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TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

The original version of this book by Herwig Wolfram, professor emeritus
at the University of Vienna, was first published in German with the title
Konvad 11, 990—1039: Kaiser dyeier Reiche (Munich: C. H. Beck, 2000). That
the Pennsylvania State University Press elected to commission a translation
so soon after its appearance is a testament to the work’s importance and its
author’s reputation.

While it is not unusual today for foreign scholars to be fluent in English,
it is rare for them to enjoy as strong a command of the language and a sense
of stylistic voice as Prof. Wolfram. As a result, a sentence-by-sentence com-
parison of this translation with the original would reveal that, in the inter-
ests of clarity, conciseness, and accessibility, the English version on occasion
captures the conceptual, instead of the literal, meaning of the German text.
Geographical references have been amplified as necessary, and all foreign-
language words and phrases rendered in English, except for commonplaces,
technical terms, and quotations of interest to the scholarly reader. In the
latter case, translations are provided for the nonspecialist; those in square
brackets represent my own efforts. Whenever possible, the notes have been
expanded to embrace English translations of medieval sources and edited to
cite the English versions of contemporary studies originally published in
another language. A few alterations have been made to the text and/or notes
to accommodate more recent scholarship. All references to biblical passages
rely on ecither the English Revised Standard Version or the Vulgate.

I wish to thank Prof. Wolfram for his encouragement in general and for
his prompt and clear responses to all my questions in particular; Peter Potter
and the staft of the Pennsylvania State University Press and Keith Monley for
providing excellent editorial support; and my husband, Dr. Gregory Dworkin,
for his steady encouragement and good-humored technical assistance.






INTRODUCTION TO THE
ENGLISH-LANGUAGE EDITION

The historian selects his own history from within history.
—Gaston Bachelard, Lean et les véves: Essai sur Pimagination de lo maticre
(Paris, 1947), 26

King Frederick II “the Great™—if you will—of Prussia (1712-86) was in-
censed by the authors of historical studies because he deemed most of them
bourgeois “pedants” or “members of the Benedictine congregation of Saint
Maur” who presumed to judge long-dead sovereigns and their ministers
even though they lacked even the slightest comprehension of political or
military issues.! There was and still is a grain of truth to that complaint, even
though the political landscape has experienced extensive democratization
since his day and military matters have attained such importance that they are
no longer entrusted to soldiers alone. Even so, “Old Fritz,” as he was called,
did have a point: It is difficult for historians to produce an accurate and bal-
anced description of the past dealings and the underlying motives of royal
decision makers. It also matters whether the ruler died a century or, as in
the case of Conrad II, somewhat less than one thousand years ago. We can
imagine some fictive sovereign dying on, say, “June 4, 190s,” but what about
Conrad II, who in 1039 “departed this life on the 11 of the nones of June (in
other words, on June 4), the second day of the week (Monday) in the sev-
enth indiction (the seventh year in the fifteen-year cycle used by the Romans
to calculate taxes)”?? The differences between them extend far beyond that
between the levels of effort—not to mention historical and chronological
training—necessary to decipher the respective dates. So much time has passed
since Conrad’s day that we are justified in wondering whether it is even pos-
sible for someone of our day and age to write the biography of an individual
who lived in the eleventh century.

The paucity and nature of medieval sources—their supposed or actual dis-
regard of personality and individuality, their penchant for preconceptions
and for interpretations that treat the actions as well as the motives of the
actors as exemplars—do not provide the sort of material that Europeans,
who think of things from a psychological point of view, demand in a biog-
raphy today. “When it comes to the early Middle Ages, our ability to discern
a person’s individuality is limited, and we are often obliged to proceed in a
cautious and roundabout manner, primarily by inferring information from
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the interactions between the person and his environment. . . . The appraisals
(of contemporaries) are mostly monotonous recitations of good or evil that
focus on a few undifferentiated, typical virtues and vices, with an eye to the
presumed consequences— positive and negative—in the hereafter

Today, everyone knows—even without having studied psychology—that
childhood and adolescence are the formative periods of one’s life. While it is
debatable whether “youth is the loveliest age,” as Curt Goetz (d. 1960), a
Swiss humorist, once put it, for long stretches of human history it was not
treated as a distinct stage, even though youth was one of the ages of man. A
person’s early years were of so little interest in the Middle Ages that even the
biographer Einhard (d. 840) could assert—no doubt contrary to fact—that
he knew nothing about Charlemagne’s childhood and youth.*

Next, what about the choice of a spouse, which we find so revealing
today? To what extent did an individual in that era allow him- or herself be
swayed by personal passion and emotion? All cultures have marriage customs,
and the more formalized those customs are, the more informative a devia-
tion from the norm is, the more a conscious violation of the norm—such as,
for instance, a woman’s consenting to a bridal abduction—says about an indi-
vidual’s personality. For example, Carolingian queens were often accused of
having committed adultery, but as Johannes Fried so rightly put it, such accu-
sations signaled “crises, not always within the marriage, but always within
the kingdom?™>

Should our suspicions be not equally aroused by information and appraisals
found in our sources that strike us as modern in tone? Thus, we learn that
Conrad changed his name upon his election in 1024, dropping the name Cuno
in favor of Conrad; the change in his “honor” triggered an “improvement”
in his name.¢ In the same way, who in this part of Europe has not heard tell
of a Much or Hias hailing from the remotest reaches of the Pitz valley in the
Tyrolean Alps of southwestern Austria who, upon receiving a tenured pro-
fessorship at the University of Innsbruck, suddenly claims that he has always
gone by the name of Michael or Matthias?

In this work, we are interested in a single individual from the past. As
even Jacques Le Goff (b. 1924)—a proponent of the Annales school of his-
torical thought who has recently published a biography of the saintly French
king, Louis IX (1226—70)—stated some years ago, “Sick and tired of abstrac-
tions, the investigator of historical structures felt a need for concrete facts. In
actuality, he wished to become the sort of historian Marc Bloch said was ‘like
a man-cater in a fairy tale: Wherever he smelled the flesh of a human, there
he caught the scent of his prey” And indeed not just any prey, no longer peo-
ple within a community, the collectivity of human potential; no, what filled
his nostrils was the scent of an individual person, a quite specific historical
figure”” “Willingly or unwillingly, in the West today the historian again enjoys
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to some degree much the same social status and performs much the same
function as in the nineteenth century: intellectual, author, national or Euro-
pean celebrity” Stylistic considerations have also regained importance. “His
chances of tapping the full potential of éeriture historique [historical writing]
are better with a biography, however, than with the other historical genres®

At the end of the twelfth century, Abbess Herrad of Landsberg commis-
sioned a work titled the Hortus deliciarum, or Garden of Delights, which in-
cludes a portrait—rendered in the style of a relief on a Roman gravestone —
of each of the sixty nuns in her Alsatian cloister of Odelienberg-Hohenburg,.
The sixty busts are arranged in six rows, with eleven drawings on each of the
lower three rows, and nine on each of upper three. In recognition of her rank,
Abbess Herrad alone is depicted as a standing figure, stretching from the
bottommost to the topmost of the six rows. Even though there is a separate
portrait for each nun, they are barely distinguishable from one another. In
fact, the “portraits” are practically identical. The work’s patroness and its artist
obviously discerned “the individuality of each nun not in her outward appear-
ance, but elsewhere,” and it is we modern viewers who fail at first glance to
find the key to enter this “elsewhere” Some follow in the footsteps of the
nineteenth-century historian Jacob Burckhardt and aver that a sense of the
individual first developed in the Renaissance. During the Middle Ages, in con-
trast, “[m]an was conscious of himself only as member of a race, people, party,
family, or corporation—only through some general category” The ban on
human individuality was first lifted in the Italian city-states of the fifteenth
century, as we read at the beginning of “The Development of the Individual,”
part 2 of Burckhardt’s tamous study The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy.*°
It we accept this view, it seems applicable to the series of nuns’ portraits.
Consonant with the Anglo-American scholarly tradition, on the other hand,
some roll back the onset of the Renaissance to the twelfth century. According
to that approach, the discovery of the individual began around 1050 and was
complete by the end of the twelfth century. By the way, this is the very same
period covered by the eminent Austrian medievalist Heinrich Fichtenau (d.
2000) in his last book, which bears the noteworthy title Heretics and Scholars.

Generally speaking, a historian turns to biography only after he or she has
reached a certain stage in life, bolstered by the experience that comes with age.
The exception to this rule is Ernst Kantorowicz (d. 1963), who published his
life of Emperor Frederick II in 1927 at the age of thirty-two. Whoever has been
able to spend years learning to observe, examine, indeed penetrate, one’s fel-
low creatures begins—Ilike Jacob Burckhardt—to seek out the “individual
and general” characteristics of “historical stature”; in doing so, “we fervently
wish to become better acquainted with individuality”!!

“How enchantingly beautiful this likeness is!” sings Prince Tamino in
Mozart’s opera The Mayic Flute. At first glance at her portrait, he falls in love
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with a girl whom he has never met and yet on whose account he is nonethe-
less prepared to face the greatest trials. The prince is so captivated that he does
not inquire into her paternity—not to speak of that gentleman’s financial sta-
tus—or into the good reputation and character of his presumptive mother-
in-law. In any case, the blessed naif Papagano has the wit to point out that
the portrait, unlike the real thing, lacks hands and feet! At a far remove from
the operatic stage, likenesses were also exchanged on the stage of world his-
tory; in early modern times, for example, members of the Spanish and Aus-
trian branches of the Hapsburg dynasty exchanged portraits as a prelude to
the marriage bonds being brokered by their chancellors. The ancients even
believed that the imago imperatoris [image of the emperor| did not merely
depict the emperor but actually was the emperor.

Our subject’s physical attributes are also significant, since a biographer must
immediately grapple with questions like Was he tall or short? Was she beau-
tiful or plain? Fair or dark? Ready and able to undertake physical exertion?
Furthermore, did he or she marry and have children, or was the marriage
without male issue or even barren? Was there generational conflict? Did our
subject make any personal statements, utter any witticisms, or figure in any
anecdotes? Percy Ernst Schramm (d. 1970) studied the witticisms of Charle-
magne, Otto III, and Henry IV,'? and Gerd Althoft relied to no small meas-
ure on anecdotes and witticisms in his analysis of “what made a person famous
in the Middle Ages” The latter scholar cited examples of the highly valued
quick-wittedness, of “a way with words, be they pointed, ironic, sarcastic or
even conceited, [that] rendered one’s partners, opponents, or enemies speech-
less and cunningly stopped them in their tracks”!® Moreover, “holding forth
was simply an attribute of lordship, an attitude of dominion in an oral com-
munity,” wrote Johannes Fried. “The ritualized word of the king, verbum regis,
possessed the force of law1

Penetrating further, we inquire into the individual’s origins, education, reli-
gious devotion, political influence, or even power. Of particular interest are
the hero’s or heroine’s relationships with others, particularly family members;
in fact, the familial community encompassed the dead as well as the living,
since part of an individual’s “kinship mores™® involved cultivating the mem-
ory of the dead. Furthermore, how did the individual resolve and manage
conflict? That topic has garnered increased attention in recent years.'® Even in
periods that may have been marked by “a correlation between minimal inter-
est in individuality and only modest attention to an individual’s training,”!”
we cannot be absolutely sure that conflicts were sufficiently ritualized as to
be managed “in a routine manner.” If we were to compare how different indi-
viduals resolved conflicts during a given epoch, we probably would be able
to identify distinguishing characteristics that might qualify as “individual” in
nature. Did the person proceed in the traditional manner or—as in Conrad’s
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case—employ approaches so novel that they either met with surprisingly swift
success or fell flat, forcing him to make amends along traditional lines?

The following study does not purport to be a biography of Conrad II in
the fullest sense of the word. That is also true of the intelligent book by Franz-
Reiner Erkens, which was published in 1998 as part of a series titled Histor-
ische Biographien. While they are learned in tone, these attractive volumes are
aimed at a broader readership and must provide their target audience appro-
priate breadth, structure, and scholarly apparatus, as well as depth of analysis.
Given the editorial guidelines for the series, the book’s author is to be congrat-
ulated on a remarkable achievement and to be thanked as well for permitting
this scholar to consult the work when his own study was approximately four-
fifths finished.!®

Furthermore, the second edition of Werner Goez’s book Lebensbilder aus
dem Mittelalter | Biographical Sketches of Medieval Figures| proved to be very
helpful. In a mere eighteen pages, Goez successfully paints a convincing as well
as stirring portrait of Conrad I1.Y? A book titled Kaiser Konrad 11. und seine
Zeit [ The Life and Times of Emperor Conrad II], published not all that long
ago, covers more ground than a pure biography—hence the “and Times” in the
title? —and relies extensively on the two-volume work Jakrbiicher des Deutschen
Reichs unter Konrad 11 [ Annals of the German Empire Under Conrad IT], pub-
lished in 1879 and 1884 by Harry Bresslau (d. 1926). This nineteenth-century
study was the crown jewel in the series Jahrbiicher der deutschen Geschichte:
Auf Veranlassung Seiner Majestit des Konigs von Bayern: Herausgegeben
durch die historische Commission bei der Konigl. Akademie der Wissen-
schaften [Annals of German History: Commissioned by His Majesty the King
of Bavaria: Published by the Historical Commission of the Royal Academy
of Arts and Sciences]. We owe Bresslau a debt of gratitude for a remarkable
number of works—including his editions of Conrad’s diplomas and of The
Deeds of Conrad 11 by Wipo—that remain authoritative to this day. In an un-
surpassable achievement, he consulted and knowledgeably evaluated German,
European, and even non-European historical sources. It took Bresslau fifteen
years—one year for each year of Conrad’s reign?! —to bring this awe-inspiring
work to fruition. While the work is structured along chronological lines, it
includes many digressions highlighting connections and providing thorough-
going analysis.?

On December 1, 1918 —less than one month after the signing of the armi-
stice that ended World War I—Bresslau was expelled from France on the
charge of being a “militant Pan-Germanist.” At seventy years of age, the Ger-
man medievalist, father-in-law of the Protestant theologian and future Nobel
Peace—prize winner Dr. Albert Schweitzer, and, lastly, adherent of the—to
quote the parlance favored in assimilationist circles at the time—“Mosaic Con-
fession,” that is, Jewish faith, found himself summarily dismissed from his
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professorship at the University of Strasbourg—founded during the nineteenth-
century German occupation of Alsace—and forced “to haul the forty kilos
[eighty-eight pounds] of luggage allowed him across the bridge over the Rhine
River at Kehl by himself.”?* In truth, the representatives of the victorious
Grande Nation of France treated him ignobly, and the label “militant Pan-
Germanist” was not merely overblown but patently unjust. Be that as it may,
the general reader today may very well find Bresslau’s point of view and style
redolent of German nationalism, and if the Jahrbiicher— deservedly reprinted
in 1967 —were the only work available, the public would understandably be
dismissive of Conrad II. And therein lies the first reason for undertaking this
study, namely, to tell Conrad’s story in modern language, from a modern per-
spective, and with an eye to modern modes of interpretation.

The content of the story has also changed over the last 115 years. For in-
stance, we have learned to distinguish between the Cluniac monasticism that
arose in Burgundy and the reform movements that took root in German soil:
Even though the proponents of the latter types of reform may have sought
to approximate the ordo [rule] observed at Cluny, their foundations never-
theless remained imperial monasteries duty-bound to the emperor and, unlike
the Cluniac houses, never attained “liberty” from secular power.?* This dis-
tinction was still beyond the ken of Harry Bresslau and his successors. Also,
the passage of time has fostered markedly different interpretations of certain
issues, such as the social tensions in northern Italy during Conrad’s day.?

To no small measure, the same holds true for our understanding of poli-
tics. And therein lies the prime reason for a new study of this ruler: Conrad II
sometimes resembles a modern politician, and at the same time he presents
us moderns with a paradox. Here we have a bearded medieval emperor who
let his wife take part in much, if not most, important political decision mak-
ing, who turned to her for advice and deferred to her opinion. The reigns of
Conrad and his son Henry III (1039—56) may have marked the pinnacle of
“German imperial grandeur;” as it was once commonly and anachronistically
termed,? but that is a matter of lesser interest to us. A more pressing issue is
that phenomenon we term “political engagement,” the ability to avail oneself
of the existing official, social, and economic structures in order to assert one’s
own authority and marginalize one’s opponents. While his predecessor and
successor both aroused serious and even mortal opposition their whole lives
long, Conrad is not known to have been targeted for assassination. It hardly
comes as a surprise that one roughly contemporary non-German could attrib-
ute the Salian’s sudden and broadly backed rise to imperial power to only
one thing, the help of the devil.?” In our day and age we are hardly satisfied
with this sort of explanation, yet even nowadays we speak of someone’s hav-
ing a “magic touch” in politics, although a politician may work his or her
“wizardry” only for a given time.
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It is commonly said that a good politician is like a good actor; both of them
measure their success in the here and now on the basis of a well-received per-
formance. Hence, we ought not to equate good political instincts with great-
ness in an individual.?® Seeking to implement far-reaching decisions through
wide-ranging proposals is only rarely good politics, since such plans tend to
strike contemporaries as overly burdensome and can be adequately evaluated
only by posterity. In his day Chancellor Otto von Bismarck (d. 1898) was suc-
cessful —1in other words, “good”—at foreign affairs, and yet the results were
catastrophic. British prime minister Winston Churchill (d. 1965) won World
War II and then resigned after losing in the next parliamentary elections. Chan-
cellor Helmut Kohl (b. 1930) brought about the reunification of Germany in
1990, promoted the integration of Germany into Europe, and was voted out
of office. Konrad Adenauer (d. 1967), chancellor of West Germany from 1949
to 1963, and Bruno Kreisky (d. 1990), chancellor of Austria from 1970 to 1983,
were both known for keeping their ears to the ground and dealing with issues
proactively, if possible, or at least reacting very swiftly—for being good tac-
ticians in the short run but also for reversing their decisions if circumstances
changed. All of these traits make for good politics, once it is possible to
resolve or defuse a conflict and forge an agreement between opposing par-
ties. In short: Good politics involves keeping one’s eye on the ball, not being
too short-sighted or looking beyond the immediate horizon; it is the “art of
the possible” for a given age.

While we may allege that Conrad and his “indispensable helpmate” Gisela
were good politicians, we do not with the same breadth claim that they were
great historical figures, that their policies reflected grand political designs, or
that we must always sanction or even admire their methods and the ramifi-
cations of their actions. To the extent possible, we should of course rise above
the moral and hence anachronistic ivory-tower standards of our and bygone
ages in making our assessments; those ought to rest instead on a critical read-
ing of the historical sources and our own experience in life. The latter should
serve as a reality check, lest—in Procrustean fashion—we be tempted to stretch
our interpretations of even the most personal statements to fit some prede-
termined political framework.?? Life also teaches us that things never work
out the same for two people; in other words, two politicians may appear to
be saying or doing the same thing, yet one falls flat on his or her face, while
the other is praised to the skies. Our investigation of Conrad I, ruler of the
High Middle Ages, will put this theory to the test.

An acknowledgement is also in order here. I am grateful for an amazing
stroke of luck that two scholars, having started work on related topics un-
beknownst to one another, could become more and more forthcoming with
each other as their studies progressed, to the point that they could even ex-
change their completed manuscripts, from which they derived mutual benefit
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and support. The book on Henry II by Stefan Weinfurter may, however, have
profited less by the exchange than did this biography of Conrad II, since the
latter’s author is something of a newcomer to the eleventh century, which can-
not be said of Weinfurter.

And yet another acknowledgement is in order, one that readers familiar
with medieval scholarship may themselves have already deduced. Just as twenty
years ago I was able to apply material found in Reinhard Wenskus’s book
Stammesbildung und Verfassung: Das Werden der friihmittelalterlichen “gentes”
[Ethnogenesis and Governance: Tribal Formation in the Early Middle Ages]
to my own scholarly work on the Goths, so the biography before you attempts
to draw concrete lessons from Fichtenau’s work Lebensordnungen des 10. Jahr-
hunderts | Living in the Tenth Century]. Hence, it 1s with gratitude that I dedi-
cate Conrad II to the memory of these scholars.

My special thanks go to the translator, Denise A. Kaiser, for her historical
and linguistic talents, abiding patience, and effort, and to Keith Monley for
his editorial expertise. I also wish to express my gratitude to Peter Potter of
the Pennsylvania State University Press, who ventured to publish this book
at the recommendation of Professors Rosamond McKitterick, University of
Cambridge, and Patrick Geary, UCLA. Finally, I thank the Austrian Ministry
for Education, Science, and Culture for generously subsidizing the publica-
tion of this book.

HERWIG WOLFRAM
Vienna, Austrin
Spring 2006
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Our story opens in the last decade of the tenth century. For four generations
central Europe had been under the rule of the Saxon dynasty, whose mem-
bers—Emperor Otto III (983-1002) in particular—envisaged renewing the
Roman Empire. In actuality, the Ottonian empire comprised two kingdoms:
North of the Alps lay the kingdom of the Franks, embracing the Saxons and
Bavarians, who jockeyed for preeminence, as well as the Alamanni, Thuring-
ians, and East Franks, after whom the kingdom was known. Each of the latter
groups maintained its own political unit—termed a 7egnum —and likewise did
not wish to be shortchanged.! The Frankish kingdom corresponded for the
most part to ancient Germania, whose largest province was now the land of
the Slavs between the Elbe and Vistula Rivers. In contrast with Roman times,
however, the easternmost portions of this region lay beyond the latter river.2
The other half of this empire, the kingdom of the Langobards, or the Italian
kingdom, was located south of the Alps and maintained relations with Roman
Italy, that is, with the city of Rome and with the territories that stretched across
that part of the peninsula to the Adriatic Sea and retained a strong Roman
identity because they had remained under Romano-Byzantine rule into the
latter half of the eighth century.?

While familiar modern concepts like “polity” or “border” are of little use
to us in the face of this almost dizzying multiplicity of peoples and regions,
odd institutions, and seemingly awkward forms of public life, that does not
mean that we should discount the possibility of describing medieval organi-
zational systems and concepts in current terms. Kings were itinerant; in other
words, they lacked a fixed seat and were thus continually on the move. The
only times they met with and exerted control over regional and local lords—
like dukes, margraves, and counts, bishops and abbots—were at court and
imperial diets. During the Carolingian period, the missi dominici [royal emis-
saries| were empowered to act as liaisons between the central and intermedi-
ate authorities, whom they sought to compel to act in the court’s interests.
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From the start of the tenth century, however, they began to fade from the land-
scape north of the Alps and to exercise different functions to the south.*
Our story has so many contradictory elements that it is probably best to
start with a historically based description of the geographical areas in which
it unfolds. Thus, the kingdom in which Conrad II was born and which he
ruled for almost fifteen years was the medieval Roman Empire. To this empire,
comprising the one kingdom essentially north of the Alps and the other to
the south, Conrad would later add a third, Burgundy. The transalpine 7¢5-
num encompassed the kingdom of East Francia—but not West Francia—that
had been granted to Louis the German in the Treaty of Verdun (843). Before
the end of his exceptionally long life, Louis succeeded in laying the ground-
work for the East Frankish annexation of Lotharingia. As a result, the kingdom

Image not available

MAP 1 The Kingdoms of Europe ca. 1050. (Adapted from Hagen Keller, Zwischen
regionaler Begrenzuny und universalem Horizont, Propyliden Geschichte
Deutschlands, 2 [Berlin, 1986], 19.)
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of the eastern Franks extended far beyond German-speaking regions. The mar-
graviate of Flanders was subject to the West Frankish—French crown, but the
eastern portion of Flanders, containing Antwerp, as well as Cambrai, Liege,
Metz, Verdun, and Toul, belonged to Lower Lotharingia and thus was part
of the eastern kingdom.®

From the mouth of the Schelde in the west to the mouth of the Eider in
the east, the North Sea marked the northern boundary of the kingdom.
Hedeby, near the town of Schleswig, was still part of Denmark, and for a short
period during Conrad’s reign some areas further south were subject to Dan-
ish control. The border followed the Eider for the most part, eastward to the
border with the Slavs. That latter border began in the Kiel Bay of the Baltic
Sea, extended southward to the town of Lauenburg, where it met the Elbe
and continued upstream to the mouth of the Saale River. The border with
the Slavs then followed the Saale southward to its headwaters in the Fichtel
Mountains, finally meeting up with the Bohemian Forest. There it turned
eastward to the Erzgebirge, which, along with the adjacent Sudetes range,
marked the border of the kingdom, since the Christian Czechs of Bohemia
and, from 1029 on, Moravia recognized the suzerainty of the East Frankish
king.® The border then skirted the Sudetes Mountains down to the White
Carpathian Mountains—much like the modern border between Poland and
the Czech Republic—and then dipped southward along the Morava River to
the Danube. Hence, the Morava marked the boundary between the kingdom
and Hungary, just as it does today between the Czech Republic and Slovakia.

To the north of the Danube the kingdom’s borders were to a large extent
open to debate vis-a-vis Poland and Hungary. South of the river, the eastern
and southern borders of the kingdom followed regional demarcations that
had already emerged in the early Middle Ages and were formalized by Louis
the Pious in 828. This system of boundaries was extraordinarily stable; during
the realm of the Hapsburgs, it still represented the official borderline between
Lower Styria and Carniola, on the one hand, and Hungary and Croatia, on
the other.”

Although Istria, as well as Friuli and the areas around the cities of Verona,
and Trento had been ruled from the north since approximately 950,8 they con-
tinued to be part of Italy.? The northeastern border of Italy ran roughly along
the Isonzo River; the northern border stretched along the Carnic Alps and
traversed South Tyrol westward to the region of Graubiinden. The present-day
Swiss canton of Ticino belonged to Italy. In the Rhine forest the border of
the East Frankish kingdom veered north toward the Rhine, meeting up with
its waters east of the current ethnographic boundary between the French and
German speakers and continuing along the river to the bend near Basle. The
stretch between the Rhine forest and Basle formed the boundary between the
East Frankish and Burgundian kingdoms, but the ancient ties between Basle
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and Burgundy had been unraveling since the early tenth century.!® From this
bend in the Rhine, the border proceeded in a generally westerly direction until
cast of Langres it met up with the West Frankish—-French kingdom.!! The king-
dom we have thus described was traditionally associated with the East Franks
and was hence a regnum Francorum |Frankish kingdom]. The term “kingdom
of the Germans,” or “German kingdom,” was adopted only much later, in the
new millennium. 2

The other kingdom that belonged to the medieval western empire was the
kingdom of the Langobards, or Italian kingdom.!® Skirting the Aosta Valley
but embracing the area of Ticino, the borders of this Italy stretched from the
Adige River south of the town of Bolzano to the northern borders of Apu-
lia and Calabria, where the western empire and Byzantine empire abutted one
another. Sicily was in Arab hands, its emir subordinate to the Fatimids in
Egypt. While the powers that be in the Mediterranean vied nominally over
Sardinia and Corsica, the residents of those islands were in fact left to their
own devices.

In present-day terms, the northern portion of this dual kingdom, which
would be exalted into the Western Roman Empire, consisted of the Federal
Republic of Germany minus some of its easternmost areas, the Czech Repub-
lic, Austria minus the Burgenland, most of Slovenia and South Tyrol, the
Romansh-speaking Swiss canton of Graubiinden, the German-speaking part
of Switzerland ecast of Lake Lucerne, Alsace and Lorraine in France, as well
as the Benelux countries minus the western portion of Flanders. Although
the southern portion of the kingdom technically encompassed more than
two-thirds of today’s Italy, the political structure was much less uniform. On
the plains of the Po and in Tuscany the traditions of the Langobard kingdom
continued to hold sway. From Ravenna southward beyond Rome stretched
Roman Italy, where the pope would soon set to work carving out the papal
states. In the south, Langobard traditions were preserved in the Beneventine
princedom and its sister states, while Spoleto alternated between Langobard
independence and dependence on the pope or emperor. In the High Middle
Ages the Imperium Romanum covered approximately 700,000-800,000
square kilometers (270,300-308,900 square miles) and, following the absorp-
tion of Burgundy, about 100,000 square kilometers (38,600 square miles)
more. The population of this area was approximately eight to ten million
people, of whom more than two-thirds lived south of the Alps.!*

In the early Middle Ages the Franks and Langobard had organized central
Europe into kingdoms, or 7¢gna, and the restoration and rise of the Frankish
kingdom during the eighth century was to no small degree possible because
the ruling Carolingian house recognized and expanded upon that structure.
Contemporary sources employed the term 7egnum to denote three different
entities: the entire Carolingian kingdom, the Frankish or the Langobard-Italian
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kingdom within the larger kingdom, or a political unit named after a people
who lived according to a commonly held law. The first two were ruled almost
without exception by kings, while the third could be led either by a king’s
son—with or without the kingly title—or by someone of nonroyal birth, like
a prince, duke, or margrave. Thus, the Carolingian empire acquired a flexi-
ble structure, made up of a varying number of building blocks, that allowed
it to pursue a wide range of imperial interests while strengthening its base at
the local level. The magnates commonly demanded a role in the exercise of
imperial authority by the Carolingians, and these “imperial aristocrats” con-
sidered themselves even more entitled to participate in the political life of the
third sort of kingdom. Members of these aristocratic groups competed for
the king’s confidence, for power and influence, and the winners emerged as
“second to the king” In royal diplomas and other sources closely associated
with a king, such magnates are referred to as the king’s representatives, as
comites (counts), and only later on as marchiones (margraves), even if they them-
selves were the rulers of 7ggna. Nevertheless, even in Carolingian times such
a secundus a rege could attain the princely rank of dux gentis, a position that
past scholars somewhat anachronistically termed a “tribal duke'®

During the tenth century the East Frankish principalities developed along
diverging lines. Up until 1002, when Henry II ascended the throne, Bavaria
and Swabia were kingdomlike entities whose rulers felt entitled to invest bish-
ops without the king’s prior permission. The duchy of the Franks was dis-
mantled early on, and Lotharingia was divided into two duchies—Upper and
Lower Lotharingia—in 959. The duchy of Carantania/Carinthia was created
in 976 for the primary purpose of providing the king with princely titles to
bestow upon his powerful intimates. It never became strong enough to put
its stamp on the multiethnic region of the southeastern Alps. Even the duchy
of Saxony, which had been strong initially, suffered a substantial diminution
in power once the Saxon dukes—the Ottonians—achieved royal stature; in fact,
the descendents of the viceroy Hermann Billung (d. 973) did not consolidate
their hold on the Saxon duchy until the beginning of the eleventh century.!¢

None of these alleged “tribal principalities” was actually tribal in the sense
meant by the term’s nineteenth-century coiners, who were partial to the con-
cept of “tribes” because it allowed them “to sidestep the impression that the
German people, on the road to forging political unity, had originally consisted
of various peoples”!” Linguistically speaking, none of the seven duchies was
monoglot: Saxony was home not just to the major population group from
which the duchy took its name but also to Frisians and Thuringians, as well
as to a large number of Slavs who lived west of the Elbe and Saale. Bavaria
and the duchy of Carantania were inhabited by Bavarians, western Slavs resid-
ing along the borders with Bohemia and Moravia, Carantanian and Carnic
Alpine Slavs, and Romans in the Alps proper, as well as Alamanni along the
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Lech River, which marked the relatively open border between Bavaria and
Swabia. Alamanni were also found in the kingdom of Burgundy and in Lothar-
ingia (present-day Alsace and Lorraine), while Alamannia itself was home to
a contingent of Romans in the area around Chur. Lotharingia was populated
predominantly by bilingual Franks, but also contained a considerable num-
ber of Frisians. The former duchy of Francia may have lost its political unity
but retained much of its demographic homogeneity, although the eastern
Franks were joined by western Slavs settled along the upper Main and Red-
nitz Rivers.!® Lastly, in 976 a number of holdings originally granted to the
dukes of Bavaria by the Ottonians—namely, the Slavic portion of Carniola
that lay within the kingdom of the East Franks, certain Italian territories,
Slavic-Roman Istria, and Friuli, as well as the march of Verona, which encom-
passed the county of Trento—were bestowed upon the duke of Carinthia. In
like manner, the duke of Swabia was entrusted with the Italian county of
Chiavenna.!?

The balance of power at a given moment determined whether counts or
margraves performed their duties on an equal footing with the duke or in his
service. During the Carolingian age the comital system of governance was an
essential instrument of royal authority over the realm; as representatives of
the king, counts saw to the administration of justice, local affairs, and mili-
tary matters. The count personified not only the royal mandate by which he
held office but also the nobility’s claim to possess a role in regional rule. The
fundamental aspects of the comital system of governance dated back to the
Carolingian age, so that, for example, the southern German dukes predomi-
nated over the counts within their 7ggnum.?° The Carolingian count exercised
a royal mandate, and his set of duties, much like a bishop’s, was regarded as
a munisterinm; in spite of all the changes time had wrought, this word con-
tinued to connote the classical concept of an office whose incumbent was
subject to both hiring and firing. The phrase ministerium comitis, or office of
count, did not just refer to the duties of the count, however, but also to his
assistants and subordinates, even the judges assigned to him. Lastly, the min-
isteriwm comprised the possessions of a count as well. Originally, the count
could neither inherit nor otherwise obtain his office by virtue of his own
authority; it was up to the king to make the appointment, although, from the
close of the Carolingian age on, he did take hereditary claims into account.?!
Thus, the comital system of governance became increasingly feudal in nature,
but even so, it appears—contrary to the prevalent view—to have retained
much of its original power. The relationship of king—duke-count came to be
regulated by the bonds of feudal law, but only in a “provisional” sense; that
is, a king would subordinate a count to a duke only in those cases where the
arrangement was not contrary to royal interests.?? In the mid—eleventh century
even a duke was presumed to be, within his principality, the vicarius imperii,
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or representative of the emperor or king, whose duty it was to enforce the
king’s law and preserve clerical immunity.??

To a greater extent than the secular dukes, margraves, and counts whose
positions were by then protected by hereditary rights,* the bishops and abbots
of the great imperial abbeys had to remain on good terms with the sovereign.
The obverse was also true, however, since the monarchy lacked “a broad-based
institutional foundation, and alliances based on personal friendship and feu-
dalism—involving sharply delineated groups of regional and local lords or
‘magnates’—could serve as only a quite imperfect substitute. With its fully
developed pastoral organization and vast holdings, the church seemed better
suited to the establishment of a quasi-efficient central power. Hence, the fre-
quent conveyance of royal properties, revenues, and sovereign rights to bish-
ops and abbots seems to represent not so much the alienation as the alteration
of these possessions into a usable form that served the interests of the grantor
as well —in any case as long as the arrangement continued to protect his con-
trolling interest in the appointment of the ecclesiastics empowered to dispose
of the possessions and his guarantee of collecting a steady return on his in-
vestment.” “Moreover, the bestowal of material gifts upon churches was con-
sidered an act of merit, upon which—in the words of innumerable charters—
the donor’s prospects of heavenly reward were based. Through his donations,
the ruler guaranteed that a group of indispensable individuals remained at his
side and ready to serve him. Finally, involvement in the large churches enabled
the ruler to solidify his authority without sparking a confrontation with the
secular nobles, out of whose ranks the vast majority of bishops and abbots were
drawn and with whom those ecclesiastics maintained lifelong relationships.
In summary, the Liudolfing and early Salian kings evidently understood how
to develop an objective political organization, consonant with the mental con-
structs of their day, that provided integral support to the large churches?

In pursuit of this course, the East Frankish-German kings had at their dis-
posal approximately forty bishoprics spread across six ecclesiastical provinces
of greatly disparate size. Four of the metropolitans, or archbishops, oversaw
provinces named after seats located within the borders of the former Roman
Empire; Mainz, Cologne, and Trier lay west of the Main River in ancient Gal-
lia, while Salzburg was situated in the Roman province of Noricum.?® The
“junior” archbishoprics of Hamburg-Bremen and Magdeburg, both the out-
growths of missionary activity, were founded far beyond the former Roman
boundaries in a region the ancient and then medieval world termed Germa-
nia. Thanks to Boniface (d. 754), who led the mission and later became the
metropolitan of Mainz, most of Germania belonged to the archbishopric of
Mainz, which extended from the town of Verden southeast of Bremen on the
Aller River to Chur in Graubiinden, and from Strasbourg in the west to Prague
and Olomouc in the east. In contrast, Trier was for the most part confined to
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the western, or “Roman,” bank of the Rhine River, while the metropolitan of
Cologne exercised jurisdiction over an area embracing the bishoprics of Liege
and Utrecht on the western bank of the Rhine, and Miinster, Osnabriick,
and Minden on the eastern bank. The archbishoprics of Hamburg-Bremen and
Magdeburg were circumscribed to the north and east by the same seas and
rivers as the kingdom, though the two metropolitans harbored hopes of
expanding their reach into the as-yet-to-be-converted regions beyond those
waters. The Bavarian ecclesiastical province of Salzburg in the southeast
embraced the suffragan bishoprics of Passau, Regensburg, Freising, and Siben-
Brixen (present-day Sabiona and Bressanone, Italy), thus covering more ter-
ritory than Cologne, but nowhere near as much as Mainz.

The East Frankish-German kingdom, which easily covered 600,000 square
kilometers (231,700 square miles), was served by six archbishoprics; the king-
dom of Burgundy, with an area of approximately 100,000 square kilometers
(38,600 square miles), by seven; and in Italy the plains of the Po River alone
were served by three.?” This disparity can be traced back to the days of the
early church, when each Roman city had a bishop, and each provincial capi-
tal had an archbishop. As a result, the church in the High Middle Ages was
organized into an irregular patchwork of bishoprics and archbishoprics, whose
seats were closer or further apart depending on the degree to which the old
Roman system was still in force when and where they were established. Due
in no small measure to this practice, there was a crucial difference between
the East Frankish—German and Italian-Langobard kingdoms: The vast bish-
oprics found in the former were, if anything, the exception in the latter, and
in trying to flex their political muscle, metropolitans like Poppo of Aquileia
or Aribert of Milan caused a stir and provoked resistance. In contrast to the
episcopate, the upper echelons of the ruling lay aristocracy were structured
similarly south and north of the Alps because they shared Carolingian roots.
In Italy, however, the office of duke developed into a slightly different insti-
tution, and hence its holders were termed margraves.?

With his coronation in Rome on February 2, 962, Otto I restored the west-
ern empire of Charlemagne and hence reinstated the Carolingian tradition by
which the king of the Franks acquired the right to an imperial coronation at
the hands of the pope in Rome once he had attained the Langobard crown in
Pavia. Therein lay preeminence in Europe, along with the obligation to come
to terms with Byzantium and gain the recognition of the emperor in Con-
stantinople, but also the duty to protect the church and to foster the spread
of Christianity. Consonant with these functions, the emperor was to pursue
a peaceful —or at least not an imperialistic—policy toward the West Frankish—
French kingdom, as well as the Hungarians, Croatians, and Czechs, who had
converted to Christianity and thus were fully recognized as European 7ggna.
On the other hand, the Slavs living between the Elbe and Oder, who were
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still heathen or—what was even worse in contemporary eyes—apostate, were
the targets of steady expansion, indeed aggression, from the west. This pol-
icy placed the emperors at loggerheads with the Christian Poles, who were
pursuing the same course of action, if just from the opposite direction; Otto
III was the last to advocate a completely different concept, one of coopera-
tion, as seen in the establishment of the archbishopric of Gniezno in 1000.%

Since public discourse focused on the expansiveness of the kingdom and
the wide-ranging interests of the ruler and the members of his elite, contem-
porary sources reflect these preoccupations. In the eyes of the members of
this elite, honor, material power, dignity, as well as personal integrity, were the
most important motivating forces. When Conrad II forgave his rebellious
cousin and took him back into favor, a contemporaneous account of the deed
employed the following language: “He received him into favor and restored
his full honor™? The deposition of the abbot of Hersfeld stripped him of
“the honor that was his alone! The abbot of the monastery of Reichenau
in the diocese of Constance was granted the privilege by Rome “to say Mass
in the vestments of a bishop” For this reason, the duly responsible bishop
complained to the emperor that the abbot “had usurped his [episcopal] office
and his honor?? “Honor” originally meant an office, before the term became
appropriated, if not totally absorbed, by feudalism.®® An individual’s honor
enabled him to assume his place in the complex nexus of social, economic,
and political relationships. Honor was the respect shown an individual but also
the things given to him as signs of respect. Not the least of these was the fief,
by which was meant landed property, the land and its inhabitants, as well as
duchies and margraviates. When the French king Robert II (996-1031) with-
drew his favor from his vassal Odo II of Champagne, declaring him “unwor-
thy from now on of holding any fiefs.” even those held “by hereditary right due
to his ancestry,” the count felt compelled to fight for his honor, because he
preferred to die an honoratus, or man of honor, than to live a dishonoratus.
However, a man could also forfeit his honor, his feudal holdings, indeed his
entire well-being, if he were not careful. Outside the walls of a Swabian cas-
tle, a prominent lord was tricked out of a standard he had just received from
the king upon enfeoffment with an important holding. As a result, he lost not
only the standard and the fief but also his sonor; the only thing left him was
sorrow, the beginning of the end for him.3*

While it was the duty of a lord to rule—that was one of the obligations
placed upon him by God and king—he was still never to forget prodesse mayis
quam praeesse, to be useful rather than preeminent, to quote chapter 64 of the
Benedictine Rule, an oft-expressed precept through history. On the other hand,
no matter how exalted a man might be, if he was subject to another, then he
was duty-bound to serve. Fruitful and faithful service merited temporal and
eternal rewards. Whether the ties that bound a lord and the individual who
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owed him service were governed by feudal law or not, the decisive factor in
their relationship was faithfulness, with a sworn oath as its cornerstone. A
Christian noble was a fidelis Christi et regis, a believer in Christ and faithful to
the king. Whoever was fidelis, or faithful, could rely on gratia Dei et regis
(imperatoris), the grace of God and the favor of the king (or emperor).3®* Now-
adays, we need four distinct words to translate the concepts of fidelis and
gratin. Faithfulness, or loyalty, invoked a reciprocity of duties between a “man”
and his lord. If the vassal violated his oath of loyalty, then he committed a
capital offense, a felony, even if remaining loyal would have gone against his
better interests. In like manner, the lord had just as little freedom to repudi-
ate his obligation, even if remaining loyal to his vassal brought misfortune
upon himself, his family, or even his realm.3¢

The Frankish form of feudalism was the product of the convergence of three
Merovingian institutions during the mid—eighth century. Each—vassalage;
commendation, by which a freeman placed himself and his lands under the
protection of a lord; and the traditional system of benefices, by which a pow-
erful lord granted landed property to a person in need who was prepared
to perform service—assumed a definitively different meaning as it was incor-
porated into a single system. In Merovingian times, a vassal was still a poor
wretch, who was not infrequently of unfree status; the very term gwas, or
young boy/servant, or gwasswal (adjectival form), which was derived from
Celtic, denotes as much. Yet, by 787 it was feasible for Charlemagne to make
his own cousin, Duke Tassilo III, a vassal by enfeofting him with a regnum,
the royal duchy of Bavaria. By the ninth century this precedent became the
norm: For example, the Slavic and Breton princes became the vassals of the
Frankish king. In the latter half of the ninth century feudalism served to bind
the divergent parts of the kingdom to whichever Carolingian king enjoyed
predominance. When the Carolingian Charles the Simple, king of the west-
ern Franks, and the non-Carolingian Henry I, king of the eastern Franks,
concluded a treaty in Bonn in 921, the western Franks interpreted the event
as the enfeoffment of Henry I by Charles.?” Henry I himself sought to use
feudalism to his own advantage in establishing his royal dominion over the
kingdom of the eastern Franks.®

Feudalism proved so successtul in a minimally organized society because
enfeoffment enabled the owner of a property to tap new human resources
without ceding his property rights to the recipient. To put it another way,
feudal law drew a distinction between the dus in 7e aliena, or right to some-
thing owned by someone else, and actual ownership; the former only per-
tained to the possessio of, or the right to exercise control over, the property,
while the latter conferred dominium or dominatio over the holding. This dis-
tinction has its roots in Roman law. The barbarians who steadily encroached
upon the provinces of the ancient Roman Empire almost never received legal
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title to those lands.? Even when they conquered the Roman heartlands and
sought its possessio by means of prescription, or the acquisition of title or right
through continued use over a long period of time, they were never able to
exercise complete control, or dominium, in terms of either constitutional or
private law. Only in the church could this legalistic mode of thought have
survived until the Middle Ages, and it was likewise on behalf of the church
that the earliest charters employing feudal terminology were issued. However,
secular feudal lords, too, could only profit from this practice. The church and
the lay nobility, along with their serfs, or propric homines, would never have
made full use of their property had they not enlisted the participation of free,
as well as unfree, vassals.*

The vast majority of people, including the members of the local upper
classes, lived out their days within a rather circumscribed geographical area,
but even on this level a man always had to be prepared to protect his rights
and the members of his household if he wished to remain honoratus. His was
a world fraught with insecurity, the ever-present threats of hunger and misery,
sickness and death. Life spans were short, for falsehood and deceit reigned,
and humans were apt to consume noxious foods; one poem puts such in-
sights in the mouths of dwarves because humans could not see these things
with their own eyes. We also read of demons and spirits who appeared wher-
ever one smelled the stench of the devil; for that reason, it was better not to
visit latrines or lavatories at night, or, at the very least, not on one’s own.*!
The devil’s stench could also be detected wherever Christians were not totally
irreproachable, “just when doubt had the upper hand or a crime was being
plotted or a [dangerous] change was imminent” In like manner, evil spirits
were found wherever people still venerated “secondary” household gods such
as the benevolent demon Hennil, a Slavic deity, not a miniature Wotan.*? Such
beings spoke only the local vernacular*® and were powerless to prevent war
or hostilities from breaking out with tribes from beyond the deep marshes
and endless virgin forests, but they could be effective against enemies closer
to home, like those from a neighboring village, a nearby clan, or a distant
branch of the family. Enmities and friendships were inherited; hope, on the
other hand, lay in reconciling with one’s enemy and in procuring peace.

However, only the &ellatores, or members of the warrior class, who were a
small minority of the population, were charged with striking the actual blows
in the interests of peace; they possessed the monopoly on providing protec-
tion to the oratores, or members of the clergy, and the working population,
the lnboratores.** Their lock on the business of warfare explains this seemingly
paradoxical account of a nonsanctioned defensive effort, penned by a noble
ecclesiastical contemporary: “The Danes ravaged the places beyond the Schelde.
Some of the common people living between the Seine and the Loire formed
a sworn association amongst themselves, and fought bravely against the Danes
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on the Seine. But because their association had been made without due con-
sideration, they were easily slain by our more powerful [noble] people?#

In the years following the European invasions by the Normans, Saracens,
and Hungarians,* the social structure everywhere became increasingly fluid,
and social mobility—up as well as down the social ladder—took a more rapid
course. In regions that were predominantly rural, those who had hitherto been
members of the elite came to accept and ultimately appreciate this process;
they even made it serve their own interests. In contrast, they did not com-
prehend and continued to oppose associations among members of the urban
middle classes, “sworn” to by shoemakers, tailors, bakers, butchers, and sailors.
There was no room in the tripartite system for the town dwellers.*” It was
bad enough when their “revolutionary” organizations and movements drove
out the episcopal lords of a town, but it was even worse when—as occurred
in Italy—an urban lord made common cause with them.*¥ The future belonged
to the town dwellers and their communes, but that lay over the horizon and
beyond the ken of almost everyone able to formulate or write about politi-
cal policy at the time.
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FROM WORMS TO BASLE






CONRAD II

1. The Beginnings (July 12, 990-1016/17)

Conrad II was a Salian and a German. The former designation was certainly
unknown to him, as was in all likelihood the latter. The term “Salian” denotes
the dynasty to which he belonged and must have been coined before the line’s
extinction upon the death of Henry V in 1125. There are two known occur-
rences of the term dating to the twelfth century: The first is in a register of
kings and archbishops compiled in Mainz sometime between 1138 and r141,!
and the second is in a chronicle by Bishop Otto of Freising (d. 1158). Otto,
whose mother, Agnes, was the great-granddaughter of Conrad II, explained
that the Franks were called Salians because they had adopted the Salic law
during the reign of Clovis, their ruler and the founder of the Merovingian
kingdom, and still bore that name because they continued to observe the Salic
law. The bishop was neither the first nor the only one to propound this view:
One of the earliest diplomas issued by his half brother Conrad III in 1132 and
the very first one issued by his nephew Frederick I in 1152 assume that the
Franks were governed by Salic law, thus lending official corroboration to
Otto’s assertion; interestingly enough, the bishop of Freising witnessed both
of these diplomas.? Although the Frankish duchies in both the west and east
had long since disappeared, the line of Franks who drew their authority from
their holdings on the Rhine, particularly around the towns of Worms and
Speyer, were considered Salians, direct descendents of those “most noble
Franks” and members of Clovis’s own clan. These “new” Salians had best
maintained the Frankish traditions and even titled their leader “duke of the
Franks?”

Most dynastic appellations had markedly different origins and histories.
Early eponyms like Merovingian, Carolingian, Capetian, and Ottonian memo-
rialized the lineage’s founder or most illustrious member, whereas later top-
onyms like Hohenstaufen, Hapsburg, Wittelsbach, and Luxembourg were
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derived from the names of the clan’s ancestral stronghold; the ethnic desig-
nation Salici entered into use somewhere in between chronologically. From
an etymological point of view, however, it may appear to be an anachronistic
hearkening back to the name of a gens, or clan, except that the Ottonians also
came to be known by a tribal name, as the Saxons or kings of the Saxon line.?

Bishop Otto’s text not only contains the most credible explanation for his
imperial forebears’ designation as Salians, but also spurred the term’s adop-
tion many centuries after its author’s death. Otto maintained that the Hohen-
staufen and the Salians belonged to the same familial line and were descended
from the “Henrys of Waiblingen,” whose clan “was wont to produce emper-
ors” In the eyes of posterity, Conrad’s father, Henry of Worms, may have
been considered the founder of this line of Henrys, although “Henry” did not
become the Salian’s “leading name” until Conrad’s firstborn son was given
his grandfather’s name.

Interestingly, the tradition behind the application of the toponym Waib-
lingen to Conrad was based on a misconception: The castle was not an orig-
inal part of the Salian holdings but probably a dotal acquisition associated
with his marriage to Gisela. On the other hand, Limburg an der Haardt, which
was part of Conrad’s legacy, was mistakenly associated with his wife on at
least the one occasion when Theodore, a monk at Echternach, wrote in 1191
that “Conrad of Waiblingen married Gisela of Limburg” The same author
also noted that Conrad of Waiblingen had been entrusted with the kingdom,
following the death of the childless Henry II, because he was “one of the
princes descended from the very famous Ottonian line” Another twelfth-
century source also describes Conrad as de Weibelingin, “which is one of the
most preeminent strongholds in Swabia”* Thus, the founder of the Salian
dynasty® was also known by a toponym, which, had it remained in use, would
have made Conrad the first dynast to be designated in the “modern” style.
The name Waibling lived on in its Italian form of Ghibelline, used south of
the Alps to denote a supporter of the empire, in contrast to Guelf (derived
from Welf), which denoted an opponent.

Conrad’s ancestors had been known by another title, however, which rep-
resented an older tradition centered on the dynasty’s ancestral seat of Worms
[for genealogy, see Appendix, p. 349]. His grandfather was called Otto “of
Worms,” while Conrad the Younger, another grandson and first cousin to Con-
rad I1, was called Wormatiensis dux Francorum, the duke of the Franks who
was a man of Worms, after his grandfather.® Hence, Conrad II was born a
“man of Worms,” and he was aware of the existence as well as the importance
of this line. For this reason, Conrad and the members of his household were
referred to as “people of Worms” before his royal election in 1024.”

But all these attempts at coining a name for the line according to the then
common toponymic model foundered. In 1002 Otto of Worms was pressured
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by the king to relinquish his possessions and his family’s stronghold in Worms
entirely, and he was the only one of Conrad’s immediate forebears not to be
buried with the rest of the line in the cathedral of Worms. The withdrawal of
the “men of Worms” from their city, which was accomplished in two phases, to
judge from a diploma issued by Otto I and four diplomas issued by Henry 11,
was acknowledged by King Conrad II at the beginning of 1026 without res-
ervations.® And in 1080, on the eve of a battle against Rudolph of Rhein-
felden, just hours before God would decide the fate of the Salian kingdom,
Henry IV issued the “votive charter,” in which he commended Waiblingen to
the Mother of God, patroness of the church at Speyer.” As a consequence,
both ancestral seats—Worms and Waiblingen—no longer qualified as points
of reference for a dynastic nomenclature, and the resulting vacuum was not
filled with a comparable substitute—like Limburg an der Haardt or Bruch-
sal'®—but instead with the ethnic Frankish name of “Salian.” which lent the
greatest prestige.

Furthermore, Otto of Freising provided the key to answering another ques-
tion: Did Conrad II consider himself a German? The bishop was of course
familiar with the term “kingdom of the Germans,” but he understood it to be
in fact a Frankish kingdom, or, if you will, a kingdom of German-speaking
Franks. This is in line with the fact that Conrad II himself was identified as
a Frank, natione Francus, when he succeeded Henry II.1' Otto of Freising
believed that those Franks who had advanced as far as Gallia picked up the
language of the Romans, while their tribal brethren who remained behind
on the Rhine and in Germania proper came to speak German; no one knew
what language they spoke originally.!?> Otto, who also provided his Babenberg
forebears with both a name and Frankish ancestry,'? espoused the conserva-
tive view—one that might have been shared by his great-great-grandfather
Conrad—that the first Salian and his cousin, likewise named Conrad, were
both “very noble men in German Francia” And Francia, which was made up
of “kingdoms” (regna), “was wont, by the decision of the princes of these
kingdoms, to elect kings’1

Conrad’s biographer Wipo spotlighted his hero’s Frankish ancestry by trac-
ing it all the way back to those early days when the Franks—to borrow from
Otto of Freising—may still have spoken their “unknown” original language.
According to this same author, Conrad’s ancestors on his mother’s side, “it is
said, came from the ancient family of Trojan kings, who submitted their necks
to the yoke of the [Christian| faith under St. Remigius the Confessor'® With
these words, the author displayed his firm knowledge of the Bible, as well as
of the Franks’ legendary origins in Troy and of the words allegedly uttered
by Bishop Remigius of Rheims upon his baptism of King Clovis, as reported
by Gregory of Tours.!¢

Conrad “the Elder”—for modern historians follow Wipo’s example!” and
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use that epithet when referring to him before his coronation!®—probably
entered this world on July 12, 990, the son of Henry and Adelheid. He was
named after his paternal great-grandfather, who was in turn named after King
Conrad I (911-18)."

Conrad’s father, Henry, was the oldest of the four sons known to have
been born to Duke Otto and Judith; the others were Bruno, who became Pope
Gregory V (996-99); Conrad, duke of Carinthia (1004-11); and William,
bishop of Strasbourg (1028/29-1046/47). Although little definite information
is available concerning Conrad’s grandmother Judith,?* more is known about
his grandfather Otto; he was the grandson of Emperor Otto I, whose daugh-
ter Liutgard had married Duke Conrad the Red of Lotharingia in 947. Con-
rad the Red ruled over an area centered on the mid-Rhine between Worms
and Speyer.?! This imperial son-in-law was not merely a powerful lord —and
on occasion extremely ruthless toward his enemies, as well as toward his
wife—but also a “hero,”?? who fell in the battle against the Hungarians at
Lechfeld on August 10, 955.2 Thus, Conrad the Red was the heroic founder
of the Salian house.?* He enjoyed a very long chain of famous ancestors reach-
ing back into the late Merovingian period. Hence, he embodied a familial
continuity “the likes of which is scarcely rivaled by another line in the early
medieval history of Western aristocracy?®

Such interrelationships are the stuff of modern genealogists,?* and while
Conrad’s contemporaries were also interested in his lineage, their knowledge
of his Trojan (Merovingian) ancestry was limited to his maternal side.?” Adel-
heid was descended from one of the most important Lotharingian families:
She was the daughter of Count Richard of Metz and the sister of Count Ger-
hard of Metz, Hugo III of Egisheim, and Adalbert of Saargau. Hence, her mar-
riage to Henry enabled her father-in-law, Duke Otto, to forge wide-reaching
familial ties with the inhabitants of the Frankish lands on the western bank of
the Rhine. Since his father, Conrad the Red, had been stripped of the duchy
of Lotharingia following a rebellion in 953/54, we must not dismiss the pos-
sibility that Otto hoped through his son’s marriage to regain the office for his
house, a policy that would in the future pit his grandson Conrad the Elder
against the ruling dukes of Lotharingia.?® Playing the Lotharingian card may
also have been a means of attaining a goal inherited from his father, that of
“achieving ducal status for his homeland [on the mid-Rhine]”?*

Duke Otto probably arranged for his son Henry’s marriage to Adelheid of
Metz during the period when he lacked a duchy. In 978 Otto regained the
rank once held by his father, becoming duke of the very new—and very dis-
tant—duchy of Carinthia, including the march of Verona. In 983 Otto relin-
quished the title, smoothing the way for the conclusion of a peace treaty
between the imperial Ottonians, their Bavarian cousins, and the remnants of
the Luitpolding line in Bavaria. Except for the period between 985 and 989,
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Carinthia was reunited with Bavaria until 1002, when Otto reached an agree-
ment with Henry II that reinstated him as duke of a reconstituted duchy of
Carinthia, a position he held until his death, in 1004, upon which he was
succeeded by his son Conrad until 1or1. From 978 on, however, Otto was
always deemed a duke and was termed dux even in royal charters.*

Conrad’s father, Henry, died early, and his mother, Adelheid, left the kin-
dred to marry a Frankish count. She probably outlived her son from her first
marriage; when her grandson Henry III endowed the church at Speyer with
a part of her estate, he described it as a recently received bequest from his
grandmother. The diploma issued on that occasion mentions her as the tes-
tatrix of the property in question, but notes that Henry made the bestowal
for the sake of the souls of his parents and deceased first wife, Gunhild, as
well as himself and his second wife, Agnes.3! As for Conrad’s relationship with
Adelheid, the only documented direct contact between them occurred as many
as ten years before his death and more than a generation after she had left
him behind, when the emperor presented his by then twice-widowed mother
with some of the precious relics brought back by a legation to Constantino-
ple in 1029 for her foundation at Ohringen.32 The implication is that Adelheid
and Conrad were in some way estranged, although the discovery of reliable
evidence supporting the theory that Conrad had had a daughter named Adel-
heid would necessitate a reconsideration of this point, since it would mean
that Conrad had named his first daughter, perhaps even his first child, after
his mother. However, no such evidence has come to light.?® In any case, there
certainly was no breakdown in relations between Conrad and his mother’s
kin, a possibility that was not even broached until the rise of the bourgeois
mental categories in the nineteenth century. In his first known military exploit,
Conrad was wounded while fighting at the side of his mother’s brother, Ger-
hard of Metz.3¢

The death of his father must have been terrible for Conrad, and the situ-
ation was exacerbated by his mother’s departure. What immediate effects
these two events had on him naturally depended on when they took place.
The last reference to Henry concerns a legal transaction concluded on Sep-
tember 28, 989, where he is named along with his father, Otto, and brother
Conrad. He was certainly no longer alive when Burchard became the bishop
of Worms in 1o00. Since there was an annual commemoration of Henry, we
do know the day, if not the year—a superfluous piece of information by
medieval standards—of his death: Accordingly, Henry must have died on a
March 28 falling after September 28, 989, and before the year 1000.3 Con-
rad was born in the summer of 990; he is just as likely to have been born
posthumously as to have been orphaned at the age of ten. Our sole source
for this early and quite difficult period in Conrad’s life is a biography of Bur-
chard of Worms,* which relates that Burchard, newly appointed bishop in
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1000, took in Conrad as a éuvenis. The proper translation of this word—in
light of the then accepted belief in the six ages of man—is “young man,” which
referred to someone in the fourth stage of life, which extended up to age fifty.?”
The bishop’s biographer is not to be taken too literally in this case, however,
since he also used suvenis—and more appropriately—to describe the king at
thirty-five years of age.3® Even so, if Conrad was born at the beginning of the
990s and hence was approximately ten years old when Burchard took him in,
the word is still broadly applicable, since it could not be applied to an infant.*

By the time Conrad came to live with Burchard, his sister, Judith—it is
not known whether she was older or younger than he—must already have
been dead,*® and the “mature” Conrad would have been old enough to per-
ceive the loss of honor, status, and respect connected with the death of his
father. According to Frankish law, it was natural “to deprive of any inheri-
tance those grandsons whose fathers had died before the grandfather™*! More-
over, Conrad’s own grandfather Otto sought to imbue his oldest surviving,
lay son with a sort of seniority in order to ensure the continuity of his house.
In total compliance with the law, Conrad’s entire potentia, or power,*? all the
royal offices and lordly rights to the duchy of Carinthia, the march of Verona,
and numerous counties in the mid-Rhine region, had been earmarked by his
guardian—his own grandfather—for his uncle, also named Conrad, and that
one’s progeny.** The boy had no prospects of ever coming into any of his
inheritance; such were the circumstances under which Burchard, the new
bishop of Worms (1000-1025), took him in.**

To measure the significance of this occurrence, we need to take something
else into consideration. In the course of establishing its might and power, the
ducal house had come into conflict with the local bishops: In 913 Werner, the
count of Speyer—as well as father of Conrad the Red and grandfather of Otto
of Worms—had his adversary, the bishop of Speyer, blinded, which resulted
in the man’s death. A generation later, in 946, Conrad the Red performed a
substantial penance for the deed and presented the bishopric with properties
and rights belonging to his clan as well as derived from the king.*> The antag-
onism between Conrad’s forebears and the episcopate of the Rhineland and
Lotharingia persisted, however, and Worms probably bore the brunt of'it. In
the words of Burchard’s biographer, “His whole life long he detested this
line,” meaning Duke Otto and his household, probably because Worms was
the center of the family’s dominion, upheld by a well-fortified castle regarded
by the bishop as a refuge for thieves and brigands. Burchard, a man of God,
was compelled to fortify his residence in like manner, which is why he lacked
the money to rebuild the allegedly devastated city.*® Only one member of this
horrible bunch was different, a youth whom his paternal and maternal kin-
dred “had spit out because he was peace loving and cherished a life of inno-
cence. The venerable man of God summoned this one, taught him to be pious
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and love God, and nurtured him like an adopted son. And because he per-
ceived him to be strong of mind, he loved him greatly before all others. God,
through His goodness, later elevated him to the royal throne?#”

Whether this “storybook tale” arouses our sympathy or suspicion, it does
provide some insight into Conrad’s alleged hard-heartedness and abrupt treat-
ment of his own family, of his mother and her son born of a second mar-
riage, and above all of the memory of his paternal grandfather. His disdain for
Otto seems to be substantiated by the terms of the famed endowment of Jan-
uary 30, 1034, that Conrad established for the sake of his family’s salvation:
The cathedral of Worms was charged with observing the Salian memoria, with
reciting prayers in commemoration of the members of the line buried there.
The endowment was made in perpetual memory of Conrad, his wife Gisela,
and their children Henry and Beatrix, but also for the salvation of his pater-
nal line, namely Conrad the Red; his grandmother Judith; his father, Henry,
for whom a special anniversary was additionally established; his uncle Con-
rad and his uncle’s wife, Matilda, who was Gisela’s sister; and finally his pre-
maturely deceased sister, Judith. There is no mention of his grandfather, and
even though a tomb stood ready for him in Worms, Otto was never buried
there. It is not even known where he died or found his final resting place.*8

It may very well be that the charter of 1034 named only those family mem-
bers who were actually buried in the cathedral of Worms.*> However, the rul-
ing couple’s younger daughter, Matilda (d. 1034), is also omitted from the
list, appearing neither among the living, like her older siblings, Henry and
Beatrix, nor among the dead, and yet she is buried in the tomb at Worms,
most probably in the very grave originally occupied by the heroic founder of
the clan, Conrad the Red. Furthermore, why was Otto never buried in the
tomb that stood ready for him in the cathedral of Worms? Why is it that from
this point onward the name Otto is absent from the family tree, when nam-
ing a male child Otto would have emphasized the link to an honorable pro-
todynasty?*® Was Duke Otto absent from the tomb “by his own choice, in
remembrance of his expulsion from Worms in 1002, which turned him against
the city? Or by the choice of his family? Who disposed of the places in the
family tomb? In any case, two areas of friction—on the one hand, the tensions
within the Salian family itself and, on the other, the strained relationship
between the Salians and the bishop—may be responsible for these anoma-
lies, although we possess no firm answers to these questions. Duke Otto’s
grave is unknown. Was he perhaps buried in Bruchsal, which he had been
given in 1002 as compensation?”*! And what about the use of Otto as a “lead-
ing name”? Conrad’s contemporaries, even his own son Henry III, knew
about the genealogical link between the Salians and the Ottonians. Conrad,
on the other hand, made no reference to it,* except perhaps in his physical
appearance: Contrary to the prevailing fashion of the time, Otto I, Conrad’s
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great-great-grandfather, had supposedly sported a long beard, and the Salian
wore his the same way.>

What significance should we attach to Conrad’s being raised at the epis-
copal court of Worms? As is standard for such works, the bishop’s biography
considers events in chronological order. Since Conrad’s reception by the
bishop comes close upon the heels of Burchard’s consecration, which occurred
in 1000, Burchard had in all likelihood only recently assumed the episcopate.
Interwoven with this “storybook tale” are references to the struggle waged
by Bishop Burchard against Duke Otto and his son Conrad, in other words,
to the events leading up to a provisional settlement of antagonisms on Octo-
ber 3, 1002, that included Otto’s written promise to relinquish his fortifica-
tion in Worms.>* Burchard’s biographer surely overdramatized the strain in
relations between the “men of Worms” and their bishop, since members of
the family continued to be buried in his cathedral; nevertheless, it was not a
matter of course that young Conrad go to live with Burchard. In spite of the
biographer’s assertion to the contrary, Conrad’s grandfather and guardian must
have initiated the move, since the bishop did not, after all, abduct his “adop-
tive son.”

