and a piece of meat or fish.

Albert's description of him as dives et nobilissimus et unus de
praepotentibus in terra Alemannie contrasts sharply with the

circumstances to which he had naow been reduced. The*y can be partly
explained by the fact that Hartmann must have lost most of his baggage
at the rout of Nicaea-in 1096, Yet we find precisely the same dependence
on the duke's charity in the case of Henry of Esch. This example is
particularly ironic as Henry had actually left Godfrey's army in Thrace
in order to share in the presumed bounty of Alexius Comnenus.''S

It is evident that from the time of the siege of Antioch ever-

increasing numbers of knights were penniless and had nothing to bargain
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with except their service. Despite the scarcity of food and the
inflationary prices commanded by what meagre supplies became available
the duke apparently possessed the means to provide for such men who
offered him their service. At this point we must examine in some detail
the financial resources available to Godfrey, going back to the winter
of 1095-96.

The duke's financial preparations for the crusade seem to have been
haphazard and unsystematic, evolving as needs arase and were perceived.
One of his first actions was to dissolve the priory of St Peter at
Bouillon, a house belonging to St Hubert, and to confiscate its
possessions. Only at the urging of his mother Ida who travelled to
Bouillon did Godfrey make restitution; his price for this seems to have
been Ida‘'‘s consent to the sale of allods where she retained the right of
ownership, such as Baisy and Genappe.''® As we have seen in the previous
chapter these, as well as Stenay and Hc:iuzay, were among the {first
properties to be disposed of. Godfrey, it must be remembered, had spent
most of his adult life before the crusade in fighting to defend his
inheritance. It was therefore unlikely that he had had much opportunity
to accumulate significant financial reserves. He was forced to proceed
to the alienation by mortgage of the allodial territory of Bouillon
along with the adjacent fief of the church of Rheims. The sources agree
that the sum realised by the sale was well in excess of 1300 silver
marks.''” The cash was raised by Bishop Otbert of Liége by the
ransacking of churches and abbeys of the diocese for jewels, plate and
precious metals.''® It is doubtful whether the amount realised by the
lesser sales was greater than that brought by the strategically
important territory aof Bouillon. The exact amount raised by all the
alienations can only be conjectured. VWVhat is clear is that Godfrey had a
considerable sum at his disposal on the eve of his departure, and
probably took a large part of it with him in the form of coin. Two of
his deniers, similar in form to coinage of Liege stuck in the episcopate
of Otbert, have turned up in hoards in Russia. They bear an inscription
which should be read as GODEFRIDUS IEROSOLIMITANUS in the sense of
peregrinus and must therefore have been coined between November 1095 and
August 1096, probably in one of the Liege mints.''”
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These initial resources were greatly augmented in the course of the
expedition. During his progress up the Rhine Godirey took advantage of
the anti-Semitic frenzy engendered by popular preachers to exact
protection money from the Jewish communities of the middle Rhineland.
The Hebrew chronicles relate that Godfrey, ‘'may his bones be ground to
dust', received 500 2zekukim of silver from the Jews of Cologne and
another 500 from Mainz, despite the fact that as duke Godfrey had
specifically been ordered by Henry IV to prevent persecution. The value
of the zakuk is placed variously at either eight or twelve ounces of
silver. The total amount received in bribes by Godfrey must therefore
have been somewhere between 8000 and 12,000 ocunces of silver, that is
between 1000 and 1500 marks. The profit of this short campaign of
extortion thus compares favourably with the sum realised by the mortgage
of Bouillon, '=°

At Constantinople we first gain an iﬁsight into the way in which
Godfrey's financial resources began to tighten the bonds of dependence
in his contingent. Like other leaders he received from the Emperor both
gifts and money and continued to receive an Imperial subsidy as long as
he was encamped on Byzantine territory. The duke distributed this money
among his army according to the needs of each individual; most of it
seems to have been immediately spent on food supplies by the
recipients, '?' Godfrey thus played a key role as the channel through
which funds passed; it is likely that a similar system operated in the
distribution of booty and forage, as the fighting divisions of the army
corresponded to the various contingents. Ve must also mention one final
source of income before the capture of the Holy Land. Once Baldwin's
position in Edessa was secure he repaid the loan of knights and
footsoldiers with plurima talenti auri et argepti, sent at the hands of
his secretary Gerard. This sum was later put at 50,000 bezants in
addition to large quantities of corn, barley, wine and oil.'==< This
massive support from Baldwin must have given Godfrey and Eustace a
certain edge over the other leaders.