In and of itself, it was quite common for great lords to entrust their off-
spring to bishops and cathedral schools. For example, Bishop Abraham of
Freising took in Henry, the future Henry II, son of the duke of Bavaria, dur-
ing his father’s imprisonment. Henry later attended the cathedral school
attached to the church at Hildesheim, to which his parents pledged him as a
canon. Following the reconciliation between his father and Otto III, the young
Henry moved to Regensburg in June 985, whereupon Bishop Wolfgang took
charge of his education.®® Henry III, the son of Gisela and Conrad II, was
placed in the guardianship first of Bishop Bruno of Augsburg and then of
Bishop Egilbert of Freising, even though his mother also saw to it that he
received an excellent literary education, including the ability “to read books,
so that he could distinguish between various customs of law.”*® Both Henrys
were very well educated and, as kings, perfectly capable of dictating their own
diplomas.>” On the other hand, even the well-meaning Wipo had to admit
that Conrad II “was ignorant of letters [litterae].” and those who did not
mean him as well termed him a rex idiota, or illiterate king, an utterly uned-
ucated individual. To be sure, Wipo’s statement does not necessarily mean that
the Salian could neither read nor write. A ten-year-old residing for some period
at the court of the bishop of Worms would not have remained illiterate;
however, Conrad certainly did not have the benefit of a particularly literary
education. His teacher could, in any case, count on him: In July 1o2s, shortly
before his death, Burchard received a visit from his former pupil that so raised
his spirits that the bishop was able to accompany Conrad to a court diet at
the imperial palace of Tribur.>
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Why was Conrad’s training at the cathedral school at Worms so brief; as
well as relatively unproductive? His grandfather had not handed him over to
the bishop so that Conrad might receive literary and religious instruction; on
the contrary, Otto had always marked Conrad for a career in the secular sphere.
Around 1000, Conrad was the sole grandson, with hereditary rights, since
the marriage of his uncle Conrad to Matilda of Swabia and certainly the birth
of their son Conrad the Younger had not yet taken place.” Moreover, the
young Conrad lived at the bishop’s court in Worms, less than five hundred
meters (fifteen hundred feet) away from the Salian fortification, hence not
truly separate from the members of his family, should he need them.®® And
that is how things remained until 1002, when the prospects were seemingly
good that Conrad’s grandfather Otto would succeed Otto 111, who had died
young. The operative word here is “seemingly” Even though Otto of Worms
was more closely related to the late emperor than the Bavarian Liudolfing
Henry was—and Henry seemed to grant him precedence—the “man of
Worms” did not succeed in establishing his claim. Henry II and Otto of
Worms came to terms quickly, if not amicably. A residue of conflict remained,
which cost the duke and his household their ancestral stronghold, their spir-
itual home. In October 1002, Otto relinquished this Handgemal, the family’s
spiritual home, in exchange for the valuable royal court of Bruchsal and the
royal forest of Lusshardt, possessions of vastly greater material value than what
he had given up in Worms. Moreover, Otto once again became the duke of
Carantania/Carinthia.®! All in all, however, these grants did not fill the spiri-
tual void caused by the loss of Worms. The beneficiary of this cession was Con-
rad’s “adoptive father,” Burchard, a loyal supporter of Henry II; he ordered
the Salian stronghold demolished and had the canonry of Saint Paul built in
its place.®?

Just as it was unlikely that these events were concealed from Conrad, so
no secret would have been made of the great defeat his grandfather suffered
at the very beginning of 1003 in the Val Sugana, east of Trento, while fighting
to pave the way for the new king into Italy. With a force allegedly twice as
large as that fielded by the Germans, King Arduin of Italy won the day at the
“Hungarian mount” In addition to Otto of Carinthia, Otto of Hammerstein
and Ernst—a Babenberg who later became the duke of Swabia—are said to
have distinguished themselves in battle, while a third Otto, probably com-
manding troops provided by his brother, Bishop Gebhard I of Regensburg,
did not.®3

While the father Otto was far from his power base on the Rhine—even if
he did act in his capacity as margrave of Verona—sticking out his neck for
Henry II, this new king sought to undermine the son Conrad. In mid-January
1003, a synod was convened in the old royal palace of Diedenhofen/Thion-
ville in conjunction with a Lotharingian court diet. Smelling a rat, Dietrich,
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who actually ruled the duchy of Upper Lotharingia, and Duke Hermann II
of Swabia attempted in vain to forestall both gatherings. And the king did,
in fact, aim his sights on Hermann’s son-in-law and leveled the inflammatory
charge that the marriage between Otto’s son Conrad and Matilda of Swabia
was within three degrees of consanguinity. Ever eager to be of service, Bishop
Adalbero of Metz backed the king and even constructed an argument for two
degrees. The assembly quickly came to a tumultuous end, and the attendees
ran for their lives, Conrad and the overzealous bishop of Metz taking off in
separate directions. Conrad’s flight lasted for two whole days and probably
came to a close only after he had reached one of his properties on the east-
ern bank of the Rhine.%*

The members of the house of Worms and their Swabian relations were
surely unhappy with the turn of events in fall 1002 and early 1003, and must
have expressed their discontent privately. Young Conrad was old enough to
reason out for himself that here was a king who never forgot an animosity,
even if his antagonists capitulated, and who considered a conflict resolved
only when his enemies were annihilated.®> In that same year of 1003, Her-
mann IT of Swabia died, and Henry II took the son, a minor named after his
father, under his own guardianship. Hermann III was still referred to as a
“child” when he died in 1o12; in other words, nine years after the nominal
begin of his reign, he had yet to turn fifteen years of age.%

On November 4, 1004, Conrad’s grandfather Otto of Carinthia died;®”
none of the surviving sources record where.®® Conrad was then fourteen
years old. How he reacted to all these events is as little known to us as where
he resided at the time. Did he still live with Bishop Burchard, or had he
returned to his family? The latter seems probable. Since he was a Frank, it
goes without saying that Conrad was subject to Frankish law, but there were
two strains within that legal tradition—the Salian and the Ripuarian—with
different definitions of the age of majority. The former held that individuals
came of age upon their twelfth birthday, the latter upon their fifteenth. The
Carolingians had already shown a preference for the later date whenever the
young man or young woman was slated to accede to the throne upon com-
ing of age. Similarly, Conrad’s grandson Henry IV was invested with his
arms at the age of fifteen.®” Conrad, however, was neither slated to accede to
the throne nor the son of a king, and so he may have reached his majority
upon turning twelve and perhaps left the bishop of Worms in 1002.7° Being
of age hardly affected his status, however, since Conrad remained under his
grandfather’s domestic authority until late 1004. After that, he belonged to
his uncle Conrad’s houschold, until such time—for whatever reason and
whenever that may have been—as he was “dispatched” and provided with his
own household.”

Following Otto’s death, his son Conrad succeeded him as duke of Carinthia,
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marking the first time that dominion over the young duchy was passed down
from father to son. Conrad may, however, already have borne the title dur-
ing his father’s lifetime, since one contemporaneous account of the synod at
Diedenhofen (1003) refers to him as a “duke”? Conrad I is not known to
have issued a single charter in his capacity as the duke of Carinthia, however,
and an account of his death provides the earliest clear evidence of his having
occupied that office.”> When Conrad I died, on December 12, 1011, Henry II
casily “divested” the duke’s underage son of the same name, Conrad the
Younger, of the ancestral duchy and granted it to Adalbero of Eppenstein,
who was married to Beatrix, the boy’s maternal aunt. If during his seven years
as duke the father had not been able to find or make the time to govern Carin-
thia, then the puer, or boy, was even less expected to do so. Nevertheless,
Hermann of Reichenau, who was a great scholar from Swabia, described the
king’s action as unjust.”* Conrad the Elder would have shared these sentiments
when he reached the age of twenty-one and became the head of the house,
hence, in all likelihood assuming guardianship over his cousin, that same boy
whose very name communicated his own ostracism from the family. Never-
theless, Conrad the Elder must have been the one to arrange for the interment
of his uncle Conrad, the deceased duke of Carinthia, in the family’s burial site
in Worms.”

By the winter of 1o011/12, Conrad had already long been full-grown. He
was between 1.80 and 2 meters tall (5 feet 11 inches to 6 feet 7 inches), a
height that was not in fact as rare among his upper-class contemporaries as
we might think today.”® Even so, the Salian made an unusually striking appear-
ance. When he came to terms with his first cousin Conrad in 1024 at Kamba
and gave him a kiss of peace, Conrad the Elder had to bend down, if only “a
little” ( pauniulum). Whether he already sported the long beard that appears in
almost all the iconic likenesses of him, one cannot say. He no doubt already
possessed the enormous physical prowess that later would continually elicit
amazement and redound to his renown. In the year he was crowned emperor
(1027), it was remarked that he could cover 150 kilometers (90 miles) in
twenty-four hours on horseback. In the depths of a most icy winter (1033),
he rode across the breadth of Germany to Burgundy in order to secure his
inheritance there. And, in the battle against the Slavs in 1035, he stood up to
his hips in the mire and successtully fought off the enemy.”

Conrad had become a lord. But over what dominion? He held “but little
in fief and in power” from the kingdom, as it was euphemistically put upon
the occasion of his royal election. As a candidate for the throne, he was
doubtlessly not “among men of singular power [potentia], among so many
dukes and margraves,” who would act as his electors. The younger Conrad,
on the other hand, did possess the very potentin that his older cousin lacked.”
In fact, Wipo listed him as one of the dukes of the kingdom in 1024, terming
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him “Cuono of Worms, duke of the Franks,” even though there was no duchy
of Francia and certainly not one of Worms.” Conrad the Younger, however,
had inherited the ducal status and rank of his grandfather through his father,
Conrad I of Caranthia.®® And what is more, even during the period he was
probably the younger man’s guardian, Conrad the Elder did nothing to alter
the situation. While Wipo admittedly wrote his work— completed in 1046 —
from a retrospective point of view and may have altered certain details to
reflect his notions of the ideal Christian and universal emperor, he was never-
theless very well informed about the situation before and during the meeting
at Kamba.

It is also possible, however difficult, to check his use of institutional ter-
minology against other surviving sources. As a result, it has become accepted
wisdom that neither Conrad the Elder nor Conrad the Younger bore the title
duke or count before 1024.8! And yet, there is some evidence to the contrary.
In 1020 Henry II concluded with the pope the traditional pactum, or treaty,
confirming the Roman church’s long-standing possessions and bestowing
upon it new gifts. The diploma is structured differently from the usual priv-
ilege and thus authenticated by a long list of witnesses. Nine counts affixed
their marks to the diploma; the second belongs to a count named Cuno, and
the third to a count named Kunrat. It is highly probable that these two are
the cousins Conrad the Elder and Conrad the Younger, with the older one
listed first.3? The form of his name found in this pact accords exactly with an
observation made by a roughly contemporaneous writer, that before his acces-
sion Conrad the Elder was called Cuno.33

If the future king was acknowledged to be a count in one of the most
important official charters issued by Henry II—obviously subsequent to their
reconciliation—then another reference to Cunradus comes, or Count Conrad,
may also be to him. The venerable monastery of Weissenburg in Alsace had
been one of the most important imperial abbeys since the days of the Car-
olingians and controlled vast expanses of property on both sides of the Rhine.
No later than 985, two years after relinquishing Carinthia for the sake of the
peace dear to all, Duke Otto of Worms had received Weissenburg as com-
pensation, replacing an enemy of the crown as its lord. He must have held
many fiefs of the abbey even beforehand, since an inventory of Weissenburg’s
properties contains an extensive list of holdings that made up the beneficium
Ottonis filii Cunvadi ducis [benefice of Otto, son of Conrad the duke (i.c.,
Conrad the Red of Lotharingia)|. That entry is soon followed by a list of fiefs
and privileges in the Pfinz region held by a “Count Conrad”* While it is con-
ceivable that this was a reference to Otto’s son Conrad, two arguments can
be raised against this contention. First, while the inventory calls Otto the son
of Duke Conrad (the Red), this other Conrad lacks a patronym, which would
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have been expected if he were the son of Otto. Second, Otto’s son Conrad of
Carinthia was already regarded as a duke, not a count, during his father’s life-
time. Mutatis mutandis, the same arguments may be made against identifying
the count with Conrad the Younger. These points lend credence to the hypoth-
esis that the comes [count] of the Weissenburg inventory was the future king.

So what did Conrad definitely own, and how did he gain those posses-
sions? Limburg an der Haardt was his locus hereditarius, a property that was
his by hereditary right.8° The properties that Conrad and Gisela donated to
the cathedral chapter at Speyer immediately after his royal election, in fulfill-
ment of a vow, are more likely to have come to him through marriage than
to have been part of his ancestral estate. On the other hand, the properties
located primarily on the eastern bank of the Rhine that he donated later were
probably part of his inheritance.” Waiblingen belonged to Conrad, since in
later sources it even appears as his toponym, but that Swabian castle proba-
bly entered into his possession only as a result of his marriage to Gisela, who
for her part received joint possession of Limburg upon donating personal
property to the cloister established there. Hence, it could later be said at the
monastery of Echternach that Conrad of Waiblingen had married Gisela of
Limburg.?® Conrad certainly inherited those properties his father, Henry,
received upon being “dispatched” to marry Adelheid. As was to be expected,
Conrad did not receive any of his mother’s personal property. It is possible
that the benefices connected with Weissenburg Abbey were also a part of
Conrad’s inheritance. In that case, however, he must have possessed at least
a county. How much more he “came into” from his grandfather’s legacy must
remain an open question. A case adjudicated during the reign of Otto in 938
had already addressed the issue of what grandsons were entitled to; the win-
ning party had “counted the sons of the sons among the sons, and the court
determined that they had to share in the legacy jointly with their uncles accord-
ing to eternal law” Nevertheless, it is open to question whether this contested
and hence controversial principle was observed by the men of Worms, whose
domestic usages tended rather to favor seniority.%

The idea that Conrad was, if not entirely without means, then possessed
a markedly modest dominion can easily be dismissed. Given the lack of con-
crete evidence, it is open to debate whether he exercised guardianship over his
younger cousin—an arrangement that would have granted the older Conrad
a significant amount of economic power. The same is true regarding Con-
rad’s first marriage, said to have taken place after his uncle’s death and to have
involved a woman from the comital families of the Kraich and Speyer regions,
which were marked by the “leading names” of Wolfram and Zeizolf. However,
there is absolutely no doubt that Conrad married Gisela, one of the richest
heiresses in Germany, in the second half of 1016 or the beginning of 1017 at
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the latest, when he was probably twenty-six. Her first two marriages had been
to men looking to succeed Henry II, who was expected to die without issue,
and she would never have jeopardized her honor by marrying a poor wretch,
even if he did come from an excellent family. Or did he simply abduct her?
Not likely.?

Had Conrad already been married before his union with Gisela? This ques-
tion is addressed by neither contemporary sources nor modern scholars, nor
would it be here were it not for a local legend —admittedly dating to early
modern times—that Conrad had sired a son named Wolfram. According to
the tradition, recounted in a chronicle about Worms written in 1570 by Fred-
erick Zorn and published in the mid—nineteenth century by Wilhelm Arnold,
a three-line inscription commemorating the child’s death adorned the crypt—
allegedly consecrated in 1031 by Bishop Azecho—below the chancel of the
cathedral at Worms. However, there is no crypt below the chancel at Worms,
which was probably confused with the one at Limburg an der Haardt. On the
other hand, the bishop credited with the consecration, Azecho (1025—44), fits
in well chronologically as well as “politically” with Conrad II. In fact, there
were many Wolframs among the “lesser counts” dependent on the house of
Worms. Moreover, Bishop John I of Speyer (1090-1104) was allegedly the
fruit of the marriage between a man named Wolfram and the sister—rather
than the daughter—of Henry IV. Hence, it is conceivable that the Wolframs
were related by marriage to the Salians.”* For these reasons, we should not
dismiss the possibility that Conrad had married a daughter of a Count Wol-
fram of Speyer, who appears in documents dated 992 and 1007, and that the
union produced a son named after his maternal grandfather. The choice of
name may indicate that Conrad had entered into a Friedelehe [marriage with-
out a dowry| with the mother of his first child.®? This union has also been
credited with producing a daughter; the extant references to her, however,
inspire even less confidence than those to Conrad’s son Wolfram. Only a few
weak pieces of indirect evidence suggest that Henry IIT once had a half brother
on his paternal side: A questionable, and in any case highly irregular, diploma
allegedly issued by Conrad in October 1024 confirms a donation made for
the salvation of the king’s “sons” Some accounts of a court diet held in Augs-
burg in February 1026, at which Conrad designated his son Henry as his suc-
cessor, identify the boy as the filium ex Gisla, or the son born by Gisela. From
February 1028 on, whenever Henry III is included in a document issued by
his father, he is given the epithet “sole son3

Whatever one’s opinion of a Friedelehe between Conrad and a member of
the Wolfram-Zeizolf clan may be, there is no denying that his marriage to
Gisela represented a renewal of the familial ties between the men of Worms
and the dukes of Swabia, for, as one chronicler put it, he had been illegally
married to his own cousin [zeptis], “the widow of Duke Ernst (1)
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2. Conrad the “Bastard”

It the question of Conrad’s alleged illegitimate descent from Otto III did not
daunt a scholar like the twentieth-century German Karl August Eckhardt, who
himself traced his lineage back to the Salians and Ottonians and claimed Otto
IIT as a direct ancestor, although through an extramarital liaison,”” then we
lesser mortals must not shy away from considering that possibility, since it
would provide a key to Conrad’s personality. In doing so, we again part ways
with most modern researchers, who either do not address the question at all
or dismiss the very idea out of hand as preposterous, but we would be remiss
if we were to do the same without a word, since the tradition is not based
on such flawed sources. For example, a passage written sometime before 1080
notes that Henry III referred to Theophanu and Otto II as having been “the
founders of his line,”® and he may very well have uttered that—admittedly
vague —sentiment. Hugh of Flavigny, on the other hand, made the outright
claim that his maternal grandmother was the daughter of Otto III and the sis-
ter of Conrad II, who was hence the son of Otto II1.97

And the counterarguments? The passages of interest to us here do not
appear in all the manuscripts of Hugh’s work, and even then only as insertions
or as interlinear jottings. Born around 1065,”® Hugh entered this world at least
sixty-three years after the birth of his grandmother Chrotildis, since Otto 111
died on January 23 or 24, 1002.” While it goes without saying that it is bio-
logically possible for sixty-something years to have passed from the birth
of Chrotildis to that of her daughter Dada and then of her grandson Hugh,
from a genealogical point of view, the gap seems too wide. If we assume that
women bore their children at, on average, age twenty, then there should have
been four generations during that period. Also, the name of Hugh’s alleged
grandmother, Chrotildis, is quite archaic, since comparable names dropped
the letters “Ch” or at least “C” by the end of the eighth and during the ninth
centuries.!® Were the assertion true, then Henry III (born 1017) would have
been named after his father’s “foster father,” which seems far-fetched, and even
more unlikely, there would have been little reason for the “Salians’ concern
for their memorin.” Indeed, they would have been acting in a highly decep-
tive manner, considering the important role Henry, son of Otto of Worms,
assumed in the cultivation of the memory by Conrad II, whose famous dona-
tion to the cathedral at Worms for the eternal memory of the living and the
salvation of the deceased members of the family prominently singles out Henry
twice: In the first instance the phrase “of blessed memory,” or beate memorie,
is added after his name, and in the second is a pledge to offer prayers and
masses annually in his memory.!%!

The remaining references to Conrad’s Ottonian ancestry may be somewhat
exaggerated, such as the references to Otto and Theophanu as “the founders
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of his line,”!%2 or to the Ottonians in general as Conrad’s forebears,!* or to
Conrad as the offspring of kings.!** All the same, they are not falsehoods, since
Otto the Great was indeed Conrad’s great-great-grandfather.!®> Hugh of
Flavigny is not to be reviled as a liar, if only because we do not know today
how much credence he lent to the traditions of his family.

But let us leave it at that. Since Conrad was probably born on July 12,
990,1% there 1s just no way Otto III, who was born in 980, could have been
the first Salian’s father. Conrad II was not illegitimate, although that would
have been a fine item for the storybooks, far better than the tale of bridal
abduction. It takes a great deal of psychological energy to compensate for a
secret, to sustain the construct. When it comes to matters of this life and the
next, of the ultimate questions, however, no one can sustain a pack of lies.
What name comes to one’s lips? The name of one’s natural father, not of a fos-
ter father who died young and hardly played a role in one’s upbringing. And
who was Conrad’s natural father? Henry, the eldest son of Otto of Worms.!%”



2

GISELA

1. The Beginnings (November 11/13, 989/90-1016/17)

Gisela was a Conradine,! although neither she, nor her contemporaries, nor
her descendents ever described themselves as such. The word represents one
of those handy abstractions coined by modern genealogists, who take the most
preeminent and/or prevalent first name among male members of an identifi-
able kinship group—the “leading name”—and use it to distinguish a hitherto
unnamed clan. In this sense, the Conradines included the dukes of Swabia
and, not least, King Conrad I, from whom they take their identity even though
he himself had no male descendents.

Devotees of history who make fun of an ancillary discipline do so at their
own risk; it is like cutting off one’s nose to spite one’s face. On the other
hand, sometimes it is hard to stifle a smile when practitioners of genealogy
engage in disputes whether an individual —known to be long dead on Novem-
ber 10, 1014 —could still have entered into a marriage after May 31, 1015. Or
when they have nine-year-olds sire offspring, attribute grandchildren to boys
buried at ten years of age,? and bestow four or five children—all singletons—
on seventeen-year-old women blessed with remarkable fertility and three hus-
bands in quick succession. And this is exactly what Gisela would have accom-
plished had she actually been born in the year proposed by many genealogists.
The only way to find out whether information derived by ancillary means
holds up is through critical scrutiny using the same methodological tools.
Besides, if we are to square her genealogy with basic common sense, Gisela
cannot have been born in 999.3

Thus, we may assume that Gisela of Swabia entered this world on either
November 11, 989, or November 13, 990, and thus was approximately the same
age as Conrad the Elder. Her father was Duke Hermann IT of Swabia, and she
had three siblings: a brother, Hermann III, who succeeded his father as duke
of Swabia in 1003 but died early in ror2; an older sister Matilda (983-1031/32);
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and a sister Beatrix, who was probably younger. Gisela’s mother, Gerberga, was
the daughter of King Conrad of Burgundy (937-93) and Matilda, the daugh-
ter of King Louis IV (936-54), the Carolingian king of the West Franks.* Since
Hermann IT was also a direct descendent of Charlemagne,® Gisela was a descen-
dent of Charlemagne on both sides of her family, in the eighth or ninth degree
according to the calculations of modern genealogists.® According to Wipo,
however, one needed to count ““the fourth line after the tenth™ in order to
determine Gisela’s Carolingian lineage.” It is not clear what he meant by this
cryptic statement, which illustrates how tricky it was even then to calculate
the passage of generations.?

And that is by no means the last of our problems regarding Gisela; on the
contrary, they have just begun. Conrad was her third husband; she had already
been married to a man named Brun(o) of Brunswick, a distant relative of the
Liudolfings, and to Ernest I, a member of the Babenberg family.® According
to one twelfth-century source, Gisela married Ernest first and then Bruno,!°
but that would mean that she contracted two marriages and had her first-
born, a son named Liudolf, and perhaps even a daughter named Gisela as
well,'! with the Saxon noble from Brunswick all within the space of approx-
imately eighteen months. This account is also contradicted by the fact that
on July 1, 1028, Liudolf was already old enough to witness a diploma issued
by his stepfather Conrad, an impossibility had his father, Bruno, been Gisela’s
second husband and he himself barely twelve years old at the time.!? In any
event, a close reading of Thietmar’s chronicle provides us with the key to a
commonsensical solution to this genealogical conundrum: The wording of
the entry implies that Bruno must have been long dead by November 10,
1o14,'3 and thus the Saxon can only have been the first of Gisela’s three hus-
bands. Therefore, Gisela was first married to Bruno of Brunswick, then to
Ernest I until Pentecost 1015, and from 1016/1017 to 1039 to Conrad II. There
is no record of the date she embarked upon her nuptial career.

In 1002 Bruno was one of the candidates to succeed Otto ITII, but he was
not Henry’s most fearsome challenger. That was Hermann II of Swabia,
Gisela’s father.™ It would have made sense for the Swabian duke to marry off
his younger—twelve- or thirteen-year-old—daughter Gisela to a Saxon claim-
ant to the throne at approximately the same time as he sought to win over
the house of Worms by offering his older daughter Matilda in marriage to
Conrad, whose father, Otto of Worms, had the strongest hereditary claim to
the throne. The latter wedding must already have taken place before June 24,
1002, and the union between Bruno and Gisela may well have been celebrated
at around the same time.!® Bruno’s chances for election were squashed on
July 25, 1002, when the Saxons decided in Merseburg to support Henry I1.16
Hermann recognized the new king on October 1, 1002.17

How long were Gisela and Bruno of Brunswick married? Unlike those who
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base their calculations on the need to credit Gisela’s subsequent union with
Ernest I of Swabia with producing as many daughters as possible—all name-
less, by the way—to serve as the matriarchs of the most diverse clans,'® we
believe her first marriage lasted from 1002 to 1008/10.!? In a chronicle entry
for November 10, 1014, Thiectmar described Bruno’s murder at home.2° Hence,
Bruno’s violent death must have taken place sometime in the past. The mar-
riage produced a son, Liudolf, who was born before 1010 and passed away in
1038,2! and perhaps a daughter Gisela.??

Gisela married Ernest I, son of the Austrian margrave Leopold I and a mem-
ber of the Babenberg line, sometime after 1008/10. She bore him two sons,
Ernest IT (1010/13-1030) and Hermann IV (before February ror6-1038). After
the death of Gisela’s brother, Hermann III, on April 1, 1012, Ernest I succeeded
his brother-in-law as duke of Swabia. It is more likely that Gisela secured the
duchy for her spouse than that Ernest received it on the occasion of their mar-
riage,?® but this union highlighted the weaknesses of both the Worms line and
the Conradines.

The link between the dukes of Swabia and the dukes of Worms had been
severed by the death of Conrad of Carinthia in ro11, and thus the interests of
both houses would have been much better served had Gisela married Con-
rad the Elder, the nephew of the deceased, at that point. Henry II kept Swabia
and its duke, Hermann III, under his guardianship, as it were, and was dis-
inclined to promote the renewal of ties between the two families, which he
had battled on so many fronts, by reaching into the Worms kindred for a suc-
cessor to such an important ducal post. Thus, he settled on the scion of a
powerful south German princely line, the Babenbergs; even though Ernest
had not always shown him loyalty, he had in any event not opposed Henry’s
accession. What is more, the king had entrusted him—along with Otto of
Carinthia—with a bold, if ultimately unsuccessful, venture that would have
cleared the way for Henry II to enter Italy in early 1003. Not long after their
defeat in the Val Sugana, near Trento, the two men celebrated Easter with
Henry II at the royal palace in Quedlinburg, where they were showered with
costly gifts. Just then, however, word reached the court of a revolt by Henry
of Schweinfurt, one of the new king’s staunchest supporters, who felt that he
had been cheated out of his due—namely, the duchy of Bavaria, which he
considered justifiably his now that Duke Henry had become king—and thus
almost compelled to respond forcibly to the insult. When Henry of Schwein-
furt entered into an alliance with Bolestaw Chrobry, the prince of Poland, his
cousin Ernest had to follow suit,?* even though the king had clearly insti-
gated the dispute.?> The formal process for playing out the affair was dra-
matic: Ernest was taken prisoner and sentenced to death, but, like his cousin,
then pardoned. The incident’s resolution illustrates “the unconditional sub-
ordination and royal clemency performed almost like a ritual when ending a
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conflict”? Hence, the Ottonian methods for settling conflicts could still be
relied upon, and Ernest, along with his brother Henry I, margrave of Austria,
found himself again in the king’s camp.?” Ernest’s loyalty was ultimately re-
warded with the duchy of Swabia, but he did not enjoy this office for long:
While out hunting on May 31, 1015, the first Tuesday after Pentecost, Ernest
was mortally wounded by an arrow shot by one of his retainers.?8

Gisela’s first husband was murdered in his own home, whereas the sec-
ond died “under questionable circumstances, which Thietmar—with strikingly
pointed understatement—described as a simple hunting accident? In the
course of hunting illicitly, Ernest was wounded, “more from ignorance than
intention,” by one of his hunting companions, who “was trying to shoot a
doe” Ernest was acting unlawfully, because the Tuesday of Whitsuntide was
such a solemn feast as to preclude hunting. In fact, a synod convened in Ingel-
heim during the reign of Otto I (948) had decreed that “the entire week after
Easter and the Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday after Pentecost were to be
observed no less solemnly than Sunday,” and the synod’s pronouncements
were deemed binding during the reigns of Henry II and Conrad II. This would
explain why Thietmar used the word illicite. But what did he mean when he
wrote that Ernest’s vassal killed him “more from ignorance than intention”?
Was there then an element of premeditation to the hunting accident? And
why was his hunting companion “trying” to shot the hind? Who was behind
the whole incident? Gisela? And do the doomed man’s last words confirm or
dispel this suspicion? Spare the guilty one, receive my confession, and “admon-
ish my wife to preserve her own honor and be mindful of mine as well” Ernest
charged his widow with honoring his memoria, praying for his sins, a most
common last wish.?® To this very day, the reminder to preserve her honor is
almost invariably interpreted from a nineteenth-century point of view; that
is, Gisela should preserve her “womanly honor,” or chastity.?! Some accounts
even credit Ernest with the ability to divine the future and aver that he wished
thereby to warn of her coming marriage. Was Conrad perhaps to blame for
the hunting accident? It is, after all, alleged that he abducted Gisela.3?

However, nothing of the sort may have happened. To begin with, what
was at stake was the sonor of a politically engaged woman, who had already
been married to two “potential German kings” and now stood to marry a
third.33 Besides, she was the heiress of Swabia, as the king acknowledged not
three weeks later by giving “Duke Ernest’s duchy to his [i.e., Henry II’s] cousin
and her son” on June 24, 1015, at Goslar.3* And what is more, Gisela could
make a serious claim to the kingdom of Burgundy.®> All this made up the
honor that she was to preserve for herself and her children. For the purposes
of comparison, let us consider the other reference the chronicler made to a
woman’s honor, this one in connection with Liutgard, the great-grandmother
of Conrad II, no less. As the wife of Conrad the Red, Liutgard clearly did not
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have an ecasy life; she was even accused of infidelity, although she was able
to prove her innocence in a performance worthy of Elsa’s dramatic scene in
Richard Wagner’s nineteenth-century opera Lobengrin. Liutgard bore all the
attacks with “manly patience” and was probably quite capable of preserving
her innate 4onor. That is to say, in spite of all the wrongful accusations lev-
eled against her, she was able to retain her privileged position and her polit-
ical standing, since her chastity and womanly honor were never again openly
challenged.3¢

As for Conrad’s alleged abduction of Gisela, that is a story that past and
present-day scholars do not dismiss out of hand. Perhaps he wanted their
union to be a fait accompli, lest the emperor take the same course as in 1012
and again arrange for Gisela to enter into a union contrary to the interests of
the Worms line. Two points, however, controvert the story: First, the earli-
est source to mention the abduction lacks credibility, since it makes a mud-
dle of Gisela’s other marriages, among other things, and furthermore alleges
that she and her sister Matilda, as well as her two brothers, were born in
Westphalia. The second source to refer to the incident is even more fanciful
than the first.3” Second, why did Thietmar of Merseburg, who in some detail
recounted the story of a violent abduction involving his own family, charge
that the marriage between Gisela and Conrad was unlawful solely due to their
excessively close kinship? Resorting to an argumentum e silentio is always
dangerous, to be sure, but that does not mean such lines of reasoning do not
sometimes hit the nail on the head.’® At the beginning of the eleventh cen-
tury, kidnappings and bridal abductions were not unusual, in spite of con-
travening tendencies in canon law,?® and the tale of one would add a nice
touch to any medieval biography. All the same, it would not be seemly for a
scholarly work about Conrad and Gisela to linger on it for too long, even
though the authors of the Jahrbiicher des Deutschen Reichs did not find it en-
tirely implausible.*

The accusation that their marriage violated canonical precepts must have
enjoyed wide dissemination, for the supplement to the holographic copy of
Thietmar’s chronicle contains a reference to the charge in the author’s own
hand. The entry must have been made in 1o17/18, since Thietmar died on
December 1, 1018, and the reference to the union between Conrad and Gisela,
which was celebrated at the latest in January ror7, appears in conjunction with
the account of an injury Conrad suffered on August 27, ror7.#! In a letter dated
1043 to Abbot Poppo of Stavelot, Abbot Siegfried of Gorze included a detailed
examination of the kinship ties between the parents of Henry III and cited
the relationship between them as a poor precedent for Henry’s own—just as
questionable, canonically speaking—marriage to Agnes of Poitou.*? Rodulfus
Glaber, who spent time as a monk at the monastery of Cluny, in Burgundy,
availed himself of the same rebuke as evidence of Conrad’s untrustworthiness
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and as justification for the coolness Henry II showed the Salian. However, he
also claimed that Conrad was not the first of Gisela’s husbands to be a close
relation, a probable reference to Ernest of Swabia. And yet, could Henry II
have been “angry” with Conrad “solely” because of the marriage to Gisela,
when he had tolerated the same transgression on the part of “his” vassal
Ernest?* It is true that Henry II had publicly attacked the union between
Gisela’s sister Matilda and Conrad’s uncle Conrad, and had also subjected Otto
and Irmgard of Hammerstein to the gravest difficulties because of their mar-
riage.** This latest marital scandal in a family inimical to his rule may have
so enraged the emperor that he took action against Gisela and revoked her
guardianship over her son Ernest and thus over the duchy of Swabia. This is
one scenario that might explain the fact that in 1024 Archbishop Poppo of
Trier, a brother of the deceased Ernest I, was also the trustee of the duchy of
Swabia, by virtue of his guardianship over his brother’s son Ernest I1.#° But
what was the real story?

Poppo had been invested with the archbishopric by Emperor Henry II in
Trier on Christmas Day 1015.4 Just one year or so later, Gisela remarried. The
chronicle account by Hermann of Reichenau treats both occurrences quite
succinctly: The “duchy [of Swabia] went to his son of the same name [Ernest],
but his widow went to Conrad, the son of Henry the son of Duke Otto, who
later became emperor. Archbishop M(a)egingaud of Trier died, and he was
succeeded by the venerable Poppo, the brother of the aforementioned Duke
Ernest” It is strange indeed that there is no entry for 1016, but just as per-
plexing is the way in which Ernest’s death, the transfer of Swabia to his son,
and his widow’s recent remarriage are presented as concurrent events in an
entry that ends with an incident that occurred on December 25, 1015. In addi-
tion, the chronicler utters not one word of reproach concerning Gisela’s third
marriage, which would have been forbidden outright or at least have engen-
dered great controversy in Byzantium.*” Thus, Henry II may have ordered
that the guardianship over Swabia be transferred to someone else, not because
Gisela and Conrad were too closely related, but because her remarriage meant
that Gisela was no longer part of the Babenberg family. We should note that
unlike Irmgard of Hammerstein, who refused to abandon her threatened mar-
riage even in the face of her husband Otto’s capitulation and who saved their
union by enlisting the pope’s aid against the emperor and the archbishop of
Mainz, and unlike Conrad’s uncle and Gisela’s sister, who feared for their
marriage and perhaps even their lives, Conrad and Gisela were spared such
persecution and attacks.

What is more, some charged that Gisela initiated the marriage. Thietmar,
who was the first to note the unlawfulness of the union, did so with the fol-
lowing words: “Conrad [Cono| whom his own cousin had illegally married >
As one of the former ruler’s most loyal retainers, the bishop of Merseburg
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knew that the last thing the king needed was the renewal of marriage ties be-
tween the house of Worms and the Conradines, irrespective of which side took
the initiative. In any case, the story of the bridal abduction hardly squares with
this oldest and probably most reliable source.

That leaves us with the following cautiously drawn conclusion: Gisela mar-
ried Conrad because this union best enabled her to preserve her honor, her
manifold legal claims to the duchy of Swabia on up to the kingdom. She
was—like her husband —twenty-six or twenty-seven years old at the time and
had already born three sons and perhaps a daughter. Within the first year of
her marriage to Conrad, on October 28, 1017, the couple was blessed with
the birth of her “Benjamin,” Henry, her fourth and last son. A later source
tries to model Henry’s conception on the biblical story of Abraham, Sarah,
and their son Isaac, by stating that Gisela and Conrad were advanced in years,
or in senio, when they became parents, which was naturally untrue but pro-
vided a good narrative motif. Henry III had two younger sisters, neither of
whom ever married, dying childless at a young age: Beatrix (ca. 1020-36) and
Matilda (after mid-1o2s5-beginning of 1034).#° Thus, Gisela is known to have
born four sons and two, at most three, daughters: Henry IIT and his full sis-
ters were her children by Conrad, while two sons, Ernest II and Hermann IV,
were the fruits of her marriage to Ernest I, and Liudolf and perhaps a girl
named Gisela of her marriage to Bruno of Brunswick. Before marrying Gisela,
Conrad allegedly had a son named Wolfram and, what is even less likely, a
daughter, Adelheid, as a result of a Friedelehe he contracted with a woman
belonging to the Wolfram-Zeizolf clan. Conrad and Gisela additionally adopted
the orphaned offspring of Gisela’s sister Matilda and her husband Frederick
of Upper Lotharingia, two girls named Sophia and Beatrix, whom the empress
brought to court in 1033/34.5°

Gisela was an extremely beautiful woman; “having her constantly in view”
might have proved the undoing of one of the clerics at court had he not buried
himself in his scriptural studies.>! “[H]er abundant golden hair” was still to
be found when her grave was opened in Speyer in 1900.5 Yet, Gisela was
also intelligent and possessed all the virtues expected of a noblewoman in the
Middle Ages. However, just as time and time again we find that the text of
a particular diploma deviates from the highly formulaic norms of the medieval
chancery due to some unique circumstance, so too the standard catalog of
virtues may reveal something of a particular individuals character. Accordingly,
Gisela is said to have evinced only “the merest arrogance,” even though she
in fact possessed the greatest nobility and most extraordinary beauty. More-
over, Wipo had a specific purpose in mind when drawing up the catalog of
her virtues; he was not looking to depict a type or conform to a style but
instead to substantiate her possession of a role that set her apart, for Gisela

was, in his words, her husband’s “necessary companion,” or necessaria comes.
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Wipo’s assertion is supported by the dozens of diplomas that contain for-
mulae attesting to her intervention in issues, as well as by the innumerable
references to her itinerary. And Conrad? He must have been quite a man and
taken after his heroic great-grandfather whose name he bore.>

But was their marriage a love match? We possess little information on that
score, although her husband and family called her by the pet name “Gisle”
Her youngest child, their daughter Matilda, may have been born in the sec-
ond half of 1025, when Gisela may have been as old as thirty-six; as far as we
know, she did not give birth again. Was she no longer able to conceive, or
had her husband, who was the same age as she, become impotent? It should
be noted that as of February 1028 Conrad began designating Henry IIT as his
“sole son” Did the canonical strictures on the tempus amplexandi, or time for
marital relations, place too great a toll on the couple?*

So there is yet another thing that we do not know, although one can very
well imagine that Gisela actually preferred not to have any more children, so
that she could actively attend to her political duties as queen. Just how impor-
tant participating in public life was to her can be seen in her reaction to a seri-
ous falling-out between her and the young king Henry III following Conrad’s
death.5 And just before her death of dysentery four years later—on February
15, rather than 14, 1043 —she still sought the reassurance of fortune-tellers that
she would outlive King Henry.>® Of Gisela’s known offspring, her oldest son,
Liudolf, died in May 1038, Ernest II in 1030, and Hermann IV in the sum-
mer of 1038, just a few months after the death of his older half brother. The
older daughter born of her marriage to Conrad II, Beatrix, died on September
26, 1036, and the younger daughter, Matilda, who was engaged to Henry I
of France, died in early 1034.5” If she had indeed given birth to a daughter—
also named Gisela—during her first marriage, then perhaps that child also
survived her.’® Of her children, only Henry is definitely known to have out-
lived her, and it seems that she would have liked to see him buried, too. In
his seemingly neutral account of her death, in 1043, the chronicler Hermann
of Reichenau may very well have struck the proper note of criticism: It is
obvious that he had a different vision of the dignified death.>

2. Conrad and Gisela Before Their Coronations
(1016/17-September 1024 )

Mother and son would presumably have never experienced that short-lived
conflict had Henry entered the world as a posthumous child, and the possibil-
ity that he would had not been negligible: On August 27, 1017, Conrad was
wounded in a military action initiated by his maternal uncle, Count Gerhard
of Metz, against Duke Godfrey of Lower Lotharingia, a supporter of Emperor
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Image not available

FIG. 1 The widowed Empress Gisela entering the abbey church at Echternach
in Trier. From the Pericope Book of Henry 111, ca. 1040; Bremen
Universitatsbibliothek, Ms b.21, fol. 2r.

Henry II. Even in a panegyric written long after this event, Wipo made a
point of the Salian’s willingness to take up the causes of his kindred and
friends with all his power and might as if they were his own.®® In this “deadly
clash” Adelheid’s brother, who was also Empress Cunigunde’s brother-in-law,
was dealt a defeat marked by many casualties. Count Gerhard was a longtime
supporter of the empress’s brothers, who were members of the Luxembourg
line, and already many years before he had backed their efforts to assume
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control over the archbishopric of Trier.! In attacking Godfrey of Lower
Lotharingia, Gerhard was also targeting Henry II. Yet, it was commonly held
that the first duty of a warrior—and not just a Germanic one—was to lend
support to his mother’s brother, or Okbeim. Interestingly enough, the Latin
equivalent, avunculus, literally means “little grandfather;” a diminutive variant
of their common Indo-European root, and is the source of the English word
“uncle” The accounts of Conrad’s first independent actions—intervening per-
sonally on behalf of his uncle and then assisting the son of his father’s brother—
read in fact much like the opening lines of an Icelandic saga.®

In a battle near the town of Ulm two years later, probably in the summer
of 1019, the two cousins—Conrad the Elder and Conrad the Younger—
defeated Adalbero of Eppenstein, the husband of Beatrix, who was the older
Conrad’s sister-in-law and the younger one’s aunt. Again, the target was a
loyal follower of Henry II, but the battle’s location suggests that the dispute
was actually sparked by conflicting claims to the estate of Gerberga—the de-
ceased mother of the three sisters Beatrix, Gisela, and Matilda—than belated
revenge for Conrad the Younger’s being passed over as duke of Carinthia in
favor of Adalbero in rorr. In any event, the attack against Adalbero was ini-
tiated by his wife’s nephew, the younger Conrad, who had grown up during
the almost eight years since he “was robbed of the duchy of Carinthia” It is
instructive to cite in its entirety the entry Hermann of Reichenau made in his
chronicle for 1017: “Godfrey, the duke of some of the Lotharingians, defeated
Count Gerhard, brother of the future Emperor Conrad’s mother” The entry
for 1019 1s similarly terse: “The young Conrad, son of the dead Duke Con-
rad of Carinthia, with the help of his cousin on his father’s side, the future
Emperor Conrad, defeated the then duke of Carinthia, Adalbero, in battle
near Ulm and put him to flight?¢

Yet again, Conrad had drawn his sword indirectly against the emperor and
broken the peace that Henry II so valued.** Conrad lost the emperor’s favor
and was probably banned. Wipo interpreted this misfortune as a trial from
God, but gave it only short shrift as an edifying experience, without explain-
ing why or for how long the emperor withdrew his favor, or noting the con-
sequences the incident had for Conrad or his cousin.®® It is quite probable
that the falling-out between the emperor and the two Conrads had already
been settled nine months later, since the two counts are presumed to be
among those named as witnesses to Henry’s pact with the Roman church in
April or May 1020.%

Conrad had proved himself on the battlefield, and he was ever prepared to
risk his life protecting his kindred’s rights and claims. He was married to a
rich heiress, who was as ambitious as she was intelligent and lovely, and who
had already born him a son and perhaps even a daughter. When his lord and
longtime adversary Henry II died on July 13, 1024, in Grone, near the city of
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Gottingen, and was buried soon afterward in the cathedral at Bamberg, Con-
rad the Elder stood at the ready. Later sources contend that Henry had des-
ignated one or another of the two members of the Worms house as his suc-
cessor, but there is barely a grain of truth to that assertion, which is no more
than the way following generations interpreted the fact that the two cousins
were the only serious candidates for election to the throne.®”

Just because Conrad the Elder took his kindred’s part in their affairs should
not lead us to conclude that he was to an extraordinary degree a “family man”
and more loyal than others to his friends. Wipo has his hero Conrad swear
to his cousin that he will uphold the “indissoluble friendship” among kindred,
a principle to which—in Wipo’s own words— Conrad the Younger also sub-
scribed.®® Such behavior is markedly different from the way in which Henry
11, the “monk-king.” treated Henry of Schweinfurt or his own brothers-in-law
during the feud over the bishopric of Metz, on the Moselle River.® In con-
trast, Conrad personified the proper way of doing things, the mentality of the
worldly noble. He represented an “alternative” to what came before and to a
political agenda that favored the princes of the church, if for the very fact
alone that his—unlike his predecessor’s—marriage was blessed with children
and a male heir.”® “The ideal marriage pair would be described thus: the man
is full of (military) virtue, of good family and bodily proportions, and possesses
prudence; the woman is likewise well formed, from a good house (= family),
and possesses wealth and good manners””! Thus, “Conrad and Gisela, Inc”
was very well positioned in the event that the emperor and king, their kins-
man and adversary—and involuntary testator—died.



3

THE ROYAL ELECTION OF CONRAD II

The purpose of Wipo’s biography of Conrad II was to recount the deeds, or
acte vel gesta, of the emperor and his son, and so his subject’s early years as
Conrad the Elder were of little interest to him. The text commences with the
deeds of now Conrad II, whose entire life before the royal election served as
a trial from God, after which he “performed an operation with good effect
upon the commonwealth, that is, the Roman Empire”* Although Wipo had
probably attended the election assembly at Kamba, which is thought to have
been located on the eastern bank of the Rhine, across from present-day Oppen-
heim, in his capacity as biographer he painted an idealized picture of the first
Salian king’s election? and asserted that the Saxons and others eligible to par-
ticipate in the election had been present, even though it is certain that they
had not.? All the same, it is important to review the information he imparted
concerning the steps taken to manage the crisis period between the death of
Henry I1, on July 13, 1024, and the election of Conrad II at the imperial assem-
bly summoned for September 4, 1024.*

We read that Henry’s passing had thrown the kingdom—that is, the mag-
nates of the individual peoples and territories, including Italy—into great up-
heaval, and some feared for its unity. A replay of the events of 1002 and their
aftermath was clearly to be avoided at all costs, since the hard-fought battles
Henry IT had waged at that time in order to secure the throne had devastated
the kingdom’s heartlands, and events that occurred during the early years of
his reign left him with an internal opposition active practically up until his
death.® In contrast, the interregnum following his death lasted no more than
a few weeks, during which the widowed Empress Cunigunde conducted the
kingdom’s affairs unchallenged and with the assistance of her brothers, Bishop
Dietrich II of Metz (1006—47) and Duke Henry V of Bavaria (1004-9 and
1017—26), as well as Archbishop Aribo of Mainz (1021-31). With the events of
late winter 1002 probably weighing on everyone’s mind,° the empress retained
the imperial insignia so that she could hand them over to whoever was elected
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king and thereby empower “him for governance as far as lay within the author-
ity of her sex””

The only known evidence for the discord that Wipo asserts broke out every-
where in the empire was the destruction of the royal palace in Pavia.® The
men “of very great power” who “strove by force rather than by the qualities
of ... character . . . to become the first man [in the kingdom]” did not stand
a chance against the two cousins of the Worms line.? In addition, very little—
probably no more than the tip of the iceberg—is known about the numer-
ous exchanges and negotiations that made it possible to bring the election to
such a strikingly swift conclusion. We do possess a letter sent by Abbot Bern
of Reichenau to Bishop Alberic of Como in July or August 1024, which indi-
rectly reached Leo of Vercelli and Henry of Parma, announcing the time and
place set for the election assembly—September 4 at Kamba—and urgently
pleading that they await the results, block any threat to the unity of the two
regna, and see to the maintenance of peace within the Italian kingdom. Around
the same time, a diet of Saxon princes met at Werla, where the participants
consulted with each other about the royal election, although they spent the
interregnum focused on cutting Bishop Meinwerk of Paderborn, whom Henry
II had unduly favored, down to size.!?

The well-prepared individuals who made their way to Kamba were for the
most part grouped by nation. The Lotharingians—with Duke Frederick of
Upper Lotharingia representing his absent father, Dietrich—apparently camped
on the western bank of the Rhine, and the Saxons, “with their neighbors, the
Slavs,” probably stayed home altogether, contrary to Wipo’s assertion. The
Italians also did not attend, while Abbot Odilo of Cluny participated in both
the election and the coronation.

When the election assembly finally convened on September 4 in Kamba,
more than just the two candidacies—of Conrad the Elder and Conrad the
Younger—was at stake. It was crucial that the two men reach an agreement,
and they must have done so in a private téte-a-téte initiated by the older man.
According to Wipo, the elder Conrad, who was approximately thirty-five years
old at the time, won over his younger kinsman of around twenty with a long
speech that must have been of the author’s own invention, if for no other
reason than that the two cousins came to terms without witnesses. Conrad the
Elder then sealed —and publicly proclaimed — their understanding with a kiss.!!

Notwithstanding its rhetorical flourishes, Wipo’s account provides us with
some reliable or, at the very least, plausible pieces of information: First, Con-
rad the Elder must have suggested to his cousin that the contest between them
be decided by majority vote, or maior pars populi; the royal election of 1002
offered an important precedent for this proposal. At the funeral of Otto III
in Aachen, the overwhelming majority of the princes had vowed to help Her-
mann II of Swabia accede to the throne, because they considered Duke Henry
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of Bavaria “not suitable,” or non idoneus, for the kingship.!? Yet, while the
princes may have intended to support Hermann, they never followed through.
At Kamba in 1024, on the other hand, the majority must already have indi-
cated their support for Conrad the Elder before the vote, thus paving the way
for a “modern” elective process.

Second, “the assembly to elect a successor to the king did not single out
a particular nobleman but, strictly speaking, the noble house of the Salians;
which member of this house would then become king was left up to the
Salians themselves to decide. The biographer [Wipo] stresses this idea further
by having the older cousin go on to add that the luster of the royal dignity
is also imparted to the king’s relatives and that only solidarity between rela-
tives gives the kingdom the strength it needs” Moreover, in 1024 Conrad the
Elder already had a seven-year-old son, who as heir apparent to the throne
enhanced the long-term prospects for the policies of the Salian house as well
as of the elective assembly.!3

Third, by voting for the chosen representative of the cohesive house of
Worms, who could extend to the entire realm what his forebears had already
put into place along the mid-Rhine, the electors clearly showed that they
looked to the new king to preserve the kingdom’s unity by means of the “mod-
ern concept of lordship,” instead of the old structures of an ethnic duchy.!*

Fourth, while both of these members of the house of Worms did fulfill a
basic prerequisite for office, kinship with the Saxon ruling house, in this case
it seems that their idoneity, or suitableness, for the kingship—in other words,
their ability to wield authority successfully—gave them a leg up over those
noblemen within and outside the kingdom who were even more closely related
to the deceased sovereign.!® It is no wonder that even the first Salian king
never made reference to his kinship with the Ottonians, but instead based his
legitimacy on his Frankish royal ancestry, the Merovingians and Carolingians.
Almost all later writers, including Otto of Freising, assert that Henry II des-
ignated Conrad the Elder or both cousins as his successor, even though that
was probably not the case.!¢

Fifth, only after “intrafamilial” unity was established did the majority of
the electors actually decide in favor of the older Conrad. At that point, the
younger Conrad’s Lotharingian kindred withdrew; his ties to that family had
been forged by his widowed mother’s marriage to Frederick II, the co-duke
of Upper Lotharingia, around 1020.17 The way was now cleared for the sazn-
ior pars, or the “sounder part,” to conduct a unanimous election, just as in the
good old days. Aribo of Mainz, the archbishop presiding over the proceed-
ings, thereupon broke with tradition by being the first to voice his choice.
The other archbishops and members of the upper clergy, except for Pilgrim
of Cologne, expressed their concurrence. Meanwhile, somewhere in the back-
ground or with backs turned to the election assembly, Conrad the Younger



THE ROYAL ELECTION OF CONRAD II + 45

continued negotiating with his Lotharingian supporters and probably Arch-
bishop Pilgrim as well. According to Wipo, as soon as the members of the
clergy had finished making their choice known, the young man immediately
turned around and became the first secular elector to cast a vote for his cousin.
The elder Conrad took his cousin’s hand and “made him sit beside him.” while
the members of the upper secular nobility—grouped by realm, or regna—
cast their votes.!8

After the magnates had voted in expression of the electoral will, or Ku, the
people acclaimed the new king; this act constituted the legal foundation for
Conrad’s kingship, which the widowed Empress Cunigunde then confirmed
by handing over the royal insignia.!” Without bidding farewell and without
participating in the election, Pilgrim of Cologne and the Lotharingians left
Kamba.0



4

CORONATION, ASSUMPTION OF OFFICE,
AND ROYAL PROGRESS

1. Coronation (September 8, 1024)

With the new king’s coronation slated for September 8, the solemn Feast of
the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin, it was only natural that Archbishop Aribo,
who had presided over the election, perform the ceremony in the cathedral
at Mainz. That may have been another—or even the primary—reason why
Aribo’s nephew and rival, Archbishop Pilgrim of Cologne, and the Lothar-
ingians had “departed [Kamba] belligerent . . . [and] at the instigation of the
Devil” In his capacity as the duly—if perhaps only recently—appointed arch-
bishop of Cologne, Pilgrim was the metropolitan of Aachen, where, according
to Carolingian and Ottonian legal tradition, royal coronations were to take
place, but he must have realized that his prospects of exercising the right to
crown the new king were at that point nil.! Yet, for reasons that still elude
us, and even though he had exhibited the utmost care and considerable enthu-
siasm in pleading the elder Conrad’s case, Aribo, once success was his, threw
it all to the winds by refusing to crown Gisela. Pilgrim sensed an opportunity
to secure once and for all coronation rights for Cologne, and thirteen days
later, on September 21, 1024, the Feast of Saint Matthew, he made up for lost
ground by crowning Gisela at his cathedral.?

Aribo of Mainz was known to advocate the rigorous enforcement of the
canon laws concerning marriage, and in the case of one couple, Otto and
Irmgard of Hammerstein, his attempts to stymie Irmgard’s appeal to the pope
even placed his pallium in jeopardy.? His refusal to crown the queen may thus
have stemmed from the excessively close kinship between the king and queen.
Still, Conrad II, who owed his kingship to Aribo, was as closely related to
Gisela as she was to him, so there must have been something untoward about
her that gave rise to the archbishop’s objections. Scholars have repeatedly iden-
tified the consanguineous relationship between Gisela’s mother and father,
who were two or three degrees more closely related than Conrad and Gisela,
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as the source of the problem. The royal couple, on the other hand, was related
within the ninth degree (5:4), since Conrad’s great-great-great-grandfather
Henry I was Gisela’s great-great-grandfather; if’ Gisela’s ancestry is traced
through her father, then they share the great-great-grandfather Otto I and
were related within the eighth degree (4:4).* Such relationships would have
been general knowledge, by the very fact that they were members of the nobil-
ity, or nobilitas, for as Isidore of Seville had already noted, “Noble (or of
noble birth) and not base is he whose name and family are known?>>

The charge that Conrad and Gisela were too closely related, which had
already been leveled just a few months after their marriage by Thietmar of
Merseburg, undoubtedly stuck,® and the chronicler was not the only one to
voice this criticism. Rodulfus Glaber went so far as to assert that prior to his
election Conrad had promised the bishops he would sever his ties with Gisela,
an implausible story not borne out by actual events. Furthermore, each of
Gisela’s previous marriages was also said to have involved irregularities.” As
late as 1043, no less a figure than Abbot Siegfried of Gorze complained of the
too close kinship between the parents of Henry III in a letter addressed to
Poppo of Stavelot. In fact, according to the strict notions of someone like
Henry II, the union of two individuals related within the seventh degree or
less was “contrary to the sacred precepts of canon law” An obsession with the
incest taboo marked the entire era, and policy makers knew how to use it to
their advantage.® All the same, Aribo would not have played up the consan-
guinity issue as an impediment to Gisela’s coronation, because doing so could
have jeopardized his own undertaking: The daughter of the Swabian duke
had born Conrad a son, Henry, whose very existence may have tipped the
balance in the election, but the boy could only inherit the throne if he was the
legitimate issue of a canonically incontrovertible union.

But what if there were no connection between the charge that they were
too closely related and the delay in Gisela’s coronation? No other writer
besides Rodulfus Glaber drew an association between the excessively close
kinship and the difficulties attendant upon Conrad’s election. Moreover, no
source alleges outright that Aribo refused to crown Gisela. Hence, at least one
scholar has pointed out that “it was not yet the custom in Germany to con-
secrate the king and queen at the same time,” and that the sole “precedent,
namely the consecration of Cunigunde, the consort of Henry II, was also per-
formed at a different time and place from the ceremony for the king” Besides,
“the mistrust toward Gisela had been sparked by social envy, which, while it
would prove short-lived, had as yet to be overcome. Wipo’s text contains no
substantive information” What the biographer did report was that “the manly
probity in the woman was victorious” and that she was her husband’s “nec-
essary companion.”t0

So why then the delay and change in venue? Cunigunde was also not
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crowned at the same time as her husband, but the sources did not read any-
thing negative into that. Did Aribo of Mainz take his cue perhaps from the
Byzantines and take umbrage at Gisela’s many marriages, at her “successive
polygamy,” as it were? In point of fact, after much controversy the Eastern
church in 920 resolved that it was permissible for someone younger than forty
to enter into a third marriage, even if the prior union had produced children.
However, this determination was not accepted as normative for a long time
and continued to be the subject of debate in the eleventh century.!! The arch-
bishop’s misgivings about crowning Gisela may have been prompted by the
controversy in Constantinople.