Thus by the time of the siege of Antioch, a time when many in his
exercitus were in serious financial difficulties, Godfrey had access to
new sources of income in addition to whatever reserves had remained from

earlier. The growth of ties of dépendence may also have been expedited
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by the disappearance of intermediate levels in the structure of the
army. It is surely no coincidence that Gerard of Avesnes and Giselbert
of Couvin, both later found in the service of Godfrey and Baldwin in
Jerusalem, were originally vassals of Baldwin of Hainault who
disappeared in Asia Minor while on an embassy to Alexius Comnenus.'="~
The two Fulchers of Chartres, the future 1lord of ©Saruj and the
historian, were originally in the Champagne contingent which was left
leaderless after the desertion of Stephen of Blais.'%4 1In these
instances the removal of their immediate lord appears to have brought
about a closer bond to Godfrey and Baldwin.

If the arrival at Constantinople marked the beginning of the second
stage in the development of Godfrey's exercitus, the third stage was
signalled by the capture of Jerusalem in July 1099 and the establishment
of the Frankish state. Godfrey was now in a position to provide
patronage in the form of fiefs of land and money. Although the territory
controlled by Godfrey was small, he could also draw on tribute paid by
the Muslim cities of the coast. Thus the revenues of the port of Arsuf
were assigned to the knight Robert of Anzi, which appears to be the
first instance of the money fief which developed into one of the most
lasting feudal institutions of +the Latin Kingdom.'=® It 1is also
significant that the recipient was a Norman from Southern Italy. The
original Lotharingian element of the army had been considerably depleted
by this stage as a result of death in battle, capture and disease. Among
the known casualties among the 1lords and knights were Gozelo of
Montaigu, Henry of Esch, Folbert of Bouillon, Baldwin of Hainault, Louis
of Toul and Adalbero of Metz.'=<% Others were with Baldwin, now count of
Edessa. Now, after the liberation of the Holy City from infidel
domination, large numbers of crusaders, probably the majority of the
Frankish army, regarded their vows of pilgrimage as having been
fulfilled and returned to Europe in the course of the following year.
They included a large number of Lotharingians; Peter of Dampierre,
Rainald of Toul, Dudo of Cons, Cuno and Lambert of Montaigu and Louis of
Mousson,'=” At the same +time other knights whose own 1lords were
returning to Europe now entered Godfrey's service. The situation in the
year following Godfrey's accession is confused owing to the numerous

departures and casualties. However a clear picture of his vassals begins
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to emerge by the end of his reign., If we examine the group described
explicitly as milites de domo ducis Godefridi in July 1100, as well as
others known to be fief-holders, we find that only six belonged to the
original Lotharingian graoup: Warner of Grez (143), Ralph of HMousson
(112>, Hilo of Clermont (92), Gerard of Avesnes (43) and Stabelo the
Chamberlain (130). Two more, Wicher (144) and Gunter (56), were Germans
who had probably joined Godirey at Constantinople or Nicaea. There were
alsa three Normans, Robert of Anzi (117), Robert FitzGerard (120) and
Ralph of Montpingcon (111), the Fleming Vinrich the Butler (150) and the
Provencal Waldemar Carpinel (134)., The origins of Matthew the Seneschal
(91) and Geoffrey the Chamberlain (36) are unknown. When Godfrey's army
departed for Jerusalem it was almost entirely Lotharingian 1in
composition. A year after the capture of the Holy City the Lotharingian
element amounted to only approximately half of his vassals. We have seen
how Godfrey's army changed in its composition between August 1096 and
July 1100. By the latter date a significant number of Lotharingians,
including most of the prominent lords closest to Godfrey, had returned
to Europe. Men from other contingents were now in his service or that of
Baldwin, soon to come to Jerusalem bringing most of his vassals with
him. It would thus be wrong to assume a continuity of membership between

Godirey's army as it existed on its departure from Europe and the
nobility of the early Latin kingdom.
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CHAPTER 3

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE JERUSALEM MONARCHY

On 22 July 1099 the leaders of the victorious crusading army met to
choose a ruler for Jerusalem, eventually electing Godfrey of Bouillon.’
Vhat was the nature of the state that was in the process of being
established? Most historians of the crusades have accepted that on his
election Godfrey declined the title of king, preferring that of
‘Advacate’' or Defender of the Holy Sepulchre. According to this theory
the Advocate recognised the suzerainty of the Church, being merely
charged with the defence of the holy places on its behalf.= Recently
this model of an ecclesiastical state has been challenged by Riley-Smith
who has questioned some of the assumptions on which it has been based.
He argues that the only firm evidence for the title of advocate is to be
found in a letter written in Laodicea in September or October 1099.%
This letter was addressed to the new Pope, the successor to Urban II who
had died on 29 July of that year, and ran in the names of the leaders of
the commanding army in Palestine:

‘ego Pisanus archiepiscopus et alii episcopi et Godefridus dux, gratia
Dei ecclesiae S. Sepulchri nunc advaocatus et Raimundus comes S. Aegidii
et universus Dei exercitus qui est in terra Israel'.<

Hagenmeyer showed that of these senders Daimbert, Archbishop of Pisa,
had just arrived in Syria; in Laodicea he met Raymond of Saint-Gilles
and other princes, not named in the letter, who were on their way back
to Europe from Jerusalem.® There was, however, one significant absentee,
namely Godfrey himself, who was still in Jerusalem. Thus while there is
no reason to doubt the authenticity of the letter itself it can by no
means be regarded as an official document; we cannot therefore assume
that the formula 'ecclesiae S. Sepulchri ... advocatus' was approved by
Godfrey himself. Riley-Smith has assessed evidence from both narrative
and documentary sources to argue that the designation most commonly

applied to Godfrey was 1in fact princeps. ‘This terminology', he
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concludes, 'suggests that he was thought of as a ruler in a real sense
rather than a church official’.=

The question of Godfrey's title is especially complicated because of
the lack of agreement amomg the various contempaorary sources. Guibert of
Nogent, Baldric of Dol, Robert the Maonk and Orderic Vitalis all refer to
Godfrey as rex.” However, it is important that all of these authors were
writing in Western Europe and that none of them had been to Palestine.
It 1s therefore doubtful whether they were aware of all the issues
involved in the election of a ruler in 1099. By the time they came to
write their accounts of the crusade the adoption of the royal title by
Baldwin I was an accomplished fact; it is likely that they rationalized
Godfrey's title in line with subsequent developments. This wauld explain
why Godfrey is also referred to as king by John of Ibelin and <the
Lignages d'Qutremer.®

A second group of writers comprises those who bhad themselves
accompanied the crusade: Fulcher of Chartres, Peter Tudebode, and the
anonymous author of the Gesta Francorum. To these we can add Albert of
Aachen, who had not been to Palestine but had well-informed sources of
information who had themselves praobably been on crusade. These authors
all prefer the title princeps or princeps regni.® They nevertheless
agree that there existed a regnum in Palestine, as Riley-Smith has
shown. ' This important terminological distinction made between the
regoum and its ruler the princeps suggest an awareness of a specific
reason for this. Why then did Godirey not call himself king?

The traditional explanation is that Godfrey in his piety refused to
wear a crown in the city where Christ had worn a crown of thorns.'' Yet
even if we accept that Godfrey was never crowned it does not necessarily
mean that he was not a king. In the western monarchies at this time
coronation was merely one element in king-making ceremonies which cauld
also include election, enthronement and consecration by unction. Of
these attributes Godfrey was certainly regarded as possessing a
throne.'® The writer known as Tudebodus imitatus gives the story of the
crown of thorns, but the awareness of this does not prevent him from
referring to Godfrey as rex for the remainder of the work.'@ Similarly
the Lignages explicitly relate that Godfrey ‘'was elected king but

refused to wear a crown'.'4 Not only does Orderic Vitalis see no
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contradiction between the two 1ideas but actually regards them as
interdependent, stating that Godfrey was 'compelled by ecclesiastical
election to wear a crown and be called King of Jerusalem to the honour
of him who deigned to wear a crown of thorns'.'® Furthermore Albert,
Fulcher and Guibert all refer to the crown of thorns not in connection
with Godfrey's election, but as an objection raised by the clerical
party of the Patriarch Daimbert against the proposed coronation and
unction of Godfrey's brother Baldwin I at Christmas 1100.'® Fulcher, who
was Baldwin's chaplain and a historian enjoying royal patronage, felt
especially obliged to caounter the argument that it was sacriligeous for
a king to be crowned in Jerusalem, the scene of Christ's passion, and it
seems that the decision to transfer the ceremony to the Church of the
Nativity in Bethlehem was an attempt to sidestep<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>