Wipo mentions the victory of Gisela’s “manly probity” and her role as Con-
rad’s “necessary companion” in one and the same breath as her coronation
“by the consent and petition of the princes” Perhaps the solution to the puz-
zle lies in this pastiche of information: Is it not possible that, in the face of
Aribo’s intransigence, Gisela of her own accord initiated a dialogue with Pil-
grim of Cologne in order to jump-start the stalled discussions regarding her
coronation—which took place only thirteen days later—and to divide as well
as win over the Lotharingian opposition associated with her kin? By doing
so, she would, of course, have completely antagonized and alienated Aribo
of Mainz, who was a quarrelsome and hot-tempered man. For example, in
early 1025 the archbishop prevented the duly appointed diocesan bishop for
Hildesheim from celebrating Mass at the high altar at the convent of Gan-
dersheim, all the while hurling invective and showing no regard for “his” king.
Even near the end of his life, Aribo’s actions suggest that his was an impul-
sive temperament: In the wake of three major defeats—the loss of the right
to perform royal coronations, the suppression of the case against the Ham-
mersteins, and the cession of the archbishopric’s claim to Gandersheim—he
announced his resignation in an impressive, emotionally charged sermon
delivered in Paderborn on Christmas 1030, in order to go on a pilgrimage to
Rome. Only after he had breathed his last would he return to his see.!? On
September 8, 1024, however, Aribo reached the pinnacle of his career, so to
speak, although his position as the metropolitan of Mainz—a province that
stretched from the outskirts of the present-day city of Bremen southward
almost all the way to Meran in Italy, and from Prague westward to the head-
waters of the Rhine in Graubiinden and beyond—left little room for further
attainment.!3

“When the election was over, everyone, with the greatest eagerness, has-
tened to follow the King to Mainz, where he was to receive the most holy
unction. They went rejoicing; the clergy chanted psalms, the lay folk sang,
each in his own fashion. At no time have I found that God received such great
praises from men on one day in one place. If Charlemagne had been present,
alive, with his scepter, the people would not have been more eager, nor could
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they have rejoiced more at the return of so great a man than at the first com-
ing of this (new) King?”

Such are the opening lines in Wipo’s chapter on the king’s consecration,
which includes a long, rhetorically ornate speech ostensibly delivered by the
archbishop of Mainz. Like the description of Conrad’s election, the oration
serves to convey the political theories of its age rather than reproduce the
actual words of its deliverer. It is purposeless to speculate what Aribo in fact
said, what gestures he made, how he conducted himself, whether he indeed
referred to Conrad’s difficulties with Henry II as a trial from God. Like Abra-
ham before him, the new king had been put to the test; like David, he had
had to bear the wrath of his King Saul. Having experienced the loss of his
predecessor’s favor, he would take pity on those who in the future lost his
favor. Before making him king, God had purified Conrad by means of injus-
tice and misery. “You have come to the highest dignity: you are the vicar of
Christ.” the vicarius Christi. “No one but his imitator is a true ruler” Conrad
was admonished to exercise justice and protect the churches and the clergy,
the widows and the orphans; a nobleman named Otto, who had once insulted
Conrad, stood ready to petition the new king for his favor. For the sake of
God’s love, which on that day had made Conrad into a new man, the arch-
bishop begged the new king to show clemency toward this individual and oth-
ers like him. The king let out a sigh, broke down in tears, and fulfilled the
wish expressed by all. Thereupon, the people began to weep for joy at his show
of so much goodness and forgiveness. After the High Mass and royal conse-
cration were concluded, the king commenced the procession, striding like
King Saul, “as though he went higher” by a head, transformed in his bearing
and followed by the clergy. With a serene expression and majestic gait he re-
turned to his chambers, where the banquet celebrating the ruler’s consecration
was then held.*

One important incident that occurred during the procession into the cathe-
dral of Mainz appears two chapters later in Wipo’s work, however. As indi-
cated by its very title, the biography focuses on the deeds of Conrad II; hence,
it opens with the actions leading up to the coronation and, after a two-chapter
digression on the coronation, the disposition of offices, and the queen, returns
to its main theme, which encompasses this incident. As the procession into
the cathedral that was part of the coronation ritual, or o7do, for Mainz began,
three commoners—a tenant farmer of the archbishopric of Mainz, an orphaned
boy, and a widow—stepped forward and presented Conrad with legal com-
plaints. Even though the princes attending upon the king-elect ceremoniously
urged him to proceed, Conrad halted, meted out justice to the petitioners, and
justified the interruption to the ceremony on the grounds that he was per-
forming the duties of his royal office. In other words, his election, and not the
later coronation, marked the inception of his reign. As the king continued on,
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yet a fourth individual, a man who had been banned unjustly, approached
him and likewise petitioned for justice. Conrad took this man by the hand,
walked with him all the way to the throne, which was probably placed inside
the church, and entrusted the matter to one of his princes.'®

Therein lay the basic motto of royal rule: defend the church, widows, and
orphans. We may be sure that the participants as well as their legal claims
were very closely reviewed beforehand, so that nothing was left to chance.
Yet, as Wipo states, while Conrad’s first deeds “may seem small, nonetheless
they are eminently significant in a mystical way.” The new king had to imitate
Christ and set a clear example by his actions, not just mouth empty phrases.!¢

The man named Otto who had insulted the king—and on whose behalf
Aribo pleaded for forgiveness—and the man who had allegedly been banned
unjustly cannot have been one and the same person. The exile must have
suffered his “injustice” at the hands of the deceased Henry II, who may have
banned Conrad and who certainly banned his own brother Bruno in early
1024.17 Otto, on the other hand, must have personally insulted Conrad some-
time before the royal election, yet none of the sources mentions such a noble-
man. Since the regal name Otto was hardly uncommon at the time, any attempt
at identifying him would seem pointless, were it not for the fact that the un-
timely flight of a commander named Otto had caused Conrad’s grandfather
to suffer a serious defeat in the Val Sugana.!® True, more than twenty years
had passed since that incident, and Duke Otto of Carinthia had borne the
brunt of the offense, but there was no statute of limitations on insult and
injustice. Expiation was a hereditary duty, as was “the old obligation of blood
revenge”!? Even the costly gifts Henry II had bestowed as recompense upon
the men vanquished at the “Hungarian mount™ would not completely have
wiped the slate clean, because it was not possible to put a “price” on the
honor of Conrad’s grandfather. But who stood ready to receive Conrad’s for-
giveness right before the coronation? Was it the elderly Otto himself, brother
of Bishop Gerhard I of Regensburg, or was it perhaps his son Otto? We may
never know.

2. Assumption of Office and Establishment of the Royal Household

Less than three days after his coronation, Conrad departed Mainz, accompa-
nied by Gisela. A host of problems awaited his disposition: The king had yet
to forge a durable accord with his cousin Conrad the Younger, not to men-
tion with his cousin’s mother, Matilda, whose second husband was Duke Fred-
erick of Upper Lotharingia. The time had now come to win over the duke’s
followers along with the Lower Lotharingians. He also had yet to win over
the Saxons, but they had major problems of their own, as their borders were
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threatened in the north by the Danes, along the lower Elbe by the pagan Slavs,
and in the southeast by the Christian Poles and Bohemians. Since the new
king could hardly walk away from the problems bequeathed him by his pred-
ecessor, he was forced to take up the Saxon’s cause.

Conrad faced a much more favorable situation in the mid-Danube basin
thanks to the efforts of that political and religious genius King Stephen I to
lead the Hungarians into the Christian and European fold. Hungary, how-
ever, maintained very close ties with Venice, whose prior agreements with the
East Frankish kingdom remained to be renewed. On the other side of the
maritime republic loomed the Byzantine Empire, whose good will was key
to maintaining peace in the northern Adriatic Sea and along the shores of
Croatia and Istria, and whose recognition was craved by the Western emperor.
However, the new king first had to establish his imperial rule, by winning over
the Lombard-Italian kingdom and then receiving the crown in Rome. Last,
there was Burgundy. Henry II had been recognized as the heir to the throne
by the kingdom’s childless king, but Conrad would have to overcome stiff
internal and external competition before securing this kingdom for himself,
and then only with Gisela’s aid.

Enormous challenges confronted the royal couple, yet they immediately set
to work. Chipping away at a mountain of problems, they showed great phys-
ical stamina, as well as diplomatic skill. They were forceful, single-minded, and
unafraid of taking strong action, while never failing to reward their faithful
supporters. No one believed Conrad capable of attaining such rapid success,
and as a result some of his startled contemporaries jumped to the conclusion
that there had to be something shady about his accession, which, according
to the millenarian point of view expressed by Rodulfus Glaber, posed a well-
nigh heretical threat to the world: The archfiend Satan, accompanied by “a
great crowd of beings with black clothes and very sinister faces,” had elevated
this Salian, who was “somewhat lacking in faith.” to the position of ruler.?!

After the coronation the leaders of the realm—in Wipo’s words, the “bish-
ops, dukes, and the other princes, vassals of primary rank and those of ordi-
nary rank, indeed, free-born men if they be of any moment™— participated in
the traditional swearing of an oath, in effect rendering fealty to the new king,.
This act often came directly on the heels of an election, but in Conrad’s case
the decision was made to follow the example set by Henry II, perhaps because
the new king wished to highlight the proceeding or because the archbishop
was merely following in the footsteps of his own predecessor, Archbishop
Willigis, who had officiated over Henry’s coronation and the swearing of the
oath in 1002.%?

Before commencing on his lifelong itinerancy through his kingdom, the
new king had to determine who would accompany him. Wipo deals with the
establishment of the royal household in a cursory manner; only Bishop Bruno
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of Augsburg, who was the deceased emperor’s brother, Bishop Werner of Stras-
bourg, and Werner, a little-known knight, whose faithful service to Conrad
obviously predated Kamba, appear by name as members of the royal court.
The last individual was a vassal who had proved himself by “word and deed”
and was richly rewarded for his loyalty probably as early as 1025. Bishop Bruno
of Augsburg acted as the “intervenor” in the matter by appealing to the king
for the gift and the attendant charter. Werner is not mentioned further.

The following court offices proper would also have been filled in 1024:
mayor of the palace, head chamberlain, steward, and cupbearer, as well as other
positions. The anonymous author of the Ruodlic, a Latin epic romance writ-
ten in the latter half of the eleventh century at the monastery of Tegernsee,
probably modeled his depiction of a royal court, with its strict protocol and
vice-regent, who exercises power on behalf of the ruler, on the court of an
actual king, most likely Conrad II. Of the officers who served during the Salian
ruler’s reign, we know of a steward named Conrad who was commemorated
for his bravery as a casualty of the revolt at Parma on Christmas 1037. Fur-
thermore, we know the name of one other steward, Liudolf, which appears
in some correspondence concerning the cloister of Saint Maximin in Trier.?

The court clergy, or royal chaplains, were considerably better organized and
known to the outside world, because they were often tapped to serve as bish-
ops, archbishops, and —due to their ability to read and write—royal emissaries,
or mussi, to the literate Italians. The royal chapel was headed by the archbishop
of Mainz, who served as archchaplain, an arrangement Conrad had no cause
to alter. Since it was within the purview of the royal chapel to train clerics in
the specialized art of drawing up royal diplomas, the archchaplain was, from
the ninth century on, customarily entrusted with the office of archchancellor
as well. During the reign of Conrad’s son and successor, Henry III, the two
functions became increasingly distinct and in the end totally independent.?*

Diplomas reveal a great deal about a sovereign’s exercise of power. When
did his reign begin and end? How vigorously did he rule? A king issued
diplomas routinely, and yet the activity was anything but routine. Diplomas,
or royal charters, were highly formalized legal documents reflecting the level
of literacy found among their primarily ecclesiastical beneficiaries. Preserved
through the ages, original exemplars are still available for our perusal today.
Diplomas are not historical works drawn up with an eye to posterity, but
functional written instruments encapsulating human relationships at a specific
point in time, whose archaic form and language can present the modern inter-
preter with a challenge and a chore. We gain insight into the state of the king’s
practical as well as theoretical policies simply by identifying who was or could
be entrusted with issuing or—better—drafting diplomas. The most diverse
group of individuals—representatives of the ecclesiastical beneficiary, members
of the king’s permanent or temporary circle of advisors—may have had a hand
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in the issuance of a particular diploma without compromising its authenticity.
However, the preparation of a diploma was assigned principally to those royal
chaplains with the requisite expertise. They served under the direction of a
chancellor and the nominal oversight of an archchancellor, and while scholars
refer to these clerics in the aggregate as the “chancery,” it is actually anachro-
nistic to use that term for Conrad’s period.?® Beginning with the Ottonians,
there was a “German”—to use yet another anachronism?*—as well as an “Ital-
ian chancery,” which was responsible for issuing diplomas concerning the
regnum Italicum.>”

Judging by Henry’s last charters and his successor’s earliest ones, no changes
were made to the chancery beyond one new appointment, which was very
important in theory but had no practical effect on the operations of the royal
chapel and the as yet makeshift division of labor within the chancery. The
“German” chancery remained in the hands of Udalrich, the chancellor, and
Aribo of Mainz, the archchancellor, but the archiepiscopal kingmaker was also
entrusted with the archchancellorship of Italy. He succeeded Bishop Eberhard
of Bamberg probably in the immediate wake of the coronation, while the
future bishop of Parma, Hugh, who had been appointed chancellor for Italy
in 1023 by Henry II, continued to exercise the duties of that office.?® By re-
taining Hugo and replacing Eberhard, Conrad II demonstrated that he both
appreciated continuity and at the same time was prepared to reject the status
quo and reward faithful service. What is more, Conrad showed considerable
skill in not arousing Bishop Eberhard’s antagonism, although for a long time
malicious tales circulated far and wide accusing the Salian of planning to abol-
ish the bishopric of Bamberg, which had been founded by Henry I1.?° In actu-
ality, by as early as January 1025, Bishop Eberhard was the recipient of no fewer
than four diplomas confirming the claims of his church.3® Conrad made no
other changes regarding Italy until he himself had traversed the Alps.

Before the twelfth century, royal charters did not always contain lists of
witnesses, but even older diplomas occasionally include the names of individ-
uals who were probably present at the drafting of the charter as members of
the king’s court and thus contributed to the decision-making process at the
time the charter was legally executed. Given their contents and legal concerns,
Conrad’s earliest documents may at first glance appear formulaic, and they
are as a rule confirmations of older diplomas, yet they are more than routine
affairs. First of all, since the charter presented for confirmation might be a
counterfeit, care had to be taken that the new king and his subordinates did
not act out of ignorance or political expediency.3! Second, the identities of
the beneficiaries—their number, importance, and official office—reveal infor-
mation concerning the strengths and weaknesses of the incipient kingship.
Third, differences in the wording of the diplomas indicate that they were
drafted individually.
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The oldest of Conrad’s extant diplomas provides significant support for
these points. It was issued on September 9, 1024, to no less a figure than
Abbot Odilo of Cluny, in response to his presentation of diplomas issued by
Otto 1, Otto II, Otto III, and Henry II acknowledging Cluny’s right to the
monastery of Payerne in eastern Burgundy, and his request that they be re-
confirmed by the new king. The diploma also provides incontrovertible evi-
dence of the archabbot’s attendance at Conrad’s coronation in Mainz. While
the chancellor Udalrich and the archchancellor Aribo of Mainz are named in
the so-called recognitio line of the diploma, in which the drafter attests to the
accuracy of his work, it was undoubtedly drafted or, better, copied—if imper-
fectly—by someone in Odilo’s retinue from an original issued by Henry I1.32

Two further extant diplomas date from the remaining two days Conrad
spent in Mainz. The first is of questionable authenticity, but the other is a
confirmation issued to the eminent Bishop Egilbert of Freising.®* As in the
case of the diploma for Cluny, one of the beneficiary’s own clerics was entrusted
with preparing the diploma on the basis of an original issued by Henry II.
Quite soon afterward the royal chancery assumed exclusive or overriding
authority to issue diplomas, and Conrad’s fourth charter was probably drafted
by the royal chancery; in it the royal couple is described as ruling by the grace
of God.3*

We know little about the daily goings-on at the royal court. One source
recounts that the court chaplain Wazo of Liege bested Conrad’s Jewish doc-
tor in a religious disputation. From the passage, we learn that the king availed
himself of one of the best medical specialists of the period, granting him com-
plete freedom of religion and, in this instance, immunity from the victor of the
debate. It seems that the scholarly Jewish doctor had staked one of his right-
hand fingers against a cask of wine on the outcome. Forfeiting the pledged
digit, Wazo extricated himself from the situation by jokingly “loaning” it to
the doctor until further notice. The presence of experienced doctors in the
king’s entourage is also noted by Wipo.3®

Life at Conrad’s court could be downright provincial at times and entirely
lacking in the sort of sophisticated decorum later found at the courts of Madrid,
Versailles, or Schénbrunn. A sentimental and touching anecdote in Ekkehard
IV’s chronicle of the monastery of Saint Gall speaks volumes about court life.
Ekkehard had been summoned to Mainz by Aribo to serve as a master at the
cathedral school, and in 1030 he accompanied the archbishop to the royal
palace in nearby Ingelheim to celebrate Easter Mass. The monk was to lead
the chants, particularly those sequences that, if they were not written at Saint
Gall, then at least played a special role in the monastery’s observances. “As he
was about to lift his arms to give the downbeat, three bishops in the king’s
retinue who had once enjoyed his [Ekkehard’s] tutelage requested Conrad’s
permission to show their venerable teacher that they had not forgotten what he
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had taught them. With the emperor’s consent, they stepped down from the dais
on which the members of the court were seated, bowed to their former teacher,
whose eyes overflowed with tears of joy and emotion at this demonstration
of their devotion, and assisted him in his duties” Following the conclusion of
the Mass, the “humble monk” collected a boon from the emperor—“as was
the custom”™—1in the form of some ounces of gold, which the emperor had
placed between his feet. As if that were not enough, “with the emperor laugh-
ing, he [Ekkehard] was then forcibly dragged over to the empress,” where he
likewise retrieved some gold from between her feet. Sitting next to the empress
was her sister Matilda, duchess of Upper Lotharingia, who made the markedly
more “courtly” gesture of placing a golden ring on the monk’s finger, over his
continuing objections.3¢

Much information may be gleaned from this vignette. First of all, the royal
couple, their closest relatives, and the episcopal members of their company sat
on a raised platform, while the celebrants of the solemn Mass stood in the
church’s center. Little may be learned from the Mass itself, although it did offer
the three bishops and former students at Saint Gall the opportunity to voice
their prearranged, if seemingly extemporaneous, request, but the occurrences
afterward tell us much more about the very easygoing, perhaps even chaotic
and uncouth, atmosphere at court.

Sources that recount the lofty policies and the constant comings and goings
of great lords occasionally contain little set pieces that reveal something of life
at court. In 1036 Conrad’s son, Henry, married Gunhild, the daughter of King
Cnut of England and Denmark. Bishop Azecho of Worms gave the child bride
almonds and consoled her like a father; after he had departed, the young queen
missed his small gifts and kind words. Evidently, no one at court bothered
with the lonely girl, and in spite of his kindness her Danish chaplain probably
just did not have the right touch. However, whenever Danish ambassadors
arrived at court, they visited her first and gave her detailed news of home.?”

A king and his court were constantly on the move. They were allowed —
in fact constrained—to suspend this “royal itinerancy” only for the solemn
feasts of Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost. During those periods they tarried
in one place for at least one week, if not more, participating in liturgical obser-
vances. For the most part, they spent these respites at royal palaces, but after
the tenth century kings increasingly chose to stay in episcopal towns and for
longer periods. The Ottonian royal palace in Magdeburg, for example, fell
into disrepair during the Salian period, which attests to its disuse.

Recent research has refined our understanding of this shift from royal
palaces to episcopal towns. The three major centers of political power during
Conrad’s reign were Lower Lotharingia, Rhenish Francia, and East Saxony-
North Thuringia. The Harz region around Magdeburg retained its preemi-
nence, even if the first Salian king did not spend as much time there as his
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Ottonian predecessors had. Moreover, Conrad II succeeded in extending his
sovereignty over regions that had hitherto been subject to only marginal rule—
like Bavaria, Swabia, and Alsace—and in integrating them more closely into
the kingdom. In the age-old centers of royal power, palaces continued to dom-
inate, but in regions only recently subject to the king’s full sovereignty, episco-
pal towns became the favored places of sojourn.3

3. Royal Progress (September 1024 to June 1025)

In order to celebrate his coronation on the solemn Feast of the Nativity of
the Blessed Virgin, September 8, Conrad had left Kamba for Mainz in haste.
He showed the same alacrity when it came to his first official acts and departed
on his royal progress quite soon afterward (September 11, 1024). To some,
this represents a further indication that Conrad was following in the foot-
steps of his predecessor, whom they credit with “inventing” the royal pro-
gress. In fact, the “journey of the king through the realms” in the wake of his
coronation was no more than a distinct stage in Conrad’s continual travels
through his lands. Wipo accordingly recounts only this first journey in detail
and announces that he does not intend to touch upon all of Conrad’s travels
or all the places where he celebrated Christmas or Easter. “Henry and his suc-
cessors may be credited with one innovation; they covered the entire realm
in their royal progresses”s

On their way to Cologne for Gisela’s coronation, Conrad and his wife
stopped at the royal palace at Ingelheim (September 11, 1024). Here they made
a votive offering to the cathedral chapter of Speyer for the salvation of their
souls and those of their ancestors and descendents, generously fulfilling a vow
Conrad had made prior to—and contingent upon—his successful election.
Incidentally, the diploma recording the endowment was probably not drawn
up on the stated date of the gift. The king, together with his wife, made the
donation at Ingelheim before her coronation as his queen, and yet in the
charter she is referred to by that title.* They offered the donation at the altar
of the episcopal church at Speyer, whose patroness was the Virgin Mary,
since it was with her manifest aid that Conrad had become king.*!

Lotharingia

Ten days later (September 21, 1024), Archbishop Pilgrim crowned Gisela queen
in the cathedral at Cologne. What transpired on the royal progress in the
interim is not known, but the king must have engaged in extensive negotia-
tions and done much, apart from traveling on average seventeen kilometers
(10.6 miles) a day.*? Already the archchancellor for Germany, Aribo of Mainz
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assumed the mantle of archchancellor for Italy and furthermore received a
Lower Saxon county once ruled by the late Count Dodico and most recently
held by Bishop Meinwerk of Paderborn as a quite tangible token of the king’s
favor. Notably, a diploma was neither requested nor issued to mark this trans-
action, which was of dubious legality because the bishop of Paderborn had
done nothing to warrant the transfer. The king’s grant was rescinded only
many years after Aribo’s death, and according to the extant charter recording
the later action, the archbishopric of Mainz was not compelled to cede the
county without recompense.*® In any event, the expropriation in Meinwerk’s
day need not have been either the result of a unilateral decision by Conrad or
part of a deal cut with the archbishop of Mainz, since it would have had broad
support in Saxony. Even before the election at Kamba, steps had been taken
to roll back the inordinate advantages Henry II had granted his favorite, the
bishop of Paderborn.*

The Lotharingian opposition to Conrad’s election collapsed, in spite of
or due to the actions of its leader, Duke Gozelo of Lower Lotharingia. Not
only had he personally boycotted the royal election at Kamba, but along with
Duke Dietrich of Upper Lotharingia, Gozelo had extracted oaths from the
majority of the Lotharingian bishops not to do homage to Conrad without
ducal approval. Archbishop Pilgrim of Cologne was the first to extricate him-
self from this coniuratio, or sworn association, and his fellow ecclesiastics must
soon have followed suit—perhaps fearing a rumored invasion by the French
king—for the common people began to sing malicious ditties about the per-
jurious Lotharingian bishops. By establishing closer relations with the new
ruler and crowning his consort as queen, Pilgrim killed two birds with one
stone: First, he redressed “an old injustice,” an allusion no doubt to his oppo-
sition at Kamba, by committing his support to the king. Second, he gained
clear acknowledgment of his right to perform coronations, as established by
papal privilege and by virtue of his status as the metropolitan for Aachen.*

Conrad and his queen reached Aachen two days later (September 23), after
an eventless journey through Lower Lotharingia. They had come to the royal
palace in order to occupy “the regal throne of state . . . set up by the kings
of old, and especially by Charles,” and convene a general court diet of eccle-
stastical and secular princes. According to Wipo, this throne was “regarded as
the archthrone of the whole realm.” the publicus thronus regalis, or “regal throne
of state” His tautological phrasing—the words publicus and regalis mean the
same thing— places a semantic emphasis on the aura of sovereignty surround-
ing the royal throne at Aachen. Conrad was clearly developing a special knack
for serving up the proper mix of symbolism and rough-and-tumble everyday
politics, which appealed primarily to the milites, the members of a social stra-
tum that was coming increasingly into the fore. Wipo’s account is entirely
credible: Conrad was soon compared to Charlemagne and adjudged worthy
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of the throne, indeed second only to the great emperor. These sentiments gave
rise to the saying ““The saddle of Conrad has the stirrup of Charles?”#¢ Like his
immediate predecessor, the new king, upon his later visit to Italy, underscored
this association by assuming the same royal titles as Charlemagne had used.

Not all of the Salian king’s enemies became his steadfast friends, nor were
they immediately won over. Yet the Lotharingian opposition, which seemed
so firmly entrenched, collapsed without his striking a single blow; once the
new king entered the region, the French coalition disintegrated, the victim of
incompetence and bad luck. Of course, Conrad probably knew which strings
to pull behind the scenes in order to fan the flames of internal discord in
Lotharingia over such issues as the conflicting claims to the counties of Ver-
dun and Drenthe.*”

The royal couple and their entourage—including Aribo of Mainz—made
their next documented stop in Licge (October 2), and then moved on to
Nijmegen, although they had in all likelihood first returned to Aachen, con-
tinued on to the town of Neuss, and from there proceeded down the Rhine
by boat. The royal palace at Nijmegen, on the Waal River in the present-day
Netherlands, would become Conrad’s favorite stopping place; the king spent
more time there overall than he did at the next three most-visited places com-
bined. Conrad may have traveled to Utrecht from Nijmegen, but by mid-
November he was already in Westphalia looking to win over the Saxons by
diplomatic means.

Saxony

On November 14, 1024, Conrad probably visited Gendt, an estate belonging
to the monastery of Lorsch and located just a few kilometers upstream from
Nijjmegen, on the Waal. From there the royal retinue made its way to the
Saxon cloister of Vreden, where the king and queen “were warmly received,
as 1s the custom between relations,” by Abbess Adelheid of Quedlinburg, under
whose jurisdiction Vreden fell, and by her sister, Abbess Sophie of Gander-
sheim. Journeying forth to greet a sovereign—undertaking, as it were, an
occursio Caesari—into the far reaches of one’s sphere of activity was a highly
symbolic act, all the more significant in this case because the two abbesses
were imperial princesses—their parents were Otto II and Theophanu*® and
their brother Otto III—who had already acted as kingmakers at the time of
Henry’s accession, in 1002; Ekkehard of Meissen, a pretender to the throne
who discounted their influence, reaped not merely failure but also an early
and violent death.*

The first Saxons to meet with Conrad officially—at the beginning of
December 1024, in the town of Dortmund—were the bishops and secular
lords of Westphalia. They engaged in detailed negotiations that would pave
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the way for the masterfully staged court diet held in the town of Minden on
Christmas day, which was the first day of the new year, 1025, according to impe-
rial reckoning. Like Henry II, who had received their homage in Merseburg
in 1002, Conrad confirmed the right of the Saxons to follow, in the words of
the non-Saxon Wipo, “the very cruel law of the Saxons,” whereupon their mag-
nates recognized him as king. Thus, in just a little more than three months,
Conrad’s election at Kamba was acknowledged in the northern reaches of Ger-
many as well. There is solid evidence that Archbishops Aribo of Mainz, Pil-
grim of Cologne, Hunfried of Magdeburg, and Unwan of Hamburg-Bremen
attended the diet at Minden, along with Bishops Bruno of Augsburg and
Wigger of Verden and the local noble, Sigibert of Minden. Duke Bernard II
of Saxony and the Saxon counts Siegfried and Hermann were also present.
Conrad and Gisela were probably pleased with the showing and the—sur-
viving—laudes regine, or royal panegyric, sung on that occasion.*

The royal couple spent more than three months in Saxony, actively pro-
moting their policies on the practical as well as theoretical level. Crisscross-
ing the region, they journeyed to Paderborn and lingered a while in Corvey,
traveled to Hildesheim and Goslar, stopped at the cloisters of Gandersheim
and Quedlinburg in order to pay the obligatory return visit to the two Otto-
nian abbesses, and got as far east as Magdeburg.?! Acting in the archbishop’s
interests, the king granted the local merchants economic and legal guarantees
that were meant to be legally binding not just in the Christianized portion of
Saxony but among pagans as well. The king’s reception of a delegation of
Slavs from the Elbe region in February 1025 was the perfect complement to
this policy. They arrived during or soon after Conrad’s visit to the town of
Merseburg in order to pay “all the income owed” to the king. All in all, Con-
rad and Gisela did very well in Saxony, particularly since, by the time famine
hit the area later that year, they had already moved on.??

East Francia and Bavaria

After departing Saxony in March 1025, the king traveled through Fulda and
Augsburg on the way to Regensburg. Over the course of the next fifteen years,
this Bavarian “royal city” would host Conrad almost as often as the royal palace
on the Waal. From the start, the court diets held in Regensburg focused on
problems along the area’s southeastern border from the Babenberg march on
the Danube to the Carantanian county on the Sann and Sava Rivers.>3
Before reaching Regensburg, the royal couple celebrated Easter (April 18,
1025) in Augsburg, where they must have remained for at least nine days in
order to fulfill their liturgical obligations.> They were joined there by the abbot
of the prominent Swabian monastery of Saint Gall, who came to procure the
reconfirmation of his foundation’s privileges, and by the king’s first Italian
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petitioner, Abbot Ambrose of San Ponziano in Lucca, who similarly appealed
to the king for royal protection of the restored abbey, for a reconfirmation of
its possessions, and for the extension of royal immunity. According to the
extant originals, the diploma for the monastery of Saint Gall confirms a priv-
ilege issued by Otto III and thus overrides restrictions on the free election of
abbots ordered by Henry II; the one issued to the Luccan monastery is the
carliest diploma known to have been witnessed by both Hugh, the chancel-
lor for Italy appointed by Conrad’s predecessor, and the newly appointed
archchancellor, Aribo of Mainz. The northerner who drafted the diploma ini-
tially entered the name of the chancellor for Germany, erased his mistake, and
then wrote in Hugh’s name. This indicates just how recently the arrangement
had been introduced and what steps were being taken to implement the more
complex system.%®

Augsburg was the scene of something even more important than these deal-
ings, however, namely, the first open clash between Conrad the Elder, who
was now the king, and Conrad the Younger, who had left Kamba empty-
handed. Only the annals of the monastery of Saint Gall recount the incident,
which occurred as its abbot was collecting his privilege.>® Since he did not
appear in the king’s entourage either before or after Easter 1025, it is clear that
Conrad the Younger had come to Augsburg to await the sovereign’s arrival.
Although it is not stated for what purpose, we can easily guess: He sought
recompense for ceding his claim to the throne at Kamba. He may have hoped
to receive a share of royal authority and the Burgundian legacy, perhaps en-
feoffment with the duchy of Carinthia, which had been “stolen” from him.
The latter seems particularly plausible, because in the coming weeks the king
did indeed engage in a thoroughgoing review of Carantania’s status. What is
more, when Conrad the Younger finally acquired the duchy, in 1036, in the
aftermath of the ouster of Duke Adalbero of Eppenstein, he became the most
loyal adherent of his preeminent cousin.®” In Augsburg, however, the king
rebuffed him, in spite of the fact that Conrad the Younger made his request
in private on “the most holy day of Easter” Clearly, not just the ecclesiastical
princes received a demonstration of Conrad’s “fitting discipline in secret,” as
Wipo termed it.58 Moreover, by Easter 1025 it must already have been apparent
that King Conrad II had no intention of placing the house of Worms, as per-
sonified by Conrad the Younger, on a par with the now regal Salian kinship.>

From Bavaria, the king traveled through East Francia to Swabia, making
stops along the way in Bamberg, Wiirzburg, and Tribur.®® On this leg of the
royal progress, Conrad was no longer seeking recognition; on the contrary,
people approached their acknowledged king secking his favor. Magnates came
looking to have their rights reconfirmed, but also to procure new privileges,
especially if they oversaw “critical” areas in, for example, the Bavarian march
along the Danube or Carinthia.
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Yet again, Conrad performed a successful balancing act vis-a-vis various
interest groups. He made a broad range of determinations at his first court
diet in Regensburg (early May), but because his stay there was so brief, most
were “written up” in diploma form during the journey to Bamberg. Such delays
in issuing diplomas were not uncommon. For example, the bishop of Min-
den had received legal title to a county during the king’s Christmas visit (1024 ),
yet the diploma confirming the grant was first issued in Regensburg.®! Another
charter issued there records the release from unfree status of one of the wid-
owed empress’s maidservants at her mistress’s behest and upon the perform-
ance of the customary Schatzwurf.? Yet, only after Conrad had departed from
Regensburg was the issue of Cunigunde’s widow’s portion first addressed.®
It almost goes without saying that the cloisters of Obermiinster and Nieder-
miinster in Regensburg received privileges from the king,** who also made
his first documented contact with Bishop Egilbert of Freising, the deceased
Henry’s staunchest supporter in Bavaria.®

In the long run, Conrad’s measures with regard to the Ostarrichi, or the
easternmost reaches of Bavaria, as well as the duchy of Carantania/Carinthia,
would prove to be of even greater significance. The king granted at least fifty
hides of land in the present-day Marchfeld in Lower Austria to Arnold of Wels-
Lambach, a count in the Traungau, his Frankish wife, Reginlind, and their
sons, so that they could establish themselves along the border with Hungary.
The members of the Wels-Lambach family did not make much headway, but
once they received the grant, they joined the pool of Salian supporters in the
southeastern portion of the realm.

It is also likely that upon the request of Adalbert, the margrave of Austria,
Conrad confirmed a grant first issued in 1002 by King Henry II to Henry I
of the Babenberg line. In 1018, Adalbert had ceded allodial land in lower
Francia to Henry II in return for the emperor’s recognition of his assumption
of his deceased brother Henry’s post. Conrad II concomitantly bestowed one
royal hide of the margrave’s feudal holdings on the see of Freising. Adalbert
did not receive any new grants from Conrad until 1035, however, when—in
writing at least—he was generously rewarded for his crucial aid in the ouster
of Duke Adalbero of Carinthia. The new king clearly did not yet consider the
Babenbergs his close friends; they would have to prove themselves worthy of
that distinction.®

In spring 1025, Conrad instituted similar measures in Carantania with two
purposes in mind: to lend his support simultaneously to competing clans
and to offer a gesture of goodwill. On May 11, 1025, the king bestowed thirty
royal hides of land on Count William II of Friesach, who was to carve out
this allotment from his own county or march, which took its name from the
Savinja/Sann River. The grant comprised local mountains, valleys, and forest
belonging to the throne. Judging from all the rivers mentioned in the diploma,
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the land was located in the fertile region northeast of the town of Celje in
lower Styria (the present-day region of Stajerska) and extended southward
across the Sava to the plain of the Krka River; this area would later be con-
sidered part of Carniola and is today part of Slovenia.®”

On the very next day, May 12, 1025, the “matron Beatrix”— clearly the queen’s
sister—received allodial rights to one hundred hides of land encompassing
the entire Aflenz basin, perhaps all the way north to the small town of Mari-
azell in the present-day Austrian province of Styria. This immense swath of
crown property was probably transferred to Beatrix as restitution for the defeat
of her husband, Adalbero, in 1019 by Conrad the Younger, her sister Matilda’s
son, and Conrad the Elder, her sister Gisela’s husband, in a battle at Ulm over
their mother’s legacy. The gift was nominally equivalent to the hundred hides
of land in Carantania that Adalbero had himself already received as margrave
from Otto II1.8 Gisela’s name naturally heads the list of intervenors in the
transaction, which is indicative of the royal couple’s approach: Make the
smallest investment—that is, use property of the least value to the crown—
for the highest potential return—that is, grant it to an appreciative benefi-
ciary. Thus, the king extended an olive branch to his brother-in-law in the
form of a substantial gift of land located in the middle of Adalbero’s duchy
but far removed from those regions potentially useful to the Salian king. The
events of the years to come show that while the olive branch was accepted,
the peace still did not go unbroken.®

Swabia, or “I Am But the Emperor Who Never Dies”

Even though—or perhaps because — Gisela came from Swabia, not everyone
in the duchy greeted the royal couple with open arms. It was also during this
leg of their journey that Conrad would for the first time give expression to
his concept of the “transpersonal” nature of kingship. Before setting off, how-
ever, and probably while still in Wiirzburg, the king made a generous gift to
his retainer Werner, “on account of the intervention and loyal services per-
formed by Bishop Bruno of Augsburg””® Then, on May 20, 1025, during a
visit to Tribur—a royal castle near Kamba, the site of his election—the king
confirmed two privileges for the church of Wiirzburg.”

This next portion of their progress took Conrad and Gisela as far as Con-
stance and Zurich. Though it is not known where they stopped en route, the
royal couple covered on average between 22 and 30 kilometers (ca. 14-19 miles)
daily,”? perhaps by going up the Rhine and disembarking only to bypass the
falls near the town of Schafthausen. Wipo noted that the purpose of Conrad’s
stays in Constance and Zurich was to bolster his rule in Swabia.”® Moreover,
given the presence of a group of Italian magnates led by Archbishop Aribert
of Milan, the Pentecostal observances in Constance (June 6, 1025) took on
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the trappings of an occursio Caesari. According to Wipo, “all” the Lombards
rendered homage to the new king, although the biography fails to note the
absence of those Lombards who would meet with the king later on in Zurich
and differs substantively from the Milanese version, according to which Ari-
bert made an unaccompanied journey to Germany in order to participate in
the German royal election.”

While celebrating Pentecost in Constance, Conrad also met for the first time
with rebels from the Italian city of Pavia, and it was during these exchanges
that the king supposedly made his most famous comment. Upon learning
of the death of Henry II, the Pavians had demolished the royal palace dat-
ing from the reign of Theodoric the Great and magnificently redecorated by
Otto I1I, in hopes of thereby eliminating all traces of the royal hold on their
city and, what is more, the very seat of royal administration in the realm. In
Constance emissaries exculpated their fellow Pavians by asserting that the
compound had not been a royal palace at all, because at that particular point
in time there was no king. In his famous reply, Conrad employed the meta-
phor of a ship: “Even if the king died, the kingdom remained, just as the ship
whose steersman falls remains” From this perspective, the Pavians destroyed
royal, not private, structures, which were subject to others’ laws and not to
their own, hence running afoul of the king. None of the Pavians’ further ex-
planations carried any weight with Conrad, and, unlike the other Lombards,
they departed in enmity. The king subsequently traveled to Zurich, where he
graciously received those Lombards who had not made it to Constance.”

The city of Pavia had already served as a quasi-capital for Theodoric the
Great between 490 and 493, and during the Gallic war of 508 it temporarily
replaced Ravenna as the residence of the king of the Goths. After the fall of
imperial Ravenna, in 540, Pavia became the foremost city first for the Italian
Goths and then for their successors, the Langobards.” Upon its capture in early
June 774, Charlemagne became the “king of the Franks and the Langobards”
and entered into a formal alliance with the Langobard magnates; establishing
control over the city enabled him—in his capacity as patvicius Romanorum—
to make an open claim to Rome.”” Under the Ottonians and Henry II, Pavia
gradually lost its traditional status as a seat of royal administration and, to a
lesser extent, as the site of the Langobard royal coronations. For example, in
the immediate wake of Henry’s coronation as king of the Langobards, on
May 14, 1004, “a minor incident” sparked a revolt by the townspeople, who
trapped their new king in this very same royal palace.”® Word of the Pavians’
destruction of the magnificent royal palace once they had learned of Henry’s
death spread through not just Lombardy and the region north of the Alps but
also Burgundy and France. Since they refused to make any recompense for
their actions, no immediate settlement could be reached between them and this
new king who conceived his kingdom in “transpersonal” terms. The influence
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of Conrad’s political theory spread far beyond the court, as evidenced by an
apparently hitherto overlooked chronicle entry describing Emperor Conrad’s
unsuccessful siege of Bautzen in 1029. According to its Saxon author, the for-
tified city, abandoned by Henry II in 1o18, had “once been part of /s [i.c.,
Conrad’s] kingdom”?

Led by the prominent archbishop Aribert of Milan, the Italian magnates
came to Constance in order to pay tribute to the new king, and their visit
played a seminal role in the development of an active Salian policy toward Italy.
There was still a chance, after all, that Conrad II might encounter serious
competition for Italy, just as his predecessor, Henry II, had when, in the wake
of the death of Otto III, some Lombard magnates elevated Margrave Arduin
of Ivrea to the throne in Pavia on February 15, 1002.8° Negotiations must
have commenced not long after the royal election at Kamba and certainly be-
fore the end of 1024. A group of Italian secular princes contacted King Robert
of France and offered to install him or his oldest son, Hugh, on the Lango-
bard throne, but the French king declined. Probably this same group then
approached Duke William V of Aquitaine, who was willing to have his son
proposed for the kingship but only if the candidacy were to have the unani-
mous backing of the secular and ecclesiastical magnates of Italy.8! The Italian
emissaries were amenable to fulfilling the duke’s conditions, but they were
undercut by the tide of events. During the visit to Constance and in response
to Gisela’s intervention, Conrad had already issued a privilege to the bishopric
of Novara, endowing it with a cloister in—where else? —Pavia, and another
one to the bishopric of Ivrea, a diocese serving the geographical and political
heartland of his Italian opposition. The exceedingly eminent Italian church-
man Leo of Vercelli, who attended the meeting in Constance, may also have
dictated the diploma issued to Novara.?? After assembling a coalition of Con-
rad’s opponents, Duke William V of Aquitaine proceeded to Italy in the sum-
mer of 1025, but once there, he quickly recognized the futility of his son’s bid
and abandoned the candidacy.®3 As had become apparent in Constance and
Zurich, the new king had hit upon the proper course to win over the Italians
and was gaining the upper hand. Even though much remained to be accom-
plished before he could title himself the king of the Langobards—to say noth-
ing of Roman emperor—for the time being Conrad let matters rest south of
the Alps. In the second half of June 1025, he left for Basle in order to make
his mark in yet another non-German arena.

Basle

Even though King Rudolph IIT of Burgundy had ceded Basle to Henry I, the
town was still considered part of the Burgundian kingdom. Its bishop had died
just before the royal couple’s arrival, and his successor was forced to hand over
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so much money to Conrad and Gisela that even Wipo accused them of simony.
The new king convened a court diet in Basle on or about June 23, 1025, and,
by taking a strong stand with the Burgundian king and nobility, made it
quite clear that as the successor to the German throne he expected them to
uphold the terms of an agreement between Henry II and King Rudolph con-
cerning the disposition of the latter’s kingdom upon his death.

According to Wipo, the royal progress ended in Basle, although the true
conclusion of the iter regis per regna, or journey of the king through the
realms, came with the king’s death in 1039. The second year of Conrad’s itin-
erancy followed so seamlessly upon the first that—but for Wipo’s artificial
periodization—one is hard pressed to draw a line between them. As even Wipo
allowed, the king’s visit to Basle had exacerbated, rather than resolved, the
Burgundian problem, leaving Gisela, who was the daughter of Rudolph’s sis-
ter Gerberga, with her work cut out for her when she undertook to negoti-
ate a “lasting peace” between her uncle and her husband.3*

The king’s actions in Basle exemplified his political and military ideas, as
well as his notions of imperial and canon law, and had the added advantage
of producing an economic gain for the royal couple. Furthermore, they took
direct aim at Gisela’s kindred. King Rudolph III of Burgundy (993-1032) had
three sisters: Gerberga, whose marriage to the Swabian duke produced three
daughters, Matilda, Beatrix, and Gisela; Berta, who was the mother of Odo 11
of Champagne; and Gisela, the mother of Henry I1,%° who had exploited his
kinship with King Rudolph III to gain Basle for the empire in mid-July 1006
and obtain reconfirmation of his designation as the Burgundian king’s heir
in late spring 1016. The bequeathal may also have been seen as an act of hom-
age or oath of allegiance, for when the king of Burgundy handed over his
crown and scepter to Henry II in February 1018, the gesture was described
as a confirmatio sacramenti, or renewal of his homage and allegiance to his
sovereign.®® All the same, “in spite of the tacked on feudal justifications, the
arrangement rested chiefly on hereditary principles and was directly tied to
the person of Emperor Henry II. But when he died in 1024 before his uncle
Rudolph, prevailing legal practice rendered the original agreement null and
void” Count Odo II of Champagne (d. 1037) was the only kinsman whose
hereditary claim to the throne equaled that of the deceased emperor, whereas
the sons of Rudolph’s nieces Matilda and Gisela—Conrad the Younger and
Henry II1, respectively—were both one level further down in the line of suc-
cession. The Salian ruler’s claim, in contrast, could be justified only on the
basis of the feudal law binding the Burgundian king to his sovereign.?”

Wipo recounted that in order to acquire Burgundy, “Emperor Henry . . .
used often—indeed, very often—an infinite amount of money. But when
Emperor Henry died, King Rudolph sought to invalidate his promises. King
Conrad, however, intent on increasing the kingdom rather than decreasing it,
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and wishing to reap the labors of his predecessor, subjected [Basle] to him-
self, so that he could observe carefully whether King Rudolph would attend
his promises®® Just a chapter before, Wipo had attributed Conrad’s rejection
of the Pavians’ exculpation for destroying the royal palace to the new king’s
belief in a transpersonal 7egnum; here, too, Conrad’s behavior toward the Bur-
gundian king is explained by his concept of the realm as a higher entity, almost
a polity. The preceding ruler had invested a tremendous amount of his realm’s
wealth in its expansion, and his successor could hardly then curtail its reach;
on the contrary, contemporary notions of an “august” ruler obliged him to
augment the 7egnum by protecting and enlarging it.

Wipo may just have hit the nail on the head with this interpretation. Even
in his dealings with his wife’s kindred, Conrad may have been motivated by
a belief in the transpersonal nature of the kingship, although, when the oppor-
tunity later presented itself, he admittedly switched tracks and espoused the
right of succession in favor of his own son and heir, Henry II1.%° However,
his biographer may have captured the tenor, if not the exact wording, of Con-
rad’s response in the face of the demands made by his sister-in-law’s family.
It is possible that Conrad the Younger had already expressed an interest in
Burgundy, among other things, when he and his cousin first clashed in Augs-
burg at Easter 1025. Given that Carinthia was to remain under the dominion
of his Aunt Beatrix and her clan, he wished to be equitably recompensed in
Burgundy, at the very least.

One of the most important discoveries made by German medievalists after
World War II was just how valuable the entries in memorial books could be
when researching the history of the period in general and of important reli-
gious foundations in particular. The following example provides an excellent
illustration of the singular nature of these remarkably comprehensive—and
hitherto remarkably neglected —sources: The memorial book maintained at
Reichenau contains a series of entries that provide our sole evidence that a
sort of sororial “summit conference” was held at the island monastery prob-
ably during the course of the royal court’s sojourn in nearby Constance at Pen-
tecost 1025. Because all of the names are entered in the same bold script on
the same leaf of the memorial book, it may be inferred that Matilda, accom-
panied by her second husband, Duke Frederick of Upper Lotharingia, as well
as her two sons by her first marriage, Conrad the Younger and Bruno, and
her son by her second marriage, Frederick, must have met there with Conrad
and Gisela. The respected Abbot Bern of Reichenau would have served as
mediator between the two sisters’ camps. During his abbacy, the old-style Liber
memorialis, or memorial book, was reborn as a “book of life” and regained its
liturgical importance, since prayers were offered for all the individuals entered
in the book, regardless of their political stance and influence.”!

We can be certain of two things: The meeting at Reichenau concerned
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Burgundy, and the attempted mediation by Abbot Bern as well as by Queen
Gisela proved fruitless. Matilda’s kin wanted to inherit Burgundy, while Con-
rad wanted to preserve the kingdom and his rights, or at least that was what
he could and would have argued. He went on to intervene militarily in Basle,
and the Swabians and Lotharingians revived their opposition to the king under
the leadership of Duke Frederick, joined this time by his stepson Duke Con-
rad (the Younger) of Worms and his nephew Duke Ernest IT of Swabia, who,
as Queen Gisela’s son by a previous marriage, was another one of Rudolph’s
great-nephews.??

4. Summary

The king’s first progress may have come to an end, but his almost continual
royal itinerancy through the realm had only just begun. His travels resulted
in a redefinition of the kingdom’s “heartlands,” for only his homeland along
the mid-Rhine—blessed with trade routes and economic stature—would retain
its time-honored role. The various duchies, or 7ggna, hosted meetings between
the king and the regional magnates obliged to attend upon him; whether one
terms these assemblies provincial or court diets depends on one’s perspective.
These encounters provided the king with a forum for building political con-
sensus, issuing diplomas that addressed local needs, and striking a balance be-
tween the interests of the kingdom and those of individual regions.

These practices did not originate with Conrad II, but he purposefully
applied what he had adopted from his predecessor. It was within this context
that the Salian king traversed and won over the kingdom, but he still had to
win over his and his wife’s kindred, while making sure that the Lotharingian
opposition did not ally itself with his external enemies. This was no simple
task, but not because the devil had addled Conrad’s adversaries, as Wipo and
other contemporaries alleged. The problem was that the one form of inheri-
tance they recognized as legally binding— the “time-honored” unbroken line
of succession— conflicted with the “new” royal right to a transpersonal polity.”®
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FAMILY TIES OR INTRAFAMILIAL DISPUTES

Karl Kraus (d. 1936), an Austrian writer with a strong philosophical bent, once
made the trenchant observation that the term “family ties” sums up the inter-
nal dynamics of the familial system perfectly, since every family is subject to
the opposing forces of care and neglect, mutuality and competition, selflessness
and envy, protection and exploitation, security and brutality. Yet, the members
of a family are so interdependent that anyone who even attempts to sunder
“family ties” suffers dire consequences and invites deadly revenge. Thus, we
read that Conrad the Red of Worms fell into a rage during a battle against
some rebellious Lotharingians and “killed with his own hand an incredible
number of them, for the death of one of his blood relations had filled him
with the ferocity of a rapacious animal” In effect, “the killing of a relative is
the epitome of terror, dishonor, and misfortune, all rolled up into one,” just
as it should be, since relatives can provide and in turn draw strength from one
another. “Bears are well-acquainted with this human quality, as can be seen
from a proverb attributed to these clever animals in a folktale from northern
Sweden: ‘It is better to fight twelve men than two brothers”

In the High Middle Ages, the duty to exact revenge on behalf of a slain
relative was hardly the half-forgotten relic of a primitive time, but a quite cur-
rent reality. A priest hearing confession was supposed to ask the penitent if
he were guilty of committing a murder “to revenge a relative” Conrad’s tutor
Burchard of Worms permitted the members of his household, who, it should
be noted, are termed his fanmilin, to seek “blood revenge, but only for the next
of kin? In a world shaped by “kinship mores” and the “familial model.” a
bloody clash between members of the same clan or house inevitably led to
catastrophe and tragedy, since it was impossible to restore peace no matter
how one fulfilled the commitment to seek revenge.? The events depicted in the
twelfth-century epic poem Nibelungen Not (The last stand of the Nibelun-
gen)—its very title, taken from the closing words of the work, captures the
horrific, since inexpiable ruin of the Burgundians—may strike the reader as
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singularly extreme, but upper-class and royal houses were in fact prone to
engage in the sort of “fight-to-the-death” discord that often involved the mur-
der of one’s relatives, particularly when the establishment of a new monarchy
was at stake.* Just because the murder or manslaughter took place within the
familial group did not obviate the commitment to seek revenge; for example,
before final action could be taken against Gisela’s son Ernest II, she had pub-
licly to abjure her right to seck revenge.®

Among his own kindred, Conrad II was opposed by his cousin Conrad the
Younger, who was backed by the Upper Lotharingian house into which his
mother, Matilda, had married. Both Duke Dietrich and his son Duke Freder-
ick IT had been staunch supporters of Henry II, and they now took up the cause
of Frederick’s stepson. Gisela’s sister Matilda was also the aunt of Ernest II,
who was anything but his royal stepfather’s friend and at that point the num-
ber two member of Conrad’s opposition. Adalbero of Eppenstein, who was
married to Gisela’s other sister, Beatrix, was the third member of this alliance.
Thus, Conrad’s German adversaries were bound together by their kinship with
Gisela through her sisters, Matilda and Beatrix, and on the lookout for sup-
porters beyond the southern, western, and eastern borders of the kingdom.
Conrad II could ill afford to underestimate the potential power of his oppo-
nents, particularly given their tenacity, born of disappointment, and the non-
rational constraints on his countermoves.

The military force that accompanied Conrad on his royal progress must
have been formidable, since he did not encounter any opposition in Lothar-
ingia or Saxony that the sources deemed worthy of mention. The first serious
familial clash occurred in Augsburg at Easter 1025, when Conrad the Younger
presented his demands to no avail.® The parley on the island of Reichenau
during Pentecost 1025, again regarding the claims of Conrad the Younger and
his Lotharingian kindred, involved a substantially larger crowd. We should
not discount the possibility that Queen Gisela was behind this negotiating ses-
sion between her royal husband and the members of her sister Matilda’s clan;
in any case, the attempt was no more successful.” Then, during the second
half of June 1025, the royal couple flexed their military and political muscle
in Burgundian Basle, thus signaling to Gisela’s uncle Rudolph III that they
were prepared to fight.® Although the king of Burgundy bided his time and
did not take the bait, other members of the royal kindred soon rose up in
open rebellion. At court, Conrad’s stepson Ernest II was credited with being
the ringleader, not merely a participant, and thus appears at the head of Wipo’s
list of those who violated the peace “by the suasions of . . . the Devil,” fol-
lowed by Dukes Conrad the Younger and Frederick IT of Upper Lotharingia.
Naming them in this order also highlighted the contrast between Ernest 11,
the thoroughly defiant “bad boy,” and Hermann IV, his “good,” younger sib-
ling.” Hermann of Reichenau, on the other hand, accorded the primary role
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in the revolt to Conrad the Younger and relegated Ernest II to the second
spot on his list. There is no mention of Conrad’s stepfather, the duke of Upper
Lotharingia, but a count “Welf of the Swabian kindred,” who was the ill-fated
Swabian duke’s most faithful and steadfast supporter, does figure in Hermann’s
account. !

In any case, Ernest played a prominent, if perhaps not dominant, role in
the rebellion against the king. But just where was his guardian, Archbishop
Poppo of Trier, during all this? To throw some light on this question, con-
sider the situations of Ernest II and his younger brother: When Hermann IV
in 1030 replaced Ernest IT as duke of Swabia, he remained under the zutela,
or tutelage, of Bishop Warmann of Constance for three more years. Hence,
Gisela’s younger son from her marriage to Ernest I did not officially attain
his majority until mid-ro33, when he was at least seventeen years of age.!!
Her older son’s case had been handled quite differently: On September 4,
1024, Ernest II was under the guardianship of his father’s brother, Poppo of
Trier,!? but by the summer of 1025—less than one year later—he no longer
was. The archbishop must have felt that he had fulfilled his assignment, either
because Ernest II had in fact turned fifteen and no further impediments pre-
vented him from attaining his majority, or because he was granted his major-
ity at the earliest possible age, namely when he turned twelve, at the insistence
of Matilda’s clan—Trier was, after all, in Upper Lotharingia.!3

In either case, her protégés’ strengths and weaknesses would have been as
clear as clear could be to Matilda, and she could not have done a better job of
setting the stage. Her own son Conrad seems to have taken after his paternal
grandfather much as her sister Gisela’s son Ernest II took after his maternal
one, for the former was a procrastinator like Otto of Carinthia, the latter a
persistent fighter for his rights like Hermann II of Swabia, as evidenced by
their behavior during the jockeying for the throne after the death of Otto II1,
in 1002.1*

1. Conrad the Younger

The rebels were willing to fight for their rights, but for which one in particu-
lar? The duchy of Carinthia was controlled by their aunt Beatrix and her hus-
band, so for the moment the younger Conrad’s only option was to press his
hereditary claim to the Burgundian throne. For that, he needed the support of
his Lotharingian kindred. Perhaps as early as autumn ro2s, his mother, Matilda,
sent a liturgical manuscript to Prince Mieszko II of Poland, who was the son-
in-law of Ezzo, count palatine of Lotharingia. The dedicatory letter praises
Mieszko, who had just consolidated his rule over the Poles, as a faithful Chris-
tian and divinely appointed king. The application of such laudatory language
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to a ruler who had succeeded his father as a “usurper of the royal title” indi-
cates that the gift was at the very least meant to open lines of communication
between the Lotharingian opposition and one of King Conrad’s external foes.'®

In any case, it was all to naught, since support for Duke Conrad’s cause
soon collapsed in the West. As part of his plan to secure Italy for his son,
William V of Aquitaine sought to assemble a coalition against Conrad II and
to this end brokered a reconciliation between Count Odo II of Champagne
and the count’s sovereign, King Robert II of France, whereupon both entered
into an alliance with Frederick of Upper Lotharingia. With an invasion appar-
ently looming on the horizon, Bishop Gerard of Cambrai took the precaution
of begging the French king to spare his diocese and at that point, at least,
declined to acknowledge Conrad II, but all the other Lotharingian bishops
joined the German king’s camp. Two additional events proved even more dis-
astrous for the opposition. First, the death of the heir to the French throne
triggered a falling-out between the king and queen of France and had a par-
alyzing effect on royal politics. Second, Count Odo II of Champagne made
a major miscalculation: He decided to take on the count of Anjou, thereby
entangling himself in a long series of drawn-out skirmishes that produced
many casualties and precluded his participation in any other military actions.
The die was now cast.

In November 1025, Ezzo, count palatine of Lotharingia—and supporter
of the new king—invited the Lotharingians to a gathering in Aachen to dis-
cuss their next move. Presumably, Pilgrim of Cologne attended, as may have
Poppo of Trier, but the names of all the participants are no longer known.
And the outcome of the meeting? On Christmas Day 1025 Duke Gozelo of
Lower Lotharingia; Frederick’s father, Duke Dietrich of Upper Lotharingia;
the hitherto reluctant Bishop Gerard of Cambrai; and a host of other impor-
tant Lotharingian magnates paid homage to the king in Aachen. The official
ceremony had been planned down to the smallest detail during negotiations
involving no less a figure than Abbot Poppo of Stavelot; consequently, neither
side lost any face or had their feathers unduly ruffled. Duke Gozelo appears
to have been able—given the absence of royal objections—to make good on
his hereditary claim to the long-disputed county of Verdun, thus receiving a
quite tangible token of the king’s favor. It should be noted, however, that his
sole rival, Count Louis of Chiny, who had enjoyed the backing of the bishop
of Verdun and probably Conrad II as well, was no longer in the picture, hav-
ing, opportunely enough, been forcibly released from his earthly chains in
1025. The duke’s acknowledgment of the new king’s rule may also have been
contingent upon his receipt of another item on his wish list, the county of
Drenthe, north of Deventer in western Frisia.l”

In a chapter titled “On the Conspiracy of Certain Germans,” Wipo states
that Conrad the Younger, “who was neither faithful to the Emperor nor, on
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the other hand, very harmful to him, remained quiet for the time being” And
this depiction of the young man’s behavior rings true. The cousin of the
emperor may have felt that he had no alternative, particularly after the deaths
of his stepfather and perhaps his step-grandfather Dietrich as well in 1026/27,
which rendered military action useless.!® Furthermore, a major contingent of
the emperor’s Swabian adversaries, led by Ernest II and Welf 11, capitulated
in July 1027, while the resistance mounted by Count Werner of Kyburg like-
wise dissipated just a few weeks later.!?

In August 1027 the emperor traveled from Zurich to Basle and on to the
neighboring village of Muttenz, where he and King Rudolph III of Burgundy
resumed their “familiar discussion” Gisela mediated the dialogue, which cul-
minated in the signing of a treaty reestablishing peaceful relations by stipu-
lating that Conrad was to inherit Burgundy under the same terms as had been
worked out with Henry II. Furthermore, they probably resolved that in the
event of Conrad’s untimely death, Henry III would succeed in lieu of his father.
The fact that Otto William, the son of the late King Adalbert of Italy and a
powerful Burgundian count “who was in name the vassal of the (Burgundian)
king, but was in fact his lord;” had died almost a year earlier only served to
enhance the value of this agreement.?

Sometime before September 9, 1027, Conrad II visited Worms, where he
may have accepted the subordination of his cousin Conrad, conditional upon
the destruction of some of the latter’s strongest castles and his voluntary sub-
mission to temporary custody. Conrad the Younger thereafter regained the
king’s favor as well as all of his honor. While in Worms Conrad II is known to
have settled a dispute with his stepson Ernest’s former guardian, Archbishop
Poppo of Trier, who had contested one of the emperor’s directives.?! The
younger Conrad’s brother Bruno was promoted from the royal chapel to the
chancellorship for Italy, perhaps even by the end of May 1027.2% In any case,
Conrad the Younger offered no further resistance. Since the emperor and the
king of Burgundy had come to terms only shortly beforehand, the fact that the
younger man could no longer look to Rudolph III for help surely bolstered
his decision.

Thus, it makes sense that Matilda was invited to celebrate Easter 1030 at
Ingelheim with her sister Gisela and her brother-in-law Conrad, attending as
a result the court diet at which Ernest II lost the duchy of Swabia. Prior to
taking action against Odo of Champagne in August 1033, the emperor and
empress met with Conrad the Younger and numerous other magnates in Lim-
burg an der Haardt; a diploma issued on that occasion includes—atypically—
a list of witnesses, headed by the young man. One year later, Bruno—Matilda’s
other son—was named bishop of Wiirzburg, and upon his elevation to this
exceedingly wealthy see in spring 1034, he was able to exert his influence on
behalf of his brother Conrad the Younger in 1035 and 1036.
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Wipo’s account of the younger Conrad’s capitulation in 1027 tellingly con-
cludes with the deposition of the duke of Carinthia, Adalbero of Eppenstein,
“shortly” thereafter, even though the latter event did not take place until 103,
thus leading the reader to infer that the rapprochement between the two cous-
ins was a lasting one. In reality, Conrad the Younger had to wait until 1036
before receiving the vacant duchy of Carinthia, “which the father of this very
Cuono [Conrad] is said to have had once. So Duke Cuono, as long as he
lived, remained faithful and one who strove well for the Emperor and also
for his son, King Henry?” For his part, Conrad II did not even hold his cousin
accountable, only the patriarch Poppo of Aquileia, when Archbishop Aribert
of Milan broke his word and escaped from their joint custody, in which he
had been placed in March 1037.%

Outwardly, the two Conrads put a most amicable end to their conflict, but
only because the younger one submitted to his assigned role: His interests
were entirely overshadowed by the king’s, and their unitary “house,” or una
domus, was sundered into the powerful royal line and the ever weaker house
of Worms. The latter became so eviscerated that the emperor even monopo-
lized its memoria by absorbing some of its members into the Salian commem-
orations. Thus, Duke Conrad’s parents and brother Bruno were mentioned in
endowments made by the emperor, but the young man himself—the cousin
who had relinquished his claim to the throne—was erased from the memory
of the lineage. Even his half sisters, Sophia and Beatrix, were adopted by the
royal family.* Moreover, Conrad the Younger paid a high price for his com-
pliance: The palace at Bruchsal and the surrounding forest of Lusshardt—
important holdings for the men of Worms—were expropriated by the Salian
royal house and endowed to Speyer cathedral for the upkeep of the royal
tombs.?> Conrad the Younger had no descendents, but his sterility was famil-
ial and not physiological in origin: The clan probably lopped oft his branch
of the family tree by not recognizing his offspring.?® With Conrad’s death his
family came to a tragic and unheroic end.

2. Ernest of Swabia

Both tragedy and heroism marked the end of Ernest II of Swabia. While the
emperor’s stepson did, to be sure, play an instrumental role, his downfall
itself was meted out by Conrad II, who simultaneously made sure that the
“contagion” of this tragedy did not affect the Salian clan. Since none of the
primary sources explain why Duke Ernest turned against his stepfather, past
generations of scholars tended to attribute their public discord to “purely per-
sonal differences.” an analysis that reflected the bourgeois respect for “private”
matters characteristic of the nineteenth century. In his study of Conrad’s reign,
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Bresslau accordingly wrote that Ernest’s actions were prompted by personal
antipathy, an opinion accepted even today.?” Now, politicians are at times
surely motivated by personal animosity, sometimes maybe even more than
the facts. And, indeed, the two men—stepfather and stepson— certainly came
to hate each other intensely, so much so that Emperor Conrad compared
Ernest’s final downfall to the death of a rabid dog.?® All the same, it seems
implausible that Ernest would have allowed himself—twice, in fact—to have
been led astray by the devil just because he hated his mother’s husband.?
Moreover, unlike his younger brother, Hermann, he probably was not brought
up anywhere near Conrad II or the royal court, once Poppo of Trier became
his guardian, which may have occurred as early as 1016/17. In essence, the two
antagonists had similar childhoods and adolescences, having both lacked a
father and a mother while growing up. They encroached upon one another’s
turf because the much younger man placed tremendous demands on the older
one, egged on by Swabian magnates like Count Welf IT and Count Werner
of Kyburg, who took advantage of the situation to promote their own polit-
ical interests.

In any case, we are justified in attributing the falling-out to “personal rea-
sons,” provided that they are not limited to Ernest’s “maternal deprivation””
One reason his downfall is so tragic is that he brought it upon himself through
his adherence to the view that authority was vested in the person of the lord.*
In fact, “centralization of authority in the realm.”! “concentration of author-
ity;” and the “transpersonal view of the polity”? were already in many respects
hallmarks of theoretical as well practical politics during the realm of Henry II,
even north of the Alps. But that does not represent the whole story: An im-
partial reader of those chroniclers of the Merovingian age, Gregory of Tours
(d. 594) and Fredegar (fl. seventh century), and of that “prime witness” of
Henrican politics Thietmar of Merseburg (d. 1018) will note that the latter’s
superior command of the Latin language represents the only major difference
in their discussions of “kinship mores” and “blood revenge,” of the establish-
ment and preservation of authority. In fact, Thietmar introduced his readers
to almost as many murdered and murderous individuals as his early medieval
counterparts had.??

As one study of “royal authority and conflict settlement” concluded, “How
kings and magnates conducted their conflicts in the tenth and eleventh cen-
turies owed less to principles of “polity’ and more to those governing the pur-
suit of discord in the ‘private’ sphere. In such conflicts, the king does not yet
appear to have been accorded a special status recognized by all parties” The
Carolingians, in contrast, had still sought to check opposition from the nobil-
ity by requiring a general oath of fealty, prohibiting the formation of any sworn
associations, or coniurationes, and taking sharp measures against the per-
petrators of “lese majesté” As the Carolingian empire declined, however, the
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conceptual norms that had developed during Charlemagne’s reign lost their
currency. Upon assuming power, the Ottonians had to start off modestly; thus,
Henry I entered into compacts and alliances with the leading noblemen,
thereby successfully fashioning a policy based on ritual friendship, or amicitin.
Otto the Great, on the other hand, harkened back to the Carolingian model
and attempted to exercise his power coercively; the severe crises that accom-
panied his reign were to no small extent the products of this policy. As a result,
“behavioral patterns” that placed a premium on the “dignity and personal in-
tegrity,” or dignitas, of all the parties involved in a dispute became such a fixed
part of conflict resolution that the whole process may be thought of as a series
of rituals whereby the resistant offered total submission to the lord and con-
sequently regained his favor. Total rehabilitation was, of course, contingent
upon the fulfillment of specific conditions arrived at through negotiation, but
the ultimate goal of these efforts was always a foregone conclusion. These
rituals lost much of their efficacy during the reigns of Henry II and Conrad II;
the first Salian king in particular tried to settle conflicts by invoking the same
formal procedures—not their actual content—as applied in cases of high trea-
son. The broadened leeway consequently exercised by the sovereign tipped
the balance of power so far in his favor that the approach was considered a
cruel breach of tradition.3*

That the disagreement between Conrad II and his cousin took a compar-
atively undramatic course was probably at least partially due to the latter’s tem-
perament. The enmity between the sovereign and Ernest of Swabia, on the
other hand, culminated in the institution of judicial proceedings by Conrad 11,
albeit only after the conflict had steadily escalated for many years and eluded
resolution by traditional means.3® The proceedings themselves were an amal-
gam of the traditional, noble concept of politics and the new, imperial one:
Conrad saw to it that his wife abjured her right to seek revenge for her son’s
sentence and at the same time arranged for his stepson’s banishment for being
a “state enemy,” or hostis rvei publicae.3® In its incipient stages, however, the
conflict was not so bitter and its final outcome not inevitable.

Surprisingly little is known about Conrad’s activities over the course of the
summer and autumn of 1025, the very period during which the coalition oppos-
ing the king—Ernest of Swabia, Conrad the Younger, and the Lotharingians,
along with their French, Polish, and Italian supporters—reached the pinnacle
of its influence. Ernest’s ability to take up arms against Conrad II that sum-
mer indicates that he had been released from the guardianship of Poppo of
Trier, even though he was at most fifteen years old. The king himself may have
terminated the archbishop’s service while attending to matters in Swabia pre-
paratory to the court diet in Zurich (June 1025).3” The paucity of contempo-
rary source material may reflect the opposition’s success at stymieing the king’s
policies, but that is not the only possible reason for the king’s difficulties: If
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the royal couple’s youngest known child, Matilda, was indeed born in the sec-
ond half of 1025, then Conrad’s “necessary companion” would not have been
available at the time to solve a familial problem that the sovereign was nei-
ther inclined nor able to tackle alone. By the way, these two possibilities are
not mutually exclusive. Thus, the coalition had disintegrated by Christmas
1025, although the individual participants in the opposition were still not en-
tirely defeated; even before then, Conrad II had decamped for the eastern
borders of the realm, far from the seat of conflict, where he is known to have
issued a diploma on November 1, 1025.38

The submission of the Lotharingians convinced Ernest II to follow suit, in
accordance with the traditional ritual: The supplicant humbled himself and
capitulated unconditionally, while highly placed mediators pressed his case
before the king, who finally restored his regal favor.3* Although Ernest ulti-
mately achieved his end, the road was bumpier than it might have been in the
past. In early 1026, the king left Aachen and, traveling via Trier, headed for
Augsburg, from which he planned to stage an expedition to Italy. Ernest II
probably joined the royal procession in Swabia and accompanied the king
“humbly” to Augsburg, where he regained the king’s favor on Candlemas 1026
(February 2). His mother, Gisela, played an extremely active role in the pro-
ceedings: She “appealed” to Ernest to make peace and not only mediated be-
tween the two men but also enlisted the aid of other princes, including the
eight-year-old Henry. Even so, it proved quite difficult to change Conrad’s
mind. He “refused for a long time” and then reestablished relations with his
stepson on the condition that the young man provide military assistance and
join the king on the Italian expedition. Conrad concurrently paid fitting heed
to “the counsel and petition of the princes of the realm” and designated his
son, Henry, as his successor. In all likelihood, these princes were the very same
individuals who had intervened on Ernest’s behalf and whose “counsel and
petition” in favor of the planned succession was the price of Conrad’s accession
to their entreaties. Hence, the king’s pardon of his stepson and designation
of his own son as his heir may very well have been parts of the same deal. The
future Henry III was for the first time accorded a role in both proceedings.*’

At the same time, Bishop Bruno of Augsburg was named the young boy’s
guardian in an arrangement similar to a regency, whose primary function was
to let Conrad II keep his options open and keep the lingering opposition—
even if it was “of little moment”™—in check.*! Henry’s half brother Ernest
accompanied Conrad across the Alps into Italy and was certainly present at
his stepfather’s coronation as king of the Langobards in Milan at the end of
March 1026.#2 He would also have witnessed Conrad’s futile attempts at crush-
ing the Lombard opposition and occupying Pavia, and experienced firsthand
the terrible—and perhaps even personally life-threatening—riots in Ravenna
at the beginning of summer 1026.
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The region was soon locked in the grip of the overwhelming and unwhole-
some Mediterranean heat, and the king retreated to the Trentine highlands
of northern Italy for the rest of the summer. Since it was the king’s responsi-
bility to provision his troops, even while waiting out the hot season, Conrad
may have sought to minimize his expenses by granting to some of the north-
ern ecclesiastical and secular magnates, along with their retinues, leave to break
camp “with honor” Among those who left for home was Ernest of Swabia,
who had been well recompensed for his service to his lord: With no heed to the
ensuing scandal, Conrad had enfeoffed his stepson with the Swabian imperial
monastery of Kempten. Another important reason for sending the duke of
Swabia home was that Ernest’s ally, Count Welf II—who controlled the
important county of Norital, stretching from the Eisack River valley to the
Brenner Pass and into the Inn River valley—had launched a feud against the
“imperial regent” and grievously attacked the bishopric of Augsburg. It was
up to Ernest II to protect the duchy and establish peace, and his possession
of Kempten, which bordered on Augsburg, enabled him to act as a physical
barrier between the two adversaries.*

In any case, the king’s plan never panned out and instead proved to be a
recipe for trouble. Not only did Duke Ernest make common cause with Count
Welf in Swabia, he also set his sights on Alsace, of which his Swabian grand-
father, Hermann, had been deprived,** as well as on Burgundy. Instigated in
all likelihood by the very same vassals who had “counseled” the —at most—
sixteen-year-old duke to subenfeoft them with Kempten’s holdings, Ernest first
ravaged Alsace and destroyed the strongholds of Hugh IV of Egisheim, one
of Conrad’s first cousins on his mother’s side. This not-so-motley crew must
have met with some success, for Ernest II suddenly had “a great army of young
men” at his command; they proceeded up the Aare River into Burgundy and
entrenched themselves on an island near Solothurn. Ernest obviously hoped
to establish contact with Rudolph III, but it is unclear whether the island
fortification was meant as a finger in the Burgundian king’s eye or a carrot to
induce him to enter into an alliance or perhaps even both. In any event, hav-
ing already decided to establish closer ties with Conrad II, Rudolph rebuffed
the advance. Ernest returned to Swabia, erected a castle overlooking Zurich,
and began siphoning off wealth from the imperial abbeys of Saint Gall and
Reichenau. According to Wipo, he thereby caused enormous damage to his
own land (patria). “With law and justice thus set aside, he stood fast in his
iniquitous endeavors until the return of the Emperor™#

The young duke probably engaged in these activities in late autumn and
early winter 1026, and some time passed before his sovereign could react.
Upon reaching Brixen in southern Bavaria (the present-day Italian town of
Bressanone) on his return from Italy, the newly crowned Emperor Conrad
issued a diploma that in effect stripped Count Welf II of the county of Norital
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by bestowing the territory upon his episcopal host.* Ernest himself was
forced to submit yet again at a court diet in Ulm convened in the second half
of July 1027. The members of Ernest’s circle were confident that the “Otton-
ian ritual” would again prove workable, but they were sorely disappointed.
The young duke made no headway in the negotiations and in the end was
compelled to capitulate unconditionally, and the count was ordered to recom-
pense the bishop of Augsburg. While the punishments meted out to their
anonymous supporters who also submitted to the crown were not deemed
worthy of mention by contemporary sources, these do recount Ernest’s fate:
Conrad’s stepson was deposed from his duchy, sent into exile, and impris-
oned at Giebichenstein, a sort of “state prison” near the town of Halle on the
Saale River in distant Saxony. He came to grief due to a major miscalculation:
The Swabian duke and his closest advisors had assumed that they would be
able to flaunt their military prowess upon entering Ulm and conclude an agree-
ment with the emperor or, if the negotiations broke down, withdraw armed
and unharmed.

As the Swabian forces had neared Ulm, Ernest IT had reminded his men
of their oaths of allegiance and promised them and their progeny fame,
honor, and riches. According to Wipo, two of his supporters, Counts Fred-
erick and Anselm, had countered that as free vassals they were not bound to
undertake any actions that would undermine their king and emperor, the ulti-
mate protector of their freedom, and hence would not do so. Their remarks
are yet another example of Wiponian eloquence, marked by rhymed passages
and citations from Sallust. While Frederick and Anselm obviously did not
use such devices in stating their position, the import of their actual statement
must have been loud and clear: When it came to the duke’s jurisdictional
authority, the more or less youthful members of Ernest’s inner circle subscribed
to an outdated Ottonian view; the counts, on the other hand, considered
themselves answerable to the Salian king—now the emperor—and would ren-
der to the emperor the things that were the emperor’s.

What had paved the way for the counts’ profession of loyalty? In the first
half of July 1027, Conrad II had held “an assembly of the royal household with
his vassals in Augsburg” to solicit advice on combating his Swabian adver-
saries. This sort of consultation involved more than mutual discussion; the
attendees were expected to initiate a dialogue with the opposing camp. The
assembly in Ulm was a testimony to their success, as were Conrad’s military
measures in Swabia at the end of July and beginning of August 1027, and even
perhaps Gisela’s visit to Saint Gall with the young Henry in tow at around
the same time. Was Henry being promoted as an alternative to his Babenberg
half brother or merely “presented” at the monastery? And as Ernest entered
exile and his men were hunted down in Swabia (1027), just where was his
younger full brother, Hermann IV?#
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FIG. 2 Deposing a lord. From the fresco cycle in the west choir of the abbey
church at Lambach, ca. 1080.

And now for the penultimate and final acts in this tragedy: Ernest returned
to Swabia from his imprisonment at Giebichenstein and regained his ducal
office “on the condition that, with all his men, he would pursue as an enemy
of the commonwealth” his vassal Werner of Kyburg, who had disturbed the
public peace. Ernest, however, had obviously not experienced the hoped-for
change of heart and refused to swear an oath to perform that service, essen-
tially declining to exercise his ducal obligations—when it meant opposing his
most steadfast confidant and ally—and to impose peace. This refusal rendered
him “a state enemy of the Emperor,” since he was committing lese majesté.
Conrad II deposed Ernest once and for all and appointed his brother Her-
mann IV to the office of duke. According to Wipo, this all took place in Ingel-
heim at Easter 1030 (March 29). What is more, Ernest and his men were
excommunicated by the attending bishops; still, the imposition of an ecclesi-
astical censure for lese majesté was not unheard of, since Henry II had already
been able to prevail upon the bishops to excommunicate Henry of Schwein-
furt. Because Empress Gisela had publicly abjured her right to seek revenge
for any measures taken against her outlawed son, Ernest II took flight at the
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cleventh hour with a handful of men, which action elicited the confiscation
of his and his adherents’ possessions.*® Wipo heightens the drama of Ernest’s
downfall by speeding up the action and packing it all into a single day (Easter
1030), but these events must actually have unfolded over the course of a longer
time span. An imperial diploma dated July 1, 1028, names Dukes Adalbero of
Eppenstein and Ernest of Swabia, as well as Count Liudolf—Conrad’s old-
est stepson and Ernest’s half-brother—one right after the other, as witnesses;
while the text diverges somewhat from the usual format, its authenticity is not
in doubt. We may infer from this list that Ernest regained his duchy by sum-
mer 1028 or perhaps even earlier, on the occasion of Henry’s coronation at
Aachen (April 14). He had probably paid some sort of reparations, perhaps
in the form of the abbey of Weissenburg, located in the Nordgau of Bavaria,
which passed into the possession of the emperor at around this time.*
Even after he was deposed, Ernest did not become an outcast or outlaw.
His political options were certainly not yet exhausted, especially vis-a-vis Count
Odo of Champagne, who seemed to be a natural ally and, as Rudolph’s
nephew, had an even stronger hereditary claim to Burgundy than Ernest, a
grandnephew. Accompanied by Werner of Kyburg and others, Ernest visited
his West Frankish kinsman, seeking consilium et ausxilium, or counsel and aid.
Maybe Odo did not wish to be burdened with this temperamental competi-
tor, or maybe he just squandered the opportunity, much as he had in 1025,
but in any case, the count rebuffed the duke. The Swabians returned home
and took up residence in the Black Forest surrounding the castle at Falken-
stein; there, Ernest, Werner of Kyburg, and their entourage were reduced to
living “by petty brigandage>° After suffering the loss of their best horses, they
fell into such dire straits that they heroically resolved that it was “better to
die with honor than to live in shame?” In the wooded highlands of Baar, on
a plateau between the Jura Mountains and the Black Forest in the area of
Donaueschingen and Fiirstenberg, they realized that they were being pursued.
Count Manegold, “a vassal of the Emperor, holding a great fief of the abbey
of Reichenau,” had been charged by his lord, Bishop Warmann of Constance —
who was also Duke Hermann’s guardian—with restoring the peace breached
by Ernest and his men. Before long, the two sides came within hailing dis-
tance and began to fight. Manegold had vastly greater military resources at
his disposal and consequently most of his quarry, including Ernest, Count
Werner, the noblemen Adalbert and Warin, and others, died in the resulting
bloodbath. The imperial side lost its leader, as well as numerous other com-
batants. Manegold was buried on the island of Reichenau, while the erstwhile
duke of Swabia was laid to rest in the church of the Virgin Mary in Constance,
following the rescission of his excommunication. The monastery of Saint Gall,
which suffered so much at Ernest’s hands, commemorated him as the dux et
decus Alamannorum, the “duke and pride of the Alamanns” The emperor, on
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the other hand, is said to have remarked, upon hearing of Ernest’s death,
“Rarely will rabid dogs [live to] multiply with offspring”>!

3. Adalbero II of Eppenstein

While the immediate members of the imperial family did not always see eye to
eye, as evidenced by the falling-out between Gisela and Henry III following
Conrad’s death, the differences between the emperor and his successor became
public as a result of the former’s dispute with Duke Adalbero II of Carinthia.>?
The process for settling the conflict culminated in Adalbero’s deposition and
loss of the duchy at a court diet held in Bamberg around May 18, 1035.%*

The reasons behind the diet’s action are not explained by either Wipo or
Hermann of Reichenau,® or in fact by the author of a detailed report of the
events leading up to the duke’s ouster sent to Bishop Azecho of Worms by
one of his clerics, who signed himself only as “G>” He did not, however, repeat
the general rumor that the emperor was biased against Adalbero due to a long-
standing hatred.>® Conrad’s feud with his brother-in-law way back in ro19
would have provided sufficient grounds for his harboring an old grudge,®”
yet there is clear evidence that the relationship between the duke and his sov-
ereign had been fair to middling up until 1028.

Even though he had yet to be anointed king, Conrad II had in essence
declared a general amnesty in the course of his coronation ceremony, “as the
bishops and the dukes with all the people petitioned.” In that spirit, one of
his earliest official acts upon visiting Bamberg, in Bavaria, was to grant a most
generous swath of land in present-day northern Styria to Adalbero’s wife, Bea-
trix (1025). The duke was not present at the diploma’s issuance, however, but
in Regensburg witnessing the settlement of a widow’s portion on Empress
Cunigunde.®® A court proceeding held in Verona on May 19, 1027, and presided
over by Conrad II and his son on their way home from Italy only seemingly
disenfeofted Adalbero of possessions pertaining to the church of Aquileia and
awarded them to the patriarch. Adalbero “lost” the county of Trento barely
two weeks later, but in that case Conrad II merely confirmed a determination
made by Henry II in 1004, many years before Adalbero became the duke of
Carinthia and assumed the attendant office of margrave of Verona, which—
theoretically at least—included jurisdiction over Trento. Thus, the events of
May 19, 1027, hardly amounted to a “defeat” for Adalbero. What is more, the
duke—along with various major saints, the members of the royal family, and
the patriarch—may very well be immortalized in a magnificent fresco painted
around this time in the apse of the basilica of Aquileia, built by the patriarch
Poppo. If he is, then he must have enjoyed an amicable, not an estranged,
relationship with the others. Just a few months later (September 23—24, 1027),
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Adalbero—the sole layman in attendance—served as the emperor’s shield
bearer at the imperial synod of Frankfurt.>® He was also present at the royal
coronation of Henry III, the emperor’s son and duke of Bavaria, at Aachen
on April 14, 1028, and appears—along with other, fellow Bavarians—as an
intervenor in a privilege issued there five days later on behalf of the bishopric
of Siben-Brixen. A diploma issued in Magdeburg on July 1, 1028, recording
a court decision in favor of the monastery of Corvey, also contains his name,
although Duke Bernard of Saxony, under whose jurisdiction Magdeburg fell,
precedes him in the list of laymen. Finally, Adalbero is credited with having
intervened in an important imperial diploma issued on September 11, 1028,
granting privileges to Poppo of Aquileia.®® For some reason, however, Adal-
bero’s name does not appear on any court document after that date, whereas
his enemy William received confirmation of a privilege from the emperor and
in the presence of the patriarch at or even before Christmas 1028.9!

The catastrophic conclusion to the estrangement between the emperor and
the duke of Carinthia in May 1035 may have been precipitated by both sides,
however. According to one view, Adalbero’s value to the emperor plummeted
following the reconciliation between Conrad II and Conrad the Younger,
since the former could at any time appoint the latter duke of Carinthia and
still keep the duchy within the family. Then why would it have taken Conrad 1T
more than one year to dispense with his brother-in-law’s presence at court?¢?
In fact, Adalbero’s position must increasingly have resembled that of the ninth-
century Carolingian counts in the eastern border regions, who were required
to reach decisions independently but in so doing risked being charged with
overstepping their mandate in the view of the distant central authority, when
losing the favor of one’s sovereign could spell the end—figuratively and per-
haps literally—of a Carolingian margrave. On the one hand, he waged wars
and concluded peace treaties with neighboring tribes; on the other, however,
his measures possessed only provisional authority until they were confirmed
by the king or emperor, with whom he met on an annual basis. If that con-
firmation were not forthcoming, it was but a matter of time before the mar-
grave and the sovereign parted ways.%

It has commonly been observed that the criteria Conrad II applied to his
political dealings—not least with his dukes and counts—were based on Car-
olingian norms, and Adalbero’s deposition makes the most sense when the
relationship between the emperor and the duke from 1030 to 1035 is viewed
against this background.®* Unbeknownst to his father, the emperor’s son and
King Stephen of Hungary entered into a peace agreement (1031) spearheaded
by Adalbero, who then single-handedly implemented the agreement in the
region bordering Hungary, Croatia, and the Byzantine Empire. Except for
the names of the peoples, this contemporary remark could just as well have
been written in the ninth century: “It was said that Adalbero wanted to resist
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the king’s authority with the backing of the Croats and Mirmidons [Hun-
garians]” The threat from the east was credible enough that the Bavarians, so
that they might better arm themselves, were exempted from participating in
the emperor’s campaign against the Liutizi in the northeast (summer 1035).
At the advice of Adalbero’s kinsman Bishop Egilbert of Freising, Henry II1
entered into a sworn agreement with his uncle to render mutual aid, in effect
signing off on the duke’s all too independent political dealings. Still, the pro-
ceedings leading up to the deposition cannot have been precipitated by this
compact, because only in the course of the hearings did Conrad II even learn
of its existence. They were in all probability triggered by complaints against
Adalbero lodged by some citizens of the town of Koper on the Istrian Penin-
sula, who arrived in Bamberg at just the right time.%

These observations in no way contradict G’s contention that Conrad II
harbored an old grudge against his brother-in-law Adalbero of Carinthia, who
had done him an émiuria, or grave injustice to be avenged. And the contre-
temps over the legacy left by Gerberga, the former duchess of Swabia, in 1019
would certainly fit that bill.®¢ These two explanations—Adalbero’s perforce
unauthorized political dealings in the southeastern portion of the empire and
the old enmity among Gerberga’s heiresses and their husbands and sons—are
not mutually exclusive, nor is either disproved by the emperor’s actions in the
immediate aftermath of May 18, 1035. Cutting short his stay in Bamberg, Con-
rad hurried to Mainz to consult secretly with Archbishop Pilgrim of Cologne
and Bishop Bruno of Wiirzburg— the younger Conrad’s brother—regarding,
no doubt, the ducal vacancy in Carinthia. Conrad the Younger set off right
away to join the emperor but had to wait until Candlemas (February 2) to
receive the—albeit whittled down—duchy.®”

The proceedings did not go without a hitch in spite of the fact that they
were focused solely on the sovereign’s complaint against Adalbero. Conrad
had initially approached the matter as an exercise in transpersonal authority,
but in order to achieve the result he desired, he backtracked significantly and
recast the issue in traditional terms of personal conduct and bonds. Contem-
porary sources do not mention any specific charges relating to “matters of
state.”8 In the eyes of Hermann of Reichenau, the loss of the emperor’s favor
was sufficient reason for the deposition, but in Wipo’s account the duke’s pun-
ishment is attributed to his having been “convicted of lese majesté,” probably
including high treason, an allusion to the transpersonal polity.®

Accordingly, the breakdowns in the proceedings were also of a personal,
even private nature. The two presiding judges, Margraves Ekkehard II of
Meissen and Adalbert of Austria, demanded on behalf of the princes that
Henry III be consulted, and they declined to conduct the judicial review with-
out him. The emperor sent for his son, who was to pronounce the sentence.
Henry entered and—much to his father’s astonishment—refused, noting that
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he had entered into a personal compact with Adalbero and was thus unable
to fulfill the emperor’s command or desire. Conrad admonished, pleaded, and
threatened, but all to no avail. Overcome by shock at his son’s defiance, the
emperor was struck dumb and fainted. Regaining consciousness, Conrad re-
convened the princes and fell to his knees at his son’s feet. Through his tor-
rid tears he implored the young man not to bring joy to his father’s enemies
while heaping ignominy and shame upon the kingdom and its sovereign.
Henry responded by confessing that he had sworn to Adalbero never to sanc-
tion the withdrawal of the duke’s possessions, offices, and honors without a
court ruling, all at the advice of his tutor, Bishop Egilbert of Freising. Now
it was the bishop’s turn to justify his actions: Egilbert maintained that there
was nothing unusual about the sworn association, nor was it in any way
directed against the sovereign. Instead of assuaging the emperor, these words
only stoked his anger. Spouting invective, Conrad threw this quite skillful, if
not entirely blameless, advisor and aide out of the chamber and dismissed
him from the court. Once the dust had settled, the judicial proceedings re-
sumed, and Conrad got what he wanted: Adalbero lost his duchy and the
march of Carantania. While the latter was immediately granted to Count
Arnold of Wels-Lambach, the duchy remained vacant until February 2, 1036.7°

Henry’s behavior and statement speak volumes. He justified his position
by citing the agreement with Adalbero, which stipulated that the young king
was to safeguard the duke’s assets unless they were confiscated in a legal man-
ner; thus, he clearly did not acknowledge the validity of the judicial proceed-
ings in Bamberg. Second, Conrad II considered the very existence of the sworn
association an assault on the rights of the royal clan and hence insisted that
Henry’s defiance not be a cause for Conrad’s (personal) enemies to gloat. What
is more, in his view the very existence of the pact threatened the personal and
the transpersonal natures of the realm.” Once again, Conrad II admirably suc-
ceeded at conflating the two political spheres by publicly humiliating himself
before his son. Losing his self-control and getting so worked up that he lost
consciousness were not part of the script, of course, but the emperor none-
theless proved himself to be a high-powered politician as well as an individ-
ual who was willing to reach down to the very depths of his being in order
to achieve what he thought was right. There is no mention of Gisela’s playing
a supporting role in any of this.

The quick disposition of the Carantanian march had far-reaching repercus-
sions, leading as it eventually did to the formation of present-day Styria.”? After
a suitable delay, the “remainder” of Adalbero’s former holdings fell to Con-
rad the Younger, who had long aspired to be the duke of Carinthia. Success—
so long in coming—was gratifying, as was his continued recognition as a prince
of the realm, without the roundabout reference to Worms.”?

And so the intrafamilial disputes came to an end. But at what cost? Zurich,
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the gateway to Swabia, was lost, as was the duchy’s cohesiveness as a political
entity. While it could never claim to be in the same league as Bavaria or Swabia,
the duchy of Carinthia—the repository of German, Romansh, and Slavic hopes
since the early Middle Ages—lost whatever remained of that legacy. Further-
more, the house of Worms commenced an inexorable decline.”

How much mischief can a family member accomplish under the watchful
eyes of his kin? The answer can be gleaned from the bloody epilogue to this
story. Sometime before Easter 1036, Adalbero killed William II, who had re-
ceived an ample endowment from Conrad II as early as 1025 and then a strong
confirmation of his position on December 30, 1028. Even though he was
married to Saint Hemma, the margrave must not have been totally blameless
in the matter of Adalbero’s deposition.”

4. Gebhard III of Regensburg

The relationship that developed between Conrad and his half brother, Geb-
hard, was neither openly hostile nor particularly warm. The product of Adel-
heid’s second marriage, Gebhard had as a young boy been entrusted to a
monastery in Wiirzburg for religious training. As a young man he fled this
involuntary vocation and reclaimed his secular rank, which may have been that
of a count in what is currently part of Styria. Gebhard’s case was one of the
important matters adjudicated in Conrad’s presence at the synod of Frankfurt
held upon the newly crowned emperor’s return from Italy (1027). Adelheid’s
son was forced to lay down his arms and rejoin the clergy. The emperor did
not lift a finger on his half brother’s behalf, even though he did intervene
forcefully on the behalf of Otto and Irmgard of Hammerstein.”® The young
man went on to become Bishop Gebhard III of Regensburg. One year after
his elevation, he and his mother founded the collegiate church of Ohringen
in the diocese of Wiirzburg (1037). Bishop Bruno of Wiirzburg— Gebhard’s
kinsman—was away at the time, having accompanied his cousin Conrad II
on the second expedition to Italy, but the charter establishing Ohringen was
issued in the diocese of Wiirzburg, so Bruno’s deputy would have been in-
formed beforehand.”” Gebhard occupied the see of Regensburg until 1060,
outliving both his half brother, Conrad, and nephew Henry III. Even judged
by the standards prevalent before the Investiture Contest, he was no credit
to the German episcopate; indeed, his nephew Henry III was said to have
feared him.”®
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SITTING OUT CONFLICT: THE DISPUTE OVER
GANDERSHEIM (1025—30/31)

Insofar as a ruler like Conrad II, who was almost continuously on the move,
can at all be said to have “sat out” a conflict, that was the tack he took—suc-
cessfully, moreover—in the dispute over Gandersheim.! The dispute had its
roots in the cloister’s foundation in the mid-ninth century by the then bishop
of Hildesheim at the behest of his cousin, Duke Liudolf of Saxony. Ganders-
heim was located on the Gande River within the diocese of Mainz, but since
the foundation was subject to the jurisdiction of the bishop of Hildesheim,
the boundaries of his diocese were in effect shifted southward. For almost 150
years the archbishops of Mainz did nothing about this matter in the north-
ernmost corner of their diocese; as a consequence, Gandersheim and its sur-
rounding territory continued to belong to the see of Hildesheim, and the
erstwhile infringement seemed to have faded from memory. During the reign
of Otto III, the issue entered a new phase when the bishop of Hildesheim
claimed that the cloister was a proprietary institution. In probably 987 the
community at Gandersheim responded to this threat by recollecting that it
actually lay within the diocese of Mainz. The bishop died shortly thereafter,
and the dispute again lay dormant until autumn 1000, when it erupted with
even greater intensity. Almost a generation before, the minster at Gandersheim
had been damaged by fire, and the time had come to reconsecrate the restored
structure. The incumbent abbess was gravely ill, and her appointed successor,
the emperor’s daughter Sophie, invited Archbishop Willigis of Mainz to offi-
ciate at the consecration, while Bishop Bernward of Hildesheim was asked
merely to attend. The archbishop chose a date but then postponed his visit;
taking advantage of the ensuing confusion, the bishop of Hildesheim sought
to proceed with the consecration as originally planned. Sophie had all of the
cloister’s residents submit to the archbishop’s oversight, and the canonesses
disrupted the bishop’s attempt at celebrating Mass, putting him to flight. Of
course, this hardly spelled the end of the matter; the aggrieved Bernward
appealed to Rome, which served merely to escalate tensions, even though both
the emperor and the pope took his side.
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When Otto III died soon after, the crown passed to Henry II, who may
even have been born in Hildesheim.? All the same, almost five years would
elapse before a settlement was announced at the minster’s consecration, on
January s, 1007: “Willigis transferred his rights to Bernward of Hildesheim,
who had actually possessed them all along”? When Bernward died, in Novem-
ber 1022, Henry II chose a Bavarian named Godehard as his successor. His
candidate was not at all pleased, however, since he had his reasons for strongly
preferring the bishopric of Regensburg or Passau: Before his consecration,
Godehard had received a visit from his future archbishop and adversary, who
warned him not to exercise his episcopal duties in Gandersheim or its sur-
rounding territory under threat of excommunication. This quarrelsome prince
of the church was none other than Aribo, and while both men hailed from
Bavaria, Aribo was descended from a much more illustrious family than Gode-
hard, who traced his roots back to the familia, or household, of the monastery
of Niederalteich.*

A little more than eighteen months later, Henry II was dead, and Saxony
received a visit from the new king and his extensive entourage, which included
the kingmaker Aribo of Mainz. Abbess Sophie, who still advocated the arch-
bishop’s position, traveled to Vreden to meet the royal couple. Bishop Gode-
hard of Hildesheim must have feared that she had prejudiced Conrad and
Gisela against him, so he invited the king, who was staying at the monastery
of Corvey at the time, to visit Hildesheim. The king arrived in mid-January
1025 for a three-day sojourn, but all that Godehard elicited from him was a
promise to adjudicate the matter in Goslar before the month was out. Con-
rad was in a quandary: Should he uphold the rights of the diocesan bishop,
as confirmed by Henry II, or those of the archbishop to whom he owed his
kingdom and crown? In the face of those choices, he issued the following
judgment on January 27, 1025: Both parties to the dispute were to surrender
jurisdictional authority over Gandersheim to the bishop of Halberstadt until
such time as a subsequent hearing settled the matter.

After a short interval, the king arrived in Gandersheim together with his
entourage (mid-February 1025). In the cloister church Aribo excoriated the
bishop of Hildesheim and prevented his rival from celebrating Mass at the
high altar. The canonesses of Gandersheim, who for the most part now saw
things otherwise than their abbess,> combined forces with the attending priests
to prevent Aribo from officiating. That was it for Conrad: He again post-
poned consideration of the matter, but only until a synod was convened at
Grone—today part of the city of Gottingen—between March 2 and 29, 1025.
It was attended by Bishops Bruno of Augsburg, Eberhard of Bamberg, Adal-
bold of Utrecht, Meginhard of Wiirzburg, and Meinwerk of Paderborn, as well
as many abbots, the duke of Saxony, and a great number of other laymen.
The synod awarded provisional authority over Gandersheim to the bishop of
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Hildesheim until such time as a general imperial synod rendered a final deci-
sion in the matter.®

It would have been entirely out of character for Archbishop Aribo of Mainz
simply to accept the determination and let the matter rest, but he remained
with the king until the royal progression came to a close in late July 1025.7
With the waning of summer, Aribo resumed his activities, probably from his
seat on the banks of the Rhine. At the beginning of September, he dispatched
a messenger bearing invitations to a synod that would convene at Gander-
sheim within six weeks. The bishop of Hildesheim got wind of this plan and
complained in a letter to Conrad II. The king most likely spent the latter half
of September 1025 in Worms, looking for a successor to Bishop Burchard,
who had died on August 20, and thus was occupied with another matter, but
in his reply Conrad referred Godehard to the findings of the synod at Grone.
The two rivals met in mid-October, but their mutual displays of humility were
as fruitless as their serious attempts at negotiation; with nothing to show for
their efforts, they parted. Subsequently, Archbishop Aribo and Bishop Gode-
hard of Hildesheim held rival synods at Gandersheim—the former on Octo-
ber 16, the latter five days later, on October 21, 1025.8

The king had himself covered: The bishop of Hildesheim would think that
he had royal support, while the archbishop of Mainz would not get the sense
that he was opposed by the king. In any case, the king took advantage of
Aribo’s preoccupation with Gandersheim and consequent absence from court
to settle the episcopal succession in Worms privately and without the “coun-
sel and consent” of the archbishop. The “clergy, vassals, and ministerials™ chose
Azecho as the new bishop of Worms; he may have been a kinsman of the king,
who certainly attended the election.!® Once Conrad had arranged this fait
accompli in Worms, he did not chance a discussion with Aribo; instead, he
directed the electors to ask the archbishop to perform Azecho’s consecration.
Aribo’s response was vitriolic and laced with unstinting criticism of the king,
though in the end he consented to consecrate the new bishop of Worms. The
ceremony probably took place on December s, 1025, either in Worms or in
neighboring Tribur, where Conrad, Gisela, and Aribo are known to have spent
the previous day on more or less friendly terms.!!

The deceased emperor’s daughter Abbess Sophie took a strongly partisan
stance, which may have induced Conrad to remain above the fray, a decision
that certainly paid off. As long as the abbess of Gandersheim supported the
archbishop of Mainz, it was not possible to enforce any royal ruling in favor
of the bishop of Hildesheim. The tables suddenly turned, however, when Aribo
antagonized the abbess of Gandersheim; the tale of their falling-out is brief,
but it took many years—until after Aribo’s death, in 1031, in fact—to settle the
issue. Ezzo, the palatine count of Lotharingia, and his wife, Matilda, also the
daughter of Otto II and hence the abbess’s sister, had two daughters, Sophie
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and Ida, who were canonesses at Gandersheim. The archbishop invited the
young sisters to visit Mainz, and their superior granted them leave to go. Once
they arrived, however, they sent back their extensive entourage with the mes-
sage that they never wanted to return to Gandersheim. Bishop Godehard’s
biographer intimated that the canonesses fled because they disdained his lowly
birth, but the two were also led astray by “petty envy” and induced to flee
at the incitement of some—of course, nameless—people behind the scenes.!?
Since they went on to become nuns, their “going astray” may mark the incip-
ient phase of a reform movement that turned its back on the canonica insti-
tutio, or institution of canonical life, and attracted other dissatisfied canonesses
at Gandersheim, like the three women who managed under some pretext to
join the two in Mainz.'?

This indignity, which occurred during winter 1025/26, gave rise to a pro-
tracted estrangement between Gandersheim and Mainz. Abbess Sophie con-
tacted Bishop Godehard of Hildesheim and requested his support, while in
early 1026 Aribo joined Conrad II on an expedition to Rome that effectively
precluded any further developments concerning Gandersheim. Upon his
early—and brief—return to his diocese,'* Aribo sought to settle the matter at
a provincial synod held in Seligenstadt on September 21, 1026. His rival re-
ceived a written invitation to attend the synod, and although the letter was
marked by bitter invective, it did contain an acknowledgment of the bishop’s
irreproachable leadership. In Hildesheim, the letter was interpreted as a sum-
mons “in the name of the pope and the king,”'* even though there is no men-
tion of that in the text. What Aribo did cite as the basis for his action was a
canonical precept, revived during the Carolingian reform of the church, which
stipulated that each diocese should convene two synods annually.!®

At that point Aribo may have seemed to enjoy not just the pope’s but also
the king’s backing in his dispute with Godehard. However, even in his absence
Conrad saw to it that a sort of “weapons parity” was maintained at the synod,
in that Bishop Werner of Strasbourg took the part of his archbishop, while
Bishop Bruno of Augsburg acted on behalf of Godehard of Hildesheim.!”
These men were Conrad’s most important advisors and intimate confidants;
Werner may have been the senior bishop in terms of ecclesiastical rank, but
that was probably balanced by the fact that Bruno had exercised a sort of
regency over the realm since February 1026.18 It is unconceivable that they
would have done anything in Seligenstadt without their sovereign’s approval.
Hence, it comes as no surprise that the synod, in which Aribo had put so much
stock, dissolved without issuing a determination, on the grounds that the mat-
ter could only be deliberated in the presence of the king and the bishops who
were absent from Seligenstadt. Most of the nine bishops who attended the
synod were trusted supporters of the king, which may explain why they
insisted first and foremost on Conrad’s participation. Unbeknownst to all at
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the time, the synod’s adjournment would last almost exactly one year while the
king stayed on in Italy.

On September 23—24, 1027, Aribo presided over a general synod for Ger-
many in the palatine chapel at Frankfurt. It was attended by the emperor, who
acted as a sort of “honorary chairman,” much as he had earlier that the year
in Rome. There was some allusion to the dispute over Gandersheim already
on the first day, when Aribo had to defend his decision to harbor the five
canonesses in violation of canon law. With these preliminaries out of the way,
on the second day the synod addressed the jurisdictional dispute itself. Bruno
of Augsburg again advocated Godehard’s position, while Aribo publicly de-
clined the support of Werner of Strasbourg. After a show of humility, the
archbishop demanded that the bishop of Hildesheim accept a stay in judg-
ment. The members of the assembly reacted by jeering Aribo, who flew off the
handle and made some highly imprudent comments. Werner of Strasbourg,
who was the most senior of the suffragan bishops of Mainz and thus entitled
to respond first, increasingly took Godehard’s side, until it became inevitable
that Aribo lose his case. The synod rendered its judgment following a dis-
cussion of the events at Gandersheim in 1007, when Willigis, the archbishop
of Mainz at the time, had relinquished all jurisdictional claims to the cloister.
Seven bishops—most notably Bruno of Augsburg—attested that they had
been present at that event. Begrudgingly, Aribo ceded the floor to Werner of
Strasbourg, who announced the synod’s determination: The imperial cloister
of Gandersheim and its surrounding territory were part of the bishopric of
Hildesheim. The general synod had, in effect, done nothing more than reit-
erate the findings of the synod at Grone in March 1025. On the next day, the
matter of the canonesses who had fled Gandersheim and in the meantime
become nuns was apparently settled in favor of Gandersheim and the see of
Hildesheim. However, the archbishop was as disinclined to bow out on this
matter as he was on the jurisdictional one, and final action on the status of
the five women was taken only after his death. As for the jurisdictional dis-
pute, Aribo experienced a magnanimous change of heart before his resigna-
tion in 1030 and established what would prove to be a lasting peace with
Godchard based on the understanding that Mainz would relinquish its claims
to Gandersheim. However, one more hurdle and one last lap remained before
this long-running dispute could be declared over.

At a provincial synod held at Geisleden during the first half of 1028, the
archbishop of Mainz tried unsuccessfully to initiate a review of the determi-
nation made by the Frankfurt assembly. An imperial synod held at the pala-
tine castle of Pohlde on October 6, 1028, revisited the topic of Gandersheim,
and thanks to the active participation of the emperor—along with the eccle-
stastical and secular members of his retinue—a workable compromise was
finally formulated: Jurisdictional authority over Gandersheim was awarded to
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the bishop of Hildesheim, but the settlements in the surrounding territory were
to be apportioned between the two sides. On the surface, the agreement was
the product of concessions the emperor had prevailed upon Godehard to
make; in actuality, Conrad had provided Aribo with the means to save face and
show magnanimity. Thus, in Merseburg on Monday, May 17, 1030, in the
course of the sovereign’s weeklong observance of Pentecost, the archbishop
of Mainz visited Godehard’s bedchamber and admitted his error. The epilogue
to this story came some months later, when Aribo, in the course of deliver-
ing his Christmas sermon in the cathedral at Paderborn, announced that he
was taking leave of the “emperor, clergy, and people” in order to go on a pil-
grimage to Rome. The archbishop then died on the return journey, in Como,
Italy, on April 6, 1031." His successor, Bardo, did not reopen the dispute over
Gandersheim; on the contrary, he returned the four surviving religious women
to Godehard, who assigned them to the cloister of Saint Mary’s in Gander-
sheim and appointed Ida, Abbess Sophie’s niece, the abbess of that foundation.
The plan to apportion the properties in the vicinity of Gandersheim was never
instituted, because it ran afoul of the bishopric’s vassals and ministerials —if
that is the correct interpretation of the Latin term nostrates, “the members of
our household.”?

Conrad had weathered the dispute over Gandersheim; he sat out the con-
flict— perhaps intentionally—in order to keep the man who had engineered
his accession to the throne occupied, even in check, without antagonizing
him. Gisela probably encouraged her spouse by not allowing the archbishop
to atone for his affront of September 1024. The royal couple’s political inter-
ests would have benefited from a more vigorous approach, however, given that
Aribo was, in the words of one long-popular anecdote, a “typically unbridled
Bavarian.” capable of gravely insulting the queen’s kinsman Bardo by rescind-
ing his right to carry a valuable abbot’s crosier. On the other hand, no one
could accuse the ruler of ingratitude toward Aribo, nor, for that matter, could
Abbess Sophie of Gandersheim voice any complaint about Conrad’s stance.
With his hot temper, pride, derisive nature, and lack of self-control, Aribo
brought about his own downfall.?! Conrad II and anyone else who had it in
for the archbishop barely had to lift a finger.

Gandersheim continued to be a thorn in Conrad’s side up until his death:
Following Sophie’s death, in January 1039, her sister Adelheid expressed the
desire to succeed her as abbess. For some unknown reason the emperor refused
to grant this request, and only after Henry III assumed power did she get
her wish.??



7

ENGAGING IN CONFLICT: THE FIRST
EXPEDITION TO ITALY (1026—27)

1. Events Preceding the Imperial Coronation

Louis the Pious, Lothar I, and Otto IT each became emperor during his father’s
lifetime. While such was not the case with Conrad II, he, along with his con-
sort Gisela, attained the imperial throne with greater speed than any of his
medieval predecessors. Not surprisingly, the Salian’s meteoric rise aroused sus-
picion, particularly outside the realm, and some even attributed it to the devil’s
intervention.! By winter 1025/26, Conrad appeared to have substantially de-
feated —though not in fact completely eradicated—his local opponents, and
all that remained were those he deemed “of little moment”? The king wasted
no time in announcing an expedition to Italy; his force was to muster in Augs-
burg—as was customary—and break camp at the end of February 1026. Prior
to their departure, the royal couple ensured the continuity of their dynastic
line by staging Ernest’s subjugation and Henry’s appointment as Conrad’s
successor in a manner that lent itself to the cause-and-effect depiction found
in the emperor’s biography. First, Gisela induced her son Ernest to agree to
submit himself unconditionally to her husband. Then, she had her son Henry
act as the most highly ranked mediator and intercessor on his half brother’s
behalf. After much hesitation, Conrad took his stepson back into royal favor,
and then he had the same princes who had supported his son’s intercession
request that Henry be named the heir apparent. While Henry appears here
for the first time as an active participant in regal affairs, he was still just eight
years old and naturally in need of a guardian during his parents’ upcoming
absence. Bishop Bruno of Augsburg was chosen to serve in that capacity.?
In the second half of February 1026, Conrad departed Augsburg “with
a copious army” for what would be an approximately fifteen-month-long
sojourn south of the Alps. There is evidence that he was accompanied by
Archbishops Aribo of Mainz and Pilgrim of Cologne, some of their suffragan
bishops, and Duke Ernest of Swabia. The number of troops was “copious”;
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judging from the use of that term by the more forthcoming writers of the
Ottonian age, the army may have comprised anywhere up to ten thousand
armed horsemen.* Moving swiftly to intervene in Italy was advisable for many
reasons: Conrad’s opponents there had been dealt a significant—if not fatal —
and in some ways self-inflicted blow by the almost simultaneous retreat of his
French and Aquitanian rivals. Following his election, a group of Lombard
magnates had approached the king of France with an invitation to become
their king, but Robert II declined on behalf of himself and his son Hugh. They
then approached the duke of Aquitaine with the same offer, which in effect
conferred dominion over not just the regnum Italine but the Romanum impe-
riwm as well.> What the secular princes of Lombardy expected in return was
that their new ruler replace those bishops allied with the East Frankish-
German king with individuals they trusted. Outraged by this proposal,® Wil-
liam V followed the welcome counsel of the margrave and margravine of
Turin—Manfred and his wife, Bertha—and withdrew himself and his son from
consideration.” Thus, the two individuals who possessed the military prowess
to challenge Conrad’s right to Italy eliminated themselves from contention.
Even so, a myriad of conflicts still required royal engagement, not distance;
when cutting those Gordian knots, Conrad did on occasion act rashly, but—
as it turned out—never to his lasting detriment.

Although few individuals living south and west of the Alps expected much
of Conrad IL# he nevertheless acted with remarkable swiftness, showed polit-
ical astuteness, and reaped success, even outside of his native land. One gets
the impression that Conrad defined his goals retrospectively on the basis of
his accomplishments; he accordingly suffered few reversals.

Ever since his election at Kamba, in early September 1024, Conrad had set
his sights above all on becoming the king of Italy, or, to use the traditional
phrase, of the Langobards, which was a prerequisite for achieving the imperial
crown.” Thus, the intitulatio, or superscription, to the first royal diploma issued
in Italy—modeled on an older privilege —refers to Conrad as the king of both
the Franks and the Langobards. Issued in Verona along with a slew of other
diplomas, it confirms the enfeoffment of Bishop Alberich of Como with the
county of Chiavenna, in effect securing the three most important Alpine passes
in the present-day Swiss canton of Graubiinden for the king.!* However, the
first diploma to contain a complete dating clause was issued in Peschiera, on
the Lago di Garda, just west of Verona, on March 15, 1026. Judging from a
surviving diploma dated March 23, 1026, Conrad was in Milan eight days
later; he then celebrated Easter (April 10, 1026) in Vercelli with its bishop and
his loyal supporter, Leo.!! Wipo includes only the most general overview of
Conrad’s first few months in northern Italy, mentioning little more than the
Easter celebration in Vercelli and the bishop’s death during the “days of the
Easter season,” by which he probably means the octave following the solemn
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feast.!? The biographer indicates that the expeditionary force proceeded from
Verona—bypassing Milan and Pavia on either flank—to the diocesan city of
Vercelli, on the Sesia River, then briefly notes Leo’s death and succession by
Harderic, a canon from Milan. In the next breath, Wipo reports that the
Pavians and the margraves allied with the city persisted in their opposition to
the king, and Conrad was allegedly compelled to respond by laying the region
thoroughly to waste over the course of two years.!3

Wipo’s account notwithstanding, documentary evidence suggests that the
king and his closest advisors were in Milan on March 23, 1026.1* Further-
more, Wipo’s assertion that the expedition bypassed Milan is entirely implau-
sible because there was no Roman road or similar thoroughfare on which they
could have traveled.!> According to one Milanese source, Conrad was crowned
king of the Langobards by Archbishop Aribert (1018—45) “as was the custom.”
and the annals of the imperial monastery of Nonantola, near Modena, also
make reference to the ceremony, which leads one to infer that the archbishop
of Milan crowned Conrad in his cathedral. Given Conrad’s veneration of the
Virgin Mary—as evidenced by his coronation as king of the Germans on the
solemn Feast of the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin (September 8)—it is con-
ceivable that the rite was celebrated on the solemn Feast of the Annunciation
(March 25, 1026), two days after the issuance of the surviving diploma in
Milan.!'¢ In any event, the royal procession cannot have tarried long in Milan,
which would explain why Wipo was under the impression that Conrad’s route
had taken him between Milan and the as-yet-inaccessible city of Pavia, where
the king of the Langobards was traditionally crowned. Time would have been
of the essence, moreover, if Conrad hoped to reach his loyal supporter, Bishop
Leo, before he died.

The amity between the bishop of Vercelli and the German kings dated back
to Otto III, whom Leo had served as a royal chaplain. A lifelong and implaca-
ble enemy of Arduin of Ivrea, the bishop had even written a poem in which
he asserted that once Henry II assumed the imperial office, he would never
allow the margrave to live on. Thus, out of self-interest alone, Leo supported
the kings and emperors from the north. In Constance, on June 10, 1025, he
placed himself by word and deed at Conrad’s service, assisting in the issuance
of the first royal diploma concerning Italy, and was promptly remembered by
the king with a privilege.!” In an exchange of letters with Duke William of
Aquitaine during the second half of 1025, Leo offered his counsel concerning
the Italian escapade—which the duke had probably already abandoned —and
appealed for some long-promised gifts. The duke responded with a most sin-
gular mix of resignation and sarcasm, friendship and lack of understanding for
the bishop’s political stance. As evident from this correspondence, Leo of Ver-
celli, whose bishopric lay on the invasion route from Aquitaine and Burgundy
to Italy, was quite astutely playing for time.!® He was now on his deathbed,
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however, and while he lingered long enough to celebrate Easter with his sov-
ereign, he breathed his last during the octave that followed.*

Aribert of Milan thereupon became the unchallenged leader of the north-
ern Italian bishops backing Conrad. He and Bishop Leo of Vercelli have been
described as the ardent members of a “German party,”?® but the concept is
untenable in this context and the very term anachronistic. Most of the north-
ern Italian bishops supported transalpine candidates for the Italian throne
because they had probably learned from experience that limiting the field to
Lombards was never successful in the long run. Bishop Leo would have drawn
a cautionary lesson from the downfall of Margrave Arduin of Ivrea, whose
whole career was marked by drawn-out and casualty-ridden battles, particu-
larly following the collapse of his less-than-glorious kingdom in Vercelli.?!
Given the predilections of the northern Italian episcopate, it made perfect
sense for the margraves of Lombardy to make the removal of the bishops a
condition of their support for their preferred candidate, the duke of Aqui-
taine.?? In the view of the upper clergy, a king who was wont to spend his
time north of the Alps but had a good—and legitimate —shot at acceding to
the Langobard and imperial thrones was simply a better bet than a king who
was at hand yet had to contend constantly with rivals and might not even pull
off a coronation in Pavia or Milan, to say nothing of Rome. William of Aqui-
taine clearly understood the connection between the Langobard kingdom and
the Roman Empire, and he sought Leo’s support for his bid as late as mid-
1025, but he appeared to lack the very energy and determination needed to
prevail, as both the bishop and Margrave Manfred of Turin recognized.?* Given
the military resources at the German king’s disposal, the result was much as
was to be expected: Henceforth, the Italian-Lombard regnum and the evolv-
ing German kingdom constituted a single entity, to the extent that Conrad II
was the first and the last Salian to receive the Langobard crown in a separate
ceremony. It thus makes sense that Wipo did not even note that the event
had taken place; the custom, which had steadily declined in importance since
the death of Otto I, was simply beyond his ken.??

The Lombard opposition was still far from crushed, however, and posed
a danger to no less a figure than the future bishop of Toul, who took his leave
of the royal force, accompanied by an inadequate military escort.?® Accord-
ing to Wipo, the army’s first action was to attack Pavia, but to no avail, since
the “fortified metropolis” was just too populous. Then, under the very noses
of the Pavians, the royal forces waged a protracted war of destruction that
allegedly lasted for two years, and blocked all trade and shipping. Since the
king spent a total of fifteen months in Italy, this passage may be understood
to mean that, but for summer 1026, one contingent of the royal army con-
tinually “beset” the area surrounding Pavia. The military onslaughts ended in
January or February 1027 with the submission of Pavia and its allied margraves
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under terms mediated by Abbot Odilo of Cluny in a reprise of his services to
Henry II: In a negotiated compact all the members of the northern Italian
opposition recognized the “future emperor?”

There were many ways for Conrad to harass his enemies—torching homes
and fields, assaulting peasants, chopping down vineyards, sinking ships, de-
stroying warechouses—but none possessed lasting appeal or represented a long-
term military strategy. In the days just before or after May 1, 1026, Conrad
and his army burned down a castle situated on the Orbe River, south of the
Po River and Pavia (present-day Capriata d’Orba, or Castelletto d’Orba), as
well as other strongholds belonging to the margraves allied with Pavia, includ-
ing two we know by name: Adalbert, a member of the Otbertini (Este) fam-
ily, and William, a member of the Aledramid family.?® While these successtul
attacks did not bring Conrad’s enemies to their knees, they would have demon-
strated the ability of his army to make short work of capturing the military
bastions in the countryside. Over the next two months (May and June), the
king advanced upstream through the Po valley, issuing diplomas to various
local beneficiaries along the way. Much like the privileges Henry IT had granted
in northern Italy, they do not for the most part contain complete dating
clauses—the calendar date is often omitted and occasionally the place where
the charter was issued (actum) as well—and thus they provide only sketchy
information about Conrad’s itinerary. Turning away from the Orba River, he
may have visited the monastery of Bremeto and proceeded from there to Ves-
covera (present-day Episcoparia). It is likely that he then made a stop in Pia-
cenza, and it is certain that he was in Cremona on June 14 and 19, 1026.%

Most likely in late June 1026, the king and his army encamped in Ravenna,
which was quite a populous city by contemporary standards, sparking the pre-
dictable outbreak of violence between the outsiders and the locals saddled with
quartering them.®® Ravenna was merely a prelude to Rome, where a brawl
over a cattle hide escalated into a bloodbath.3! Much the same had happened
after the imperial coronation of Henry II in Rome (February 1014), and indeed
even earlier during his royal coronation in Pavia (1004).3 It is tempting to
summarize each with the same pat description, but it should be noted that
the names of the individuals who perished in these clashes have been pre-
served. In the end, the episodes were smoothed over with a ritualistic display
of submission by the vanquished: All stood barefoot, the freemen wielding
unsheathed swords as if they were to carry out their own executions, and the
unfree wearing braided willow twigs around their necks as if they were to be
hanged. Material satisfaction was also provided.3? Contrary to the conventional
wisdom of the time, neither the proverbial unfriendliness of the Lombards
and Romans nor the noxious climate had anything to do with such incidents.?*
For example, on the heels of Cunigunde’s royal coronation in Paderborn (sum-
mer 1002), her husband’s Bavarian followers pillaged the town, but the locals
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mounted such an effective defense that the conflict grew heated and claimed
the lives of some of the king’s most eminent advisors. Fortunately, Henry II
enjoyed the protection of a quasi-bodyguard, which combined forces with a
contingent of Saxon warriors to restore order. The bishop of Paderborn ex-
pressed his “grief” over the incident, paving the way for a significant dona-
tion from the king.®

Although Henry II suitably bided his time before atoning for the incident
in 1002 to, moreover, a member of the upper clergy, Conrad reacted much
more swiftly in 1026, exhibiting his determination to fulfill general expecta-
tions; in fact, his behavior in Ravenna epitomized his governing style. Visiting
a seriously injured German warrior who had lost a foot and part of his shin
during the clashes in Ravenna, “King Conrad displayed in his accustomed
fashion the greatest munificence. . . . He ordered that [the man’s] leather leg-
gins be brought, and he had both of them filled with coins and placed upon
the cot of the wounded soldier beside him.”3¢ This was exactly how a leader
was supposed to act, according to tales popular in Conrad’s era. What did
Gudrun advise her husband, Sigurd, when Brynhild prepared to take revenge?
“Give her gold and thus assuage her anger” And when Egill bluntly, even
importunely demanded satisfaction for his brother’s death from the ruler whom
they had both served, King Aecthelstan did not have the unruly man ejected
from his hall—an entirely reasonable reaction from a modern standpoint—
but instead consoled him with a hefty armlet and a large amount of silver.
With his good spirits thus restored, Egill recited a splendid paean to his king’s
generosity.3”

The serious clashes in and around Ravenna were a new experience for Con-
rad. In Italy, one could not assume that a populous city was a safe haven just
because it had not posted a defensive force at its walls and seemed to offer
peaceful entry. Such incidents were simply unheard-of north of the Alps, and
the German kings and their troops were repeatedly thrown off guard when
they ventured south. In Rome at Easter 1027, in Milan almost ten years later,
and in Parma at the end of 1037, Conrad was forced to repeat this dismal
experience, and, not surprisingly, the locals bore the even more devastating
consequences.3® Nevertheless, when the king decided to interrupt his journey
to Rome and retreat to the mountains of northern Italy near or to the west
of present-day Trentino, it was not in response to the Ravennese turmoil but
in hopes of protecting his army from the noxious summer heat. Many mag-
nates were granted leave to break camp with their entourages, which reduced
the number of troops needing provision; Archbishop Aribert of Milan sup-
plied the imperial army generously for more than two months, thus fulfilling
his obligations “due a king,” as Wipo termed it.?*

Conrad’s decision to withdraw to the mountains may also have been influ-
enced by the terrible experience Henry II had during his siege of the Apulian
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castle of Troia from April to late June 1022, when a virulent plague carried off
an appreciable portion of his army; the emperor, along with his forces, beat
a hasty retreat into the northern mountains in order to avert total catastro-
phe.*0 Because he was receptive to learning from his predecessor’s reversals,
Conrad kept his losses under control, and after breaking camp north of Verona,
his intact military force could invade the Po valley with renewed vigor in the
fall and eventually fight its way into Rome.

Yet, this analysis leaves us with a conundrum: How could Conrad, who
showed such prudence in 1027, demonstrate such lack of judgment just eleven
years later, on his second expedition to Italy, which ended as disastrously as
Henry’s debacle and claimed heavy losses even among his own kin? (Both his
son’s wife, the young queen Gunhild, and Gisela’s son, Duke Hermann IV
of Swabia, lost their lives in 1038.) The answer lies in the dramatically changed
circumstances behind, and outside forces affecting, Conrad’s second expedi-
tion, when “communal uprisings” occurred first in Milan and then in Parma
at the very outset of the expedition and again at Christmas 1037.#! Further-
more, Conrad’s unseemly treatment of Archbishop Aribert of Milan that same
year incited many northern Italians against him. With the approach of sum-
mer 1037, the emperor lifted his siege of Milan and, in a replay of his actions
more than a decade earlier, avoided the threatening heat by quartering his
troops in an Alpine region.*> But come early 1038, he was confronted by a
dilemma: Should he quickly sweep through southern Italy without bring-
ing any influence to bear—as he had in 1027—or should he intervene like an
augustus, or “augmenter of the realm.” in the ancient Langobardia south of the
imperial abbey of Montecassino, namely, in Capua and in Benevento? Con-
rad decided that it was vital to take the latter course, all the more so since the
venerable monastery of Saint Benedict “languished under the oppressive rule
of the prince of Capua, Pandolph IV Conrad and Gisela probably did not
even approach the choice as a calculated risk, although, in a replay of 1022, they
did avert catastrophe and with their son lived to see their homeland again.*

With the onset of autumn 1026 Conrad and his army forsook their sum-
mer quarters in the mountains, descended into the Po valley, and proceeded
westward from the Adige River to “the border of Italy and Burgundy;”** by
which Wipo probably meant the valley of the Dora Baltea River between the
towns of Aosta and Ivrea. In the course of the progression, the king engaged
in various confidence-building and peacekeeping measures in the area, con-
vening court diets and rendering legal decisions.*> That is the full extent of
our knowledge regarding Conrad’s activities in autumn 1026, only a tad more
than what we know of the same period a year earlier. In the next breath, Wipo
recounts that the king and his troops arrived outside Ivrea, the gateway to
the Val d’Aosta in Burgundy, which in turn leads over the Great and Little
Saint Bernard Passes to the valleys of the Rhone and Isere Rivers, respectively.
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Just as Arduin of Ivrea had styled himself the anti-king in the day of Henry II,
so his sons probably opposed this latest transalpine sovereign, but regardless
of its composition, the opposition must have collapsed between December
20 and 25, because Conrad celebrated Christmas 1026 in Ivrea. During his
sojourn, the king received a delegation from King Rudolf of Burgundy, who
indicated his intention to attend Conrad’s upcoming imperial coronation in
Rome. In order to fulfill his liturgical obligations, the king would have re-
mained in Ivrea from December 24, 1026, to at least January 1, 1027,% after
which he embarked on his “march to Rome,” probably by way of Pavia, where
Abbot Odilo of Cluny negotiated a formal agreement between the defiant
city and the king. Contemporary sources allege that the city “submitted” to
Conrad, but that is highly unlikely, if for no other reason than that the Pav-
ians did not have the slightest intention of rebuilding the royal palace whose
destruction had sparked the dispute.” Crossing the Po River, the expedition
then proceeded to Lucca, where Margrave Rainer had rallied the Tuscan oppo-
sition for a short-lived stand against the king. A charter issued in that city
attests—after a long silence on that score—to Gisela’s presence in the king’s
company. On March 21, 1027, Conrad, along with his consort, son Henry,
and army, made a ceremonial entry into Rome.*

2. Conrad in Rome

“And on the holy day of Easter, which fell that year on the VII of the kalends
of April [March 26], he was elected emperor by the Romans, and he received
the imperial benediction from the Pope [John XIX], ‘called Caesar and Augus-
tus by the Roman name. And more, Queen Gisela received at the same time
the consecration and the name of empress”™ Wipo’s concise account does
not contain any information about the extravagant pageantry associated with
the coronation, which unfolded over the course of a full week and opened
with a ceremony in Saint Peter’s Basilica,® at which a dispute over primacy
flared up publicly between the archbishops of Milan and Ravenna. Archbishop
Aribert of Milan was supposed to escort Conrad, who had been acclaimed
emperor by the Romans—this qualified as his “election”™—into Saint Peter’s,
where the pope, along with a contingent of clerical and lay representatives,
waited. Archbishop Heribert of Ravenna, however, pushed his way forward,
grabbed Conrad’s hand, and refused to let go. Aribert stepped back and dis-
appeared into the crowd in order to take charge of his men in the grow-
ing tumult with the supporters of the Ravennese archbishop. After consulting
with the pope and a few bishops, Conrad endorsed the stance of the Milanese
archbishop, who, as it turned out, was nowhere to be found. He thereupon
joined hands with Harderic, a former cathedral canon of Milan who had been
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clevated to the see of Vercelli just one year earlier, for the procession into the
apostolic church. Afterward, the fighting between the Milanese and Raven-
nese camps resumed, allegedly until April 6, 1027, and the opening of a Lat-
eran synod. No doubt in response to this incident, the so-called Salian imperial
ordo stipulates that the emperor was henceforth to be escorted into the church
by the pope, to his right, and the archbishop of Milan, to his left.>!

Gisela was consecrated empress concurrently with her husband. Rudolph
III of Burgundy attended the ceremony as promised, but so did Cnut the
Great, king of England, Denmark, and Norway. Following the coronation
Mass, the two kings escorted the emperor with due “honor” to his chamber,
probably at the Lateran Palace, where the coronation dinner was held.>? The
powerful Scandinavian king had another motive for coming to Rome, other
than to save his soul or honor Conrad. His trip also had a concrete economic
purpose; but while his negotiations did not break entirely new ground, they
did result in a compact confirming prior agreements: Pilgrims to Rome were
in principle exempt from all tolls, and this exemption was now extended to
English and Scandinavian merchants, who were additionally promised safe
passage not only through territories subject to imperial authority but more
importantly through the Alpine passes, which in the western portion of the
mountain range were predominantly located within the Burgundian kingdom.
In a letter to the English bishops, Cnut seems to indicate that written guar-
anties to that effect were exchanged. The pope reduced the payment expected
from an archbishop in Cnut’s realm in return for the pallium and exempted
the Anglo-Saxon schola, or school, in Rome from all fees and tolls. In appre-
ciation the king bestowed many valuable gifts upon the pope, the emperor,
the king of Burgundy, and other princes, and received many costly items in
return, beautiful vessels of precious metal as well as opulent garments. True,
a Scandinavian saying holds that gifts must be reciprocated, but in Rome, as
elsewhere, it was also customary to form and seal friendships with expensive
presents.>® Coincidentally, Cnut’s letter contains one further interesting piece
of information: Princes from southern Italy attended the imperial coronation
of Conrad and Gisela.*

As demonstrated by his trip to Rome, Rudolph’s policy consisted in mak-
ing overtures to the empire and the emperor.®® Cnut, on the other hand,
exercised increasing clout beyond his borders, which is why the Burgundian
ruler found himself in a weak bargaining position vis-a-vis the Scandinavian
and English maritime king.>® “Dear to the emperor, close to [Saint] Peter”
(kaery keisara, klsiss Pétraisi),>” Cnut was able to wrest advantageous economic
terms for his subjects, but he adopted a more conciliatory stance in a juris-
dictional dispute over the Scandinavian episcopacy. His predecessors—par-
ticularly his father, Swein Forkbeard —had long ousted bishops hailing from
Germany in favor of individuals consecrated in England, which threatened the
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ability of the archbishopric of Hamburg-Bremen to exercise its authority within
Scandinavia. Cnut perpetuated this policy; in fact, four Danish bishops were
consecrated in England during his reign. Bishop Gerbrand, however, was
intercepted on the way from Roskilde to England by Archbishop Unwan of
Bremen, who not only compelled the bishop to acknowledge the jurisdictional
authority of the metropolitan see but also won his friendship. This dual
approach positioned the archbishop to broker a settlement between himself
and Conrad II, on the one hand, and Cnut, on the other. Unwan’s tactics also
probably served to postpone, even if not ultimately prevent, the establishment
of an independent archbishopric for Scandinavia, and the archbishop’s suc-
cessor was able to consecrate Gerbrand’s successor in Roskilde. That did not
mark the end of the challenges to German archiepiscopal authority, however,
and in 1103 the archdiocese of Lund broke away from Hamburg-Bremen.
Cnut’s letter to the English bishops contains no information regarding his
negotiations with the emperor on this topic, since it would hardly have served
the Scandinavian king’s interests to divulge any backtracking or compromises
on his part. The two would certainly have discussed taking joint action against
the Slavs residing along the banks of the Elbe River and the Baltic Sea, but
there is no reason to believe that the subject of forging a nuptial bond between
the two families—1in the persons of Henry III and Cnut’s daughter Gunhild—
came up in Rome in March 1027, since Conrad dispatched an impressive del-
egation to Constantinople not six months later to fetch a Byzantine princess
for the young prince.®

From their arrival on March 21, 1027, the emperor and empress spent at
least two and a half weeks in Rome. Conrad is known to have issued seventeen
diplomas between March 28 and April 7, mostly—though not exclusively—to
Italian beneficiaries.®® The king of Burgundy also had concrete business to
attend to in Rome: In the emperor’s presence at the Lateran Palace on March
28, 1027, the pope granted Abbot Odilo the sought-after confirmation of
Cluny’s exemption from Maconese episcopal jurisdiction —which also man-
dated that King Robert II of France, the bishop of Mécon, and the archbishop
of Lyon respect the privilege—in conjunction with a gift to the great Bur-
gundian monastery. The abbot, who had witnessed Henry’s coronation, was
present for Conrad’s assumption of the imperial rank, having probably accom-
panied the king since Pavia.®

Judging from the proceedings of the synod and the diplomas issued in
Rome, young Henry and his mentor, Bishop Bruno of Augsburg, along with
four of the six German archbishops—Aribo of Mainz, Poppo of Trier, Thiet-
mar II of Salzburg, and Hunfried of Magdeburg—attended Conrad’s corona-
tion. Archbishop Pilgrim of Cologne apparently did not even venture across
the Alps; his kinsman and rival, the archbishop of Mainz, had probably seen
to that. Already the archchancellor for Germany, Aribo also became the
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archchancellor for Italy in 1024 and from that point on seems to have system-
atically shunted his colleague aside when it came to Italy. For example, not a
single diploma issued in 1027 lists Pilgrim of Cologne as an intervenor, even
though—or perhaps because—he had served as Henry’s archchancellor for Italy
(1016—21) and, what is more, had successfully exercised broad responsibilities
as a military commander during the emperor’s campaign against Capua and
qualified as an “expert” on Italy. Archbishop Unwan of Bremen was also not
present, perhaps because he was exempted from undertaking the arduous jour-
ney in light of his advanced age—even though he had brokered the peace
between Cnut and Conrad—or for some other unknown reason. Only a few
bishops made the transalpine trek to Rome, while approximately forty mem-
bers of the Italian episcopate attended; they were headed by Archbishops Ari-
bert of Milan and Heribert of Ravenna—vying with each other for control—
as well as the patriarch Poppo of Aquileia. In all, perhaps seventy bishops and
archbishops participated in Conrad’s imperial coronation, making it truly a
magnificent affair.°!

Of course, not all of these churchmen had descended on Rome for the sole
purpose of enjoying the pageantry, although much effort had been expended
in that regard, given the presence of an emperor and a pope, of kings and
ecclesiastical as well as lay princes. Such occasions involved displays of rank,
which announced the status of an institution as well as that of the individual
who served as its temporal personification and which sometimes had to be
handled delicately, with great finesse, a willingness to act without hesitation
or fear of creating a scene, and exceptional presence of mind. Thus, when the
Ravennese archbishop’s determination to assert his primacy over the Italian
episcopate triggered a bloody dispute between the Milanese and Ravennese at
the entrance to Saint Peter’s before the imperial coronation, the king was called
upon to decide the issue and reconcile the opposing parties without violating
legal norms, social conventions, and tradition, making any enemies, or expos-
ing any weaknesses. Conrad’s swift response to the dispute between the two
metropolitans showed that his sense of politics was highly developed; he
did the right thing and knew how to communicate that to others. By taking
Harderic’s hand, Conrad not only honored a bishop of great personal stature
but also confirmed Milan’s status, since the man he favored had succeeded
Leo as the bishop of Vercelli due to his association with Archbishop Aribert.
The Ravennese, who were the rowdier of the two parties, may have been un-
happy with this turn of events, yet it did set the stage for a resolution—if
through compromise—of the issue: At Conrad’s behest, the pope convened
a synod at the Lateran on April 6, 1027, which was attended by all the mem-
bers of the upper clergy then in Rome. While they ruled in favor of Milan,
the determination was not as unequivocal or dismissive of Ravenna’s rights
as the Milanese sources contend.®? The protocol alone tells a different story:
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Archbishop Heribert of Ravenna and his suffragan bishops are listed ahead
of Archbishop Aribert of Milan and his suffragan bishops, followed by Arch-
bishops Aribo of Mainz along with his suffragans, Poppo of Trier, Thietmar
of Salzburg, and probably Hunfried of Magdeburg.®® The claims of a third
contender for rank—the patriarch of Aquileia—were not addressed by the
compromise; come the right opportunity, he was sure to rejoin the fray.** In
April 1027, however, Poppo of Aquileia focused on a more specific goal than
primacy over the Italian episcopate: Locked in a five-hundred-year-old dispute
with the metropolitan of Grado, the patriarch had every reason to believe
that his friend the emperor would prevail upon the weak pope to award him
jurisdiction over the lagoon guarding the Adriatic coastland.

3. Poppo of Aquileia Takes on Grado and Venice

Poppo of Aquileia (1019—42) was descended from the Chiemgau branch of
the Otakar family, which had put down roots generations before in both the
duchy of Carinthia and the Friuli region; the Styrian branch of the family
would later ascend to the margraviate and then duchy of Styria.%® The patri-
archate had been split in two since the sixth century: The mainland was sub-
ject to Aquileia, while the Istrian coastland as far as Venice constituted the
metropolitan territory of Grado.®® In early 1024, Poppo concluded that the
time was ripe to put an end to this arrangement and took sudden action.
The patriarch of Grado, Orso, was the brother of the doge of Venice, Otto
Orseolo, and their filial ties were emblematic of the strong institutional ties
between Grado and Venice, whose ecclesiastical autonomy had over time come
to be increasingly dependent on Grado’s maintaining its rank within the church
hierarchy. Had Poppo’s plan to make Grado a “parish” of his church suc-
ceeded—the term “parish” actually appears in one of Conrad’s diplomas—the
ramifications would have been far-reaching, since it granted an imperial bishop
ecclesiastical jurisdiction over a city that was not subject to the emperor’s
authority. This arrangement had seemed in the offing toward the end of
Henry’s life, when the Venetians revolted against Otto Orseolo and expelled
both the doge and his brother, Orso of Grado. In the midst of this ticklish
situation Poppo of Aquileia offered to assist the inhabitants of Grado, stating
that he wished —allegedly at least—to safeguard the rights of “his fellow eccle-
siastic,” the patriarch, and “his friend the doge” No fewer than eighteen indi-
viduals witnessed the letter; perhaps the patriarch hoped that the large number
would persuade the mistrustful residents of Grado and Venice of his sincerity.
Having thus gained entrée to Grado, “he disregarded his oath in the man-
ner of a savage heathen,” as one contemporary put it, by allowing the city,
including its churches, cloisters, and nuns, to be despoiled; by ordering the
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removal of Grado’s ecclesiastical treasures, including the relics of Saint Her-
magoras and other martyrs, to his residence; and, on top of that, by placing
the conquered city under occupation. According to an account of his deeds
that circulated at the monastery of Benedictbeuern, Poppo provided the belea-
guered inhabitants of Grado with food and concluded his “Bavarian rescue
operation” with a shipment of forty gigantic jars, each of which concealed a
soldier armed with a sword.®” As it happened, Poppo did not seize “authen-
tic” relics, for upon retaking Grado, the Venetians discovered that Saint Her-
magoras and his companions had not forsaken “their” city; even so, Poppo
would find a political use for what he would later contend were Saint Felix’s
relics.®® Coming off the success of his surprise attack, Poppo sought to safe-
guard his gains with a papal privilege, which he elicited from Pope John XIX,
containing a significant “salvation clause.” or proviso, stipulating that Grado
become part of the church of Aquileia only upon the patriarch’s submission
of earlier privileges that explicitly substantiated his claim.®

In the wake of Poppo’s assault on Grado, the outraged Venetians quickly
revised their negative opinion of the exiled doge and his brother, and sum-
moned them back from exile, most likely in Istria. Poppo was stripped first
of Grado and then of his jurisdiction over the city. At the end of 1024, Pope
John XIX convened a synod of Roman churchmen at the Lateran Palace to
review the matter, which was unequivocally decided in favor of the patriarch
of Grado.”

For the moment at least, Poppo was foiled and friendless, but he did not
despair and set his sights on Conrad II. He met the king and the royal en-
tourage in Italy before the imperial coronation, perhaps as early as late win-
ter 1026. The patriarch secured the king’s support thanks to the intercession
of Meinwerk of Paderborn, who was promised the relics of Saint Felix—at
least that is what Poppo called the items he had secured in Grado—in return.
Even Meinwerk harbored doubts about their authenticity, and after the relics
finally arrived in Paderborn, on October 3, 1031, along with two “pallia,” he
subjected them to a rather extreme test before laying them to rest in the clois-
ter of Abdinghof, in the western outskirts of Paderborn. Three times the bishop
consigned the body of Saint Felix to the flames of a funeral pyre built in the
open courtyard of the cloister. Each time, to everyone’s overwhelming joy, the
saint’s bones remained unscathed, and they were placed upon the cloister’s high
altar.”* Meinwerk was related to the Saxon emperors, and he had been plucked
from the royal chapel to serve as the bishop of Paderborn, though he contin-
ued to be a confidant of Henry II. With the ascension of a new king, Mein-
werk found himself sidelined, but he evidenced such vigor and intelligence in
the face of this setback that when it came time to visit Rome, Conrad “took
him on as a traveling companion, one who was loyal and serviceable in both
private and public matters” To no small measure, Poppo was able to call upon
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Meinwerk to intercede on his behalf because they were related. Furthermore,
since the powerful bishop boasted of his kinship with Henry II, Poppo could
bolster his case by claiming that— by extension—he, too, was of royal blood.”
Henry II had renewed the age-old compact with Venice in autumn 1002,
long before he received the Langobard or imperial crowns.” At Poppo’s urg-
ing, Conrad broke with his predecessors’ policies—perhaps for the first time—
and did not even initiate negotiations with the Venetians, whom for years he
would continue to deem rebels and enemies of the realm.” On April 6, 1027,
just days after Conrad’s imperial coronation, Poppo was able to put this new
approach to the test: “In a case brought by Poppo, the patriarch of Aquileia,
a synod presided over by Pope John XIX and Emperor Conrad finds that, in
accordance with documents submitted thereto and most particularly with the
acts of a synod held in Mantua in 827, Grado is a plebs, or parish, subject to
the jurisdiction of Aquileia, especially since Ursus of Grado, who unduly
exercises the functions of a patriarch, has not—in spite of numerous invita-
tions—appeared before the synod. The pope and emperor accordingly invest
Poppo with Grado and instruct the Roman librarian to prepare the appertain-
ing privilege””® The protocol for the synod —dated according to the emperor’s
regnal year—states that John XIX and Conrad, who both presided over the
proceedings, jointly entrusted the patriarch with the crosier symbolizing his
authority over the “parish of Grado7¢ In autumn 1027 Poppo sealed his vic-
tory with a papal bull in which John XIX recalled that the synod of April 6,
1027, “was convened in response to the intervention and invitation of our
beloved son, the august emperor Conrad,” and at the direction of both the
pope and the emperor had codified its findings in a privilege for Poppo.””
The fruits of the patriarch’s labors did not long outlast him. The decisions
reached by the synod—under imperial pressure—bore the usual “lifetime war-
ranty;” so to speak: In 1044, some two years after Poppo’s death, Pope Bene-
dict IX effectively, if not explicitly, overrode the ruling of 1027 by hearkening
back to the decrees issued by his predecessor in 1024.78 As it was, Poppo
probably reaped only limited practical benefits from his triumph in 1027, such
as some confiscated Venetian holdings on the mainland that the emperor be-
stowed upon the patriarchate of Aquileia in recompense for the loss of Grado.”
Right before his death, in 1042, Poppo again took Grado by force, but soon it
was his turn to suffer a hellish fate, for he was “called away from this life by
divine judgment, without having done penance or making provision for his
journey,” even before Pope Benedict IX could take him to task for the attack.®0
At first glance, Poppo’s dispute with Grado seems to have revolved around
its status, a common point of contention at the time, as seen from the dispute
over Gandersheim. The attack on Grado should not be dismissed lightly, how-
ever, because it had broad—even international—political implications. The
patriarch’s efforts were bound to fail, because their success was predicated on
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halting, indeed reversing, the tide of history—namely, Venice’s rise to great-
ness—which Conrad’s predecessors had expressly acknowledged for hundreds
of years. Taken to its logical extreme, Poppo’s stance would have given him
jurisdiction over the “parish” of Venice. Conrad’s decision to support this
totally unrealistic enterprise was a consequence of his politically conservative
mentality— characteristic of the rural German aristocracy—and proved to have
a major impact on the emperor’s policies. For example, insofar as Conrad con-
tinued to brand the Venetians rebels, he alienated the Hungarians as well,
because their king, Stephen I, was the brother-in-law of the doge of Venice,
Otto Orseolo.?! Since the most important gateway to Byzantine territory re-
mained in Venetian hands, Conrad’s delegation to Constantinople was from
the outset (autumn 1027) beset with difficulties. While it might be an over-
statement to claim that Conrad jeopardized or even sabotaged his own poli-
cies in the southeastern and Adriatic regions of his realm by favoring Poppo,
his stance did interfere with their full realization. Conrad probably did not
think through the long-term implications of his decision in sufficient detail,
and Gisela—to say nothing of their son, Henry—was hardly in the position
to foresee the consequences of this dubious policy.®?

Poppo’s influence and charisma were apparently hard to resist, and even
today his episcopate is described as “the golden age of the patriarchate of
Aquileia”? He initiated the rebuilding of the basilica of Aquileia in 1027 at
the latest and officiated at its dedication in 1031; the project “was meant to
substantiate his demand that the ancient patriarchate be reinvested with its
rights” Furthermore, “the artwork in the apse was without doubt central” to
this enterprise, depicting as it did the members of the imperial family (ca.
1027/28). In yet another singular move, Poppo minted coins embossed with
Conrad’s portrait, thus breaking with a tradition dating back to the ninth cen-
tury that coins minted in Italy bear the ruler’s name alone. The oath of obe-
dience sworn by the suffragan bishops of Aquileia also merits mention, since
it stipulates that they obey the patriarch salva fidelitate Cubonvadi impertoris
filique eius Einvici, that is, “without detriment to the [feudal] loyalty owed
Emperor Conrad and his son, Henry”®* That was Poppo: He had something
to offer on both the temporal and eternal levels, even to the imperial couple
and their son.

4. After the Imperial Coronation

The extant sources place the new emperor in Rome until April 7 and then in
Ravenna on May 1, 1027. During the intervening three and a half weeks, Con-
rad IT advanced south as far as Apulia for the purposes of promoting order,
receiving homage from the princes of Capua, Benevento, and Salerno, and,
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Image not available

FIG. 3 Fresco depicting Henry III, Conrad II, and Gisela (on the right), and
Adalbero of Carinthia (?) and Poppo of Aquileia (on the left), with larger-than-
life-size representations of saints. In the apse of the basilica of Aquileia.

most especially, forging with the Normans who had settled in the region a
defensive pact against Greek attack. On his way to Ravenna, Conrad arranged
for the capture and execution of a noble leader of a robber band in the county
of Fermo.

Given the brevity of his visit to Apulia, Conrad’s expedition cannot have
been very extensive in scope, and yet he surely acquired a greater understand-
ing of the exceedingly complex situation in southern Italy. Furthermore, he
must have gained impressions and amassed information that convinced him
to devote himself immediately to addressing the “Greek question” Paramount
in this effort was his imperial coronation, which both legitimized and neces-
sitated opening a direct line of communication with Constantinople. The em-
peror spent some time in Ravenna and then moved on to Verona with his
troops.$®

Conrad probably celebrated Pentecost (May 14, 1027) in Verona and on
May 19 convened a judicial diet in nearby San Zeno. The resulting placitum, or
judgment, was drafted according to Langobard legal norms and contains one
of the very few dating clauses to cite Conrad’s Italian regnal year.® The royal
court was charged with adjudicating a legal dispute between Adalbero of
Eppenstein, duke of Carinthia and thus duly responsible for the Italian march
of Verona, and Poppo of Aquileia over the fodrum, an important general levy
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used to provide “fodder” for the military. At the time, it consisted of a one-
time payment to the king out of ecclesiastical assets; that was to remain un-
changed. The king’s representatives in the region—dukes, margraves, counts,
and royal emissaries—were also required to provide “fodder” for the king and
his army, but the crown had exempted most Italian bishoprics and abbeys from
that levy, also termed a fodrum; Poppo had received a privilege to that effect
from Henry I1.87 As it happened, however, he did not present this diploma
to the court, but instead took a different legal tack open to most Italian bish-
ops®® and rested his case on the sworn testimony of four respected vassals.®

The duke of Carinthia also appeared before the court, accompanied by his
advocate, Wezellin-Werigand, a royal emissary who had served as a count in
both Friuli and Istria. Both men asserted that Adalbero of Eppenstein was
entitled to the disputed tax on the basis of his ducal and margravial author-
ity.”® Poppo and his advocate, Walpert, raised an objection, at which point the
latter summoned four vassals of Aquileia to act as compurgators. The patri-
arch and his advocate then took the floor and asked Adalbero and the royal
emissary whether they would acknowledge the rights of Aquileia. The two
men stated that they were ready to do so and vowed to pay one hundred
pounds of pure gold were they ever to violate this pledge. With that, the case
was closed, in the words of the notary who prepared the judgment at the
emperor’s behest and at the judges’ direction.”!

The imperial couple and their entourage must have left Italy soon afterward,
since documentary evidence places Conrad II in Brixen—hence on Bavarian
soil—as early as May 31, 1027.92 Before his departure from Verona, however, he
received many visitors seeking to have privileges reconfirmed and expanded,
like the nuns of Saint Zaccaria in Venice, who availed themselves of this oppor-
tunity—with the mediatory services of an upper clergyman, just to be on the
safe side—to secure a diploma from the emperor.”® While in Verona Conrad
may also have appointed Hugh, his chancellor for Italy, to the see of Parma and
filled the empty position at court with his cousin Bruno, who was the brother
of Conrad the Younger and served in the royal chapel.** Shortly thereafter, the
emperor resumed his travels, following the Adige River north until—accord-
ing to the sources—Trento, where he reiterated and reconfirmed a determina-
tion made by Henry II in 1004 to partition the county along diocesan lines
and to enfeoff the regional bishops of Trento and Feltre—the latter’s see in-
cluded the Val Sugana—with the lands under their ecclesiastical jurisdiction.

While the legalities were probably thrashed out during the waning days of
the emperor’s stay in Italy, the diploma itself was issued in Brixen on May 31,
1027. One day later (June 1), Conrad issued a second diploma that fundamen-
tally expanded the Trentine sphere of influence by granting the Italian bishop-
ric secular control over two counties considered parts of the German kingdom.
The county of Bozen, which had been part of the Bavarian county of Norital,
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lay within the ancient borders of the diocese of Trento, while the county of
Vinschgau, to the northwest of Bozen, also belonged to Bavaria but fell under
the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of Chur. By exempting the diocese of Trento from
the oversight of all other “dukes, counts, and margraves,” Conrad may be said
to have laid the foundation for the future independence of Trentino from
both the margraviate of Verona and “the jurisdiction of the duke of Carin-
thia” With the passage of time, the Trentine “system of governance became
discernibly more like that of its neighbors to the north.” and “[a]ccordingly,
from—at the latest—the beginning of the twelfth century, the county of Trento
and the more northern areas ruled by its bishop-prince belonged to Ger-
many” The gist of Conrad’s diploma of June 1, 1027, was an outgrowth of
Henry’s policies; the actual text, however, was modeled on the charter issued
just the day before. Yet, nowhere are the “dukes, margraves, and counts” to
whom the two counties were no longer subject identified. The phrase itself
may have been formulaic and is commonly found in “Italian” grants of immu-
nity, but here it was applicable to only one individual, the duke of Bavaria,
whose territory had until now encompassed Bozen and Vinschgau.

Conrad’s next extant diploma substantiates this supposition. On June 7,
1027, the bishopric of Brixen was also granted a county, namely the comitatus
of Norital, which covered quite a large expanse straddling the Eisack (the
present-day Isarco) and Inn Rivers, although one may assume that it no longer
included Bozen. A court diet—probably convened in Brixen—had stripped
Welf II of this territory at the end of May, in retribution for his involvement
in the rebellion led by Ernest II. Interestingly, while the county was granted
to the bishop of Brixen, it was not exempted from ducal and margravial author-
ity. The diocese received another privilege from the emperor on May 19, 1028 —
just days after the emperor’s son, Henry, duke of Bavaria, was crowned king
at Aachen—investing Count Engilbert, who was the brother of Bishop Hart-
wig of Brixen and served as the advocate for the cathedral church, with the
county of Norital. The enfeoffment was in the form of a tollhouse in the town
of Klausen (present-day Chiusa), located at the foot of a mountain topped by
the present-day convent of Siben, in other words, right on the border between
the dioceses of Trento and Sabiona/Saben. Conrad’s son, Henry, the duke of
Bavaria and king of Germany, appears in the list of intervenors, as does Adal-
bero of Eppenstein, the duke of Carinthia and margrave of Verona, who still
had a role to play, even though the county had been granted immunity from
his jurisdiction.®®

It was time for swift action: Conrad’s opponents were flocking to his step-
son Ernest; Welf had to be punished for waging a private war against the
“imperial regent” Bruno of Augsburg; and more than a year had already passed
since the death of Duke Henry V of Bavaria, a member of the Luxembourg
house. Some issues had perhaps yet to be resolved, but there was no question
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why Conrad had granted the privileges to Trento and Brixen: At the start of
his expedition through Italy, Conrad had secured the Alpine passes connect-
ing Italy and Graubiinden by bestowing the county of Chiavenna on the
bishop of Como; now at the end, he moved to secure the Brenner Pass and
the “upper road” over the Resia Pass by entrusting their defense to the bish-
oprics straddling the Isarco and Adige Rivers.”
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THE EMPEROR IN GERMANY (1027):
COURT DIETS, SYNODS, CONFIDENTIAL DISCUSSIONS,
AND COMPROMISES

By the time the Feast of Saint John the Baptist rolled around (June 24, 1027),
Conrad was already in Regensburg seeing to the election of his son Henry as
the duke of Bavaria.! The measure was unprecedented, for the duchy had never
been invested in such a young prince—the boy was not yet ten years old—
who was not of Bavarian descent. There were, it is true, two previous royal
sons who had assumed ducal offices to which they were not born—Henry,
the son of Henry I and the brother of Otto I, had become duke of Bavaria
in 947, and Liudolf, Otto’s son and the pretender to the throne at the time,
received the duchy of Swabia two years later—but in both cases they were
married to the daughters of the former dukes and long past the age of major-
ity.2 In any event, no one opposed Conrad’s action, probably because it did
not overturn any hereditary claims: Duke Henry V of Bavaria—the brother
of Empress Cunigunde—had died in 1026 without heirs, and Conrad II kept
the office vacant for more than one year, during which time Bavaria was treated
as part of the royal demesne.® Upon his return to Germany from Italy, the
emperor bestowed the duchy on his son, because the person with the strongest
hereditary claim was an ecclesiastic, namely, Bishop Bruno of Augsburg, the
brother of the former duke, Henry IV—better known as Emperor Henry II—
and brother-in-law of Duke Henry V, and thus ineligible to inherit the secu-
lar office. It is possible that his appointment as the young Henry’s guardian
in February 1026 was made in anticipation of the boy’s assumption of the
office; after Bruno’s death, in ro29, Bishop Egilbert of Freising was enlisted
as his replacement.*

During his sojourn in Regensburg, Conrad commissioned a thorough in-
ventory of Bavarian imperial holdings (late June 1027). The sole extant rec-
ord of this survey was preserved thanks to this same Bishop Egilbert, who
received juridical confirmation of his see’s ownership of the abbey in Moos-
burg. The notice also describes how the survey was conducted: The emperor
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summoned all the incumbent counts and judges for Bavaria to Regensburg
for a court diet and directed them to identify—under oath—all of the prop-
erties “they knew legally belonged to the throne of his empire” Conrad also
took the first known steps to abrogate the rights of the dowager empress.
During his previous visit, in May 1025, the king had departed “just in time”
to sidestep a confrontation with Cunigunde, who had provided such strong
support for his reign. In his absence, she was able to host a large and lavish
gathering that implied—in appearance, if not in fact—that she retained free
rein over her widow’s portion (spring 1025). More than two years later, how-
ever, the now emperor, Conrad, granted the archdiocese of Salzburg control
over the immense Heit forest on the Morn River in southern Bavaria, even
though it was part of Cunigunde’s appanage, or widow’s portion (July s,
1027).° In fact, once the dowager empress died (1033), Conrad treated all of
her former possessions as part of the imperial fisc, as can be seen from an im-
perial diploma reconfirming her grants in language reminiscent of his prede-
cessor Charlemagne: Conrad declared that he was acting of his own free will,
for “if we had wished, we could have declared them null and void>” In early
summer 1027 Conrad moved to put his espousal of a transpersonal polity®—
whether he actually coined the metaphor of the state as a ship at Pentecost 1025
is immaterial—into action. The concept informs the court’s confirmation of
Freising’s holdings, which states that the royal fisc is the property of the “throne
of the realm” and is part of the “insignia” of sovereignty. The stone throne at
Aachen—the “archthrone of the whole realm”—was for Wipo a concrete rep-
resentation of that “sovereignty.”

The court diet at Regensburg in June 1027 may also have provided the occa-
sion for the resolution of a dispute between the sees of Brixen and Regens-
burg over tithes collected in the village of Prutz, located in the upper reaches
of the Inn River valley, some twelve kilometers (seven miles) upstream from
Landeck in present-day Austria. The record of the settlement was not drafted
by the chancery and lacks a date, but the roster of participants —Archbishop
Pilgrim of Cologne and the entire Bavarian episcopacy, including the metro-
politan Archbishop Thietmar II of Salzburg, as well as the diocesan bishops
of Bamberg and Eichstitt—suggests that it was issued by the regional court
diet. June 1027 would have been an opportune time for pursuing a settlement.
For several weeks Conrad had not stirred up any contentious issues, instead
courting the bishops who controlled the important transit routes through
the Adige and Isarco River valleys. The lower Inn River valley, however, was
probably already under the watchful eye of the bishop of Regensburg, whose
strongholds could serve to defend this Alpine route. Now that the emperor
had reached the northern side of the mountains, he could secure another
important transalpine route, one that connected the upper Adige River valley
upstream from Bozen and Meran over the Resia Pass with the upper Inn River
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valley (Engadin) upstream from Landeck. The bishops of both Regensburg
and Brixen would be entrusted with safeguarding this “upper road,” so called
in contrast with the “lower road.” which led over the Brenner Pass.!?

Next on the agenda was the establishment of peace in Swabia, where it had
become imperative that the emperor take strong action against Duke Ernest
IT and his followers. First, the two parties held a “confidential conversation”
in Augsburg, which, as the seat of young Henry’s guardian, Bishop Bruno,
had become the de facto “capital” of the realm. Ernest was compelled to sub-
ordinate himself to his stepfather at a court diet convened by the emperor
in Ulm during the second half of July 1027.1' Count Werner, an ally of the
emperor’s stepson, did not surrender. Conrad responded by unleashing his
military forces on German soil for the first time in his reign and crushed his
implacable opponent by laying successtul siege to Kyburg, in present-day
Switzerland. Gisela and Henry did not accompany their sovereign on this
campaign, traveling instead to the monastery of Saint Gall, where they each
bestowed a generous gift upon the foundation and were admitted into its
prayer confraternity.'> The emperor and empress must have parted ways some-
time after July 26, upon or subsequent to leaving Ulm; Conrad was still with-
out his consort in Zurich on August 19, 1027. They were soon reunited in the
village of Muttenz, near Basle, where Empress Gisela mediated a peace agree-
ment between her husband and her uncle King Rudolph of Burgundy, again
following a “confidential conversation”!3

Conrad the Younger subordinated himself to his older cousin by Septem-
ber 9, 1027, probably in Worms. Archbishop Poppo of Trier, who was a mem-
ber of the Babenberg family, had also been summoned to the Salian’s native
town under imperial orders to come to terms with his suffragan bishop, Bruno
of Toul. Their dispute dated back to Conrad’s expedition to Italy: The mor-
tally ill bishop of Toul had provided Conrad with a military contingent, and
the young cleric Bruno of Egisheim, Conrad’s cousin on his mother’s side,
led the force in the bishop’s stead. While the army was engaged in the siege
of Pavia in spring 1026, the bishop died, and Bruno was sent home in order
to assume the vacant post. Conrad II had sought to have his cousin’s conse-
cration celebrated in Rome in the course of the imperial coronation, but
Archbishop Poppo of Trier voiced his opposition. Even though the new suf-
fragan bishop concurred with his metropolitan on that score, the incident
was not the last of Bruno’s difficulties: When he presented himself in Trier
for the consecration, Poppo demanded that Bruno swear a special oath of
obedience. This time, he refused to comply and must have sent word to his
cousin the emperor. Conrad summoned the disputants to Worms, where he
brokered a settlement by compelling both sides to compromise.!*

Departing from Worms, the emperor and his entourage continued on to
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Frankfurt, where Conrad used his imperial authority to strengthen the peace,
hand down final judgments, resolve some moderate problems, and gain—at
the very least— cognizance of some serious conflicts. These would be addressed
at a general synod for Germany held at the main church in Frankfurt on Sep-
tember 23—24, 1027.15



9

ENGAGING IN CONFLICT: THE SECOND
EXPEDITION TO ITALY (1036—38)

During his first expedition to Italy, Conrad II had made wise use of the re-
sources at his disposal, paid close attention to climatic conditions, and avoided
nonessential stopovers. As a result, he made it back across the Alps into Ger-
many with his army and household essentially intact; for that reason alone,
his foray south qualified as a success. He had also been crowned king of the
Lombards and emperor, having prevailed over the northern Italian opposition
with the support of the local episcopate, most importantly Archbishop Arib-
ert IT of Milan (1018—4s5). Finally, the emperor even had enough time to squeeze
in a quick—yet imposing—show of authority in the Langobard-Norman
region of southern Italy bordering Greek territory. Except for Boniface of
Canossa, who—1in line with family tradition—had supported the transalpine
king and future emperor, the margraves in northern and central Italy had been
inimical to Conrad.! Sometime before 1032, Boniface became the margrave
of Tuscany and thus gained control of numerous counties in northern Italy;
in 1034 he again took a proimperial stance and teamed up with Archbishop
Aribert in providing pivotal support in Conrad’s subjection of Burgundy.?
Initial appearances proved deceiving, however. After Conrad had departed
the episcopal see of Trento and started wending his way up the Adige River
valley at the end of May 1027, a fundamental change in political climate began
to sweep across northern Italy. The formerly mutinous margraves now favored
the emperor and “awaited impatiently” the return of their sovereign. The
suffragan bishops of Aquileia and Ravenna were ever more firmly entrenched
in the proimperial camp, particularly since their metropolitans pursued a “per-
sonnel policy” of appointing Germans to vacant sees. The church of Saint
Ambrose, however, was preoccupied with the socioeconomic change sweep-
ing through Milan. Archbishop Aribert was just the man to grab the bull by
the horns, since he knew how to bring his political and pastoral forces to bear
on the situation. Only a very self-confident and deft manipulator of traditional
structures in the face of contemporary challenges could harness—and not be



THE SECOND EXPEDITION TO ITALY (1036-38) + 119

trampled underfoot by—the extremely factious urban movements in Italy,
especially Lombardy.? In time, the imperial cause’s most pivotal Italian advo-
cate became its most outspoken and implacable adversary. “I helped him get
the crown, and I will get it back from him!” Whether Aribert actually made
this assertion or not, it does sum up his later policy.*

On the Feast of Candlemas (February 2) 1036, Conrad II convened a mem-
orable court diet in Augsburg, at which he bestowed the duchy of Carinthia
upon his cousin Conrad the Younger.’ The usual term for an assembly was
conventus publicus, or public (i.e., royal) gathering,® which was truly applicable
in this case, because Conrad II did meet “with all the magnates of the sur-
rounding areas”” What is more, Italian issues were always addressed in Augs-
burg, even when the emperor had no immediate plans of leaving home, and
the army was always mustered there whenever he did.? In February 1036 Con-
rad was joined by all of the “Italian experts” he had consulted in the past: His
cousin Bruno of Wiirzburg, the former chancellor for Italy (1027-34), and
Egilbert of Freising, the former head of the chancellery (1002-8) —still unified
under Henry II—and now back in Conrad’s good graces, naturally attended,
because they were regional magnates duty-bound to attend. Others, however,
were there not as a matter of course: Archbishop Pilgrim and his close con-
fidant Hermann came all the way from Cologne, and Hugo of Parma had an
even longer journey behind him. Pilgrim was a former chancellor for Italy and
had assumed the archchancellorship following the death of his cousin Arch-
bishop Aribo of Mainz, in 1031. At the time of the diet, Hermann, a cathe-
dral canon at Cologne, served as the chancellor for Italy; following Pilgrim’s
death later that year, he would come to occupy both of his patron’s high
offices. Hugh had been appointed the chancellor for Italy by Henry II and
continued to hold that position under Conrad II until his elevation to bishop
of Parma in 1027, at which point the emperor’s cousin Bruno received the
chancellorship.” Even Bishop Eberhard of Bamberg attended the diet; initially
Henry’s chancellor, he had focused his energies increasingly on Italian affairs
from 1009 on and finally became the archchancellor for Italy (1o11—24).1

For these individuals to converge on Augsburg cannot have been mere coin-
cidence, especially since a comparable gathering took place later that same
year. On that occasion Conrad, his family, and his court took up residence in
Nijjmegen for more than a month. There, they celebrated Pentecost and then
the Feast of Saint John the Baptist (June 24). On June 29, Pilgrim of Cologne
officiated at the nuptial Mass for Henry IIT and Gunhild, as well as the young
queen’s attendant coronation and anointment. A week later (July s, 1036),
Conrad issued a diploma listing Gisela; Henry III; Pilgrim, the archchancellor
for Italy; and Hermann, the chancellor for Italy, as intervenors!!

Even today, the trip from Italy to Nijmegen is not undertaken lightly;
Boniface must therefore have had a commensurably grave reason for making
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the arduous trek from Tuscany in 1036. He had already proved his willingness
to traverse the Alps and provide decisive military aid to Conrad II (1034),!2
but the battlefield had been in neighboring Burgundy and not in the faraway
margins of the empire. Conrad’s fondness for the palace at Nijmegen was not
universally shared; in fact, the metropolitan of Cologne was the only arch-
bishop to join the emperor at the numerous celebrations and intricate cere-
monies marking his extended stays there.!3

In early summer 1036 Boniface had an urgent reason for coming to Nij-
megen: “A great turmoil, unheard of in modern times,” raged across broad
areas of Italy, striking widespread terror in its inhabitants, who thought this
confusio, or disorder, might augur the end of the world. Did the margrave of
Tuscany have a secondary motive for making the journey, like obtaining a new
bishop for his hometown of Arezzo? There is good cause to doubt it, and yet,
when the margrave left for home, he was accompanied by Immo, the enter-
prising court chaplain and cathedral canon at Worms, who had seen to it that
Conrad appointed him to the vacant see.!*

1. The Rebellion of the Valvassores (1035—37)

Sometime in early 1036, a large army of valvassores overwhelmingly defeated a
military contingent representing the propertied upper nobility on the Campo
Malo, or “evil plain,” near Motta, located southeast of Milan midway along
the road to Lodi on the Adda River. The vanquished force included troops
provided by Archbishop Aribert as well as by the margrave of Turin; the
house of Canossa, in contrast, probably did not get directly drawn into the
battle. As Wipo put it, “the incredible multitude of the lesser [vassals] was
victorious through the mere pressure of their troops” While he does not spec-
ify who these “lesser” individuals were, they were clearly not illiterate peas-
ants rising in rebellion. Instead, he must have meant the valvassores—the first
known use of this term on Italian soil occurs in Conrad’s feudal edict of 1037 —
who were free vassals well practiced in combat. Their rebellion shook the very
foundations of Conrad’s authority in Italy, because they were first and fore-
most “the noblemen from whose ranks were drawn the vassals of the bishops
and the margraves, but who were also duty-bound to the monarch” There
were, however, two types of valvassores, distinguishable by the level of power
they wielded. Thus, the members of an upper echelon of subvassals, or capi-
tanei, as well as their subvassals, were termed valvassores. The capitanei, as they
came to be known in the mid-eleventh century, had been “subenfeoffed with
imperial and ecclesiastical properties” by the ecclesiastical and secular lords
who were themselves vassals of the king. By the twelfth century, however, the
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term valvassores was applied exclusively to the lower echelon of subvassals, and
a similar change occurred in Middle High German at around the same time,
as the word Ritter (knight) came primarily to denote a vassal at the bottom
of the feudal pyramid.’> One Swabian chronicler states that there were also
unfree individuals among the valyassores; he clearly understood that there were
two categories of armed men, the milites superioves and milites inferiores, or
greater and minor valvassores, respectively, but he may have assumed that the
social structure of northern Italy resembled that of Germany and hence mis-
takenly drawn an analogy between the lower valvassores and the milites servi,
or unfree knights found north of the Alps.1® Even so, we should not dismiss
the possibility that some unfree ecclesiastical serfs sought to improve their social
and economic status by taking advantage of the general upheaval.'” The tide
of the battle at the Campo Malo turned with the death of Adelrich, bishop of
Asti (1009—36) and kinsman to the margraves of Turin. He was an elderly cor-
pulent gentleman, and it would have been better for him—a bishop, no less—
to have forgone the “unworthy” physical exertions associated with the confu-
sion of warfare. Be that as it may, once he fell, the princely army took flight.!8

This grave conflict was precipitated by Aribert of Milan, due to whose
influence a respected valvassor lost his fief in 1035, whereupon the man’s fel-
low vassals took to the streets in protest. When negotiations between the two
sides reached an impasse, the valvassores took up arms, only to suffer heavy
casualties, defeat, and expulsion from Milan. It should be noted that all this
transpired within the city itself, not somewhere out in its contado, or rural sur-
roundings. The vassals found themselves in a temporarily weakened position
within Milan, so they felt constrained to look elsewhere for allies. Wherever
Aribert’s markedly traditional brand of authority had engendered a height-
ened potential for conflict—in the region south of the Lago Maggiore, in the
episcopal town of Lodi, which was for all intents and purposes under the
thumb of the archbishop, as well as in areas much farther afield—they met
with support. Indeed, it was the general impression north of the Alps that all
the Italian palvassores backed their Milanese fellows.®

Of course, more than a single incident provoked the rebellion. The com-
pact by sworn association, or foedus validae coniurationis, binding the valvas-
sores® was but one feature of a communal movement whose socioeconomic
bases and politico-military consequences were so poorly understood by those
experiencing it firsthand that it is hardly surprising that the kings from the
north lacked a grasp of these factors altogether. This is best exemplified by
the situation in Milan, although that city also represents the “exception that
proves the rule”! The greater valvassores—the capitanei who maintained castles
in the countryside—and the minor valvassores—the vassals of the capitanei—
had occupied a position of strength in Milan, bolstered to no small measure
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by the fact that their kinsmen were ensconced as cathedral canons. From the
second half of the tenth century on, however, both groups depended almost
exclusively on the archbishop for their fiefs; until the mid—eleventh century
members of the comital families also could enter into a feudal relationship
with the archbishop. This system of vassalage did not develop without a hitch;
clashes—even armed ones—broke out between the great feudatories and their
episcopal overlords, and not merely in Milan, but in the dioceses of Pavia,
Piacenza, and Cremona as well. Thus, the rebellion of the valvassores in 103537
was just the first time tensions came to a head. The potential for violence
between the nobles and the nonnoble city dwellers increased with the grad-
ual institution, in episcopal towns, of judiciaries with the authority to adju-
dicate feudal cases involving both the greater and lesser vassals. Archbishop
Aribert imposed a peace of God on the restive city of Milan around 1040,
but that did not prevent the outbreak of civil unrest in 1042—44.22

But back to the events of 1035-36: The nonnoble residents of Milan were
organized into an infantry militia, which sided with the metropolitan against
their mutual mortal enemy, the valvassores. And all of the parties waited for
the emperor to impose a law, which he was clearly willing to do, in order to
squelch any form of self-legislation.?

2. Conrad II in Italy (Late Autumn 1036 to May 1037)

The emperor, the empress, their son, the young king, and his bride attended
the extravagantly staged reconsecration of the newly rebuilt cathedral of Mainz
by Archbishop Bardo on the Feast of Saint Martin (November 11, 1036). Soon
afterward, they wended their way south and probably parted ways in Augs-
burg: Conrad II proceeded to Italy, while Gisela, Henry III, and Gunhild
traveled to Regensburg, where they celebrated Christmas. The emperor cele-
brated the feast in Verona and after a brief stay continued on to Milan, passing
through Brescia and Cremona.?* He had probably traversed the Alps accom-
panied by a modest military force and only a few magnates: Bishop Kadeloh
of Naumburg, the new chancellor for Italy, and the brothers Bishop Bruno
of Wiirzburg and Duke Conrad of Carinthia, as well as Abbot Burchard of
Saint Emmeram, were part of this first contingent.?> Conrad II clearly counted
on receiving strong and capable military aid from the Italians. First, on his
visit to Nijmegen in June, Margrave Boniface of Tuscany had likely assured
him that troops would be forthcoming. Second, the Italian forces were able
fighters, having proved their mettle in the Burgundian campaign (1034) and
in local civil strife (1035). Also, Conrad was making this second expedition,
not at his own initiative, but in response to the entreaties of most, if not all,
of the mutually antagonistic Italian factions.?®
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Conrad and his army reached Milan in either January or February 1037. The
emperor was ceremoniously welcomed by the archbishop and citizenry in the
cathedral, but the deferential and celebratory air evaporated within hours, when
all of Milan rose in open rebellion against the emperor, who was vituperated
to his face. Someone had started the rumor— perhaps at Aribert’s instigation —
that Conrad wished to divest the archbishop and the city of the suffragan
bishopric of Lodi and thereby harm the city’s interests. The rebels also alleg-
edly demanded that the emperor recognize the compact they had sworn. Be
that as it may, the emperor quit the city for Pavia and announced that he would
convene a court diet there during the latter half of March 1037.

The diet only served to formalize the breach, however. Archbishop Aribert
brazenly joined Conrad’s entourage and attended the assembly, even though
he could have anticipated that his “case” would be the primary, indeed sole
focus of the proceedings: Heading up a group of fellow noblemen and others
wronged by the archbishop, the count of Milan, who was a member of the
Otbertini family, charged Aribert with overstepping his authority; the arch-
bishop’s adroit political dealings had in fact rendered the count practically
powerless. Conrad took the side of the plaintiffs and urged the metropolitan
of Milan to make restitution. After conferring with his retinue, Aribert re-
turned to the noble assembly and declared that he was not in the least bit
amenable to compromise or the surrender of any archiepiscopal property or
privileges and that he furthermore would not acknowledge any commands
or requests regarding this matter from any quarter whatsoever. The attendees
asked him not to include the emperor under that blanket refusal, but Aribert
spurned their attempts at mediation. Probably dispensing with a formal legal
hearing, they charged the archbishop with high treason for violating his oath
of allegiance to the emperor. Conrad placed Aribert in the custody of Poppo
of Aquileia and Duke Conrad of Carinthia, decreed that the usurped prop-
erties be returned, and declared Aribert’s nephew Girard, who had for years
enriched himself at the expense of the diocese of Cremona, an outlaw.?”

This nephew personified the complex nature of Aribert’s stance. The arch-
bishop not only pursued a “modern” ecclesiastical, territorial, and urban pol-
icy with respect to the counts and other feudal potentates but also sought to
make good on dynastic and familial claims to authority by traditional means.
Girard, who bore the same name as his father—Aribert’s brother—and grand-
father before him, had expropriated some church property from the ailing
bishop of Cremona in the late 1020s, with the express support of his uncle,
who had designated the young man as his heir. Indeed, when it came time
to fill the vacant bishopric of Cremona in 1031, Aribert went so far to as make
Hubald’s consecration contingent upon his agreeing to renounce formally and
completely any claim to the alienated ecclesiastical holdings. Once in office,
the new bishop applied himself energetically and fearlessly to the retroactive
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removal of these extortionary terms by crossing the Alps in the dead of winter
(1031) and journeying to Goslar to petition the emperor. As apparent from
the legal and concrete issues addressed in the two extant imperial diplomas
Hubald received, Aribert’s nephew was only one—and unnamed to boot—
of the legion of individuals opposed to the new bishop. Even the residents
of Cremona attempted —with Aribert’s encouragement, no doubt—to forgo
paying the fees legally due the bishop, like customs duties, anchorage fees,
and unloading charges, when the municipal authorities came to call. Unmoved
by the imperial diplomas, Hubald’s many Cremonese adversaries expelled him
from the city and razed the episcopal palace later that year (1031). As sweep-
ing as the emperor’s support had been—in writing at least—it availed Hubald
so little that by fall 1037 the bishop was compelled to join forces with his for-
mer enemies.?

In the immediate wake of the diet in Pavia, the emperor and his allies
among the Italian margraviate appeared to have successfully implemented
their entire agenda, but the tables turned dramatically just a short time later:
Aribert, who had been transferred to Piacenza, a mere two-day march east of
Pavia, escaped from custody and returned to Milan. The emperor held Poppo
of Aquileia solely responsible for the archbishop’s flight and did not appor-
tion any blame to his cousin Conrad, in whose custody Aribert had been
equally placed, or to the archbishop of Ravenna, in whose province Piacenza
was located, or to the local suffragan bishop, Peter of Piacenza, who—like his
Cremonese counterpart—apparently shifted his allegiance to the anti-imperial
camp later on in the fall.?” Conrad reacted to the challenging situation with
a mixture of alacrity and prudence, leaving no stone unturned in his prepa-
rations for war against Milan and its metropolitan. Aribert was placed under
imperial ban, and a call to arms was issued across the empire, which meant
that all the princes on both sides of the Alps were duty-bound to provide
troops. Accompanied by his wife and his mother, Henry III departed for Italy
“with a great many heavily armed mounted warriors” They reached the out-
skirts of Milan before the end of May 1037, at much the same time as Conrad’s
army, which had been bolstered significantly with reinforcements provided
by the Italian princes subject to the emperor.® Conrad was on the march
against his earliest ally—to whom he owed his coronation in 1026 —with
mounted troops provided by his erstwhile enemies. The archbishop’s forces
comprised not only his own mounted troops but also an urban militia that
could be employed offensively. Aribert came up with the idea of giving this
newly organized citizens’ army—whose members were called pedites because
they fought on foot—an equally innovative symbol, the carroccio, the famous
standard-wagon of Milan. This battle standard would assume an unforeseen
symbolic force, probably because its massive size and primal expressiveness
proved so evocative to the lower classes. “A tall pole resembling the mast of
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a ship rose from the huge wagon, and it was topped by a golden apple. Two
snow-white pennants hung from this mast. Affixed halfway up the mast was
a crucifix bearing the likeness of the savior with his arms outstretched and his
gaze directed at the troops gathered around him, so that regardless of the
military situation, they might draw heart from his countenance.”s!

The unbridled psychological warfare that both sides engaged in following
Aribert’s arrest only intensified after his flight. Proimperial sources attempted
to justify Aribert’s unprecedented arrest by asserting that the archbishop had
hired an assassin to murder Conrad at a feast he hosted.?? Imperial opponents
countered that the Milanese, “from the youngest to the most elderly [among
them], had mourned” the loss of their shepherd and offered hostages in ex-
change for their archbishop’s freedom. For his part, Aribert reminded the
emperor that he had performed many services on the Salian ruler’s behalf,
but all to no avail. Conrad turned them down because he wished to consign
his prisoner to “everlasting exile”®3 Although even Milanese sources report
that Aribert was treated with due respect, his account elevated his imprison-
ment to a spiritual martyrdom, because his life was in constant danger. He
also let it be known that he took advantage of the stupidity and gluttony—
particularly when it came to drink—of his German guards when staging his
escape with the aid of the abbess of the convent of Saint Sixtus in Piacenza.3*
Conrad, in the meantime, had dispatched Abbot Burchard of Saint Emmeram
to Rome in order to garner the pope’s backing for the legal proceedings against
Aribert and possibly induce him to excommunicate the archbishop. Burchard
died—probably on April 10, not April 9, 1037—Dbefore fulfilling his mission,
however, and when Pope Benedict IX visited the imperial camp outside Cre-
mona in spring 1037, Conrad himself was unable to get his way. Over the
course of the ensuing year, Aribert’s battle with the emperor so jeopardized
the pope’s standing that—upon the advice of numerous bishops—he finally
excommunicated the archbishop of Milan on Easter 1038. The pope did not
leave Rome to make the pronouncement, nor did he meet with the emperor
in Spello to preside over a synod, which—in spite of the many assertions to
the contrary—was never held.®

In no time, however, the cold war waged by the propagandists gave way
to actual warfare. Soon after May 7, 1037, the imperial army crossed the Po
River near Piacenza; advancing toward Milan, Conrad’s forces encountered
one of the archbishop’s strongholds, Landriano, near Lodi, which they quickly
overran and razed to the ground. The army resorted to the usual slash-and-
burn tactics of medieval warfare, unimpeded by the Milanese forces ensconced
in the many well-manned outposts in its path, although their harassment of
the imperial army induced the emperor to set up camp three miles away from
the city’s walls. Clearly counting on the support of these strongholds and their
overwhelming manpower, the Milanese engaged their attackers in open battle,
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the course of which can be reconstructed from various accounts: On the Feast
of Christ’s Ascension (May 19, 1037), the emperor broke camp with his entire
military force. The right flank was made up of Italian troops and the left
of German troops under the leadership of a massive German—or perhaps
Bavarian—nobleman whom the Milanese sources identify as a kinsman of
the emperor; he handed over his banner to Margrave Wido, a member of the
Aledramid family, and then joined the right flank. These two noblemen, along
with many other members of the imperial vanguard, were cut down by the
Milanese archers, who themselves suffered heavy losses. The battle ended in
a deadlock, and both armies withdrew, the Milanese behind their city walls,
the imperial troops to their encampment. In the words of one source, the
Milanese had in effect ceded the plain, but the same could not be said of all
of their castles and strongholds. Corbetta, an outpost located to the west of
the city and thus not in the direct path of the imperial forces that had
advanced from Lodi, in the east, did not come under siege until ten days later
(May 29). Conrad’s army almost certainly did not attack the city itself on this
occasion, not only because their camp was many kilometers away but also
because the Milanese still commanded outlying fortifications.?¢

A decade before, no one would have dreamed that a member of the Ale-
dramid family would fall in battle against Milan while serving as a standard-
bearer for the imperial vanguard. This time around, Conrad attempted to
counter the burgeoning social tensions in northern Italy by jettisoning his
predecessor’s policy of backing the local episcopate in its disputes with feuda-
tories, and his resolute pursuit of the opposite tack resulted in a reversal of
alliances. Concurrently, the emperor continued to “Germanize” the northern
Italian church by appointing his countrymen to bishoprics or to the few re-
maining imperial abbacies as they became vacant. The patriarchate of Aquileia
and archbishopric of Ravenna were already in the hands of Germans who
owed their appointments to Henry II, and Conrad enjoyed particular success
in those provinces. Henry II had also installed Germans in Tuscan sees, but
they were held in check by the powerful and unified margraves. The Italian
dioceses were structured differently from those north of the Alps; here, Con-
rad had to deal with an organizational relic of late antiquity, whereby each
see encompassed a single city and its surrounding countryside. This alone
made it almost impossible for an Italian bishop to build a geographically broad
power base or, from around 1200 on, an ecclesiastically based principality,
even for a metropolitan like Aribert, who allied himself with newly emerging
political forces in hopes of attaining just that sort of dominion. Much as the
emperor appointed royal chaplains to vacancies in the other archbishoprics
of northern Italy, Aribert sought to install cathedral canons from Milan to
vacancies in the suffragan bishoprics of not just his own province but—as in
the case of Piacenza— of neighboring Ravenna as well. He also brought his
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influence increasingly to bear—directly or indirectly—on the bishops them-
selves. Aribert had in 1025 already gained from Conrad the right to install the
bishop of Lodi and did not hesitate to exercise that privilege by force of arms.
In Cremona, he availed himself of both the urban movement and his nephew
to browbeat his suffragan bishop into compliance.3”

Given his experiences in Germany, Conrad can hardly have been taken
unawares by Aribert’s tactics or attempts to have his own functionaries usurp
the authority of the imperial emissaries. The archbishop’s policies with respect
to Milan, however, threatened the interests of powerful margravial families
like the Otbertini, who were still the lawful counts of the city and of the county
of Milan. From at least the early 1030s on, Conrad aligned his interests with
those of the margravial families by arranging or encouraging as many as four
marriages between them and the German princely families. Sometime after
the death of Count Welf 11, in 1030, Margrave Albert Azzo II (of Este) mar-
ried the Swabian’s daughter Chuniza, who was related through her mother
to the Luxembourg family of the dowager empress. By arranging the union,
Conrad provided the Otbertini family with substantial resources to support
their struggle for Milan, since Chuniza’s bridal portion comprised eleven thou-
sand manors that belonged to the Welf family in northern Italy. This was a
staggering amount of property; when the venerable monastery of Tegernsee
was stripped of the same number of hides in the tenth century, it collapsed.
Neither the manor nor the hide was equivalent to a fixed square area of land,
but instead each represented a particular level of yield—how much land was
actually needed to produce that yield varied from place to place—and in this
respect they were comparable measurements. 33

In summer 1034 Margrave Boniface of Tuscany had contributed mightily
to the emperor’s success in Burgundy, thereby proving his loyalty to Conrad.
Perhaps out of gratitude, the imperial couple made the widower from Canossa
their son-in-law in no later than 1037 by granting him the hand of Beatrix,
Gisela’s Lotharingian niece and adoptive daughter, in marriage. She went on
to bear him three children, the youngest of whom bore the name of her grand-
mother and Gisela’s sister and grew up to be the renowned Matilda of Canossa.
“Since they were related by blood to the ruling dynasty, the issue of this union
could lay claim to preeminence among the Italian princes”

Margrave Olderich-Manfred II of Turin (d. 1034/35) was survived by three
daughters, of whom Adelheid, the eldest, wed Duke Hermann IV of Swabia,
the emperor’s stepson. In 1036, Conrad not surprisingly invested the young
man— Gisela’s second son by her second marriage—with the margraviate of
Turin. Hermann was approximately twenty years old at the time and deemed
an excellent warrior and prince; only Burgundy, which was poorly organized,
politically speaking, lay between his two power bases on either side of the
Alps. This pair seemed to have a bright future ahead of them.*
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Olderich-Manfred’s youngest daughter, Imgard-Immula, married Otto of
Schweinfurt, a member of the Babenberg family. In 1035 Otto had agreed to
marry Matilda, the youngest daughter of Prince Bolestaw I Chrobry of Poland,
but in early May 1036 a synod held in Tribur decreed that the proposed union
violated canonical strictures, and Otto broke the engagement of his own free
will. Since Otto and Matilda do not appear to have been that closely related,
the young Babenberger must already have been approached by the emperor
about marrying the young woman from Turin. Besides, Conrad would hardly
have taken exception to a consanguineous union.*!

These marriages were illustrative of Conrad’s totally revamped policy toward
the northern Italian elite, the margravial families who, after all, belonged to
the same world and shared the same political interests as the Salian ruler. Next
on his agenda was winning over the capitanei by settling the conflict between
them and their subvassals, on the one side, and the ecclesiastical and secular
lords, on the other. And no one was better suited to tackle this matter than
Conrad II, who “disposed his vassals [mlites] well toward himself in that he
did not suffer the ancient benefices of parents to be taken away from any of
their progeny. Besides, as regards the frequent gifts by which he constrained
them to dare brave deeds, they thought that his like could not be found in
the whole world”#? Applying these same principles in Italy, Conrad was sure
to forge a reconciliation with the valvassores. The emperor realized that the
future belonged to them; what he did not envision was a future that would
belong equally to the then nascent communes.

3. The Constitutio de Feudis (May 28, 1037)

During the siege of Milan, Conrad II issued a decree regulating feudal rela-
tionships in Italy appropriately known as the Constitutio de feudis, or teudal
code, since it cites a constitucio antecessorum nostrovum, or “legal code of our
predecessors,” as its precedent and does concern fiefs. An almost contempo-
raneous copy of the text indicates that while the privilege was not a product of
the imperial chancery, its format and formulas were clearly modeled on those
usually found in the emperor’s diplomas.*? The text lacks both an arenga, or
preamble, and a narratio providing further relevant background details, instead
opening with the publicatio that notifies the diploma’s intended public of its
issuance and proceeding immediately to the dispositio, which in its allusions to
both the past and the future explains the diploma’s purpose in almost narra-
tive terms: “The feudal lords and the feudatories are to be reconciled, so that
they may coexist harmoniously and the latter may be counted upon to serve
us and their feudal lords faithfully” The privilege thus draws a clear distinc-
tion between the feudal lords—the bishops, abbots, abbesses, margraves, and



THE SECOND EXPEDITION TO ITALY (1036-38) + 129

counts, as well as “other” magnates who are designated seniores, or lords—and
the feudatories, or milites—the capitanei, or maioves vasvassores | greater val-
vassores|, and eorum milites, minoves vasvassores [their vassals, the minor val-
vassores|. Conrad II and his—undoubtedly Italian—amanuenses recognized
that there were two groups of lesser nobles with a commonality of inter-
ests intrinsic to their “social partnership” with the seniores, or lords. The
capitanei and the valvassores are indistinguishable except in one extremely sig-
nificant respect: The emperor adjudicated all legal disputes involving greater
vassals, while the minor valvassores submitted their legal disputes—or at
least those involving capitanei—to the adjudication of the lord or a royal
emissary.**

The chief object of the decree was to put a stop to arbitrary disenfeoft-
ment; it was effective retroactively and across the board, but only applied to
those imperial and ecclesiastical properties with which the sendores, or “crown
vassals,” subenfeofted their feudatories. Fiefs received directly from the em-
peror, on the other hand, were exempt,* as were fiefs consisting of allodial
properties that the feudal lords granted to their immediate vassals, the capi-
tanei, who then subenfeoffed the minor valvassores with them. Such transac-
tions were— prudently—never subject to official regulation. The decree states
that a “benefice drawn from our public (royal) holdings or from ecclesiastical
estates” may only be withdrawn upon the vassal’s violation of feudal norms
as defined by—in all likelihood Carolingian— capitularies, which, for example,
adjudge refusing to provide military support as grounds for disenfeoffment,*
or upon the judgment of his peers (sudicium pavium suornm). The latter pro-
vision did not represent anything new, since there had long been courts for
valvassores, but it did give legal expression to the growing demand that one
be judged by one’s peers, a world-famous, if not worldwide, basic civil right
since the Magna Charta.*

In addition, the male heirs of both the capitanei and valvassores were guar-
anteed the right to inherit the decedent’s fiefs; eligible beneficiaries included
not just sons and grandsons but also brothers born of the same father. In the
case of the capitanei, the transfer occasioned the payment of the customary
“recognition fee” in the form of horses and weapons.*® Next, the feudal lords
were enjoined from bestowing, investing, or trading the fief without the con-
sent of the incumbent enfeoffee. No mention was made of the outright alien-
ation of a fief, since the purchaser would—in his role as feudal lord —assume
the obligations of his predecessor.*’ Finally, the emperor retained his custom-
ary right to levy the fodrum, or dues for protection, but he abstained from
instituting any nontraditional “duties of hospitality”>® The diploma concludes
with a penalty clause stating that each violation of the decree would incur the
disproportionately steep fine of one hundred pounds of gold. Half of the fine
was payable to the injured party, half to the imperial exchequer, or fisc.?!
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The decree took a two-pronged approach to achieving the emperor’s objec-
tive: First, both groups of feudatories—the capitanei and the minor valvas-
sores—were for the most part guaranteed their rights. Second, the two groups
of feudal overlords—the secular lords who were drawn from the ranks of
the margravial families and the ecclesiastical lords who belonged to the upper-
most ranks of the church—were not impacted with equal severity. The for-
mer were cushioned from the decree’s effects because they were blessed with
an abundance— even surfeit— of allodial lands.52 The latter, on the other hand,
bore the brunt of its provisions because they were unable to make profitable
use of most ecclesiastical properties without the free vassals. This dynamic
explains why the rebellion of the valyassores broke out in the archbishopric of
Milan and why Aribert commanded the force defeated at Campo Malo.

4. The Inauspicious Miracle at Corbetta (May 29, 1037)

By May 24, 1037, Milan itself was under siege, and the intensity of the attack
neither waxed nor waned with Conrad’s promulgation of the feudal code four
days later. The next day (May 29) was Whitsunday, and an “encrowned” Con-
rad II played his traditional part in the solemn ceremonies marking the begin-
ning of Pentecost by leading the royal procession into the church where High
Mass was to be celebrated. On this occasion, however, the traditional rituals
had to be performed in a small rural chapel on the outskirts of Corbetta, a
Milanese castle west of the city. The emperor was accompanied by Henry II1I,
who had arrived in his father’s camp by then; although probably accompa-
nied by his mother and his wife, the German king was certainly at the head
of a large military force and princely escort. The solemnities commenced with
the consecration of a new bishop, Bruno of Minden, by his metropolitan,
Hermann of Cologne. During Bruno’s celebration of High Mass, however,
they were hit by a dreadful storm that directly or indirectly claimed the lives
of many people and animals; some were robbed of their wits by the thunder.
What is more, the flashing bolts of lightning are said to have revealed the
figure of Saint Ambrose, the patron saint of Milan, overcome with rage at
the emperor for taking measures against his city. The recipient of this har-
rowing vision, Count Berthold-Bertholf, was not the type to be swayed by a
specter bearing an anti-imperial message; to the contrary, this count was one
of Conrad’s closest confidants and possessed a special competency in Italian
law, of which the emperor availed himself both before and after Pentecost 1037.
Before the siege of Milan, Berthold-Bertholf, who was probably a member of
the Zahringer family from Swabia, had served in Tuscany, in conjunction with
Archbishop Hermann of Cologne, as a royal emissary responsible for muster-
ing a military force against Archbishop Aribert. He again served as an emissary
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in late winter 1038, as evidenced by a placitum, or court judgment, that he
and Kadeloh, chancellor for Italy, jointly issued in Conrad’s presence. In any
case, the vision was said to have temporarily robbed him of his senses, a con-
dition in which many others also supposedly found themselves.>

While it may be that such stories sprout up only with the passage of time,
they are nevertheless redolent of the aura associated with an event and rooted
in the experiences and impressions of the immediate participants, who in this
case had come to the realization that Milan was not theirs for the taking.
What is more, the weather’s growing warmth signaled that it was time again
to retreat to the mountains for the summer. Before lifting the siege, however,
the emperor took an irrevocable step that precluded any future compromise
with Aribert: Conrad declared the archbishopric of Milan vacant and desig-
nated his royal chaplain Ambrose as the new metropolitan. Although this
canon and cardinal-priest was a member of an eminent and well-to-do Milan-
ese family,® his appointment soon proved to be a serious misstep on Con-
rad’s part, because the new archbishop could never make good on his claim
to office, his saintly name notwithstanding. Even Pope Benedict IX, who had
been summoned to Cremona by the emperor, was not prepared to support
Conrad’s high-handed treatment of Aribert. We must not dismiss the possi-
bility that the pope and members of the Italian episcopate were engaged in
behind-the-scenes negotiations with the archbishop of Milan, which in the
end proved as ineffectual as the emperor’s confrontational policy. Be that as
it may, Conrad lifted the siege and along with his army departed for Lago di
Garda east of Milan. The emperor reached the lake no later than June 18, 1037,
and is known to have spent the next month in Verona and the surrounding
countryside.®

5. The Second Half of 1037

Sometime during this period, Aribert of Milan contacted Odo of Champagne,
whom he had so resoundingly defeated in Burgundy just three years earlier,
and offered to crown him king of Italy, perhaps even emperor. Such a move
was in keeping with the archbishop’s alleged declaration that he had helped
the emperor attain the crown and would now take it back. Underlying that
remark was a sense of self-approbation that even the emperor’s proponents
would not have found overweening; in fact, years later Henry III would
remark that Aribert had used his discretion when governing the kingdom of
Italy.>¢ Still, the archbishop’s offer was credible only if he had the broadest
possible backing of the Lombard episcopate, and, indeed, Harderic of Ver-
celli, Peter of Piacenza, and Hubald of Cremona are on record as having
supported the archbishop. The first two were Aribert’s protégés and hence
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understandably supportive of his policies, but Hubald of Cremona had long
been a victim of Aribert’s and his nephew Girard’s machinations. What made
him take up the archbishop’s cause? Was he tired of fighting a hopeless bat-
tle against the all too powerful gang, or was he driven into the arms of his
declared enemy by the provisions of the emperor’s feudal decree? There is
probably some truth to both of these theories.

The coalition forged against the emperor should not be thought of as a
sworn association, even though the proimperial camp labeled it as such; its
avowed purpose was no more or less than the expulsion of Conrad—dead
or alive—from Italy. Looking to take joint counsel with their allies, Odo of
Champagne and Aribert of Milan exchanged many messages about a possi-
ble meeting date, but before long their envoys were intercepted by Margra-
vine Bertha of Turin, who was the mother-in-law of Hermann, duke of Swabia
and margrave of Turin. She forwarded the letters implicating the three bish-
ops to the emperor with such stealth and speed that he was able to seize, ren-
der a verdict, and consign them to a German exile, all without warning.?”
Even after he had been deprived of this crucial support and then of his ally,
Odo of Champagne (November 15, 1037),?® Archbishop Aribert did not aban-
don his cause. Emperor Conrad, however, declined to endorse some diplo-
mas prepared by his chancery for Hubald of Cremona, and he reestablished
good relations with Poppo, the patriarch of Aquileia. After being greeted with
the usual civic violence, the ruling family—Emperor Conrad, Empress Gisela,
King Henry, and Queen Gunhild—celebrated Christmas 1037 in Parma.> The
emperor then applied himself to a different task, while allowing the conflict
in Milan to smolder.

6. The Episode in Southern Italy (1038)

Conrad II was drawn to southern Italy, but not to Rome. In fact, he never
returned to the Eternal City after making the obligatory visit in spring 1027
for his imperial coronation; instead, he summoned the pope to the imperial
camp whenever he needed him, as in May 1037, for example.®® Conrad II,
Gisela, Henry I1I, and Gunhild left Parma after the beginning of the new year,
and there 1s evidence that they reached Nonantola, north of Bologna, by Jan-
uary 23, 1038. The imperial army then crossed the Apennine Mountains and
proceeded to Pistoia, where Conrad II issued on the town’s behalf a diploma
in which Gisela and Henry appear as intervenors (February 7, 1038).6! The
emperor then took the Via Vinaria through Luccan territory to Florence;
while in transit, he issued privileges benefiting the bishop, cathedral chapter,
and clergy of Lucca (February 22 and 23, 1038). On February 22, Margrave
Boniface of Tuscany hosted a royal court at one of his local residences; the
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assembly was convened at the emperor’s behest and presided over by the chan-
cellor for Italy.®?

In early March the procession finally reached Florence; during his stay, Con-
rad charged Bishop Rotho/Rudolph of Paderborn, who was of Italian descent,
with consecrating a church for the hermits of Vallombrosa.® The emperor
traveled on to Arezzo (mid-March) and Perugia (March 20) and celebrated
Easter in Spello (March 26), a town near Spoleto. During Easter week Con-
rad IT issued the only surviving diploma for Burgundy that is dated later than
1032 (March 31, 1038). Kadeloh, the chancellor for Italy, was entrusted with
its preparation, since there was—understandably enough—no separate chan-
cellery for Burgundy. On the very same day, Pope Benedict IX issued his ex-
communication of the archbishop of Milan.**

The emperor and the empress parted ways right after Low Sunday (April
2, 1038). Gisela left for Rome, moved by the desire to pray at the apostles’
graves; the next time she is encountered in the sources, she is back at her
husband’s side for their ceremonial entry into the abbey of Montecassino.®®
“[GJoing to the borders of his empire,” Conrad and his forces proceeded
forthwith to distant Troia, which was located southwest of the town of Fog-
gia on the road to Benevento. This exceptionally well fortified Apulian strong-
hold had been founded by the Byzantines on Western soil and well nigh
proved the undoing of Henry II in 1022.% By expending a great deal of effort
and showing what was for him a surprising receptivity to political compro-
mise, the Salian emperor’s predecessor had succeeded in winning at least nom-
inal control over this crucial military foothold. Exactly sixteen years later,
Conrad II took over where Henry II had left off; southern Italy had lost none
of jurisdictional diversity and cultural disparity in the interim, however, and
remained a land of contradictions at the confluence of the Latin Christian,
Eastern Orthodox, and Moslem religious traditions.

Just as in northern Italy, Conrad II could count on achieving some mea-
sure of success in the south only if the regional elite was riven by strife and
the majority party looked to the emperor for aid in its struggle against an auto-
cratic lord who opposed the existing political system. In the north the trou-
ble had been stirred up by Archbishop Aribert of Milan; in southern Italy
that role fell to Prince Pandolph IV of Capua (1026-38), who was something
of a big fish in a small pond. And yet, he was not the only or even the might-
iest force in the region: Greater still were the Byzantines on the heel of Italy
and the Saracen emir in Sicily, but these offshoots of the two great Mediter-
ranean powerhouses were too distracted by their own troubles and each other
to sustain a long-term involvement in the affairs of the neighboring princi-
palities, those post-Carolingian political shards of the once-proud Langobard
principality of Benevento. Hence, two alliances vied for southern Italy: One
was led by Pandolph, prince of Capua as well as duke of Gaeta, who had
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appropriated properties from the imperial abbey of Montecassino and was
allied with a number of princes and lords. The other was headed by Prince
Waimar of Salerno and Pandolph of Benevento, along with the duke of Naples
and the counts of Teano. Amalfi was still apparently on the fence.”

While the Western emperor had no authority over the Byzantine region in
southernmost Italy or the emirate of Sicily, a satellite of the Fatimid caliphate
in Egypt, he did—nominally at least—exercise suzerainty over the Langobard
principality of Benevento and its successor states. The regnum gentis Langobar-
dorum, or kingdom of the Langobard people, traditionally included the entire
Po River valley and Tuscany, as well as—to a greater or lesser extent—over-
lordship over the duchy of Spoleto and the even larger princely duchy of
Benevento. By dint of military pressure and clever negotiating tactics, Charle-
magne was able to reunite these territories under his rule in June 774: Spo-
leto became part of the Italian kingdom of the Carolingians, while Benevento
was able to bolster its position as a principality and a buffer state between the
Carolingian empire and Byzantium without ever evidencing either the abil-
ity or the willingness to shake off the suzerainty of the Western Empire for
any length of time. Even after its breakup into two and then three separate
principalities—Benevento, Salerno, and Capua—during the ninth century and
its various territorial reconfigurations during the Ottonian period, the region
did not undergo any fundamental changes in status. Otto II, whose wife was
the Greek princess Theophanu, grandly assumed that he would conquer the
region; his inroads were in fact insignificant at best.%® Their son, Otto 11, fared
even worse: The failure of his Italian policy almost cost him the Langobard
portion of the south; it passed—if only temporarily—into the nominal con-
trol of Byzantium, which established a defensive outpost on Western imperial
lands far north of the old borders and named it—tellingly enough—Troia, after
Homer’s Troy.

In the early eleventh century, the Moslem overlords of Sicily were pre-
occupied with internecine strife that weakened their military and diplomatic
capabilities abroad. The Byzantine rulers of southernmost Italy, on the other
hand, were strong enough to mount a successful naval expedition against Croa-
tia, on the other side of the Adriatic Sea, capture the ruling prince, and then
ship him offt to Constantinople. The backdrop to this muscle flexing on the
western periphery of the Eastern Empire was the conquest of the Balkans by
Emperor Basil II, which would earn him the epithet “Bulgar-slayer” It seemed
entirely possible that the Byzantines would advance northward as far as Rome;
what is more, they were poised to implement their plans for retaking Sicily.
When an externally supported uprising against the Eastern throne was vio-
lently squashed on the ancient battlefields of Cannae in October 1018, Nor-
man knights were among the casualties. Some of these battle-hardened men
had left their homeland of Normandy, along the English Channel, in 1017 on
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a pilgrimage to the church of Saint Michael the Archangel on Monte Gar-
gano, where thanks to their military expertise they quickly found employment
with the local magnates.

Yet, even the Normans could lose a battle, as could be seen from the events
at Cannae. Thus, not just Pope Benedict VIII but also the leader of the revolt
and his Norman ally presented themselves before the emperor in Bamberg at
Easter 1020, in hopes of inducing him to intervene in southernmost Italy.
Henry II laid the groundwork for his third expedition with great care, and
by the time he began what would turn into a months-long siege of Troia, in
Apulia, it was spring 1022. Concurrently, a force twice that size, commanded
by Poppo of Aquileia, conquered part of the region, while two columns led
by Pilgrim of Cologne made their way to Capua via Rome. Their mission was
to capture Pandolph IV and his brother Atenolf, whom he had installed as
the abbot of Montecassino. Pilgrim captured the city of Capua and took its
lord into custody; continuing on to Troia, the archbishop also defeated Wai-
mar IV of Salerno.

Confronted by a combined imperial force amassed before its walls, Troia
rendered a conditional surrender. Since his troops were already succumbing
to plague, Henry II immediately departed for the north with his prisoner
Pandolph IV in tow. The exiled prince of Capua was held under lock and key
in Germany until a delegation arrived from southern Italy to buy—and sweet-
talk—his release. By that time, however, Henry II was dead, and Pandolph
was set free, without—it seems—any input from Conrad. In the immediate
wake of his imperial coronation, in 1027, Conrad II spent just a few days
in southern Italy, where he received oaths of allegiance from the Langobard
princes of Benevento, Capua, and Salerno, but did not otherwise intervene.®

The second expedition to Italy, in 1038, represented Conrad’s first serious
foray into the southernmost reaches of his realm, and he took up politically
where his predecessor had left off, just as he had in his first expedition against
the Slavs, in 1029.7° While the course of the operation proved distressingly
similar to Henry’s experiences sixteen years earlier—down to the delayed with-
drawal and the concomitant outbreak of plague among the troops—it would
have a greater historical impact. First, Conrad II installed a new abbot at
Montecassino, a Bavarian who spearheaded the intellectual and spiritual resur-
gence of the venerable institution. Second, while in Salerno the emperor
worked to unify the many separate political entities in the south; he was able
to sustain this process only with the aid of the Normans, who would as a
result usurp control over the entire region on both sides of the imperial bor-
der. While Conrad II expected the new abbot of Montecassino to institute a
program of reform, he could not possibly have foreseen the consequences of
his political decisions.”!

At first, everything seemed to go according to plan. This time around the
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emperor had no need to capture Troia when he arrived there at the end of
April or early May. Furthermore, Pandolph’s wife—along with her son—
approached the emperor with this compact: In return for peace, she offered
an extraordinary two or three hundred pounds of gold in reparations, half of
which she handed over then and there, and her children in surety for the re-
mainder. Since arriving in southern Italy, the emperor had demanded that the
prince of Capua relinquish control over the imperial monastery of Montecas-
sino and its bountiful properties; the princess also accepted this condition.

The rapprochement was short-lived, however. The son who was held hos-
tage—probably Pandolph VI—was able to escape, and in the end Conrad II
was forced to stay on in southern Italy and march on Capua. Assuming com-
mand over the army’s main forces, Henry III advanced to the immediate out-
skirts of the enemy’s camp and captured the city. Meanwhile, Conrad II, Gisela,
and their daughter-in-law, Gunhild, made a side trip to Montecassino, where
the emperor—at the urging of his consort—installed Richer, the incumbent
abbot of the monastery of Leno, near the town of Brescia, and former monk
at the monastery of Niederalteich, in Bavaria, as the new abbot. Having “lib-
erated” the imperial monastery from Capuan domination, the imperial couple
was given a hearty welcome, and Gisela’s candidate for abbot, who embod-
ied her personal religious policies, was met with general approval.”

Conrad II did not encounter any resistance upon entering the city of Capua
in mid-May, and on the very next day he participated in the ceremonies mark-
ing Whitsunday, every bit the victorious bringer of peace. Although it be-
hooved him not to tarry, Conrad set up camp in the central plaza of the ancient
city and attended to various matters until the end of May 1038. A court diet
attended by the local magnates and the members of the imperial entourage
tried Pandolph in absentia for high treason; the Capuan was stripped of his
principality and banished. Concurrently, Prince Waimar received his princi-
pality of Salerno as a fief from the emperor, along with Capua and perhaps
Gaeta as well. By acceding to Waimar’s request that Rainulf—a Norman—be
recognized as his vassal, the emperor opened the door to Norman participa-
tion in the governance of southern Italy. Rainulf was enfeoffed with the county
of Aversa, which was located between Capua and Naples and hence under the
prince’s jurisdiction; in effect, the Norman became the vassal of a prince, but
not an imperial prince, like his immediate suzerain, in an arrangement remi-
niscent of that which Charles the Simple had brokered with Rollo/Robert
and the Normans at the beginning of the tenth century.”® As for Pandolph,
the exiled prince repaired to Constantinople, but this longtime Byzantine ally
accomplished nothing during the two years there; the Eastern Empire had
changed in the thirteen years since Basil’s death (1025).

It was finally possible for Conrad II and his army to withdraw from south-
ern Italy. They marched east to the Adriatic coast via Benevento and then
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made their way north toward Ravenna, where the emperor may have planned
to take counsel and make preparations for the resumption of hostilities against
the archbishop of Milan. However, it was already too late: The deadly sum-
mer heat was upon them, and plague—its executioner—ran rampant through
the imperial ranks.” The scourge decimated not just the troops, who con-
tinued to fall sick even after recrossing the Alps, but the royal family as well:
The young queen Gunhild died on July 18, 1038, and Hermann IV of Swabia
succumbed ten days later (July 28), despite the ministrations of “the most
experienced physicians” The queen was carefully embalmed, and it was pos-
sible to transport her body to Limburg an der Haardt for her interment. Duke
Hermann was to be buried in Constance, next to his brother Ernest, but the
plan was abandoned due to the heat, and he was buried in Trento.”

By August 11, 1038, Conrad II was in Brixen, where he issued a privilege
on behalf of the count of Treviso and his sons.” The expedition to Italy was
concluded at last, having brought the emperor an even measure of success
and failure. On the one hand, he had been defeated by nature and the south-
ern climate, his army was in disarray, and the loss of his daughter-in-law and
stepson took an emotional as well as political toll on Conrad. On the other
hand, although he returned home in poor health, the emperor, the empress,
and the heir apparent had survived, and many—though by no means all—of
his measures in Italy would be of lasting influence. For example, Conrad IT had
issued two mandates addressing the role of judges in Rome and the papal state;
one concerned exceptional legal cases, but the other provided blanket approval
for the use of Roman—instead of Langobard —law within the region.”” In the
course of his march through Italy, the emperor had resolved many jurisdic-
tional issues, issued privileges, and rendered at least one court judgment. Even
the young queen had intervened —for the first and last time—in the issuance
of a diploma not a month before her death.”®

Conrad II may not have forced Aribert of Milan to surrender on the bat-
tlefield or to subordinate himself at court, but even in his rush to depart Italy,
the emperor exercised sufficient power to sustain the alliance against Milan and
obligate the magnates to continue the military campaign against the arch-
bishop. This is reminiscent of the emperor’s tactics in 1033, when he extracted
a vow from the Saxon princes to continue the war against the Slavs even in
his absence. The Italian princes kept their promise, and their troops were in
the midst of laying siege to Milan when in June 1039 word came of Conrad’s
death. At that, the army disbanded with such alacrity and lack of discipline
that the Parmese standard-bearer “ignobly” lost his life.”” When the emperor
departed southern Italy in 1038, the residents of Trola—to no one’s surprise —
renewed their allegiance to the Byzantine authorities,®* and when Conrad
departed this earth one year later, Aribert’s nephew Girard—also to no one’s
surprise —reappropriated the possessions of the Cremonese church.®!
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THE SOVEREIGN

1. Founding a Dynasty and Ensuring Its Survival

Even in their own day, Conrad II and Gisela were acknowledged as the
founders of a dynasty.! Their son received an exemplary literary education at
his mother’s insistence? and shouldered increasingly pivotal institutional and
political positions at his father’s: In anticipation of the first expedition to Italy,
the king designated Henry heir to the throne at a mere eight years of age and
entrusted him to the guardianship of Bishop Bruno of Augsburg, a member
of the Bavarian branch of the Liudolfing family (February 1027).> On Easter
1027 the boy and his guardian attended the imperial coronation in Rome, the
high point of his parents’ trip.* Back in Regensburg (June 24, 1027), the em-
peror had the magnates of Bavaria choose his son as their duke, thereby filling
an office that had been vacant for over a year.® From February 1028 on, Henry
was described as Conrad’s “only son,” and following his election by the “clergy
and people,” the boy was consecrated and crowned king by Archbishop Pil-
grim of Cologne on Easter 1028.°

The emperor had in autumn 1027 already dispatched to Byzantium an
embassy that was charged with forging a marriage alliance between the two
imperial families. Evidence suggests that he was banking on its success—and
the legitimization of the new Salian imperial line—even before its return: On
August 23, 1028—less than six months after Henry’s coronation—Conrad
issued a privilege to the cloister of Gernrode, which was headed by Abbess
Adelheid, the daughter of Empress Theophanu. According to its corrobatio, a
seal was affixed to the diploma to certify its authenticity, but the extant orig-
inal is actually graced with the earliest known example of a bull used by Con-
rad II, which bears on its obverse a full-length portrait of Henry III in the
classic style and an inscription: “HEINRICUS SPES IMPERII” [Henry hope of
the empire]. Here was Conrad’s forward-looking response to his predecessor’s
motto, which had hearkened to the past: “RENOVATIO REGNI FRANCORUM”
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Nuremberg,

Germany.

[renewal of the kingdom of the Franks].” The diploma that the loyal count
Manegold I of Donauwdorth received after his return from Constantinople
would also have originally borne a seal, probably the same one with the opti-
mistic inscription. To well-informed contemporaries Conrad’s designation of
his already crowned heir as the “hope of the empire” would have been rem-
iniscent of the Ottonian practice of joint father-and-son rule, which was in
turn a borrowing from Byzantium. Conrad revived this concept on a coin
minted in Speyer “in 1033-39 at the latest (and perhaps even somewhat ear-
lier).” which depicts the busts of two crowned men identified as Conrad and
Henry. Struck on the obverse is “an extremely uncommon depiction of the
Madonna” modeled on a Byzantine coin minted in Conrad’s own day and
not—as has been averred—from “a gold histamenon minted in 1042 by the
imperial Princesses Zoé¢ and Theodora 8

Henry III was knighted in the summer of 1033, just a few months shy of his
sixteenth birthday. The ceremony marking his official coming-of-age was per-
formed at a court diet in either Merseburg on June 29 or Memleben on or
immediately before July 19. With that, the young man’s mentor, Bishop Egil-
bert of Freising, was released from his duties and given two handsome grants
by the Salians—father and son—as a measure of their gratitude (July 19, 1033).”

At a court diet in Bamberg on May 18, 1035, Conrad II announced his son’s
engagement to the princess Gunhild, daughter of King Cnut of England and
Denmark, who was probably the most powerful ruler in Europe after the
emperor. The marriage between the eighteen-year-old groom and the strikingly
beautiful, if somewhat frail, sixteen-year-old bride took place at Nijmegen one
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year later (Pentecost 1036).1° Although Gunhild was never particularly happy
at the imperial court, her union with Henry offered the Salians—insofar as
was humanly possible—the prospect of perpetuating their dynasty with inter-
national backing. All these plans quickly came to naught, however: King Cnut
died before the nuptials were even celebrated, and the young queen Gunhild
perished during Conrad’s second expedition to Italy, leaving behind a daugh-
ter named Beatrix, whom her father, Henry III, later appointed abbess of
Quedlinburg (1045/46-1062).!1

None of the sources describe Henry’s reaction to his first wife’s death, nor
should we today read too much into the young man’s spending five of the
prime years of his life as a widower (1038-43).!2 Regardless of how the loss
affected him emotionally, it certainly set him back politically, although his
father made up for the reversal that same year by having him succeed his half
brother Hermann—who had also died on the second expedition to Italy, on
July 28, 1038—as the duke of Swabia.!® Just weeks later at Solothurn, the
emperor designated his son king of Burgundy “with the acclaim and at the
request of the first men of the realm with all the people”'* No father could
have done more for his son: Henry III controlled the kingdoms of Germany
and Burgundy, as well as the two most powerful and institutionally stable
German duchies, Swabia and Bavaria. The young king also had Duke Conrad
of Carinthia—the emperor’s younger cousin and decade-long supporter of
the family line—as his neighbor in Carantania to the southeast. Did Con-
rad II perhaps already have a foreboding in autumn 1038 that less than a year
later his provisions for the dynasty’s future would be put to the test?!®

2. The Insignia of Conrad’s Reign

Conrad’s reign was marked by the “transpersonalization” of statechood.!® In a
parallel development, the insignia—in other words, the objects signifying sov-
ereignty—were no longer thought of as the personal property of a given ruler
but were instead considered embodiments of the realm, indeed as the realm
itself.’” Thus, it should come as no surprise that the two most valuable and
important insignia—the Imperial Crown and the Imperial Cross—date back
to the reign of Conrad II, who commissioned the cross and had the crown
reworked into essentially its current form. It was possible for an emperor or
a king to own many crowns and to donate one of them to a worthy recipient,
usually a religious foundation. King Henry II was probably wearing a crown
when he entered the basilica in Rome for his imperial coronation (1014); upon
becoming emperor, he presented this crown to Saint Peter. He also donated
a complete set of royal regalia to Cluny; when the area surrounding the
monastery was later hit by famine, Abbot Odilo had the crown melted down
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and used the proceeds to buy food. In 1027 Conrad II seems to have imitated
his predecessor by presenting Cluny with “the insignia that he wore in Rome
when he was granted sovereignty,” or the regnum.'8 As generous as Henry 11
had been, his widow Cunigunde still possessed royal insignia that she in turn
bestowed upon the newly elected King Conrad; in doing so, she provided
corrobatio, or validation, for his assumption of the royal office. As for Con-
rad’s regalia, his remodeled Imperial Crown survives to this day.!?

One of the insignia that Cunigunde passed on to Conrad II was a Holy
Lance. This object had been obtained by Henry I (919—36) and was held in
great esteem up to the beginning of the millennium; its importance subse-
quently waned, even though the blade contained a nail from the True Cross.?
Originally the weapon of a free warrior, the lance symbolized the sovereignty
of the early medieval kings,?! and sometime before 1000 it came to be asso-
ciated with the lance of Saint Maurice, a Roman soldier who led the Theban
Legion before his martyrdom in the fourth century. His bones were pre-
served at the monastery of Saint Maurice in Burgundy, and an invocation to
this saint was already part of the Carolingian imperial /audes. While the lance
continued to be an important symbol of sovereignty in eastern Europe,?? at
the beginning of the eleventh century the Imperial Cross assumed not just the
symbolic but even the physical function of the Holy Lance in the West by
ultimately becoming the receptacle for the nail of the True Cross. The wooden
core of the Imperial Cross is outfitted with two compartments: The blade of
the Holy Lance fits into the recess in the crossbeam, and a fragment of the
True Cross from the imperial treasury fits into the cavity in the shaft.??

Scholars disagree on the provenance of the second relic, which is still extant
today. Some claim that the fragment of the True Cross “had presumably already
belonged to the Carolingians, but certainly to Otto I11,”* while others propose
that it was a gift from the Byzantine emperor Romanus III to the Western
emperor in 1029.2> No matter when it became part of the imperial treasury,
the relic was without a doubt highly revered, even venerated, by Conrad I, as
evidenced by the treasure piece in which he had it housed. Although work on
the Imperial Cross may have started during the reign of Henry II, this precious
object was certainly finished by around ro3o. The sides of the cross bear an
inscription that further reinforces its association with the first Salian emperor:
“Behold, may the hosts of the evil Enemy flee the cross of the Lord, [and]
accordingly may all enemies yield to you, Conrad.” Originally used in religious
processions, the Imperial Cross measures seventy centimeters (twenty-eight
inches) across and, as a result of some modifications made during the reign
of Charles IV in the fourteenth century, currently stands seventy-seven centi-
meters (thirty inches) high. Precious gems and pearls set in raised mounts,
as well as gold filigree, decorate the front of the object, while niello, a black
enamel-like alloy, was used on the inscribed sides and the back, which is
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FIG. 5 The Imperial Cross. From the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, Austria.
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adorned with a depiction of the Lamb of God and the apostles, and the sym-
bols of the four evangelists on the four square beam ends of the cross. Since
the Imperial Cross could serve as a receptacle not only for the Holy Lance
and the fragment of the True Cross but also for other relics, Conrad II and
his consort Gisela must have deemed this hallowed object the principle insigne
of sovereignty in the imperial treasury.2°

Just as the Imperial Cross currently on display in Vienna contains elements
that postdate the transferal of the “regal insignia” from the dowager empress
to the new king in 1027,%” the Imperial Crown found in the same museum
collection has also been modified through the addition of an arch and inscrip-
tion worked in pearls linking it to an Emperor Conrad. Which pieces of the
crown were already part of the legacy left by Henry II—or even the Ottoni-
ans—is a topic of a scholarly debate that became particularly contentious after
a museum exhibition mounted in 1992 caused a sensation by dating the crown
to Conrad II’s day.2® Now that cooler heads prevail, however, it should be pos-
sible to engage in a dispassionate discussion of this extraordinary memorial
to medieval imperial splendor.

Some date the crown to an even later monarch, Conrad III (1138—52),%
hence minimizing the difficulty presented by the fact that the first Hohen-
staufen king was never even emperor. The proponents of this theory allege
there is a substantial body of evidence that “Conrad considered himself the
emperor even though he was never crowned in Rome,*® but they then sub-
stantiate this claim by citing two sorts of proof, remarks by observers and the
king’s own words. A review of the latter reveals that Conrad III referred to
himself as the emperor—“C[onradus] dei gratia Romanorum imperator augus-
tus” [Conrad, august emperor of the Romans by the grace of God]—in only
one context, namely in the intitulationes, or superscriptions, at the beginning
of his letters to Byzantium.3! His son Henry (VI), who served as coruler until
dying early in 1150, addressed his father with the same title in both of his extant
letters to Emperor Manuel and Empress Irene, his aunt.?> No doubt Conrad
11T liked to style himself the emperor, as can be seen from the many instances
in which he titled himself (ez semper) augustus, or “(and eternally) august,” in
the imperial manner.3® Even so, there is quite a difference between using the
imperial title in diplomatic correspondence with Byzantium in order to indi-
cate that one held a rank commensurate with the eastern basileus, or emperor—
and was not just another 7%ix, or king, of a barbarian realm—and having the
corroborative imperial intitulatio inscribed on the arch of the Imperial Crown
for all and sundry to see, without having first been crowned by the pope in
Rome.?* While Conrad III “may have commissioned the crown for his oft-
projected imperial coronation in Rome” and thus had it fitted with the pearl
inscription in anticipation of his ascendancy,® this supposition can be neither
proved nor disproved and hence does little to settle the debate. Suffice it to
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say that the crown’s provenance will remain an open question “until such
time as the art historians are able to prove beyond a doubt that the (under-
lying structure of the) Imperial Crown dates back to Ottonian times*¢ In
what follows, let us—for the sake of argument—proceed from the assump-
tion that they have.

The Imperial Crown consists of eight individual gold plates of two slightly
different widths. The four narrower plates (I, 111, v, and vII) bear images
rendered in cloisonné enamel and surrounded by jewels, while the four wider
plates (11, Iv, vI, and vIII) are encrusted with precious gems. The plates are
attached in an alternating pattern, and the resulting crown has the sacred shape
of an octagon.?” The piece was last modified during Conrad’s reign, when a
gold-filigree arch spanning the top of the crown was fitted to the brow plate in
the front (1v) and the neck plate in the rear (viir); the arch is decorated with
gemstones and the following inscription worked in pearls: “CHVONNRADVS
DEI GRATIA ROMANORV(M) IMPERATOR AVG(USTUS)” [Conrad, august em-
peror of the Romans by the grace of God]. The original crown was decorated
with small hanging ornaments (pendilin) and decorations atop each of the
bejeweled plates (11, 1v, vI, and vii). During Conrad’s day, the large cross
rising from the brow plate (1v) was reconstructed.38

According to this scenario, the Imperial Crown looks the way it does today
thanks to Conrad II, who undertook to have it modified even though—or
specifically because —the original crown in all likelihood dated all the way back
to tenth-century Ottonian dynasty and the cross rising from the brow plate
dated back to Henry I1.3° By adding his own touches to the Imperial Crown,
Conrad II continued a tradition established by his predecessor and produced
a lasting synthesis of their visions. This insigne of sovereignty says as much
about Conrad’s views as does his introduction of imperial burials at the cathe-
dral of Speyer.*°

What did the crown symbolize to Conrad and the members of his house-
hold? Its most prominent feature is the brow plate (1v), adorned with twelve
large gemstones arrayed in four rows of three gems each, which probably rep-
resent the twelve apostles. The heart-shaped sapphire currently in the center of
the top row is a post-mid-fourteenth-century replacement; the original stone
was a larger, round gem. A verse by Walter von der Vogelweide (d. ca. 1230)
celebrating the coronation of King Philip in 1198 makes clear mention of this
singular stone, which the poet termed the Waise, or orphan. A gem by that
name also appears in Herzog Ernst, a late-twelve-century epic recounting the
exploits of its eponymous hero, Duke Ernest, who had fetched it from the
Orient. Since he was probably modeled on Conrad’s rebellious stepson, there
is even stronger reason to believe that this stone graced the crown in the Salian
ruler’s day. During the Middle Ages almost all gemstones—except Hungarian
opals—came from India or Ceylon “because only there are such stones to be
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FIG. 6 The Imperial Crown. From the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, Austria.
Plates (opposite): a. King David (1); b. King Solomon (111); ¢. Isaiah and King
Hezekiah (vix); d. Christ in majesty (V).



Image not available



150 + PART THREE: THE REALM

found in alluvial deposits rather than in mines” Moreover, all sorts of antique
gemstones were also available, as evidenced by the Imperial Crown.*! If the
twelve gemstones on the brow plate represented the twelve apostles, then
the Waise stone may have symbolized Saint Peter, the Prince of the Apostles.
The neck plate (vi11) of the crown is likewise adorned with twelve jewels, prob-
ably an allusion to the twelve sons of Jacob, the patriarch of the twelve tribes
of Israel. The two matching temple plates (11 and v1) refer to the high priest
and are integral to the octagon shape signifying the heavenly Jerusalem.

Interspersed between the bejeweled plates are four representational plates
that form a programmatic series commencing with the plate between the neck
plate and the temple plate on the wearer’s left (1). It depicts David, the king
and prophet, the founder of a dynasty, a secular ruler who was God’s anointed
and hence not a layman; at the synod of Frankfurt in 1027 Conrad II was sim-
ilarly not included among the laymen.*? Proceeding clockwise, the next cloi-
sonné plate (111) portrays David’s son Solomon, who was anointed during
his father’s lifetime at the urging of his mother, Bathsheba, and the prophet
Nathan to forestall an older half brother from making good on his regnal
claims; after their father’s death, King Solomon had Adonijah executed for
attempting to usurp the throne. The imperial coronation of Louis the Pious at
the hands of his father, in 813, was viewed in terms of Solomon’s anointment
by his father, especially since Charlemagne had already been extolled as a latter-
day David. The same was true for Otto I, the founder of the Ottonian impe-
rial dynasty, and his young son Otto II, who was crowned not just king (961)
but also emperor (967) during his father’s lifetime. (That these parallels were
drawn indicates that the concepts of “anointment” and “coronation” were
considered interchangeable during this era.) When Otto II received the royal
crown, the insurgencies fomented by Liudolf, his older half brother—another
motif found in Herzog Ernst—still posed a very real threat to their father’s
rule; by the time the young boy received the imperial crown, however, Liu-
dolf had met with a violent end.** What did all this have to do with Conrad
II? Well, he also founded a dynasty with a young son—a Solomon, if you will,
even though there was no Adonijah to challenge the boy’s dominion. Accord-
ing to one source, however, the emperor did on one occasion enjoin his son
to stay a Solomon and not turn into an Absalom, David’s defiant son.**

To the right of the neck plate is a plate (viI) depicting the encounter
between the prophet Isaiah and King Hezekiah, who is deathly ill and sits
slumped on the throne with his right hand supporting—or shielding—his
head. God has told Isaiah that the king will succumb to his ailment, and the
gesture may express Hezekiah’s reaction to the prophet’s message: “Then
Hezekiah turned his face to the wall, and prayed to the Lord. . . . And
Hezekiah wept bitterly” (Isa. 38:2f.). The Lord thereupon directs Isaiah to
inform the king that he has been spared; the prophet again fulfills his charge
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and delivers the verse inscribed on the banderole: “[B]ehold, I will add fifteen
years to your life” (Isa. 38:5). All that is missing from the plate is the retro-
grade movement of the sun miraculously wrought by God (Isa. 38: 8). Com-
pleting the cloisonné cycle is a portrayal of Christ in Majesty flanked by two
angels (V). As noted above, the plates on the wearer’s left depicting Kings
David and Solomon (1 and 111) are companion pieces; they are even visually
connected, in that the father and son direct their gazes toward one another.
The two plates on the wearer’s right (viI and v) are similarly related; Isaiah’s
vision provides the link, but on a thematic and not a representational level.
This leads one to believe that the figure of the enthroned Christ bears a direct
relationship to Hezekiah, who symbolizes all kings, above and beyond Isaiah,
and this supposition seems to be supported by the accompanying inscription,
“By me kings reign” (Prov. 8:15). Accordingly, all four of the pictorial plates
function as paeans to the divine favor and legitimization bestowed upon the
Lord’s anointed. Some scholars base their analysis of the plates on the function
of each figure, but the division into “kings” and “prophets” does not hold up;
to begin with, David was both a king and a prophet.#

Can enough information to date the crown be teased out of this gathering-
together of David, Solomon, and Hezekiah? The Imperial Crown is such a
remarkable insigne of sovereignty that one is strongly tempted to scour the
historical record for a specific occurrence that could have prompted its com-
mission. “The somewhat overpowering symbolism” of the piece suggests
that it was “produced during wartime” and undatable by art-historical criteria
alone.* While there is no denying the Christological dimension to the crown’s
representations, one should not focus on that as a unifying principle to the
exclusion of other, concrete interpretations, since medieval works—and their
constituent parts—can be understood on many levels. Thus, within a Christo-
logical framework David and Solomon function as exemplars of the Christian
sovereign, but to the Carolingians and their successors, these biblical kings
were individual examples of theocratic kingship. Similarities likewise existed
between King Hezekiah and Otto I, who fell deathly ill in 958, made a mirac-
ulous recovery, and lived for another fifteen years before dying in 973.4” During
his lifetime there would have been little reason to commission a crown with
a pictorial cycle incorporating a representation of Isaiah’s prophecy; accord-
ingly, this insigne would date —at the earliest—to the reign of his son Otto II.

This supposition is not incompatible with two facts often cited in the
debate over the crown’s provenance. Hezekiah may invariably appear in the
liturgies celebrating the consecration and coronation of the emperor and em-
press, yet never in the same context as David and Solomon.*¥ He is also men-
tioned on an ivory situla preserved in the treasury of the cathedral at Milan
that was fabricated in the last quarter of the tenth century for an Emperor
Otto. The vessel is banded with inscriptions, one of which closes with the
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following verse: “May the [heavenly] Father, who apportioned Hezekiah an
additional three times five years, grant Emperor Otto many /ustra [five-year
periods]. O Caesar, the carver [of this piece| respectfully requests that he be
remembered through his artistry™#® Of course, unlike Hezekiah, who received
a specific number of extra years, the living emperor is wished an open-ended
number of additional /ustra. What really mattered, however, was not the mathe-
matical but the moral lesson of the story: God is moved to extend the reign of
a humble ruler, thus conferring legitimacy on the sovereign and his successor.>

Influential contemporaries likened Otto I and Otto II to David and
Solomon, at least in the aftermath of the son’s imperial coronation, on Christ-
mas 967. For example, Hrotsvitha of Gandersheim explicitly extolled Otto I
as a second David in the Gesta Ottonis (Deeds of Otto), a work commis-
sioned by Abbess Gerberga of Gandersheim at the alleged request of her first
cousin Otto II, a young boy of barely ten years at the time. His older half
brother, Archbishop William of Mainz, was to review the completed manu-
script and no doubt deliver it to the dual emperors, but he died beforehand
(d. 968). The text itself concludes with Otto’s imperial coronation in 962, but
it is dedicated to both the father and the son and contains two dedicatory
poems. The second is addressed exclusively to Otto II and must have been
written after 967, because it likens his imperial coronation at the behest and
in the presence of his father to Solomon’s; in the same vein, the “greatly
desired state of peace” in which Otto I would bequeath his kingdom to his son
echoes David’s accomplishment.?! Hrotsvitha did not, however, liken Otto I
to Hezekiah, whose name does not even appear in the work.

Only after Otto I had passed away was it feasible to associate him with
David and Solomon, on the one hand, and Hezekiah, on the other, and,
indeed, the “Epitaphium Ottonis Magni imperatoris” (Epitaph for Emperor
Otto the Great), which was written in the early eleventh century, compares
Otto I to each of the three Old Testament kings depicted on the crown:
“Shielded by this small stone was the august and preeminent Otto, / Mighty
in authority [émperium] as David in ancient times, / By his own deeds re-
nowned, as wise and peace loving as Solomon; / Like the elder Hezekiah, he
was filled with hope / That peace would come, indeed would flourish down
through the centuries” This poem and the representational plates are unique
for their day in hearkening to just these three exemplary kings, which sug-
gests that the epitaph’s author—who was, if not Abbot Odilo of Cluny him-
self, then at the very least a member of the abbot’s circle—must have been
familiar with the conceptual underpinnings to the coronal composition. The
lack of concrete details in his verse does not preclude the possibility of his
having seen the crown in person.

QOdilo participated in the imperial coronations of Henry II, in 1014, and of
Conrad II, in 1027; he also attended the latter’s royal election and coronation,
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in 1024, and mediated the conflict in Pavia in 1027.5% Of course, the abbot of
Cluny did not travel alone, and thus the epitaph may actually have been penned
by a member of his suitably extensive entourage. In any case, it appears quite
likely that Henry II received an Ottonian version of the Imperial Crown at
his coronation in Rome, on February 14, 1014, after having set aside the royal
crown earmarked for the Prince of the Apostles.>®

It Emperor Henry II did indeed use a crown with decorative elements that
were so clearly applicable to the Ottonians, then may we not infer that the
Imperial Crown was in fact fabricated around 980? In that case, it was com-
missioned by Otto II, who may or may not have been moved by the fall of
Aachen—and the imperial insignia—into the hands of his Carolingian chal-
lenger, King Lothar of West Francia, in 978. Be that as it may, Otto II was a
qualified, indeed fervent participant in philosophical and theological debates,
and a moderator of scholarly disputations, who would surely have been con-
versant with the concepts behind the representational cycle.

There is no doubt that David and Solomon, as well as Hezekiah, typified
the exemplary king; hence, anyone who exercised royal authority—except a
tyrant, of course—could be identified with them. In the Middle Ages, exem-
plars possessed a dual nature that accounted for their overwhelming success:
They embodied generic attributes, yet these could be cited in concrete situa-
tions. In other words, writers used exemplars to communicate historical facts.>
Conrad II consciously adopted this traditional mode of conveying ideas when
he and the members of his inner circle undertook— probably for the first time—
to develop the concept of the “emperor who never dies” Furthermore, his
new concept of the polity appears to inform his reworking of the traditional
crown, which is of a piece with the metaphor of the ship attributed to him
and with other evidence that he understood his authority, as well as his realm,
in a transpersonal sense.>”

3. Public Display and Private Religiosity

Even today, it is almost impossible for us to distinguish between a politician’s
public display of piety—that pose of solemn reverence he or she strikes while
engaging in a religious observance—and the individual’s private feelings of
religiosity. To do so, we would need to be privy to a different type of infor-
mation, which is in particularly short supply, if not totally lacking, in the case
of a certain royal couple of the eleventh century. One thing we can say is that
religiosity must be exhibited in public if it is to have an effect. Furthermore,
deeply held religious beliefs inspire and sustain the gamut of human endeav-
ors, not least of which would be the perilous enterprise of establishing a new
kingship and new dynasty.>®
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Customs Surrounding Crowns and Coronations

The customs surrounding crowns and coronations were one—if not the most
important—expression of public religiosity on the king’s part. Since the atten-
dant rituals followed various formats and were performed on various occasions,
modern scholars have coined a host of terms to distinguish between them;
the most tenable are “initial” coronation, “joint” coronation, and “solemn”
coronation.” Conrad II participated in four “initial” coronations, three royal
and one imperial, each of which was preceded by his anointment, in accor-
dance with the East Frankish-German tradition observed without fail since
Otto I. The “sacramental nature” of this consecration rendered the coronation
unrepeatable.®® He received the crown of the East Frankish-German king-
dom in Mainz on September 8, 1024, of the Langobard-Italian kingdom
in Milan most likely on March 25, 1026,°* and of the Burgundian kingdom
on February 2, 1033, perhaps filling in for his son.®® Conrad’s—and by exten-
sion Gisela’s—first two royal coronations were prerequisites for their imperial
coronations at Saint Peter’s Basilica in Rome on Easter Sunday 1027 (March
26). The imperial coronation was modeled on a formal election: Conrad was
acclaimed emperor by the inhabitants of Rome and then consecrated, that is,
anointed, by the pope before receiving the crown.®

Since Gisela was not crowned along with Conrad in Mainz on September
8, 1024, the sacramental rite celebrated in Cologne on September 21 proba-
bly included her husband’s first “joint” coronation. Only two contemporary
sources mention the ceremony, and although neither notes that Conrad was
also crowned, it was standard to celebrate a “joint” coronation whenever an
individual “was crowned with unction in the presence of someone who had
already been anointed” Hence, “it does not matter whether the sources do
or do not make reference to a joint’ coronation for the senior monarch”6?
Much the same must have occurred in Aachen on April 14, 1028, when the ten-
year-old Henry III was consecrated and crowned king.% Ten years later, at
the diet of Solothurn (autumn 1038), Henry III was solemnly escorted into
the royal chapel of Saint Stephen’s by the bishops and other magnates and, in
his father’s presence, apparently became king of the Burgundians solely by
acclamation of “the people”

A distinction should be drawn between Conrad’s four “initial” coronations,
as well as the two—probably not three—“joint” coronations, and his “solemn”
coronations”” The latter, “as the term suggests, were celebrated in conjunction
with solemn religious feasts, though it should be noted that his initial coro-
nations were all also scheduled on solemn feast days”*® Conrad II is known
to have observed this custom during the last three years of his life, but “the
close chronological proximity” of the accounts and their wording indicate that
it was a long-standing practice.®” The solemn feasts of Easter, Pentecost, and
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Christmas lent themselves particularly well to staging solemn coronations and
proceeding “to Mass resplendent in the royal crown”? Contemporary accounts
of Conrad’s appearing “encrowned” are in all likelihood references to this sort
of ceremony.”!

Solemn coronations are known to have taken place on the Sundays of
Pentecost 1037, 1038, and 1039, as well as on Christmas 1038 in Goslar, but
their inclusion in the historical record is in all likelihood due to the unusual
circumstances under which each was celebrated. Conrad II was in northern
Italy in 1037 when “Pentecost approached, on which it was customary to crown
the king in the course of celebrating Mass” On Whitsunday the imperial
entourage finally came across a small church on the devastated outskirts of
the besieged city of Milan, but upon commencement of the ceremony, a most
terrible storm broke out, severely battering man and beast alike.”> On Pente-
cost 1038 Conrad’s solemn coronation took place in Capua, and it must have
been quite an event for a border city unfamiliar with the custom—the neigh-
boring empire of Byzantium did not subscribe to the practice—and for that
reason alone found its way into local and regional accounts. Furthermore,
the fact that Pentecost fell quite early that year (May 14) may also have made
an impression on more or less knowledgeable observers, who knew just how
inauspicious it would have been for the feast to fall just one day later: Pen-
tecost 1s celebrated on May 15 only when the movable feast of Easter falls on
March 27, which, according to Augustine’s calculations, is the (fixed) day of
Christ’s resurrection; any year in which the movable and fixed feasts coin-
cided could easily see the world come to an end.”

In fact, a terrifying display of nature’s power also occurred that Christmas
in Goslar: Just as Conrad “wished to proceed in his regal regalia to Mass,”
between the third (10:30 A.M.) and the sixth hours (12:00 P.M.), in the depths
of winter, ominous cloud formations aroused amazed consternation in onlook-
ers.”* Not six months later, the portents were realized: Following the solemn
coronations of Conrad II, Henry III, and Gisela on the morning of Pente-
cost 1039, the emperor fell seriously ill at around noontime and succumbed
on June 4, 1039. Even in death, however, Conrad II was not bereft of his
crown, for he was the first German sovereign to be entombed with a burial
crown, and after his wife was similarly interred less than four years later, the
new custom took root. Both crowns are still extant.”

How Conrad looked when “sumptuously crowned in procession with his
son and his Empress™”¢ is perhaps best conveyed by the splendid fresco in the
apse of the cathedral of Aquileia that was probably executed in 1028 —just one
year after the imperial coronation—and certainly by 1031. Young Henry III—
as yet uncrowned —is portrayed first, followed by a sumptuously attired Con-
rad, who towers over the others and whose head is graced with the Imperial
Crown, and then Gisela, an empress adorned with a diadem that resembles
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FIG. 7 Burial crowns of
Conrad (bottom) and
Gisela (top). From the
Historisches Museum der
Pfalz, Speyer, Germany.

Image not available

a cap. It is possible that the fresco depicts the Salians in processional order,
although here they are accompanied by larger-than-life saints.”” Painstaking
examinations of the work have revealed that the emperor’s mantle was orig-
inally painted blue and that his red tunic was edged in yellow overlaid with
green and red circles: “There is a yellowish raised and very jagged edge to
[the tunic], which was probably meant to represent gold braiding set with
jewels. . . . The hose are bound tight around the calves with white laces. The
crown is especially interesting: It consists of a circlet encrusted with pearls or
gemstones and topped by a high arch adorned with ‘fleurs-de-lis” affixed to
the circlet. The area beneath the arch is filled by a puffed-up cap” suggestive of
a miter. Small hanging ornaments too can clearly be made out on the crown.
The empress wears a long white mantle edged in gold set with jewels over a
blue garment striped in gold. Henry III is garbed in a long red mantle “that
touches his feet; a green tunic edged in red and hose of indeterminable hue,
which are fastened just below the knee by what appears to be a band,” com-
plete his attire.”

What sort of jewelry the empress wore may be gleaned from a treasure ex-
cavated in 1880 at a construction site in Mainz, consisting of “individual items
of jewelry that would have adorned a queen” “The jewelry was once thought
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to have belonged to Empress Gisela, but the random assortment of unmatched
pieces suggests that they are instead part of a larger collection of ornaments
worn by Ottonian and Salian queens and assembled over the course of many
generations and perhaps hidden away during the upheaval of the late eleventh
century””? Antiquarians and other lovers of antique jewelry have questioned
this dating. Could they have adorned Gisela or even her predecessor Cuni-
gunde, or was Gisela’s (second) daughter-in-law Agnes of Poitou the first to
wear them?8® Another question has triggered a heated debate: Could one of
the pieces, a fibula, or large clasp, depicting an eagle or peacock, have served
as the model for the following passage from the Ruodlieb? “Moreover, there
was added to these gifts [in the royal treasury] a large brooch suitable for a
queen, which had been cast in clay and had neither been made with hammers
nor constructed with any craftsman’s tool. It was completely solid and not at
all trimmed. In the middle of the brooch was the image of a flying eagle, and
in the tip of its beak was a crystal ball, in which three little birds seemed to
move as if they were alive and ready to fly about. A golden ring surrounded
the eagle in a circle. The brooch was so wide that it covered the breast of the
wearer completely. It was wide for good reason since it had been cast from a
talent of gold”

The eagle unearthed in Mainz does not hold a crystal ball in its beak, and
there is no evidence that three little birds ever perched on the fibula before
taking to wing. It measures less than ten centimeters (four inches) in diame-
ter—barely enough to cover the breast of a small child—and weighs much less
than the brooch described by the poem’s anonymous author, since the piece
contains nowhere near one talent—that is, one pound—of pure gold.?! Yet,
both the extant fibula and the vivid verse provide an idea of how magnificent
and valuable the royal jewelry must have been.®?

Gisela may also have originally owned an armlet that “was remodeled in
the twelfth century into a small crown adorning the reliquary of Saint Oswald
in Hildesheim” and the majestic earring parts found in the shrine to Saint
Godchard in Hildesheim; neither attribution has been substantiated, however.
It is also possible that the ring the empress’s sister Matilda bestowed upon
the “humble monk” Ekkehard in appreciation for his conducting the solemn
chant during the Easter Mass celebrated at Ingelheim in 1030 resembled one
of the many rings found in Mainz.%® Ekkehard’s account of this incident at
the royal palace discloses something else: A public display of one’s private
religiosity included rendering thanks to the professionals charged with offici-
ating at religious ceremonies, whether by the bestowal of a ring or, much less
elegantly, by placing some ounces of pure gold between one’s imperial feet for
the recipient to retrieve.3

The sovereign and his immediate family inhabited a public space; nothing
they did was “private” Yet, they enjoyed sufficient leeway in their decision
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making to express their “private religiosity” in an individualistic manner. For
example, all three of Conrad’s initial royal coronations are known or pre-
sumed to have been held on solemn feasts of the Virgin Mary; in fact, the
anniversary of his initial coronation on September 8, 1024, was observed merely
as part of the annual memorin for Conrad, Gisela, and their son, Henry, per-
formed on the solemn Feast of the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin by the canons
at the cathedral of Worms, which involved the distribution of alms and the
recitation of the litany.% There was nothing unique about the royal couple’s
veneration of the Virgin Mary, which was an ancient custom among the Byzan-
tines and after 1000 caught on not just in the Western Empire but in Poland
and Hungary as well. Electing to hold the coronation on September 8 was
also not without precedent: Henry II had assumed the throne in Aachen on
the Feast of the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin in 1002. Copious evidence
indicates that Henry II and his consort, Cunigunde, actively venerated the
Virgin Mary, and their devotion hearkens back to Otto II and Theophanu,
whose marriage seems to mark the introduction of the idea of “establishing
an association between Mary and imperial, that is, royal, authority in the West.”
Thus, “it can be demonstrated that a form of “political’ devotion to the Virgin
Mary existed among the members of the sovereign’s inner circle and his fam-
ily” long before the reign of Henry I1.8¢ Conrad II—along with the nascent
Salian dynasty—consciously decided to uphold this tradition, but he gave it
an unmistakably personal touch.

Conrad was crowned on September 8, Gisela a mere thirteen days later,
on September 21. Only part of the interlude was spent in travel, since the rel-
atively short journey by boat down the Rhine from Mainz to Cologne would
not have taken long. The royal couple attended to pressing administrative mat-
ters before finally departing on September 11; that first day they traveled only
as far as Ingelheim. Given the narrow time frame, they must have initiated
the intense negotiations over Gisela’s coronation quite early on; leaving noth-
ing to chance, the new king and his consort would not have departed Mainz
until they knew exactly what to expect in Cologne. With Archbishop Pilgrim’s
assent, Conrad might have spent some time in a last attempt at changing
Archbishop Aribo’s mind about not crowning Gisela. As for his own coro-
nation, however, the first Salian ruler was clearly determined that it take place
on September 8 during the celebration of the solemn Marian feast, which was
marked by a reading from the Liber generationis, or “the book of the geneal-
ogy” of Christ in the opening verses of the Gospel according to Matthew. As
has been noted, “The conjunction between the coronation day and the liturgy
highlighted the Christological and sacral aspects of kingship” Gisela’s coro-
nation also did not take place on just any old day, for September 21 is the
Feast of the Apostle Matthew, to whom this gospel —so meaningful to any
nascent dynasty—is attributed.
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FI1G. 9 Conrad and Gisela kneeling before Christ in a mandorla. From the Golden
Evangeliary of Henry III, ca. 1045; Escorial, Madrid, Cod. Vitrinas 17, fol. 2v.

The Salians’ attachment to the Virgin Mary was evidenced in other ways
as well. The focal point of the fresco in the apse of the cathedral of Aquileia
is an enthroned Virgin Mary, Mother of God, or “Theotokos,” holding the
Christ child. The figure of the young Henry III is placed in such close prox-
imity to the mandorla encircling them that he is grazed by her holy aura. In
1026 this same boy was named the heir apparent on the Feast of Candlemas
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FIG. 10 Henry and Agnes presenting Mary, the Mother of God, with the Golden
Evangeliary. From the Golden Evangeliary of Henry I11, ca. 1045; Escorial,
Madrid, Cod. Vitrinas 17, fol. 3r.
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(February 2), which commemorates the Virgin Mary’s purification in the Tem-
ple, and from mid-1028 on, at the latest, was hailed as the “hope of the empire.”
A portrait of Henry and his father graces one side of a coin modeled on a
Byzantine original; the Madonna appears on the obverse. Long after his par-
ents’ death, Henry IIT commissioned the Golden Evangeliary of Speyer, which
contains a representational cycle characteristically evocative “of the community
of the dead, the living, and those yet to be born, particularly the longed-for
sons and successors” One folio shows Conrad and Gisela kneeling before
Christ, who will hopefully be a kind judge, while another depicts Henry and
his wife Agnes humbly approaching the Mother of God, the patron of the
cathedral of Speyer. These illuminations convey a clear message: While the
Son sits in judgment over what is past and done, Maria represents hope and
the future.”

Even though many difficulties and unsettled issues had yet to be resolved
prior to Gisela’s coronation, the royal couple took the time to endow the cathe-
dral of Speyer in the first royal expression of the “Salians’ concern for their
memory.” Such were their gratitude to the Virgin Mary and their eagerness
to fulfill a preelection vow.38

The Founder’s Tomb in the Cathedral of Speyer

Even though Speyer was well situated on the Rhine River, neither the Car-
olingians nor the Ottonians had paid it any special mind.® Bishop Walter of
Speyer (1004—27) wrote that when he was a young man, he had considered
his diocesan seat a vaccina, or “cow town,” and it had not been wealthy before
coming under the wings of the Salian family.”® As fate would have it, this some-
what run-down episcopal town on the Rhine would become the site of royal
burials for centuries; even Rudolph I of Hapsburg (1273—-91) came here to die,
since “it was the custom from time immemorial to inter the kings of the
Romans in the city of Speyer™! Conrad’s ancestors, collateral relatives, and
sister, as well as his youngest child, Matilda, however, were buried in the fam-
ily tomb in Worms.?? One legend states that the emperor laid the cornerstone
to the abbey church at Limburg an der Haardt on the very same day as con-
struction commenced on the cathedral of Speyer, but the date given—July 12,
1o30—undercuts the credibility of this “storybook tale,” since the emperor was
still in Hungary at the time. There is no doubt, however, that both building
projects—the abbey church in the Salian family’s former seat and the cathe-
dral in the Rhenish town—were undertaken concurrently and that work on
the former progressed more quickly than on the latter. When completed, the
church in Limburg was only one meter (three feet) smaller than the cathedral
Emperor Henry II had built in Bamberg and probably longer than the struc-
ture originally planned for Speyer. In spite of its size, however, stretching
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seventy-three meters (239.5 feet), the edifice was consecrated sometime during
the 1040s, long before construction was completed in Speyer.”® Conrad II
allegedly presented Limburg with a crown and a scepter, but what occasioned
the gifts remains unknown, nor has it even been possible to confirm this
account.”* The cathedral town also soon reaped the benefits of the Salian’s
favor: In Limburg on February 20, 1032, Conrad II issued a privilege for
Bishop Reginger of Speyer (1027/28-1032) establishing an endowment for the
salvation of his, Gisela’s, and Henry’s souls, an endowment underwritten
by proceeds from the abbey of Schwarzach, which was located just east of
the Rhine and southwest of present-day Baden-Baden. The recipient of the
grant was also entrusted with protecting the abbey of Limburg an der Haardt,
Conrad’s “ancestral property.” The abbey church’s crypt and its three altars
were probably consecrated at around this time; as the duly appointed ordinar-
ius, Bishop Reginger likely officiated at a ceremony also attended by Bishop
Azecho of Worms.”

Almost exactly three years later, Conrad and Gisela allegedly issued a diploma
granting the abbey certain valuable estates and stipulating the services to be ren-
dered by the abbey’s new ministerials. The text expressly refers to the royal cou-
ple as the founders of a church in honor and praise of God. It is unclear what
to make of the diploma establishing a memoria to the Salians in Limburg; just
because it was forged does not mean that the contents are untrue. The docu-
mentary evidence for the imperial family’s presence at the monastery on August
2, 1033, 1s firm, however, and consists of a diploma awarding Bishop Meinwerk
of Paderborn, who had obviously accompanied them on the journey, consid-
erable recompense from Mainz.”® The imperial family made its last known visit
to Limburg on the first Sunday in Advent 1038 (December 3), during which a
regional synod resolved a dispute concerning the start of the Advent season.”

As far as is currently known, Conrad traveled to Limburg three or four
times for a total of at most eleven days, two of which were spent at court
diets or similar assemblies.”® Limburg consequently ranks nineteenth among
the locations “Conrad II is reported to have visited four or more times, or
for a total of ten or more days” Speyer, in comparison, does not even make
this list, because the Salian ruler’s sole known sojourn lasted a mere two days
(July 14-15, 1025),”” and when he returned practically fourteen years later, it
was only for his burial (July 3, 1039).1% Even so, the town’s fortunes began
to improve under his reign, which ushered in “the ascendancy of Speyer and
its cathedral, measured in terms of the founders’ and rulers’ tombs”1°! While
the new ruler may have taken his time before seeing to the memoria of his
ancestors at Worms, Conrad and Gisela moved swiftly in the aftermath of the
coronation in Mainz to fulfill a vow that he or perhaps they had made before
the election, to endow Speyer—that is, the bishop and the cathedral canons—
with considerable property.102
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To quote Conrad’s fourth known diploma, issued on September 11, 1024,
they made the donation “in nostram nostrorumque progenitorum et progig-
nendorum memoriam” [in memory of ourselves and both our ancestors and
progeny|, hence not just because their votive prayers had been answered but
also because they wanted to cultivate the memory of his flesh-and-blood ances-
tors and progeny, as well as himself; in other words, the bestowal was made
on behalf of the present, past, and future members of his family, not his pre-
decessors and successors on the throne. Two valid conclusions have been
drawn from this fact: First, Conrad and Gisela already attached great impor-
tance to Speyer before the election, as can be seen from their assumption of
a sworn religious obligation to the cathedral and its patron saint, the Virgin
Mary. Second, not only they and their descendents were to be remembered
in prayer, but also their forebears, probably even those two counts of Worms
who had blinded Bishop Einhard of Speyer in 913, causing him to languish
in pain up until his death in 918. Consequently, Conrad—the namesake of one
of those counts—and Gisela may have made and swiftly fulfilled the vow in
atonement for this heinous crime and to reconcile the new Salian royal house
with Speyer and the Mother of God. Conrad may have been motivated to
favor Speyer for yet a third reason, first advanced in the twelfth century: The
new Salian king was not able to build a new bishopric from the ground up,
as Henry II had done in Bamberg, so instead he showered such favor on the
run-down see of Speyer that his act of devotion in effect equaled that of his
predecessor.103

It remains uncertain when Conrad determined that he—and by extension
the other Salians—would be interred at the Speyer cathedral, in whose ren-
ovation he had been so extensively involved. While initially reticent on that
score, upon closer analysis the sources reveal that the town was probably from
the very beginning the preferred burial site for Conrad, Gisela, and Henry.
Construction on the new cathedral church did not, however, proceed as quickly
as on the abbey church at Limburg, which was a no less imposing structure.
As a result, when the time came to bury Conrad (1039), his “coffin was con-
signed to what may be termed a construction site and perhaps for that reason
was secured with a metal strap.” Just one year earlier (1038), the young queen
Gunbhild had been buried in the founders’ tomb, so to speak, at Limburg, “in
the place of greatest honor, immediately in front of the high altar, at the inter-
section of the nave and transept,” which was a logical choice, since the abbey
had been under the authority of the bishop of Speyer since February 1032.
Gunhild had born Henry a daughter but not the wished-for heir to the throne;
she may have been near and dear to the family, but she had not contributed
to its dynastic future. It is also possible that Limburg had from the very be-
ginning been designated the Danish princess’s morning gift and future wid-
ow’s portion.!** Moreover, as has been rightly observed, the Salian’s family



THE SOVEREIGN + 165

monasteries were never used for burials. Speyer’s rise has also been compared
with that of Naumburg on the Saale River in Saxony, which took over from
Zeitz as a diocesan seat in the early eleventh century, but whether the two sit-
uations are truly analogous hinges on one’s assessment of the Ekkehardine
family’s cultivation of its memorin.'®> Only after Henry III poured almost
unlimited resources into the cathedral’s construction was the burial crypt at
Speyer fit for a medieval emperor or German king. At a length of 134 meters
(402 feet), the edifice eclipsed all churches built hitherto in the West. Just as
the so-called crucifix of four churches in Utrecht was commissioned by Henry
as a tribute to his father, so too would “Speyer [be] imbued with a unique
symbolism by means of Henry’s favor and generosity” And Conrad’s son ful-
filled his own prophetic words, found in the Codex Aureus, or Golden Evan-
geliary, a magnificent manuscript he bestowed upon the cathedral at Speyer
sometime between 1043 and 1046. Today, it is among the exceptional treas-
ures preserved at the Escorial Palace Library north of Madrid.10¢

Of course, being only human, Conrad also had a practical reason for choos-
ing Speyer. The Salians exercised dominion and influence over an area along
the Rhine that included the major churches of Mainz, Worms, and Speyer.1?”
Conrad would never have been able to get what he wanted in either Mainz
or Worms; that left him with Speyer, a bishopric that probably could have
benefited from the sovereign’s patronage and yet was not so powerless that
it would be putty in the hands of an active secular ruler. The town probably
found it quite acceptable to open its doors to a defunct one, even if he were
“the emperor who never dies”

Veneration of the Crucifix, Enrollment in Prayer Confraternities and
“Books of Life”

The nineteenth-century playwright Franz Grillparzer may have put into the
mouth of Rudolph of Hapsburg the statement about the emperor who never
dies, a basic tenet of the ancien régime, but in fact Conrad II was probably
one of the first rulers—perhaps the very first—to appreciate its veracity. The
sovereign and his consort expressed their belief in the undying nature of sov-
ereignty by venerating the crucifix, which was hardly a unique devotional prac-
tice at the time but was still a sincere reflection of their religiosity. It was
only natural that the Salians would expect the “wood of the life-giving and
most triumphant crucifix”!%” to assure their dynasty’s future, and the family’s
patronage of the crucifix at Limburg an der Haardt probably dates back to
Conrad’s day. It is not clear, however, whether the monastery possessed a frag-
ment of the True Cross, derived perhaps from the magnificent cache of relics
brought back to Germany by Conrad’s delegation to Byzantium (1027—29).110
However, a Byzantine coin did serve as the model for an imperial coin Conrad
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minted in Speyer that draws a link between the crucifix and the Mother of
God. Struck on one side of the coin are the names “Conrad” and “Henry” in
the genitive case and the busts of two crowned men flanking a crosier. On
the obverse is a bust of the Mother of God with her hands raised; the head
of the Christ child can be made out in the foreground, as well as the inscrip-
tion “t SCA MARIA;” that is, Sancta Maria, or Saint Mary. “This is the only
instance of an Ottonian or Salian German coin depicting two rulers—father
and son—together!!!

Much like his predecessor—albeit to a far lesser extent— Conrad II estab-
lished affiliations with cathedral canonries. He joined the prayer confraternity
at Worms sometime after the start of his reign, but certainly no later than Feb-
ruary 14, 1026.112 Conrad and Gisela became members of the confraternity at
Eichstitt after having obtained the imperial crowns.!!3 In all likelihood, Con-
rad’s inclusion in the confraternity at Worms strengthened his long-standing
ties to his home town and reinforced his adherence to family traditions there;
accordingly, a great many of his “brothers” rose to important positions in the
royal administration both north and south of the Alps. Little comparable infor-
mation has survived regarding Eichstitt, however.!1

Conrad’s enrollment in a third prayer confraternity—this time along with
both his consort and son—is of particular, even singular significance. In a
diploma dated April 30, 1029, Conrad confirmed and restored a grant made
by Henry II to the nunnery of Obermiinster in Regensburg, which, for its part,
accepted him, Gisela, and Henry into its confraternity. In other words, the nuns

Image not available

F1G. 1 Coin minted in Speyer, silver, eleventh century. From the Grote collec-
tion, 1879; Muenzkabinett, Staatliche Museen, Berlin.

a. Two crowned busts (Conrad and Henry) flanking a crosier.

b. A bust of the Virgin Mary with hands raised and the head of the Christ child in
the foreground.
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agreed to pray for their souls, and their three names do in fact appear in
the cloister’s necrology. However, Conrad required material recompense for
the arrangement, namely three prebends, one each for himself, his wife, and
his son. According to the corroboratio, or authenticating clause, of the extant
diploma, Conrad validated the exchange by bestowing a scepter on the clois-
ter, which was highly unusual: “We have invested the cloister with our impe-
rial gift and left this scepter there as an eternal proof [thereof 115

While this diploma holds great interest for a historian tracing the rise of
royal prebends, its value to a historian analyzing Conrad’s policies lies more
in what it reveals about the emperor’s motives for entering into the confra-
ternity at Obermiinster along with the empress and the young king and duke
of Bavaria, and for taking the unusual step of granting and handing over a
scepter. Clearly, Conrad’s object was to confirm the foundation’s libertas, or
freedom from all but imperial secular jurisdiction, without making a specific
pronouncement to that effect. This was in essence a recapitulation of a pol-
icy articulated by his predecessor, Henry II—a former duke of Bavaria—in
the earliest known diploma granted Obermiinster, at a time when the ducal
office was vacant (1o010). Following the reassumption of the title by the em-
peror’s brother-in-law Henry V in 1017/18, however, the cloister soon lost its
imperial freedom. At a court diet convened in Regensburg a decade later
(1027), Conrad II instituted proceedings aimed at recovering all the border
fortifications and abbeys to which the realm held a claim. It is not clear what
he accomplished by this initiative, but perhaps the diploma issued to the
nunnery in 1029 was part of the sovereign’s program to reclaim crown prop-
erties. True to form, Conrad did not take Obermiinster under his protection,
“even though he should have, in view of his reclamation program,” but instead
bestowed his imperial scepter upon the foundation and concurrently entered
into a “confraternity” with the sisters. “We can only assume that he was not
able to overcome the opposition mounted by the beneficiaries of the status
quo. However, he may have executed an end run around his opponents by
means of this diploma” and the scepter symbolizing the kingdom.!1¢

At the end of July or beginning of August 1027, Gisela and Henry IIT jour-
neyed to Saint Gall without the emperor. They presented the monastery with
valuable gifts and were enrolled in the foundation’s prayer confraternity and
“book of life” In return, the monastery presented the empress with excerpts
from a German translation of the Psalms and Lamentations of Job made
by Notker of Saint Gall, who had died five years previously.!'” Interestingly
enough, Gisela, the former duchess of Swabia, and her youngest son visited
Saint Gall, one of the two foremost monasteries in Swabia, just as her husband
was engaged in a struggle over the region with her older son Duke Ernest II;
the young man himself had already capitulated to his stepfather, while the
last of his loyal retainers were in the midst or on the verge of doing likewise.!!8
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After his death Conrad II was inscribed in more “books of life” than any
other Salian ruler. The data underlying this striking fact are derived from a
category of sources still under study and are hence incomplete, but further
research 1s unlikely to bump Conrad from the top of the list.}** His frequent
inscription tallies with his circumstances: A secular nobleman who acknowl-
edged the impossibility of discharging his worldly duties without committing
sin would need to have the most prayers recited by the most people at the
most places possible on his behalf after his death. Therein lay his sole hope
for salvation. However, this presupposes the existence of “a purifying fire that
purged souls of their sins after death” Who knows to what extent Conrad, the
members of his family, and the numerous clerics who inscribed their names
in the “books of life” were cognizant of the fact that Conrad’s tutor Burchard
of Worms had devoted the last section of his collection of decretals to a dis-
cussion of purgatory. According to Burchard, “We are to believe that prior to
the [Last] Judgment a fire purges certain minor sins” and that only a sin com-
mitted against the Holy Spirit is never forgiven, in either this world or the
next.'?° The frequency with which Conrad’s name appears in the necrologies
also mitigates a complaint made by the annalist for the monastery of Hil-
desheim, who wrote that hardly anyone had mourned Conrad, the sort of man
“whose passing deprived almost the whole world of a leader and force for
virtue” Yet even the annalist was certain of one thing: Henry’s “elevation to
his father’s throne had, thank God, taken place under the most harmonious
circumstances in Christendom,” and the world had not come to an end.!?!
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THE “PEOPLE”

1. The Middle Stratum: Milites et Servi(tores)—Free Vassals and
Unfree Ministerials

The “people” in the eleventh century were not the common people, the /ab-
oratores, or workers, who are mentioned only in passing, if at all, by medieval
sources. No, the word populus encompassed those individuals who were enti-
tled to participate in the political life of the age; they fell into myriad group-
ings and were strictly stratified according to their status as free or unfree.
Dominion and dependence were embodied by the relationship between the
lord and his vassal, as regulated for the most part by Frankish feudalism. Still,
adherence to feudal norms was a function of location: The further east one
traveled from the Rhine, the less pervasive its institution. Thus, there was
room in these regions for other, less rigid organizational modes, the earliest
example of which was the ministerialage.! Of all the population groups sub-
ject to his rule, Conrad’s closest bonds were with the “gentry,” an admittedly
anachronistic term for the social stratum that emerged below the princely and
comital nobility. Occupying its uppermost rung were the free vassals, or milites,
whose interests Conrad championed with special vigor both north and south
of the Alps. The era also witnessed the “rise of the ministerialage,” a legally
protected class of individuals who were fundamentally unfree, yet would in
just a few generations qualify as knights in the true sense of the word.
“Passing over the wealthy counts [retainers?| at table, he [the king] talks
and jokes with us [the royal huntsmen] instead when he dines” This is how
the ideal king comports himself, in the words of the Ruodlieh, a contempo-
raneous “tale of chivalry” composed at the Bavarian monastery of Tegernsee.
In contrast, the Salian king did not normally have any contact with the peas-
ants—who occupied the lowest strata of society—even if they were free. Wipo
reports that Conrad did, however, have a good rapport with the free vassals:
“He disposed his vassals [mzilites] well toward himself in that he did not suffer
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the ancient benefices of parents to be taken away from any of their progeny.
Besides, as regards the frequent gifts by which he constrained them to dare
brave deeds, they thought that his like could not be found in the whole world*
This observation appears in a chapter devoted to Conrad’s first actions as a
ruler, his principles, and the quick acceptance of his governance. According to
Wipo, the new king preserved the peace, maintained good relations with his
ecclesiastical as well as secular subjects, and possessed great vigor; hence, he
was most honorably compared to Charlemagne. Significantly, Wipo inserts this
digression, which includes a catalog of Conrad’s—subsequently displayed —
kingly virtues that reads like an abridged “mirror of princes,” between accounts
of Conrad’s accession to the throne at Aachen barely twenty days after his
election and the commencement of the royal progression. Here, Wipo employs
a stylistic device called hysteron proteron, which entails reversing the logical
order of elements in a narrative in order to heighten the effect.*

While Wipo may have composed this description of Conrad’s comport-
ment in Charlemagne’s Aachen with an eye to drawing an association between
the two rulers, he also probably wanted to communicate that the “people”
expected positive things from the new king, particularly the mulites. After all,
Conrad had lived the life of a free vassal, and his closest confidant was a miles
named Werner.’ He would have shared their attitudes toward the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, as expressed in the satirical ditties about the clergy such men com-
posed while on military campaigns—like one tune popular during the dispute
over Lotharingia in 1024/25, which lambasted the bishops for their treachery—
and in the anticlerical Latin lays they applauded while at the “table of a great
prince”—like the poem Unibos, which features a cunning peasant named
Einochs (One-0x).° It comes as no surprise that what these free vassals ex-
pected of a suzerain was a shot at sharing in the church’s immense wealth.
And the Salian king did not disappoint them, as can be seen from his enfeoft-
ment of his stepson Duke Ernest II, who had “for some time provided mil-
itary service to the king;” with the abbey of Kempten in 1026, whereupon the
young man “divided it among his milites.”” By any reckoning, an analysis of
surviving documents reveals that when it came to bestowing property on lay-
men, Conrad IT outdid Henry II both quantitatively and qualitatively, since
he issued numerous privileges expanding the legal rights of the beneficiaries,
in most cases by declaring a fief hereditary, even through the maternal line.?
But just who were these milites?

Just as a property of “one hundred hides” was not equivalent to a fixed
area of land as would appear on a surveyor’s map today, so other medieval
terms could connate various, even antithetical, meanings.® Such semantic para-
doxes were due in no small measure to the multiplicity of lexical usages found
in medieval Latin, whose vocabulary was derived from classical works, the
Vulgate Bible, and patristic treatises—to name the most important sources—
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leavened with administrative terminology. Thus, while it is not possible to
trace the history of a medieval concept with exactitude, one can identify lex-
ical changes and certain semantic trends.

In the tenth century, common feudal terms like vassus, vasallus, and homo
(man) were supplanted by the classical Latin word mziles (soldier) because a
freeman’s ability to retain or improve his status under feudalism was pre-
dominantly—if not exclusively—a function of the military service he rendered
as a knight; it was his lifelong duty to hone his skills during peacetime and
prove them in battle. Hence, the miles was a fighter and a vassal, at least rel-
ative to his suzerain, on whose behalf he had sworn to fight, or militare, as
Wipo put it in reference to Duke Ernest II of Swabia.!® Elsewhere, the duke’s
like-named Babenberg cousin, who later became the margrave of the Bavar-
ian march on the Danube in present-day Austria (1055—75), is termed a mziles
to Conrad’s grandson Henry IV,'! and Ernest’s grandfather Hermann II of
Swabia had been “a miles and ally” of Henry II in 1002.!2 Even earlier, Duke
Arnulf of Bavaria (9o7-37) had enjoyed the same status vis-a-vis Henry 1.13
In his chapter on the Ravennese rebellion in mid-1026 Wipo describes Count
Eppo, who was the king’s standard-bearer and played a particularly heroic
role in the incident, as “a very good knight [mzles] from Bavaria” Sources
written from the perspective of the upper nobility, however, do not refer to
an overlord as a mules but use the term exclusively for a free vassal below the
rank of a count.

In other words, a miles, or vassal, was someone who occupied a lower
feudal rank than his lord; the higher the rank held by the lord, the higher the
rank held by his vassals. The totality of these relationships—from the king on
down—formed a feudal pyramid, as it were. Thus, the king enfeofted the duke
of Swabia with the abbey of Kempten in return for rendering military service,
or mulitare, to quote Wipo; the duke in turn parceled out the abbey’s hold-
ings as subfiefs among his own free vassals, or milites, to quote a local chron-
icler.* According to Wipo, Conrad honored an unnamed German who was
grievously wounded in Ravenna by having the man’s “leather leggins . . .
filled with coins and placed upon the cot of the wounded soldier [ziles] beside
him?” Similar disturbances erupted between Conrad’s forces and the natives
of Rome during Easter 1027, resulting in the death of Berengar, the son of a
Swabian count and “dear to him [the emperor| and a member of his house-
hold” Conrad had the young man, who is described as having been “very
noble and extremely warlike”—but not a miles—honorably interred beside the
tomb of Otto II in the chapel of Saint Mary at Saint Peter’s.!?

One can draw two lessons from such accounts: First, Conrad understood
the mentality of his nobles, and, second, the nobles were beginning to con-
stitute an identifiable group, although not—at least at this point—a legally
defined stratum. However, “during the course of Conrad’s reign, the nobles
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evinced their awakened sense of authority by erecting impregnable castles on
the tree-covered summits,” which became the seats of toponymous family lines.
The number of sources from either side of the Alps that differentiated between
the upper and lower strata of mulites, that is, the vassals and their subvassals,
concurrently increased. Until the mid—eleventh century, northern Italians used
the term valvassores to denote both the capitanes and their subvassals, as evi-
denced by the Constitutio de feudis promulgated in 1037 by Conrad II, who
declared that fiefs held by all Lombard vassals were inheritable.!¢ In this feudal
code the term mulites is reserved for those free vassals who are below comital
rank, and the term senidores is employed for the secular and ecclesiastical princes
whose feudal overlord is the king.!” Unlike their German peers, even the most
powerful knights in eleventh-century Italy—and France even more so—used
miles as an honorific whose meaning transcended social class.

North of the Alps, however, things took a much slower course because a
new social element was pressing for admittance into the emerging knightly
class.’® In Conrad’s day, the members of this ascendant group—the unfree
but specially trained ministerials who served the king, the imperial church, and
the uppermost members of the secular hierarchy—were still known as servi,
or servants, or, at best, serpitores, or servitors; the terms servientes, which re-
ferred to those rendering service, and ministeriales came into use later on, as
this group became more established. During Conrad’s reign, however, these
servi imperatoris vel vegis, or servants of the emperor or king, as well as their
fellows serving the imperial churches, were able to make their way into the
ministerialage with ease, as indicated by the barbs members of the “estab-
lishment” hurled from the onset at these social climbers. According to one
school of thought, the character of “Der Rote” [the Red One] in the Ruod-
lieb is just such a retainer; if so, all of these untrustworthy, mercurial, and
licentious fellows—red-haired or not—warranted watching.?

Over time, these terms experienced a semantic and social shift, as most aptly
illustrated by a biography of Gebhard of Salzburg (1060-88). The work sur-
vives in two redactions, both of which contain a passage describing a journey
home by the archbishop. In the older version, which dates to the late eleventh
century, he is escorted by a count, as well as free vassals (mzlites) and numerous
servitors (servitores). The later version, written in the twelfth century, repeats
the passage almost verbatim, but for some slight—and thus all the more strik-
ing—emendations: There his escort consists of a count and ministerials accom-
panied by their unfree knights (milites). A twelfth-century German could not
conceive of a miles preceding the ministerial to whom he was subordinate.
There were no longer any free mulites or unfree servitores: The former had made
way for the powerful, if also unfree, ministerials, while the latter had been
supplanted—in a formal and to a great extent functional sense—by the unfree
knights. In fact, the two terms had supplanted one another, and miles now
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denoted the unfree individuals at the very bottom of the noble hierarchy; the
term valvassores had already suffered a similar fate in mid-eleventh-century Italy,
when it came to be reserved for the subvassals of the capitanei, who were still
termed maiores vasvassores or valvassores in 1037.2° In Germany, the ministe-
rialage split apart, while sles took on a new meaning. Not all—by a long
shot—of those who qualified as ministerials could lay claim to that title after
the 1060s; a relatively large number probably continued to live, function, and
serve as mulites, which term in everyday speech denoted the members of the
lowest stratum of fighters recognized as knights under German feudal rules.
These knights rendered service to the king, the ecclesiastical and secular princes
of the realm, the counts, and both the free and unfree nobles, the latter of
which were termed ministerials from around 11oo onward. However, the term
miles (knight) was also used in a nonlegal, ethical sense: In the twelfth century
the word came to connote adherence to the chivalric ethos and in that sense
to denote any of the freemen listed above and even the king and emperor.?!

In 1057 Queen Richeza of Poland endowed the cathedral at Wiirzburg with
the estate of Salz, which included free vassals (mzlites) and unfree individuals
who rendered service (servientes) and “belonged to the Salz household (familia)
by virtue of marriage or some other cause” The privilege confirms the ancient
custom and right of the free vassals to pass down their fiefs to their sons and
grants the same hereditary prerogative to the unfree functionaries. In this case,
the traditional feudal rights enjoyed by the free vassals were clearly considered
normative.*?

Similar usage is found in another, roughly contemporaneous source, a biog-
raphy of Archbishop Bardo of Mainz (1031-s1), whose alleged ineptitude as
a lord drove many of those who served the archdiocese into the imperial fold.
Bardo’s retainers are described as falling into two groups: the free vassals
(milites), who decided on their own to render contubernia, or military service
to the king, and the unfree in service to the church, who were handed over—
the text does not say by whom—in accordance with feudal law to render
service at the royal court. In this case, too, the unfree ministerials followed
the example set by the free vassals, whose change in allegiance probably had
the legal backing of the king. The account calls to mind a passage by Wipo
in which the ostensible speakers note that a king or emperor could transfer
his unfree servants to the authority of another. In Bardo’s case, however, the
transfer was in exactly the opposite direction.?

What befell the archbishop of Mainz cannot be ascribed solely to “incom-
petence,” however, because this was not the only instance in which Conrad
abrogated jurisdictional rights over ecclesiastical servants. For example, the
sovereign bestowed an estate near Ingelheim on a certain Magnus who—as
contemporary sources indicate —was a ministerial to the diocese of Bamberg at
the time. Given the nature of the grant, the only recompense the man would
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have been able to render the ruler was in the form of service. A cliens, or vassal,
named Magnus was among the emperor’s vassals killed during an uprising in
Parma at Christmas 1037, and it is conceivable that these two were one and
the same person. Short of reviewing the entire extant historical record, suffice
it to say that no contrary information has come to light, and there is much
evidence that other “clients” provided military service on the second imperial
expedition to Italy. One individual named Conrad also served as the emperor’s
steward, an office that in the future would typically be filled by a ministerial.2*

As in classical times, medieval society encompassed a wide range of
free and unfree social strata and exhibited a remarkable tolerance—even by
modern standards—for social mobility. The successful management of even
a medium-sized estate in the early Middle Ages was predicated on the ser-
vice of numerous specially trained individuals, who may have been unfree yet
were in the position to accumulate not just property but also money in the
form of coinage to enhance their financial freedom. It is true that the “age of
migrations” from the fourth to the sixth centuries was marked by a resur-
gence of the dualistic social order of antiquity, with its categories of “master”
and “slave,” but it was also witness to what would prove to be a countervail-
ing phenomenon, the rise of the “people at arms”: A barbarian people, for
example, was one and the same as its army when on the move. The exigen-
cies of life on the road entailed dramatic social mobility within such a peo-
ple’s ranks, which were open to anyone—regardless of ethnic or social back-
ground—who was adept and accomplished in battle. Simply put, specialized
service—in this case, on the battlefield— could lead to social advancement. It
is extremely hard to estimate what proportion of an early medieval force was
unfree, and the figure varied from region to region. The West Goths in Spain,
for example, used a higher percentage of unfree fighters in their armies than
did the Franks or the Langobards. Whatever the exact percentage may have
been, however, the situation was fundamentally the same across the board:
The ranks of feudal armies were increasingly filled with unfree individuals. The
revolution in medieval warfare triggered by the switch to a heavily armored,
mounted force during the Carolingian period steeply raised the cost of out-
fitting a fully equipped fighter—a chain-mail tunic alone was worth as much
as a medium-sized piece of property—and the level of training an individual
needed to perform his duties with distinction. Since there were never enough
free vassals capable of fulfilling the military needs of an overlord, it fell to the
king or magnate to equip the requisite number of unfree men and earmark
them for lifelong training.?® Given the unique institutional history of the medi-
eval empire, however, Ottonian and Salian military leaders were able—indeed
constrained—to rely upon the imperial church for their troops. Hence, the
carliest ministerials were drawn from the imperial church, which was in the
very broadest sense part of the royal fisc, and from the royal fisc in the narrow
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sense.2¢ It is thus hardly surprising that Otto III delegated the “royal right to
muster the free and unfree milites” of his diocese to the bishop of Halberstadt
(September 18, 992),% since one of Charlemagne’s capitularies had already
stipulated that “the se7vi who are dignified with fiefs and render service, or
dignified through vassalage, are, along with their lords, obligated to provide
military service and should possess horses, armor, shield, lance, sword, and
short sword.”?

Thus, even though Conrad II surely knew how to use the ministerialage
to his advantage, its rudimentary origins predated him. The Salian may have
contributed to the “formation of the ministerialage,”?® however, insofar as the
first law codes for the unfree attainees of that rank were promulgated during
his reign or—what was more often the case—attributed to him in later redac-
tions; the prevalence of the latter makes it difficult to speak confidently any-
more of the “a royal ministerialage emerging during the reign of Conrad II
and of ministerial codes dating to the eleventh century3® These royal minis-
terial codes purport to be privileges—that is, they are addressed to a defined
group of beneficiaries—and do not lend themselves to generalization. Fur-
thermore, it is unclear to what extent they reflect the incremental emergence
of the ministerialage. Nevertheless, it is still possible to make a few—albeit
cautious—observations about the ministerials in the early eleventh century
based at the very least on the Lex familine Wormatiensis ecclesine, an indisput-
ably contemporaneous household law code compiled by Bishop Burchard of
Worms. The holders of certain offices—or, better, the performers of certain
functions—like the royal steward, cupbearer, chamberlain, or steward of the
local estate, were recruited from the royal or princely household, a familin
that was subject to a particular household law. As part of this arrangement,
they were granted service tenancies and concomitantly subjected to a special
ministerial code, if only for a finite time period. Thus, the household law of
Limburg abbey—a twelfth-century document alleging to be an imperial di-
ploma issued on January 17, 1035—stipulates that if the abbot “requires the
personal services [of an individual] and appoints him steward, cupbearer, or
miles, that individual will hold the [concomitant] tenancy for only as long as
he conducts himself properly toward the abbot; should he fail to do so, he
will again become subject to his former code?! With the passing of a cen-
tury, the equerry mentioned in Burchard’s code had become a mziles who was
no longer a free vassal but instead an unfree armored knight equipped by the
abbot and earmarked for service in the imperial army:.3?

The status of the unfree royal ministerials did improve during Conrad’s
admittedly brief reign, for while his diplomas refer to them by the conven-
tional term of servi, these individuals had attained personhood, so to speak:
The texts acknowledge their patronyms and their control over widely scat-
tered holdings; even a bishop might engage in property exchanges with them.
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In fact, Conrad II was the first ruler to bestow a hide of land belonging to a
free nobleman on an unfree member of his household and to issue a diploma
to that effect (May 8, 1034), which lists the empress, young king, and Arch-
bishop Pilgrim of Cologne—a native of Bavaria, where the property was
located—as intervenors. The recipient of this most profitable and prestigious
grant in the region of Vilsgau was one Pabo, a servus imperatoris, or servant
of the emperor, who thus laid the groundwork for his successors’ rise to posi-
tions as imperial and ducal ministerials. Raffold of Schonberg, a ministerinlis
regni, or ministerial of the (German) kingdom, who presented the property
and the imperial privilege to the nearby Cistercian monastery of Raitenhas-
lach in 1149, may or may not have been Pabo’s direct descendent, but the office
he held was certainly the institutional equivalent.®® Furthermore, as is clear
from the later household code for Limburg abbey, unfree individuals who
climbed the social ladder and became subject to a ministerial code could enjoy
enormous legal advantages during their lifetimes, but their status would for
a long time remain uninheritable. Conrad II appears to have bestowed land
and privileges only on royal ministerials hailing from Bavaria, although sta-
tistically speaking the sample size is scarcely significant. Even Magnus, the
ecclesiastical servant who was granted an estate near Ingelheim, qualifies as a
“Bavarian,” since he was a ministerial of the diocese of Bamberg, which lay
within that duchy. Did the rise of the ministerialage proceed otherwise in
Bavaria than in the rest of Germany, akin to the divergent evolution of the
unfree strata in Germany and France?®* Assuming that the data support this
hypothesis, what might have been the cause? In the tenth and eleventh cen-
turies no other region in Germany had as high a proportion of unfree deni-
zens as Bavaria.3 Accordingly, traditionally distinct groups, like the Barschalken,
or newly evolved strata, like the royal ministerials, might have served to differ-
entiate the unfree masses of Bavaria. And yet, just the opposite was the case.3¢

The primary purpose of Burchard’s household code for Worms was to up-
hold the communal way of life practiced by the familia sancti Petri, or the indi-
viduals attached to Saint Peter’s cathedral. Among the issues it addressed were
inheritance and nuptial law, judicial proceedings, the abduction of women,
property crimes, as well as homicide and the obligation to extract blood re-
venge for a slain member of the bishop’s household. One may discern only
the most rudimentary elements of a ministerial code in the rules applicable
to a select cohort within the cathedral household. Lesser dependents were also
the focus of the household code for Limburg abbey,?” which was allegedly
issued by the emperor on January 17, 1035, and specifically guaranteed the
rights of the houschold members, or familine, attached to various properties
slated for transfer from royal to monastic dominion. Indeed, the section in
which the individual provisions are delineated opens with this strong state-
ment: “However, lest either any future abbot demand more of the members
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of the monastery’s houschold than he should or the members of the house-
hold become remiss over time in the performance of their legal obligations,
arrogant toward their abbot, and neglectful in the fulfillment of their duties
toward the monastery, it seemed sensible to us to put down in writing the
services that the abbot may demand as needed and that the members of the
household are obligated to perform?3

A mandate issued by Conrad II sometime after his imperial coronation, in
1027, to Duke Bernard IT of Saxony (1011-59), Siegfried II of Stade, and a cer-
tain Margrave Bernard expresses his reaction in no uncertain terms to a sale—
perhaps under duress—of male and female servants, or mancipia, by the cathe-
dral church of Verden: The institution had acted wrongfully, because, accord-
ing to canon law, a cathedral chapter was permitted to exchange land and
people only in return for something of equal or greater value. In addition to
being illegal, however, the transaction was also abominable, because depen-
dents had been sold off like “dumb beasts” By the power vested in him as
emperor, Conrad ordered the Saxon dignitaries whom he had charged with
the region’s oversight to undo this outrage and arrange for the repurchase of
the servants, all for God’s—and his—sake. What makes this mandate so unique
is that we possess the original text, which—one must admit—betrays a certain
concern for the well-being of the lower strata. Even so, one must neither
romanticize the contents of the mandate and turn Conrad II into the Abraham
Lincoln of the eleventh century® nor discount them in light of the seemingly
contradictory account of some freemen— probably members of the middle stra-
tum—from the town of Wohlen in present-day Switzerland who were denied
access to the ruler because their representatives were too boorish to express
their rights in the proper language at a court diet.** While securing the best
return on the cathedral chapter’s holdings was surely foremost in Conrad’s
mind, the mandate also indicates that the dependents were sold off to widely
dispersed locales as if they were dumb beasts, which must have caused the
breakup of their family units. The emperor sought to undo this as well, be-
cause it violated canon law. This appeal to ecclesiastical legal norms brings to
mind the fact that the first German household law was written by Bishop
Burchard of Worms, who also compiled the first—and, for many years, the
most influential —collection of canon law: the “Compendium of Canon Law
as Practiced at the Episcopal Court.!

2. The Upper Stratum: Dukes, Margraves, and Counts
Picture for a moment a map of the Ottonian-Salian kingdom in a historical

atlas: It is a multicolored patchwork of mostly duchies bearing names that
seem to presage the states of the present Federal Republic of Germany. Yet,
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the plates in a historical atlas represent no more than a virtual reality—as well
they must—since the printed page cannot reproduce boundaries that were
continually in flux and continuously changeable. One should not attribute
too much significance to the persistence of these individual geographical units,
although—or even because —they once referred to specific tribal groups whose
names still grace many German states today, like present-day Lower Saxony.
It was, however, incumbent upon the sovereign of the East Frankish-German
kingdom to stay on good terms with the dukes, who were preeminent among
the lay princes and stood at the pinnacle of the secular nobility; they had long
enjoyed —albeit with some restrictions—the right to inherit fiefs, which the
common free vassals would first achieve during the Salian period. A duchy
was a land, a political entity of its own—a patria, a provincia, a regnum—that
was nonetheless held as a fief from the crown and just as contradictorily con-
stituted an office, or honor, bestowed upon its holder by the king.

In Wipo’s estimation*?—and probably others’ as well —there were eight
“great men” among the lay princes at the time of Conrad’s accession to the
throne following Henry’s death: Chief among them was Bernard II of Sax-
ony (1011-59), who would live to a ripe old age, followed by Adalbero of
Carantania/Carinthia (1012-35); Henry V of Bavaria (1004—9, 1017/18-1026),
who was the brother of the dowager empress Cunigunde; and Ernest II of
Swabia (1015-30), in spite of the fact he was still a minor and under the
guardianship of his paternal uncle, Archbishop Poppo of Trier (1o15-47). The
list continues with Duke Frederick II of Upper Lotharingia (ca. 102026/
27)—there is no mention, however, of his father, the ruling duke Dietrich I
(978-1026/27)* —and Duke Gozelo I of Lower Lotharingia (1023-44). “Cuono
of Worms, duke of the Franks,” that is, Conrad the Younger, his older cousin’s
rival for the throne in 1024, is seventh on the list, which ends with Udalrich
of Bohemia (d. 1034).#

It is not exactly clear why Wipo ranked the dukes in this order. Bavaria
represented “the most estimable honor in the German kingdom,™* and thus
one would expect its suzerain to head the list. If the ranking were based on
simple seniority, then one would expect Henry V of Bavaria to be named first,
since he was appointed duke in 1004,* although he was deposed in 1009 and
then reinstated in 1017/18, all at the hands of his imperial brother-in-law, Henry
I1.#7 Thus, on the basis of his initial appointment, this member of the Lux-
embourg house should have preceded both Bernard II of Saxony and Adal-
bero of Eppenstein, who received their duchies in ro1r and 1012, respectively.*
It Duke Henry’s ranking was based on his reinstatement, then he should have
followed Ernest IT of Swabia, who—nominally at least—succeeded his father
in 1015. The remaining four dignitaries do appear in the “proper” order, how-
ever: Frederick became the co-duke of Upper Lotharingia around 1020, and
Gozelo was named duke of Lower Lotharingia in 1023. Conrad’s “duchy” was
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not a princely realm but rather a conglomeration of less venerable—hence
more successful in a modern sense—entities associated with the house of
Worms,*” while Bohemia was an autonomous tribal principality subject to the
king solely by feudal bonds. In Heliand, a ninth-century Old Saxon retelling
of Christ’s life, the Roman emperor’s emissary Pontius Pilate is termed a ber-
itogo. Thus, it makes sense to term a German duke a Herzgg, while it is not
correct to apply the same German honorific to a Slav—and hence a Czech—
duke, who was instead a knez-kn(7)az.>°

There were, however, historical precedents for referring to a tribal prince
with the Latin honorific dux. During the Carolingian age, tribal princes exer-
cised what was tantamount to regnal authority within their territories, even
though they had sworn fealty to the king, indeed submitted themselves to his
suzerainty and the control of the Frankish counts. Their title indicates that
these princes were equated with the military commanders who waged war on
behalf of the Carolingian rulers, and not without reason, as can be seen from
the following episode recounted by Paul the Deacon (d. 799) in his history
of the Langobards: In the 630s a group of Bulgarians fled first to the Bavar-
ians and then to the Alpine Slavs; a generation later they proceeded into Italy.
The king of the Langobards, Grimoald (662—71), accepted these refugees and
sent them to his son, the duke of Benevento, where they were allowed to set-
tle. The Bulgarians had their own ruler, named Alzeco/Alcious, who was, in
the words of Paul the Deacon, a Vulgarum [sc. Bulgarum] dux, or duke of the
Bulgars, and entered Benevento “with the whole army of his dukedom? The
duke of Benevento made their resettlement contingent upon the fulfillment
of one nonnegotiable demand: He “directed that Alzeco himself, the name
of his title being changed, should be called gastaldius [a rank equal to that of
a Frankish count] instead of duke!

While a list of ducal witnesses in a literary work does not carry the same
weight as a list of witnesses in a legal instrument, by including these names
Wipo was able to sidestep an exceedingly awkward fact: Only two of the lead-
ing German magnates are known to have participated in Conrad’s election.
There is no question that Conrad the Younger played an active role at Kamba,
since he was the first lay prince to cast his vote for his older cousin. Duke
Henry V of Bavaria attended, clearly in order to lend support to his sister,
the dowager empress Cunigunde, who was there to transfer the regal insig-
nia to the newly elected king.>? In contrast, Dukes Bernard II of Saxony and
Gozelo I of Lower Lotharingia definitely did not attend the assembly at
Kamba; Dietrich I of Upper Lotharingia was also absent, which explains why
he is not on Wipo’s list, while his son Frederick II, who made an appearance
but departed with his men before the election, is included. Adalbero of Car-
inthia and Udalrich of Bohemia are not named in Wipo’s account of the elec-
tion, probably because they, too, did not attend. Archbishop Poppo of Trier
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definitely participated in the election, and it is possible, though by no means
certain, that his young charge, Duke Ernest II of Swabia, accompanied him
to Kamba, although the boy was not legally entitled to vote.> All in all, Con-
rad’s accession to the throne was not ratified by a majority of the dukes and
the tribal prince of Bohemia; those who were absent at best adopted a wait-
and-see attitude or at worst were openly hostile. Gaining their affirmation
posed no small challenge, but why did Conrad need it? What authority did the
dukes exercise at the time?

All of the dukes on Wipo’s list straddled two operational realities: On the
one hand, they were agents of the sovereign, constrained to function like vice-
regents; on the other, they were rulers in their own right whose claims to
regnal authority were secured by hereditary and property law. The dukes had
yet to establish their place in the power structure and whenever possible sought
to exercise the former role in the furtherance of the latter.>* The duke was in
theory the supreme commander of a military contingent drawn from his . . .
what? One hesitates to say Stamm (stem), because the word has fallen into
such disfavor as a result of its biological connotations.>® One could replicate
the terminology of the original sources and state that the duke led his “peo-
ple” into battle, but the image of a German-speaking leader urging his Volk
to war also grates on modern sensibilities.*® In any case, it was traditional for
dukes to provide military service, and Conrad II expected no less. With the
western borders of the empire under threat, the emperor reunited the two
duchies of Lotharingia in 1033 and appointed Gozelo 1, a gifted military leader,
duke of all the Lotharingians; Conrad would not be disappointed by his
choice.’” The principality of Saxony and its military forces had already been
placed under Billung command by Otto I, and the continual warfare in the
borderlands along the Elbe and Saale Rivers provided the members of this
line with many opportunities to exercise this authority.5® Adalbero of Eppen-
stein may have forfeited the duchy of Carinthia in 1035, because —unlike Her-
mann Billung and his successor, Bernard—he was unwilling to assume the
“Maccabean” mantle of a princeps militae® and “enlarge” the southeastern bor-
ders of the kingdom. Hermann IV of Swabia, on the other hand, was probably
a willing partner to his stepfather’s expansionist Italian policies, which bore
no fruit only because of the young man’s untimely death.®

Providing military leadership for one’s tribe or people was by no means a
duke’s sole function; if anything, Salian sources depict duchies as loca of pro-
vincial authority. These references have prompted the —unwarranted —asser-
tion that therein lay “the rudiments of a territorially and not tribally based
principality;”®! or, alternatively, harbingers of “a seamless transition into a ter-
ritorial duchy”? One must bear in mind, however, that in the eleventh century
there was in fact no fixed concept of a duchy, which was variously thought
of as a regnum,% provincin,* or patrin.®> Each of these terms emphasizes the
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territorial nature of the entity and in the late Middle Ages came to denote a
territorial principality.®® Nevertheless, all of the dukedoms continued to be
thought of in tribal terms, even in instances where that element was lacking,
at least in the traditional sense; hence, in Wipo’s work both Conrad’s grand-
father and cousin bear the appellation “of Worms, duke of the Franks,”®
although their rules have been said to represent a ““‘modern’ concept of lord-
ship” heralding the future.

A duke was expected to uphold the law and administer justice, as well as
maintain internal peace, although actual performance often fell far short.%® Two
provincial diets were convened in Saxony in the latter half of 1024; one was
held before Conrad’s election, most probably at Werla, and the second, pre-
sided over by Duke Bernard II, met afterward on September 13 at a long since
abandoned location.®” Contrariwise, there is “no direct evidence [that] even
a single ducal provincial diet [was convened] in Regensburg by the duke” of
Bavaria during this period—or the periods before and long after—that was
comparable to the diet convened at Ranshofen in the late tenth century. The
supposition that “such—undocumented —eleventh-century ducal diets served
to maintain the internal order of Bavaria and above all to lay the groundwork
for military campaigns” remains no more than that.”’ In terms of the rule of
law, dukes were not normally the ones to bring charges or serve as judges; they
were, rather, the ones charged and judged, as indicated by the extraordinary
“legal cases” brought against Ernest II of Swabia and Adalbero of Carinthia.”

The military and judicial functions of a duke were predicated on his theo-
retical supremacy over the margraves and counts of his duchy. In point of fact,
however, contemporary sources tell quite a different story: In his account of
Duke Ernest’s submission to Conrad II, Wipo applauds the sovereign for tak-
ing immediate action to preserve comital “liberty””? When Conrad sought to
undo an outrageous abuse in Saxony, it was not enough for him to issue a man-
date to Duke Bernard II; the emperor was compelled to turn as well to both
the count and the margrave also responsible for the region.”® The judicial diet
commissioned by the sovereign during early summer 1027 to conduct an inven-
tory of royal properties in Bavaria included “Franks and princes of this land.”
but the Bavarian counts clearly dominated the proceedings, while the newly
installed duke, Conrad’s ten-year-old son, Henry, is never even mentioned.”
After being stripped of his duchy and convicted of lese majesté, Ernest II was
hunted down by a Swabian count.”> The court diet that tried Adalbero of
Eppenstein, duke of Carinthia, on charges brought by Conrad II was presided
over by two imperially appointed margraves who had no ties to the duchy.”

After having stepped down as duke of Bavaria, Emperor Henry II took
various precautions to ensure that no successor could set himself up as a quasi-
monarchical intermediary power. In the throes of a conflict with his imperial
brother-in-law over Trier, Duke Henry V of Bavaria attempted to cover himself
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by extracting an obligation from the magnates of Bavaria “not to elect another
[duke] for three years” The Bavarians initially honored their vow, since they
and the duke had common interests; both parties feared the possible economic
and political repercussions of the emperor’s founding of a new bishopric in
Bamberg. Even so, when Henry II subsequently convened a court diet in
Regensburg and ordered the magnates to attend, they all did so; there, “a
combination of promises and threats convinced them to abandon their sup-
port and aid for him [the duke] and ally” themselves with the sovereign.””

As duke of Bavaria, Conrad’s predecessor, Henry II, had probably wielded
more power than any other German duke before him, and for that very rea-
son, he had been particularly keen as king and emperor to institute policies
that would significantly curtail ducal authority. As a result, he not merely gained
a freer hand in establishing Bamberg, which the emperor endowed with many
properties appropriated from the royal and ducal holdings, but he also tapped
a tendency among the Bavarian magnates to pursue an active role in provin-
cial politics. Even though Henry II appears to have been the first duke since
Arnulf “the Bad” in the early tenth century”® to be either elected or at least
acclaimed duke of Bavaria by the provincial magnates,” upon his royal coro-
nation he declared that the Bavarians possessed the “ancient” right to elect their
duke, thereby thwarting the rise of his presumptive successor, Margrave Henry
of Schweinfurt.8

In Bavaria and Swabia “the duke and ducal authority played an intimate role
in the communal life of the region,”®! which is not to say that the Lotharingian
magnates were either indifferent or even impotent when it came to eliciting
a duke from the king. For example, it was on behalf of the regional nobility
that Bishops Gerard of Cambrai and Balderic of Liege effected the reestab-
lishment of the duchy of Lower Lotharingia in ror2. As a result, the counts
of Verdun secured the ducal office for themselves, although their dynasty’s
claim to the post would prove weaker than that of the dukes in Upper Lothar-
ingia.®? The Lotharingian dukes were, however, the last to wrest recognition
of their hereditary rights from the throne; the Bavarian, Swabian, and even
Saxon ducal houses had already established their dynastic traditions in the
tenth century.®

The fact that “provincial law” served as an anchor for the ducal families is
not incompatible with the notion that dukes exercised royal mandates over
their provinces. The duke was a regional vicarius imperii, or vicar of the em-
peror, charged with executing the sovereign’s decrees and guaranteeing that
the ruler would grant favors and immunities—in other words, preserve the
libertas imperialis, or imperial liberty—within his ducal territory.®* The duke
was 1n a delicate position vis-a-vis the king because his administrative author-
ity over the secular nobility—to say nothing of the ecclesiastical magnates—
was not integral to his office. Thus, Duke Bernard II of Saxony made the
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infuriating discovery during the reign of Henry III that Archbishop Adalbert
of Bremen represented the emperor’s “fifth column” in the duchy.®> More-
over, the duchy was all too often squeezed between two opposing forces, that
of “centralized authority and the power of the provincial nobility”# It should
be noted that Conrad II and his son pursued significantly different policies
depending on the duchy: Those of “upper” Germany—Swabia, Bavaria, and
the latter’s offshoot, Carinthia—were under the direct jurisdiction of the crown,
with no regard for hereditary rights, while Lotharingia—reunited under the
rule of a single duke—and Saxony remained under the authority of the indige-
nous ducal families.8”

While the duchies north of the Alps and their cisalpine counterparts, the
Italian margraviates, do not—at first glance at least—appear to be of “ancient”
provenance, a review of the source material reveals that the duchies and mar-
graviates that cropped up south of the Alps in the eleventh century were
actually new—and the word has been chosen advisedly, because they were not
renewed —entities based on foundations laid in the ninth and particularly tenth
centuries by the Franks.®® In his dealings with these comparatively recent
institutions, Conrad showed his political stripes by jettisoning the old ways
of doing things and thus preventing his hands from being tied by allegedly
“ancient” conventions.®” He apparently faced sharp political opposition from
the dukes north of the Alps, to say nothing of the Italian margraves. Just the
mere fact that even without their cooperation in 1024 Conrad’s election was
held in a legally binding manner and no anti-king stepped forward to chal-
lenge the results on either the state or regional level throws into stark relief
the actual balance of power: The ducal and margravial wielders of interme-
diary authority in these kingdoms, provinces, and lands lacked the political will
to act in concert and, in this case, muster and sustain opposition to the king.

Lotharingia

As a young man Conrad had participated in a feud against the then duke of
Lower Lotharingia (1017); seven years later, Gozelo I, who had succeeded his
father in 1023, probably bore the new king some attendant ill will, much as
did Conrad’s other former adversary, Adalbero of Carinthia.”® However, it is
unclear whether the memory of their past animosity was the determining fac-
tor in Gozelo’s decision to act as the spokesman for the opposition in 1024,
when he organized the resistance to Conrad’s rule in his own duchy and sought
to win the confidence of the Upper Lotharingians.”* While Gozelo obviously
could count on the broad support of his own “people,” he was not in the
position to speak out against Conrad II in the name of all Lower Lotharingia
and thus all Lotharingia. In the aftermath of the election at Kamba, his met-
ropolitan bishop Pilgrim of Cologne took his part for no more than a few
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days before making peace with Conrad II and Gisela. Ezzo, the count pala-
tine of Lower Lotharingia, who headed the venerable household at Aachen
and was the second most powerful lay prince in the entire duchy, never joined
the opposition to the Salian king; in fact, this son-in-law of Emperor Otto II
probably participated in the election in Kamba.?? The duke of Upper Lothar-
ingia had sent his son Frederick II to Kamba, although the young man and
his entourage withdrew from the proceedings without bidding farewell. Arch-
bishop Poppo of Trier, the metropolitan of Upper Lotharingia, was clearly not
a member of this party; as guardian to the young duke of Swabia, Ernest II,
he is unlikely to have declined to participate in either the election or the cor-
onation. The likelihood that Bishop Dietrich II of Metz attended is even
greater, since he—in tandem with his brother Duke Henry V of Bavaria—
was responsible for organizing, in aid of his sister, the widowed empress Cuni-
gunde, the quick and orderly royal succession in the wake of his brother-in-
law’s death.”

The Lotharingians were thus unable to put up a united front in the face
of Conrad’s royal progress through their territory in early summer 1024. Under
the circumstances, it was merely a matter of time—and diplomacy—before
both dukes and their entourages submitted to the king at Christmas 1025;
Conrad had ensured the success of the negotiations by making substantial
concessions to Gozelo and probably to the Upper Lotharingians as well.** In
a countermove, the king confirmed the inheritability of both the Upper and
the Lower Lotharingian ducal offices. As a result, Frederick III, grandson and
son of the co-dukes and nephew of Gisela, succeeded to the duchy of Upper
Lotharingia after the deaths of both Dietrich I and Frederick II in 1026/27—
the exact dates are unknown. In 1033, upon his untimely demise without issue,
at least sons, the office reverted to royal control, and Conrad II installed his
successful and loyal—particularly given their commonality of interests since
ro25—vassal Gozelo as the duke of Upper Lotharingia “at a most dangerous
time for Lotharingia®

Saxony

While preparations for the royal election were being laid during summer 1024,
the Saxons held a provincial diet at Werla, their ancient place of assembly.
The sole surviving evidence for the gathering is a concord concluded between
Bishop Meinwerk of Paderborn and Count Dietmar, the brother of Duke Ber-
nard II of Saxony. One may assume that the duke was there as well, consulting
with the other attendees in formulating a response to the events unfolding
along the Rhine River. In any case, the vast majority of the Saxon magnates
along with their duke skipped the election at Kamba, presumably because they
had already reached a unanimous political decision to boycott the proceedings.
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During the diet at Werla or—at the latest—an assembly at Hirtveldun on Sep-
tember 13, 1024, the Saxons obviously agreed to take the same tack as they had
in 1002, which had consisted in recognizing and paying homage to Henry II
in Merseburg under the leadership of the current duke’s father, Bernard I. A
reliable source recounts that in 1002, “with the consent of all[,] Duke Bern-
hard [I] stood before the king and revealed the will of the assembled people,
expounding in particular the necessity and law of all,” and at the same time
asked Henry I “what he wished from compassion to promise them orally or
to grant them by the deed.” The assemblage included almost the entire Saxon
episcopate, the margraves, the count palatine, and other counts, even Bole-
staw of Poland. For his part, Henry II made a number of guarantees, most
notably confirming the Saxon tribal code, whereupon Bernard “grasped the”
Holy Lance “and faithfully committed the care of the kingdom to him”

No comparably detailed description exists of the rituals performed at
Minden on Christmas 1024, although Conrad’s biographer did make telling
reference to the Saxons’ demand for confirmation of their law code, which
the south German Wipo describes as “very cruel”® There is documentary evi-
dence only for Duke Bernard’s presence at the diet in the new king’s honor,”
but the behavior of the Saxons was doubtlessly comparable to that of their
predecessors in 1002.1% The Salian electee, in turn, modeled his actions entirely
on those of his predecessor and orchestrated the acknowledgment of his sov-
ereignty accordingly: Just as Henry II had established ties with the sisters of
the deceased Otto 111, Sophie of Gandersheim and Adelheid of Quedlinburg,
so, too, Conrad II paid his respects to these most influential abbesses—their
support having played as pivotal a role in his accession to the throne as it had
in his predecessor’s twenty-two years earlier—immediately upon reaching
Saxon soil. Just as some Saxon magnates had traveled south in 1002 to nego-
tiate with the new king, so, too, some Saxon princes were probably among
the electors at Kamba in 1024. Wipo avers as much,!! in a possible reference
to Margrave Ekkehard of Meissen and Count Hermann, whose brother, Arch-
bishop Gunther of Salzburg, is known to have attended the assembly; further-
more, neither nobleman appears among the participants in the provincial diet
at Werla or the assembly at Hirtveldun.10?

From the royal perspective, Bernard II was the foremost Saxon magnate,
yet he acted as neither a mediating force nor an intermediary authority between
the king and the Saxon people. Besides the duke, there were in fact numer-
ous functionaries on whom Conrad could draw as needed to attend to “the
governance of these provinces,” either in concert with or following upon the
duke’s lead. From the ducal perspective, however, Bernard occupied a unique
position in Saxony and performed his functions as he saw fit, free of royal
oversight. A particularly reliable, though somewhat younger source supports
this contention in an account of the situation on the border between Saxony
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and the Slavs during the 1030s: “The archbishop [Liawizo II of Hamburg-
Bremen (1020-32)] frequently visited the metropolis of Hamburg. Because of
the valor of Canute [Cnut], the king, and of Bernhard, the duke, there was
at that time a firm peace beyond the Elbe, since Caesar [Conrad] also had
reduced the Winuli [Wends] by war” As noted in a separate addendum: “The
Emperor Conrad led his army against the Slavs for several years, and for this
reason there was great peace beyond the Elbe 13

When Gottschalk, prince of the Abodrites, cruelly violated the peace in
1029, the Saxon duke determined his response not in the manner of a royal
agent entrusted with “the governance of these provinces.” Instead, he exercised
his own judgment after taking counsel with the Saxons, the Slavs, and the
other peoples of the north. Gottschalk, a former student at the monastery of
Liineburg, had ruthlessly attacked the Saxons in revenge for his father’s mur-
der by one of their number, but in the end he was captured by Bernard, who
in spite of all “respected him as a man of great bravery, . . . made an alliance
with him, and let him go” Gottschalk departed for England, where he became
a huscarl, or bodyguard, for King Cnut the Great, and ultimately, enlightened
by his Christian faith, returned to his homeland. In common cause with the
Saxon duke and the church at Hamburg, he made such progress converting
the Abodrites that he was equated with Charlemagne and Otto the Great.
Bernard II may have used the episode with Gottschalk as an excuse for not
participating in Conrad’s military campaign in Poland that same year.!%

The duke of Saxony died in early summer 1059, after having outlived both
Conrad II and Henry III and, as one chronicler noted, having “vigorously
administered the affairs of the Slavs and the Nordalbingians, and our own,”
for many decades; neither an emperor nor a king is mentioned in this con-
text. Much the same was true for Bernard’s son Ordulf, except that he was
no hero and lost all of his wars against the Slavs, becoming in the end the
laughingstock of his own people. His ineptitude was certainly attributable to
more than the appearance of Halley’s Comet, even though this cosmic phe-
nomenon was associated with the ill fortune suffered by his more famous
contemporary King Harold II of England in 1066, as evidenced by that mag-
nificent panel in the renowned Bayeux tapestries.!%

As can be seen from a case in Magdeburg on July 1, 1028, Conrad could
be called upon to render judgment—with Bernard’s assistance—in a Saxon
legal matter, but only if he already happened to be in the duchy and not merely
occupied on the eastern battlefront. The notice of the court’s findings con-
tains the customary list of witnesses, in this instance headed by Bernard II,
the most senior of the lay princes, thus preceding even Adalbero of Carinthia
and Ernest IT of Swabia. As informative as this ducal list may be, the inclu-
sion of these two southern dukes, who had fittingly accompanied their sov-
ereign to the north, is not unusual, since these two intimate advisors to the
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king often ventured far from their “provinces”'% Bernard, on the other hand,
is not known ever to have left Saxony—except on forays eastward —or to have
led Saxon troops beyond his borders, to say nothing of going to Italy or Bur-
gundy. Yet, the emperor and the duke clearly respected one another, if mostly
from a distance. As a result, “Conrad II was the only eleventh-century sov-
ereign against whom, as far as is known, the Saxon upper nobility did not
mount strong opposition or an open revolt” An alleged plot to murder the
ruler was nothing more than an unsuccessful ruse to get rid of two Saxon
nobles. In contrast, a member of the Billung family probably did plan to mur-
der Conrad’s son, Emperor Henry II1.1%” Conrad enjoyed a comparatively
good relationship with the Saxons: On the one hand, the realm’s “eastward
enlargement”™—to borrow a phrase from recent European history— provided
them with ample common interests, and, on the other, the Ekkehard family,
which was related to the Billung dukes, had from the very start been allied
with the Salian ruler. Conrad II and Gisela are even listed in the “Liineburg
necrology, which was compiled from the vantage point of the Billung fam-
ily” Yet, there are no grounds for saying that the Saxons grieved inconsolably
upon hearing of the sovereign’s death.1%

Bavaria, Swabia, and Carinthia

In 1004 Emperor Henry II, “with the approval of all present, gave a banner-
lance, which signified the Duchy of Bavaria, to Henry, his vassal and brother-
in-law” The new duke probably was seated on the Latron (Lateran), which
was the Bavarian duke’s stone seat. The emperor removed Henry V from office
five years later but, at the active encouragement of his wife, Cunigunde,
reenfeoffed his brother-in-law with the duchy in 1o17. At the reinstatement
ceremony in early summer 1018, the empress “enthroned her brother Henry
as duke of Bavaria”!® Following the death of Duke Henry V in 1026, the
office remained vacant for more than one year. Upon returning from his
imperial coronation in Rome, Conrad II arranged for the Bavarian magnates
to elect his son, Henry II1, as their duke in Regensburg on June 24, 1027.11
This was but the first step in the young man’s accrual of ducal authority over
southern Germany; the duchies of Swabia and Carinthia came under his con-
trol in 1038 and 1039, respectively, the latter soon after his accession to the
throne.!!! With regard to Bavaria, Henry could cite the magnates’ “ancient”
right of election—or, better yet, affirmation—as legitimizing his rule.!!? Fur-
thermore, the young Salian’s claim to the office was supported by hereditary
law: Except for the Hungarian pretender to the throne, Henry II’s nephew
Emeric,''® Henry III was next in line, since he was a distant relative of the
childless former emperor and no one could lawfully inherit the office from
Henry V. Both Henry II and Henry III were descendents of the Saxon royal
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dynasty’s founder, Henry I; Emperor Henry I, the last of the Saxon line, was
his great-grandson, whereas the young Salian Henry III was his great-great-
great-grandson. It is possible that Conrad’s choice of a tutor and guardian for
his son in 1026 reflected his concern for the boy’s hereditary as well as long-
term interests, since Bishop Bruno of Augsburg was the brother of Henry II.
In other words, it seems that even before his departure for Rome and dur-
ing Henry Vs lifetime, Conrad was already preparing for his son’s succession
to the ducal office in Bavaria.!!*

In the case of Bavaria Conrad II overrode what were perhaps the stronger
hereditary claims of the Hungarian prince Emeric; when it came to Swabia,
however, the sovereign strictly adhered to the laws of inheritance: After the
death of the rebellious—and childless—Ernest II, the duchy passed to his
younger brother, Hermann IV, and after the latter died, in 1038, also without
issue, their half brother and Gisela’s remaining son, Henry III, succeeded to
the office.11

The imperial policy toward Carinthia during Conrad’s reign—and then his
son’s—was primarily shaped by the principle of hereditary. Henry II had seized
the opportunity presented by Duke Conrad’s death, in 1011, to deprive the
duke’s son, Conrad the Younger, of his claim. The emperor’s enfeoffment of
Adalbero of Eppenstein with the duchy in 1012 was not a gross violation of
hereditary law, however, since his appointee was, after all, the dead duke’s
brother-in-law and husband of the boy’s maternal aunt.!!¢ Adalbero’s removal
from office in 1035 cleared the way for the restoration of direct succession in
the duchy. Conrad II used the occasion to strip the territory of its march, a
move best understood in conjunction with his experience in Swabia. In both
cases, Conrad drastically curtailed the resources of a duchy that had served as
a power base for a rebellious duke, before entrusting it to the rightful heir.
The emperor resolved the issue of Carinthia by granting the duchy proper to
Conrad the Younger but the march to a count, Arnold of Wels-Lambach. This
measure indicates just how comparable in rank and power the German mar-
graves were to the German dukes; moreover, it should be noted that Conrad
the Younger was forced to wait almost nine months before receiving his legacy,
while Count Arnold assumed office in the immediate wake of Adalbero’s depo-
sition, on March 18, 1035. The discrepancy is a clear indication that Conrad II
kept his political options open and adopted the “right” solution only after
engaging in lengthy negotiations.

Was he already weighing the possibility of appointing his son? That is a
valid question, although it belies a knowledge of future events and probably
gives too short a shrift to the state of affairs at the time. In 1036 there was
every reason to believe that the new duke could be relied upon to perpetuate
the ducal line of Worms. How could Conrad II possibly have foreseen that a
mere three years later, first he, then his cousin Conrad of Carinthia, whom he
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had installed as duke only after much hesitancy, and finally Adalbero of Eppen-
stein, the deposed holder of that office, would all come to their final rest?!!”
Whether or not Conrad spent the months following the diet at Bamberg on
May 18, 1035, eyeing the prospect of investing Henry IIT with the duchy, by
the end of 1039 the emperor’s “only son” was yet again next in the line of suc-
cession. Following the deaths of Conrad the Younger and Emperor Conrad
in 1039, Henry III kept the duchy of Carinthia, and as far as is known, the
magnates did not oppose his decision to assert his hereditary claim.!8

Italy: Margraves and Royal Emissaries

Given the disparities in their structures, only limited comparisons can be drawn
between the duchies in Germany and the margraviates in northern Italy, includ-
ing Tuscany. However, just as the dukes were the preeminent lay princes in
the East Frankish-German kingdom, so the margraves were the chief secular
nobles in northern and central Italy, while the amount of power and influ-
ence wielded by counts varied on both sides of the Alps. Only in Italy were
there still royal emissaries, who were termed missi dominici [emissaries of the
lord], missi regales vel imperiales [royal or imperial emissaries], or missi sacri
palatii [emissaries of the holy palace].}!” The primarily juridical duties of the
office could be bestowed upon a regional or local secular or ecclesiastical mag-
nate!?® or entrusted to an outside appointee. The latter approach, which dated
back to the Carolingians, was clearly in the interests of those subject to royal
purview, which accounts for the office’s continued—if peculiarly ad hoc—
existence.'?! Thus, lower valvassores could submit judicial matters to the com-
petency of either their feudal lord’s court or the royal emissary.!?> When the
proimperial monastery of Leno, in the archdiocese of Milan, sought an emis-
sary’s authorization for its investiture with a property whose status was not
entirely beyond dispute, Conrad sent no less than his cousin Bruno, the court
chaplain, soon-to-be chancellor for Italy (1027-34), and future bishop of Wiirz-
burg (1034—45).1%

As evident from two surviving judicial protocols from February 1038, the
confluence of regional and extraregional elements created a system of checks
and balances whose proper functioning was clearly in the interests of all in-
volved. The cases were brought by the bishop and the cathedral chapter of
Lucca, which, respectively, submitted their claims to a court convened in a
residence of the regional administrator, Margrave Boniface of Tuscany, and
presided over by the chief royal emissary and chancellor for Italy, Bishop
Kadeloh of Naumburg. The court met twice in the presence of the emperor,
as well as the regional counts, various palatine judges, a notary, and the impe-
rial judge Flaibert, who was also one of Margrave Boniface’s advocates, in
order to establish “unimpeachably” the proprietary rights of the two Luccan
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claimants. From the extant records, it is clear that all of the parties, including
the bishop and the cathedral chapter of Lucca and their advocates, had of
necessity cooperated in the formal proceedings; the involvement of a royal
emissary empowered to exercise the royal ban imparted even greater legal
weight to the judgment.!?*

While Conrad laid the groundwork in late winter 1026 for his accession to
the Lombard throne and the attendant imperial coronation in Rome, the mar-
graves—except for the house of Canossa in Tuscany—mounted very stiff oppo-
sition, attempted to install an Italian anti-king, and then had to be pacified one
by one as all of their efforts came to naught.!?> When the emperor declared
himself ready to return to Italy in 1036, it was at the urging of those very same
Italian princes—and not just the “ever loyal” Boniface, margrave of Canossa
since 1032—who had in the interim become his closest allies. In the course of
his first expedition to Italy, Conrad had made it quite clear that he had no
intention of perpetuating his predecessor’s policy of providing sustained sup-
port for the bishops’ attempts to recoup their authority.!?* Although this mes-
sage was directed primarily at the noncomital vassals, Conrad won over their
secular lords with different measures, like the promotion of intermarriage
between the Italian margravial families and the German princely and ducal
houses. This policy served not only to accentuate the commonality of upper-
class interests on both sides of the Alps but also to introduce a modicum of
uniformity into the institutions these magnates represented. That the Salian
ruler adhered to this policy provides perhaps the strongest argument against
the contention that he planned to undermine the duchies and for the most
part bypass the margraviates. In fact, Conrad did exactly the opposite, which
is not to say that he did not seck to impede the rise of largely autonomous
intermediaries wielding quasi-monarchical authority: For the good of the king-
dom—and his line—Conrad strove to integrate the uppermost “provincial”
institutions and their functionaries. Hence, seemingly contradictory mea-
sures—like promoting the establishment of a network of duchies from Swabia
all the way to the margraviate of Tuscany while “accruing” duchies in south-
ern Germany for his son—were congruous expressions of his policy.1?”

3. The Crown Properties, or Royal Fisc

Even though Conrad attempted to disentangle—or at least distinguish—his
familial property from the royal fisc,!?® he made very little progress on that
score. Typically, whenever a new king and queen acceded to the throne, their
holdings became the property of the crown, a practice that only posed a prob-
lem when a new dynasty assumed the reins of governance during the lifetime
of a dowager queen. This is just what happened in 1024: Empress Cunigunde
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had “outlived” Henry II and held an all too valuable widow’s portion con-
sisting for the most part of crown properties in Bavaria, of which she had
once been the duchess.’? Look in any comprehensive German historical atlas,
and you will find a colorful map of the Salian royal fisc; stretching from the
coast of the North Sea to the banks of the Danube River,!3 its broad expanse
is covered with a profusion of contrasting dots that represent Salian familial
holdings as documented by active local and regional researchers. A critical
review of their data drawn directly or indirectly from documentary sources—
grants of crown properties, as well as juridical determinations and confisca-
tions—exposes the limitations of such a map: It is not so much a snapshot
as a photographic negative of a bygone reality. The sources specify the exact
locations of the income-producing properties, but they do not indicate the
status of abutting areas, which may or may not have belonged to the royal
fisc. In spite of the gaps in the historical record, however, it still appears
that even the first Salian sovereign controlled a significant economic base in
the kingdom; his son, Henry III, was said to possess “the vast wealth of his
realm 13!

“Given the economic, technological, social, and political conditions of the
age, ruling from the saddle allowed the monarch to keep his organizational
options open in the promotion of efficiency. An itinerant kingship possessed
great advantages when it came to providing for the court’s needs. The Otton-
ian and Salian rulers had only limited monetary resources at their disposal. . . .
The only way the king could be assured of obtaining lodging and material sup-
port from the church was to take up residence at or near the bishoprics and
cloisters obligated to perform those services. . . . Hence, the large royal land-
holdings constituting the crown properties, or royal fisc, provided the material
basis of the monarchy. . . . The most important and most extensive portions
of the royal domain served as ‘mensal land’ directly provisioning the ruler’s
court. Given the limited capacity for transporting goods, it was more practical
to consume the surplus agricultural production of the royal domain on site
than to ship [foodstuffs] long distances to the site of the royal court”!3? Lit-
tle monetary gain was to be had from grain, which was difficult to transport,
except perhaps by ship,!3® or meat, dairy products, eggs, and lards, which did
not travel well at all; their value lay in their consumption, provided that these
foodstufts could be delivered to the kitchen of one of the royal palaces.

What measures did Conrad II take to use, develop, and expand the crown
holdings? To recoup possessions, he expended a great deal of effort in late
June 1027 convening a diet charged with inventorying all the crown proper-
ties in Bavaria, but the proceedings are not known to have been successful in
any immediate sense.'3* Even though the emperor was apparently stymied in
his efforts to take radical and geographically broad action, the failure does not
seem to have induced him to abandon his goals completely. Jettisoning the
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sweeping approach that marked his first German court diet as emperor, Con-
rad adopted a more measured policy. For example, a diploma issued in 1029
de facto reinstated direct imperial authority over the nuns of Obermiinster in
Regensburg, but refrained from making any explicit claims to that effect and
thus directly challenging the regional magnates’ privileges.!3> Conrad II han-
dled the issue of Cunigunde’s widow’s portion in a similarly single-minded,
yet politically savvy manner by quitting the court diet in Regensburg before
the Bavarian “fans” of the former duchess and empress could stage an elaborate
ceremony reaffirming her economic base (May 1o2s). When Henry III became
the duke of Bavaria two years later, however, the event’s value proved fleeting:
Except for some properties that the dioceses of Salzburg and Freising held by
means of precaria—a particularly apt legal term for agreements that the grantor
could revoke at will—the duchy was already deemed part of the royal fisc and —
fortunately—available for the young duke’s use. Following Cunigunde’s death
in 1033, Conrad recognized only a few of her lesser grants.!3¢

Overall, Conrad II showed great care when bestowing crown properties.
Donations that at first glance seem to have been quite generous are revealed
upon closer examination to have been more like quid pro quos, as the “bene-
ficiaries” of his largesse—like Bishop Egilbert of Freising, upon the completion
of his guardianship over Henry II1,'3” or Archbishop Meinwerk of Paderborn,
upon the performance of unparalleled services on behalf of the kingdom!38 —
could very well have attested.'* Even the most exalted lay princes and bish-
ops paid dearly to regain the sovereign’s favor, as did anyone seeking an un-
usual boon. To cite just a few examples: As part of his reconciliation with the
emperor in 1027, Conrad the Younger had to cede Bruchsal and the forest of
Lusshardt. To gain his stepfather’s forgiveness, Duke Ernest II of Swabia prob-
ably had to relinquish the abbey of Weissenburg in the Nordgau of Bavaria.!#
In the summer of 1037 the emperor took Poppo of Aquileia back into his
good graces only after the patriarch had transferred a considerable amount of
property to the bishopric of Cittanuova.'*! Udo of Katlenburg and his wife,
Bertrada/Beatrix, apparently paid a great deal of money for a privilege that
confirmed his investment with an imperial fief and — probably for the first time
in German history—the hereditary rights of both their male and female heirs.!#?

Land obtained by the emperor through conquest or legal confiscation was
crown property. Conrad II was no conqueror, but he availed himself of every
possible legal avenue to augment the royal holdings, as evidenced by the num-
ber of properties awarded to the crown by a court or forfeited as a penalty for
breaking the law. After all, as the sovereign noted in a decree issued in Italy, the
lexc omminm gentium, or law of all peoples—that is, natural law—prescribed that
individuals guilty of lese majesté surrender their possessions to the crown. 43
A well-connected noblewoman named Emma—sister of Meinwerk of Pad-
erborn, longtime widow of Count Liudgar (who was the brother of Duke
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Bernard I), kinswoman of Archbishop Unwan of Hamburg-Bremen, and mem-
ber of a noble Saxon family group known today as the Immedings'**—be-
queathed much of her property to the diocese of Bremen and some to her
Billung in-laws. Conrad, however, confiscated the crown jewel of her hold-
ings—the demesne of Lesum on the Wimme River near Bremen, encompass-
ing seven hundred hides of land—on the grounds that Emma’s daughter,
clearly the sole legitimate heir, had through some “fault” abrogated the right
to her legacy. An account of this incident is found in a chronicle by Adam of
Bremen, whose phrasing implies a certain coolness toward —if not displeasure
over—the emperor’s dealings. Contrary to what some have written, the Billung
and Immeding families did not accept this massive confiscation with equa-
nimity.'*> Adam claims that Henry III journeyed to Bremen at the invitation
of Archbishop Adalbert thirteen years later (1047), with the ostensible inten-
tion of proceeding to Lesum and meeting with King Swein of Denmark, but
actually in order “to test the [Saxon] dukes’ loyalty” Why the one should ex-
clude the other is not specified. In any case, Henry III visited Lesum, where
Count Thietmar—brother of Duke Bernard II, nephew of Countess Emma,
and member of the Billung family—lay in ambush; the attack was thwarted,
however, thanks to Adalbert’s foresight. In order to clear himself, Count
Thietmar engaged in a judicial duel against a vassal of the Billung family; this
perfidious twist was clearly the emperor’s doing. The vassal killed Thietmar
but was then seized and put to death by the count’s son in a manner as grue-
some as it was ignominious: The vassal was “hanged by the legs between two
dogs until he died” In meting out this archaic public humiliation, the venge-
ful son struck back at the duel’s victor, who served as a proxy for the inimi-
cal Salian Henry III and his archiepiscopal accomplice, even— by extension—
Adalbert’s predecessor, Archbishop Bezelin, who in 1038 had accompanied
Empress Gisela to Lesum so that she could invest the crown with the prop-
erty in her husband’s name. 46

On the demise of the recipients, the sovereign “inherited” all royal fiefs
or crown properties that had been bestowed upon individuals lacking either
the legal standing to bequeath holdings or legally recognizable heirs.!*” The
detailed history of one such legacy may be gleaned from two original diplo-
mas corroborated by a biography of Bishop Meinwerk of Paderborn: Count
Ha(h)old of Westphalia entered into a dowerless “marriage” with a daughter
of a count named Bernard; their union produced a son who was—as cus-
tomary—named after his maternal grandfather. When Count Hahold died,
in 1o11, his illegitimate son succeeded to the comital office, which was still
known by his father’s name. Bernard passed away no later than the first half
of 1030, whereupon the emperor inherited the county because the deceased
“had been a bastard, or what is termed wanburtich [of questionable birth] in
the vernacular” Furthermore, only the emperor could inherit the possessions



194 PART THREE: THE REALM

of Bernard’s full sister Hazecha.'#® This was not the end of it, however. One
of Hahold’s noble vassals had been induced by false promises to relinquish an
allod to his feudal lord without the consent of his lawful heir. The deceitful
count had then bestowed the property on his common-law wife as a morn-
ing gift. Many years later—both the feudal lord and the vassal whom he had
defrauded were dead, as was the illegitimate son, Bernard, whose responsi-
bility it would have been to protect his mother’s legal interests—the noble
vassal’s mother lodged a formal complaint against the unlawful proprietress
of her ancestral land in the royal court, which included three Westphalian
counts whose names have been recorded. Conrad II was moved by pity,
Gisela intervened on the woman’s behalf, the three Saxon counts weighed in
with their counsel, and the mother of the naive vassal regained her rights and
her son’s bequeathal .4

The sovereign did not inherit this particular parcel of land, because it was
neither a royal fief nor a crown property, but there is evidence for his acqui-
sition of properties that were. Most were located in northern Germany,
although some were in the regions of Speyer, Lower Lotharingia, and Bavaria,
where Conrad often enlisted the aid of the courts.!® None of these cases
involved more than ten hides of land,'*! making the seven hundred hides at
Lesum a striking exception to the rule. Similar penalties were levied against
individuals—like Werner of Kyburg and his ilk—who rebelled against the king-
dom or committed lese majesté.'5? Sometimes the inheritance was “untainted.”
as it were: The death of Conrad’s distant kinsman Otto of Hammerstein in
1036 spelled the demise of that line, and all of Otto’s possessions, including
the castle that had provided his toponym, reverted to the crown.!®® Some-
times it was even possible for a defendant with means to purchase a reprieve
from the court.!’> The reason information has survived concerning Conrad’s
successful attempts at enlarging his kingdom is the seemingly paradoxical use
to which he put these gains: The emperor turned around and granted most
of these properties to the church, to no small measure to settle conflicts and
set a good example for others.
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BILATERAL DIPLOMACY: THE IMPERIAL EMBASSY
TO CONSTANTINOPLE (1027—29)

Werner of Strasbourg, the most senior and respected suftragan bishop of the
archdiocese of Mainz, occupied an exalted position at the synod at Frankfurt
(September 2324, 1027) and even took a formal stand against his own met-
ropolitan during the debate over Gandersheim.! Although preliminary dis-
cussions or even negotiations likely preceded the synod, Archbishop Aribo
must not have accepted the situation with good grace, given the other breaches
in decorum he was made to suffer.? Werner was a particularly close confidant
of the emperor and, thus, surely acted as Conrad’s mouthpiece at the synod.
Soon afterward, he was again recruited by the emperor, this time to lead an
important embassy to Constantinople for the purpose of arranging a mar-
riage between the venerable Macedonian dynasty and the recently installed
Salian dynasty in the West.

It was a normal part of the diplomatic give-and-take between the West
and the East to dispatch an embassy, since the newly crowned emperor had
to establish relations with Byzantium and thereby receive confirmation of the
status quo instituted under the Saxon emperors. Tradition also dictated that
Conrad II attempt to forge a matrimonial alliance with the Eastern Empire.
The last such match had foundered a quarter of a century earlier, when the
young Byzantine princess affianced to Otto III had abruptly set sail for home
from Bari upon hearing of his death.

Bishop Werner had accompanied Conrad II on his first expedition to Italy
and participated in the imperial coronation. While in Rome, he assisted the
emperor with some important matters of state (April 4 and 6, 1027) and some
weeks later played a similar role in San Zeno, near Verona (May 19, 1027).
The bishop of Strasbourg was one of the most distinguished imperial bish-
ops of his time: A former member of the court chapel, he had been tapped
for the bishopric of Strasbourg by Otto III in 1001, and his friendship with
Emperor Henry II dated back to their youth. Contrary to a genealogy com-
posed at the monastery of Muri in commemoration of its founder, Werner
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was neither an early nor indeed the first Hapsburg. In addition to having been
an intimate of the two last Saxon rulers, the bishop immediately became one
of the Salian king’s three most important and exalted advisors.? The appoint-
ment of such an eminent figure indicates that Conrad intended to assemble
as prestigious an embassy as possible. Bishop Werner was joined by Bishop
Branthog of Halberstadt (1023-36), who chose to go into exile on a diplo-
matic mission as a form of protest against the depredations committed against
his chapter; unlike his fellow ecclesiastic, he would live to tell the tale of his
adventures among the Greeks. Count Manegold of Donauwérth in Swabia
held the highest rank among the secular participants.*

The two leaders of the embassy—Werner and Manegold —decided to travel
eastward along the Danube on an ancient pilgrimage route to Jerusalem only
recently reopened by Saint Stephen, king of Hungary, after a decades-long
hiatus. This ruler had reaped the official recognition and gratitude of all of
Europe not just for drastically reducing the threat of attack by robber bands
but also for subsidizing pilgrims and even bestowing valuable gifts upon those
of higher rank. Even travelers setting out from northern Italy immediately
favored the land route to the East, although the “customary sea route” re-
mained more popular for the return trip. Pilgrims departed in autumn, trav-
eled downriver as far as Belgrade, and then proceeded via Ni§ (in present-day
Serbia) to Constantinople and the East. After celebrating Easter in Jerusalem,
they made the return trip by boat during—ideally—the most pleasant time
of year. According to one extent itinerary, a group that left Angouléme, in
castern France, on October 1, 1026, arrived in Jerusalem the first week of
March and returned home the third week of June 1027.5 Hence, taking the
land route enabled pilgrims to the Holy Land to complete the round trip in
less than one year, avoid the austral summer heat, and still celebrate the res-
urrection 1n its original setting. Making the round-trip by ship was compar-
atively more time-consuming, since sea voyages were not normally undertaken
between November 10 and March 10; Venice prohibited ships from putting
out to sea between November 15 and January 10 as late as the sixteenth cen-
tury. Due to this so-called mare clausum, or closure of the sea, during winter,
pilgrims taking the maritime route who wished to celebrate Easter in Jerusa-
lem were forced to spend two periods of potentially hot weather—one in each
direction—aboard a ship. Hence, people much preferred taking the reopened
land route to the East, since, after all, the less time one spent in travel, the
greater one’s chances of surviving the trip.°®

Bishop Werner, Count Manegold, and the members of their entourage
departed in autumn 1027 on what was billed as a pilgrimage to Jerusalem; they
were either being disingenuous or honestly hoping to travel on to the Holy
Land, which was probably true for the bishop of Strasbourg at least. King Ste-
phen’s political interests took precedence over his generous impulses, however:
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From 1015 to 1018, the king of Hungary had contributed troops to the Byzan-
tines’ subjugation of Bulgaria and then (ca. 1020) married off his son—and
heir apparent—Emeric to a Byzantine princess. In fact, Basil II had been so
successtul as a “Bulgar-slayer” that Hungary came to share a border with the
Eastern Empire, whose idea of neighborliness included launching an extraor-
dinarily successful naval attack against Croatia from the port of Bari in 1024.
King Stephen I was confronted not just by the threat of a growing imperial
power to his southeast but also by the expanding influence of the imperial
power to his west. Soon after acceding to the royal throne, Conrad II had
taken an inimical stance toward Venice, which—but for some unwelcome
interruptions—was ruled by Stephen’s brother-in-law, the doge Otto Orseolo.
The revival of diplomatic ties between the two empires posed a dangerous
threat to Hungarian interests, and thus, in a logical move to forestall his mar-
ginalization, Stephen refused to recognize the German emissaries as pilgrims
and prohibited their passage through his kingdom.”

Bishop Werner and Count Manegold had no alternative but to make a
detour and take the dreaded sea route. Abandoning the Danube, they would
have journeyed south to Venice, sailed across the Adriatic Sea to Dyrrachium
(Durrés in present-day Albania), and followed the ancient Via Egnatia to Thes-
saloniki and then on to Kavilla, from which they could sail across the Aegean
Sea to Constantinople. Another alternative would have been to make the entire
journey by sea, but this is less likely, since that would have meant circumnav-
igating the Greek peninsula, which was a risky business given the meltemsi, a
strong northwestern wind that visited the area in the summer, and the craggy
coastlines below Mounts Pelion and Athos, not to mention the dangers posed
by the Peloponnese in the first place. Liudprand of Cremona, who was sent
to Constantinople by Otto I, recounted that he began his return journey on
a “boat;” but reached the town of Ndvpaktos, at the mouth of the Gulf of
Corinth, “after forty-nine days of ass riding, walking, [and] horse riding”” Since
it was already late in the season, the journey by ship from there to Patras,
Levkas, Corfu, and probably Otranto, in Italy, would have been arduous and
time-consuming; forty-five days elapsed between Liudprand’s departures from
Navpaktos and Corfu, since he was forced to make some lengthy involuntary
layovers.®

Conrad’s embassy journeyed “through Bavaria,” which suggests that they
were planning on using the Brenner Pass to cross the Alps; all of the more east-
erly passes within their reach were located in a region that even then was not
considered Bavarian, but subject to the “duke of the Istrians and Carinthians.”
Wipo notes that the embassy “tarried much about the territorial bounds of (the
march of) Verona,” a further indication that they had journeyed over the Bren-
ner Pass, and then “reached with very great labor the Adriatic Sea through
Venice” Among the travelers’ great hardships was “a calamitous sea voyage,”
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but since Wipo does not specify when they crossed the Adriatic, it is impossi-
ble to know whether that was due to the very early date at which they set sail
or a late end to the foul wintry weather. The preceding leg of the journey—
across the Alps to the border between Verona and Venice—must have gone
smoothly enough, since the long wait for permission to enter Venice marked
the beginning of the embassy’s difficulties. Repeatedly denied admittance, the
emissaries were forced to spend a considerable amount of time in the border-
lands and expend a “very great labor” to overcome, not the forces of nature, but
the angry backlash to the anti-Venetian pronouncements of a synod convened
at the Lateran in 1027 at Conrad’s behest and attended by Bishop Werner.?

It is not known when the embassy finally made landfall in Constantinople,
although it is definitely known that its leader, the bishop of Strasbourg, died
there on October 28, 1028, long after the embassy’s honorable reception. Wer-
ner may have entertained thoughts of making good, if perhaps belatedly, on
his original plan to go on a pilgrimage “to Jerusalem with the assistance of
the emperor” Constantine VIII. Did he plan on meeting up with Archbishop
Poppo of Trier,'? or were the two trips to the Holy Land totally unrelated?

The embassy’s mission was to establish and ensure good relations between
the West and the East by means of a matrimonial alliance. The emissaries were
forearmed with the knowledge that the mighty Macedonian dynasty had
already outlived its heyday and that Constantine VIII had no male heirs, only
three daughters on whose purple-robed shoulders rested a legacy of great-
ness. None of them, however, was a proper match for Henry III, who had
just celebrated his tenth birthday. Eudokia, the oldest, had been so disfigured
by smallpox that she had taken the veil; Zoé, the fifty-year-old middle sister,
had devoted her life to the pursuit of pleasure; and Theodora, the youngest,
refused to marry, perhaps because she was the Byzantine princess formerly
affianced to Otto III and thus had forsworn marriage. Their elderly father
had assumed sole rule upon the death of his accomplished brother Basil IT in
1025, but he remained as phlegmatic as ever and paid no heed to the ques-
tion of succession until he was at death’s door; needless to say, Conrad’s aspi-
rations were of no concern to him. Thus, when the Western ruler expressed
the wish to secure a “daughter of the emperor” for his son,!! he cannot have
had any of the Byzantine princesses in mind, since Conrad would have known
enough about the situation at the Macedonian court to dismiss the three out-
right as potential parties to the continuity of the Salian dynasty. Under the
circumstances, the only alternative was to find an acceptable bride for the
young king among the Eastern ruler’s kinswomen, as had been done decades
carlier when Theophanu was secured for Otto II.

Just two weeks after Bishop Werner died, Emperor Constantine VIII
took to his deathbed. Before breathing his last, he appointed Zo¢ empress and
on November 12, 1028, swiftly married her off to her sixty-year-old cousin
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Romanus IIT Argyrus, who had been threatened with having his eyes put out
if he did not repudiate his wife. Still at the Byzantine court, the surviving mem-
bers of the German embassy would have witnessed the entire affair.!?

One can only speculate when and under what circumstances Count Mane-
gold and the members of his entourage departed for home. If they took the
sea route, as was customary, then they would not have set sail before spring
1029. There is no evidence for Manegold’s renewed presence in northern Ger-
many in the second half of January 1030, by which time he could have spent
many weeks—if not months—at home on the upper Danube. Conrad II cel-
ebrated Christmas 1029 in Paderborn and, judging from an imperial diploma
issued there on New Year’s Day 1030, stayed on to fulfill his liturgical duties.!?
While the privilege granted to Manegold was drawn up on January 17, 1030,
in Dortmund, it may be yet another example of what was a common enough
occurrence during Conrad’s reign, the issuance of a diploma recording a legal
transaction subsequent to its conclusion. If so, Manegold may have received
the grant in Paderborn while celebrating the Feast of the Nativity with Con-
rad and Gisela and then accompanied the imperial couple westward as they
resumed their travels.!

The count is the central character in a singular work written for the abbot
of Donauw6rth by one of his monks during a visit to Constantinople in the
carly twelfth century. Brother Berthold’s account of his experiences is richly
embellished with the stories of other visitors to Byzantium, including Mane-
gold, who is depicted as a most circumspect individual and the fully account-
able leader of the delegation, and the count’s traveling companion, the bishop
of Strasbourg, who comes in for some criticism. The Swabian count received
such positive treatment because during his stay he had acquired a staurotheca,
a reliquary containing a fragment of the True Cross, which he promptly sent
home, and upon his return founded the monastery of the Holy Cross in
Donauwdrth to serve as its repository.t®

From Berthold’s perspective the embassy had been a complete success,
since the translation of the “the holy and life-giving cross of Christ,” to which
the monastery at Donauworth traced its foundation, was much more impor-
tant than securing a mere profane princess, no matter how venerable her lin-
eage. As it happens, it was also a success from Conrad’s perspective, since
Constantine’s successor, Romanus III, had acknowledged his imperial status.
A Byzantine embassy was dispatched to deliver a “golden epistle” to that effect,
as well as many relics, including another fragment of the True Cross, thus
setting in motion a transfer of holy items of perhaps even greater and longer-
lasting impact than the translation of the fragment to Donauwérth. Conrad
bestowed some of the relics upon his mother, Adelheid, who later donated
them to the collegiate church of Ohringen, of which she was a founding
benefactress, and may have consigned the fragment of the True Cross to the
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imperial treasury.!® Conrad II would have considered Manegold’s embassy to
Constantinople a success for all of these reasons and more, given the emperor’s
tendency to define his policies retrospectively to fit the “successful” results.
The count of Donauw®érth received a significant token of the emperor’s favor
“Iin recognition of his steadfast and devoted service,” a phrase that encapsulates
the sovereign’s satisfaction with his emissary. To all appearances, the balance
of power between the West and the East, which had first been struck during
the Ottonian period, was unequivocally confirmed.!”

In light of the foregoing, why did the embassy to Constantinople spark
such a negative reaction in Wipo,!® even though its spiritual leader had been
none other than the bishop of Strasbourg, a prominent royal advisor for whom
he had expressed the highest praise?! First of all, it may have been because
he subscribed to the traditional Ottonian and early Salian antipathy for Byzan-
tium born of the conflict in southern Italy and therefore had such a negative
opinion of “the Greeks” Elsewhere Wipo notes that “the Normans, who, com-
pelled by some necessity or other, had flocked together” in southern Italy after
having left their homeland, were appropriately employed by Conrad II “to
defend the borders of the realm against the treachery of the Greeks??° His
account of the embassy to Constantinople in 1027 is not merely detached and
cool in tone but also critical —if indirectly—of Conrad himself, which sug-
gests a second reason for his negative reaction: Like many other Westerners,
Wipo held Saint Stephen of Hungary in extremely high regard, and yet the
embassy was out to hoodwink the very king who aspired to show generosity
to all pilgrims! Werner of Strasbourg and the members of his entourage alleged
that they were on their way to Jerusalem, but “[b]y the judgment of the Lord,
whom no one will be able to deceive,” they were miraculously prevented from
carrying out the subterfuge. So far, so good, but Wipo’s next comment lends
a decidedly bizarre cast to the enterprise: The embassy’s leader, Conrad’s biog-
rapher asserted, brought along “many worldly delicacies—all beyond mea-
sure,” as well as herds of horses, oxen, sheep, and pigs. Such an overloaded
and thus painfully slow-moving procession must have struck even contem-
porary observers as absurd instead of awe-inspiring. The provisions that the
embassy took on in Donauworth—clearly supplied by Count Manegold —are
by an ironic twist of phrasing transformed into a giant herd of livestock, a
cacophonous menagerie or traveling circus that the Hungarians could never
have mistaken for a pious procession of pilgrims. Wipo clearly took King
Stephen’s side, just as he would in the matter of the peace treaty concluded
between Henry III and the Hungarian ruler in 1031.2!

This does not mean that Wipo disapproved of Werner of Strasbourg in
any way or subscribed to the debased depiction of the man found in later fic-
tionalized accounts. In the days after the coronation of Henry II, the new
king’s loyal aide had been subject to the enmity of Gisela’s father, Hermann
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of Swabia, who grievously attacked the episcopal seat and properties in the
struggles over the throne. The bishop would have been appropriately recom-
pensed by the Swabian duke as part of the latter’s submission to the sover-
eign, and there is no evidence of any subsequent friction between Gisela’s
kindred and the bishop of Strasbourg. On the contrary, contemporary sources
often place Werner in her company, which makes the later disparagement, in-
deed crimination, of the bishop all the more striking. What might have tipped
the scales against him was his failure to return home and burial in a foreign
land. To the monastic mind, such a fate was redolent of divine punishment
or retribution, and a writer’s advocacy of this view was in direct proportion
to his monastery’s animus against the bishopric of Strasbourg. Wipo’s por-
trayal of Werner is still untainted by such accusations, and his detached descrip-
tion of the embassy is not a reflection on its leader but rather one example of
the author’s candid criticism of Conrad II, as can be seen in other passages
as well. Wipo clearly viewed Werner as the victim of a subterfuge, which its
intended object was able to see through with God’s help, and blamed Con-
rad II for acting less than honorably by misrepresenting the embassy as a pil-
grimage. As far as is known, there was no subsequent diplomatic contact
between the Salian emperor and Constantinople.??
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CONRAD’S POLICIES TOWARD THE PEOPLES TO THE
EMPIRE’S NORTH AND EAST

Since inquiries into the past are inextricably rooted in the present, it comes
as no surprise that historians gain new perspectives and then develop new con-
ceptual frameworks by viewing bygone epochs through the prism of contem-
porary events. Let’s put this to the test by recasting Conrad’s Ostpolitik, or
policy toward eastern Europe, in modern terms as the “eastern enlargement
one thousand years ago” While the latter phrase encapsulates current ideas
with—mutatis mutandis—limited applicability to a former age, the European
Union’s “eastern enlargement” in 2004 did encompass many elements remi-
niscent of the first Salian’s policies. First, both efforts focused on “enlarging”
the scope of diplomatic ties in the area and not on “expanding” sovereignty
over partially or completely dismantled polities. Second, both undertakings
resulted in the integration of formerly distinct worlds whose newly established
sense of unity and solidarity quickly became accepted as the norm. Borrowing
a motif from classical and Carolingian art, Ottonian illuminated manuscripts
often depict the emperor receiving homage from four female figures. In ear-
lier works they personify Germania, Francia, Italia, and Alamannia, or, as the
nineteenth-century historian Leopold von Ranke put it, the “Germano-Roman
peoples,” but in later works the four lands subject to Emperor Otto III are
identified as either Italia, Germania, Gallia, and Sclavinia or Roma, Gallia,
Germania, and Sclavinia; the Slavic peoples have replaced the Alamanni. Third,
in neither case did the “eastern enlargement” proceed in a clearly systematic
fashion, since the focus was on a general framework, not on a meticulously
choreographed process. Fourth, reaching out to its eastern neighbors served
the interests of the West, since otherwise the pressures on its borders would
have continued to mount uncontrollably. Fifth, the “eastern enlargement”™—
be it of the East Frankish-German kingdom or the European Union—was
accompanied by a parallel “western enlargement” of the peoples and polities
of central Europe. Sixth and last, there was a mixed reaction to the enlarge-
ment—in the recent and distant pasts—from both those involved in, as well
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as those bearing the brunt of, its implementation. Of course, there were also
profound differences between the two processes, particularly with regard to the
causes, conduct, and conclusion of the military conflicts associated with each.

During the early Middle Ages, contact between the Romano-German and
nomadic Slavic peoples occurred within a broad swath of land stretching from
the Baltic southward to the northern Adriatic Sea. The extensive European
heartland was a place of convergence, not partition; the lack of a fixed bound-
ary was a legacy of the Carolingian hegemony over a realm—or, rather, com-
monwealth—that initially ranged from the Pyrenees in the southwest all the
way to the Elbe and Enns Rivers in the east and the manner in which the
dynasty had perpetuated its rule militarily and institutionally. The region west
of the two rivers served as a staging area for further seizures of borderlands
by Carolingians seeking to defend their domain and expand their suzerainty,
two goals that were not mutually exclusive in either theory or practice, since
they both promoted the Christian mission to the pagan tribes. Charlemagne
attempted to consolidate his rule over a greatly enlarged Frankish kingdom
by organizing the borderlands into “marches” Given the lexical inexactitude
of the official Carolingian documents in which the word primarily occurs, it
is hard to tell whether a marca was a (border) area to be defended on the
periphery of a long settled politico-ethnic entity or a freestanding adminis-
trative unit, a march or margraviate, as it was termed in the tenth century. The
use of a single word to convey both meanings suggests that the distinction
was not important to contemporaries.

The capitulary of Diedenhofen/Thionville (805) contains a list of border
posts permitted to trade with the Slavs and Avars and beyond which the
export of particularly high-quality defensive and offensive weaponry was for-
bidden. The outposts formed a line from the Elbe River in Saxony down to
the Danube River in present-day Austria. In Saxony they were located north of
the Thuringian Forest: Bardowick, on the Ilmenau River some distance up-
stream from its confluence with the Elbe; Schezla, which may have been
located south of the river in Wendland; and—skipping over the Altmark, an
area west of the Elbe settled by Slavs —Magdeburg, on the river’s banks. The
capitulary goes on to name Erfurt, which is located a good forty kilometers
(twenty-four miles) to the west of the Saale River; a district of present-day
Bamberg; Forchheim; Pfreimd; Regensburg, on the banks of the Danube;
and, lastly, Lorch at the mouth of the Enns River. There is insufficient evi-
dence to conclude that these outposts demarcated a fully established march.
The castle at Lorch seems to have been the sole major stronghold of the Bavar-
ian march on the Danube; all the other locations were, in all likelihood, no
more than outposts on an interior frontier of the empire and functioned as
jumping off points for exerting control over a more or less broad border area
that may or may not have been organized as a freestanding march.!
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a.

FIG. 12 Rome, Gallia, Germania, and Sclavinia (a) paying homage to Emperor
Otto III. (b) From the Evangeliary of Otto III, ca. 1000; Bayerische Staatsbiblio-
thek, Munich, Clm 4453, fols. 23v—24r.

Somehow, the Ottonians reinstituted the East Frankish kingdom on the
foundations laid by the Carolingians. The term “somehow” is used advisedly,
because the lines of influence between the two periods are too faint to be
definitively traced and are further obscured by the organizational structure
superimposed by the Ottonians. Particularly in the areas along and east of
the Elbe and Saale Rivers, they divided the marches into burgwards, or gar-
risons, and castellanies, and founded bishoprics among the barely Christian-
ized Slavs, hence providing more forms of “administrative oversight” than
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ever before.? The situation on the lower Elbe was quite different, since the
Ottonians did not exercise anywhere near as much control over their north-
ern border with the Liutizi as they did in the southern marches, which slowly
became full-fledged margraviates, or Lander, that is, integral parts of the king-
dom; the region east of the lower Elbe did not attain that status until well
into the twelfth or even thirteenth century.?

The Ottonian and Salian marches in the north served as buffers against
ethnic groups that were for the most part still organized into pagan tribes,
a fragmented social structure that impeded the establishment of principali-
ties founded on dynastic and monarchical principles. Some princely families
were stymied in their efforts to extend their dominion by their inability to lay
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the necessary groundwork, which consisted in bringing their people into the
Christian fold and promoting a solid episcopal infrastructure to safeguard
the top-down conversion. Since it was not unusual for Christian princes to
rule predominantly pagan populations, these duces gentium, or tribal dukes,
and their entourages were often expelled in violent paroxysms of antagonism
exacerbated by inimical political and familial interests. However, Christian
princely families that adopted a monarchical structure and successfully overcame
opposition to their rule—foremost among them were the Piasts of Poland, as
well as the Premyslids and Arpads, the up-and-coming ruling families of Bohe-
mia and Hungary, respectively—were able to maintain their grasp on the reins
of power for long periods. In the tenth century the survival of all the tribal
entities on either side of the marches along the Elbe and the Saale hinged on
their response to certain challenges: “Would they be able to dismantle the old
tribal structures and develop the new ascendant modes of governance? Would
the individual tribes and ethnic groups embark upon the road to political

Image not available

MAP 2 The Northern Tier, Bohemia, and Moravia. (Adapted from Hans Karl
Schulze, Hegemoninles Kaisertum: Ottonen und Salier, 3rd ed. [Berlin, 1994 ], 226.)
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unification? Would they be able to retain their sovereignty in the face of the
growing East Frankish-German hegemony that was ever more eager to grab
control of the east?™

The meaning of the German term Ostpolitik has been badly tarnished by
its association with the National Socialists, who called for the expansion of
the “people lacking space,” who sang of their yearning “to ride out into the
east!” and who wished to fight, indeed exterminate, the “inferior peoples of
the east” In short, a long history underlies the unspeakable preconceptions
that gave birth to the Drang nach Osten, or German eastward expansion, and
culminated in the mind-boggling events of the last century. At first glance, it
may appear that the heinous crimes of the Nazi era and the attitudes that pro-
moted their commission can be traced back to the High Middle Ages. How-
ever, works by contemporaneous authors like Thietmar of Merseburg and
Wipo, as well as the slightly later accounts by, for example, Cosmas of Prague
and Polish writers, use much the same language and manner to describe both
the bitter, bloody, and often brutal conflicts between the Germans and the
Slavs and the internal feuds waged by the Danes, Saxons, Bavarians, the pre-
dominantly pagan Slavs settled between the Elbe and Oder Rivers, the Chris-
tian Poles, Hungarians, and Czechs. Such discord was driven not by national
differences—it would be a long time before those arose—but by a shared tribal
pathos, as evidenced by the strategies and mechanisms commonly employed
to reestablish a precarious and temporary peace —furnishing hostages, paying
and withholding tribute, contracting and celebrating marriages, canceling
betrothals and dissolving marital unions, ceding territory with or without per-
forming the concomitant feudal legalities—which reflect a society still devoid
of nationalism.®

For example, the Scandinavian king Cnut the Great and the Polish king
Mieszko II shared familial as well as spiritual ties: They were first cousins, and
both bore the Christian name Lambertus.® In 1013 Mieszko married Richeza,
who was the niece of Otto III, granddaughter of Otto II and Theophanu,
great-granddaughter of Otto the Great, and the daughter of Ezzo, count pala-
tine of Lower Lotharingia and descendent of the Carolingians. Their union was
the result of political groundwork well laid by Richeza’s uncle Otto III and
Mieszko’s father, Bolestaw Chrobry, in 1000 at Gniezno, where the Christian
ruler and quasi-king of the Poles was recognized as a member of the Imperium
Romanum, a political entity that was oriented toward the west and south but
looking to expand its reach eastward, as well as to the north. In this world of
shifting enmities and shaky alliances, only the Jews put down roots in every
region as a matter of course; they enjoyed a markedly higher literacy rate than
their contemporaries and clearly excelled in their theoretical and practical knowl-
edge of geography.”

Bohemia was an East Frankish—German feudal principality and thus, in
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theory, part of the German kingdom, but, in reality, it was a largely indepen-
dent Slavic body politic. The Piast rulers of Poland held only portions of their
realm—and even then only transiently—as fiefs. Saint Stephen of Hungary
was able to evade the suzerainty of an outside power altogether, probably
because he was married to the sister of Henry II and by that very fact alone
deemed bound to the empire. The Hungarian king enjoyed an analogous rela-
tionship with the doge of Venice, who was married to one of the Arpad
dynast’s sisters. While the fact that Stephen had a choice of partners in Hun-
gary’s “western enlargement” may not have sparked Conrad’s antagonism to-
ward Venice, it certainly was an aggravating factor. As a result the Arpad family
became entwined in the loosely interlocking network of polities extending
from the northern Adriatic Sea to the Byzantine border.?

Against this background of extremely tangled relationships and astound-
ingly rapid vicissitudes in political fortune, rulers could continually reconfig-
ure their coalitions. Early in his reign Conrad II clearly grasped that in this
arena, too, he would—for better or for worse—reap the fruits of his prede-
cessor’s policies. From 1031 on, however, he appears to have taken an alter-
native approach and sought to control the eastern borderlands mostly through
diplomacy. Before that point Conrad had suffered heavy military losses; for
example, his conflict with the Hungarians cost him an entire army. Yet, when
all was said and done, he came out ahead in central Europe, where the very
concept of “borders” is particularly anachronistic,” even though—in spite of
his personal bravery—he never achieved a clear-cut military victory.'® What
brought the Salian ruler luck were his diplomatic and political skills; given
those talents, he could sometimes even afford to pass up the easy shots.!!

1. The Northern Tier

The existence of a Danish march between the Eider and Schlei Rivers can be
traced back to the Carolingians,!? and the Sorbian march east of the Saale
may date back as far as the mid-ninth century.!® Not until the Ottonian period
did the marches come to be clearly demarcated, however, due no doubt to
their association with garrisons and diocesan seats east of the Elbe and Saale.
For example, the march entrusted to Duke Hermann Billung (935/61/66—973)
stretched northeast from the Elbe near Lenzen and covered approximately
the same territory as the bishopric of Oldenburg. The march of his adversary,
Margrave Gero I (937-65), lay immediately upstream and corresponded to
the bishoprics of Havelberg and Brandenburg; when Gero died without legal
heirs, his march was divided into the Nordmark, or North March, and the
Ostmark [East March], or March of Lusatia [present-day Lausitz]. The Sor-
bian territory to the south, between the Saale and Elbe and, in theory, even
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as far east as the Oder, was long part of the Bohemian sphere of influence.
Thus, the first clear references to the three Sorbian marches date back only
to 968. Almost a decade and a half later, these marches were temporarily
consolidated under the command of a single margrave into the new march
of Meissen (982), which encompassed the bishoprics of Merseburg, Zeitz-
Naumburg, and Meissen.

The marches served as staging grounds for the military defense of the king-
dom, the expansion of its dominion, and—last but not least—the propagation
of Christianity, as most strikingly illustrated by Margrave Gero’s advances in
963 against the Piast prince of Poland, Mieszko I (d. 992), who was forced
to cede his influence over almost all the territory to the west of the Oder and
to pay tribute to the emperor for portions of his dominion. In a related
move, the pagan Piast married a woman from the Christian Premyslid family,
a union predicated on the groom’s conversion to the bride’s faith, whereupon
Mieszko I was admitted into the ranks of the European elite and accounted
a “friend of the emperor”*?

With that, the push to build broadly based domains east of the Saale,
headed by the Christian dynasts of Bohemia and Poland, came to a temporary
standstill. The northern marches might eventually have achieved the same goal
had it not been for a devastating setback suffered in the summer of 983: Band-
ing together in a pagan backlash, the Liutizi torched the episcopal seats of
Brandenburg and Havelberg, plundered cloisters, ravaged the Slav-populated
Altmark west of the Elbe in Saxony, and even laid Hamburg to waste.!¢ Look-
ing to salvage what it could, the German kingdom pinned its hopes on a
coalition with the Piasts; the involvement of their fellow Christians, the Pre-
myslids, was effectively precluded by the extreme hostility between the Bohe-
mians and Poles.!” Cooperation between the German kingdom and Poland
culminated in “the magnificently staged encounter between Otto III and Bole-
staw Chrobry in 1000 in Gniezno,” which lent the Piast ruler the enhanced
stature of, if not exactly a king, then a quasi-royal suzerain and “lord” outrank-
ing the German dukes!®

In his capacity as the former duke of Bavaria, Emperor Henry II had learned
to maintain a strong coalition with the Premyslids of Bohemia, who had in
turn established ties with the pagan Liutizi to counterbalance the alliance be-
tween the Saxons and the Poles.!” Furthermore, since it had always been part
and parcel of Bavarian policy to contract alliances whenever the situation war-
ranted, even peace agreements with heathen partners only seemingly incapable
of upholding such arrangements, why should the former Bavarian duke not
do the same in his new role as king when he felt menaced by the dangerous,
albeit Christian, coalition dominated by the Poles? After all, that tactic had
worked with the Avars and Hungarians.?® Hence, to the unmitigated horror
of Saxons like Brun of Querfurt, the “saintly” King Henry II in 1003 took the
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fatal step of entering into an alliance with the Liutizi.2! Whatever the ulti-
mate cause —Bavaria’s political experience, fear of Bolestaw’s superior military
strength and remarkably effective policy of encirclement, or a personality trait
of the last Liudolfing king that led him to resolve conflicts by the use of force—
the two camps became embroiled in a fifteen-year-long war that Henry II could
not win, because it offered no victory.

On January 30, 1018, imperial emissaries and Bolestaw Chrobry signed a
peace agreement at Bautzen castle in present-day Saxony. The specifics of the
concord are unknown, but its substance cannot have been favorable to the
emperor, for in the opinion of one German chronicler, “This was not as it
should have been, however. Rather, it was the best that could be accomplished
under the circumstances”?? In other words, the peace agreement constituted
a confirmation of the status quo: The victorious Piast prince, the “lord of
Sclavinia,” retained not just Moravia but also the disputed marches east of the
mid-Elbe River without acknowledging overlordship of the German emperor,
who furthermore promised to provide the prince with German troops for the
latter’s forays against the East Slavs, or “Rus,” settled in the region around
Kiev. For his part, Bolestaw married Oda, a sister of Margrave Hermann of
Meissen, even though the Lenten period had already started and he had no
ecclesiastical dispensation for the union. The unlikelihood of receiving one—
given that it was Bolestaw’s fourth marriage —does not, however, account for
the dispatch with which the union was celebrated: The ceremony was held
without delay in order to safeguard the peace concluded at Bautzen and to
help the Polish prince maintain his momentum in Kiev.23

The concord was greeted with mixed emotions by the Saxons—and no
doubt by the rest of the Germans as well—who regarded it as tantamount to
capitulation,?* but the relationship it forged between Poland and the West
proved tenable, as can be seen from amicable gestures like the inclusion of
the prince’s son, the future king Mieszko I, in the prayer confraternity at the
cloister of Saint Michael in Bamberg. Moreover, Bolestaw came to consider
himself part of the German kingdom and put off his royal coronation as long
as Henry II was alive.?> The pagan Liutizi must have felt threatened by the
peace agreement, because they immediately attacked the Christian prince of
the Abodrites, who sympathized with the new coalition between Christian
Germany and Poland. After ousting him and his family from power, the Liu-
tizi engineered the Abodrites’ (re)adoption of a pagan, reactionary form of
rule analogous to their own tribal and nonmonarchial system. The emperor
shied away from intervening in this conflict between his enemies and semi-
allies, so it fell to King Cnut, the energetic ruler of Denmark and England
and Bolestaw’s Christian brother-in-law, to resolve the matter. Archbishop
Unwan of Hamburg-Bremen seized the opportunity to broker a reconcilia-
tion between Henry II and the Saxon members of the Billung family, who
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were allies of the Abodrite prince and rivals of the emperor. With that, the
area surrounding the lower Elbe settled into a more or less satisfactory state
of peace. The detrimental features of Henry’s alliance with the Liutizi cast
never more than the faintest shadow over the remainder of his reign, thus
sparing him the necessity of either abrogating or altogether abandoning the
agreement.?¢

And that was how things stood upon Conrad’s accession to the throne.
Wipo declares that “the Saxons, with their neighbors, the Slavs,” participated
in the election at Kamba. Is this pronouncement no more than a stylistic
device to indicate the inclusivity of the proceedings, or does it contain a ker-
nel of truth after all? The Saxons first paid homage to the new king at Christ-
mas 1025, on their native soil; it is highly unlikely that representatives of the
Slavs residing along the Elbe who were subject to the Saxons would have
attended the assembly at their own risk. Yet, it is quite possible that Wipo
refers to members of the pagan Liutizi tribe accompanying not an official
Saxon delegation but some individuals who happened to be Saxon—Ilike the
brothers Ekkehard and Hermann of Meissen—and seeking to determine
whether the decades-old alliance would be honored now that Henry II was
dead. If so, then the brand-new ruler’s eyes would have been opened right
away to the fact that he had to contend with the political legacy—or, better,
debts—of his predecessor.?”

In any case, even if this encounter occurred, it produced no immediate
results. Some two or three months after the Saxons acknowledged his sover-
eignty at an assembly held in Minden on Christmas Day 1025, Conrad II finally
reaped the fruits of his labors, when, “exacting tribute payments from the bar-
barians who border on Saxony, he received all the income owed him.” Wipo’s
use of the term “barbarians” suggests that he had pagan Slavs in mind, per-
haps the Abodrites or even the Liutizi who resided along the lower Elbe,
whereas the payments to the royal fisc had probably been owed by Slavs who
had established settlements on the eastern bank of the Saale that were absorbed
into and remained part of the imperial system of marches.?

Be that as it may, all seemed quiet on the eastern front, but appearances
were deceiving: In spring 1025 Boteslaw Chrobry adopted royal insignia and
title, a move that was—strictly speaking—no more than the logical culmination
of the not entirely consistent policy initiated by Otto III in March 1000.%
Henry I1, his alliance with the Liutizi in 1003 notwithstanding, had never com-
pletely scrapped the principles upon which his predecessor’s policy had been
based, as the peace concluded at Bautzen so clearly proves. Thus, the Piast
prince had safeguarded the fundamental interests of the empire for the dura-
tion of Henry’s reign, but once that was over, the time seemed to have arrived
for a fait accompli: Bolestaw Chrobry declared himself king over a kingdom
that, like the one to which he had been subject, was European in its structure,
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scope, and profession of Christianity. His own death soon afterward was her-
alded in the West as divine retribution, but the swift measures taken by his
son Mieszko II to preserve the Polish kingdom prove that this view was not
shared by his heir.3

Conrad IT considered the successive accessions to the Polish throne in 1025
hostile acts and affronts to his rights as a sovereign but, beset as he was with
other cares that precluded a military expedition across the Elbe as far as the
Oder, put his faith in time and diplomacy. Bolestaw’s numerous marriages had
produced other sons, one of whom might serve as a wedge against the Poles
united behind Mieszko’s policies.3! Moreover, it was possible to isolate the
Polish king by depriving him of his able and strong cousin Cnut as a coali-
tion partner. This is exactly what Archbishop Unwan, an extremely successtul
peacemaker who had even brokered the amicable agreement between the Bil-
lungs and Henry II, was able to achieve. Before the end of 1025, the metropol-
itan of Bremen mediated a concord between Cnut the Great and Conrad 11,
which blossomed into a personal friendship whose effects outlived even the
Danish king. “Up until that point, the Danish, Piast, Billung, and Abodrite
dynasties had maintained good relations among themselves and had from time
to time opposed Henry II, although never as a cohesive power block. Con-
rad II succeeded in dissolving these bonds by reaching an agreement with the
king of England and Denmark3?

That, in a nutshell, was Conrad’s overall policy, but what were his immedi-
ate reactions to Bolestaw Chrobry’s proclamation of kingship in spring 1025, the
Polish monarch’s death on June 17, and the assumption of the vacant office by
Mieszko II shortly thereafter? A royal diploma issued on November 1 to a
monastery in Venice is the sole source of information regarding the Salian
king’s whereabouts or actions from late July to early December 1025. That the
historical record would be almost entirely blank for the second half of the year
is baffling and raises many questions. The diploma was drawn up at the royal
palace of Bodfeld, in the forests of the Harz Mountains in eastern Saxony, the
perfect backdrop for the sovereign’s traditional autumn hunt. Gisela appears—
for whatever reason—to have stayed home on the Rhine, in the western part of
the kingdom; clearly the Lotharingians and their French allies were not deemed
as serious a threat to that region as some scholars have assumed. Did the king
have other business in Bodfeld besides engaging in a deer hunt timed to coin-
cide with a rutting season that would have almost spent its course by All Saints’
Day (November 1)? Conrad may have, for example, engaged in talks with the
Saxons concerning a response to the developments in Poland,33 as well as with
emissaries from the Polish prince Bezprym. Since it is not possible to pinpoint
exactly when after Bolestaw Chrobry’s death the events leading up to the lat-
ter exchange took place, the timing of such a meeting can only be surmised.

Mieszko II was the son of Emnildis, whom Bolestaw had taken as his third
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wife in 987; she was the daughter of Prince Dobromir, who was probably the
margrave of Lusatia.* Bezprym, on the other hand, was Bolestaw’s second son
by his second wife, who was a sister of Stephen I of Hungary.®® Driven into
exile by his younger half brother, Bezprym had fled to the court of Yaroslav,
the grand prince of Kiev. His subsequent contacts with Conrad II would lead
to the reinstitution of relations between Russia and the empire,3 but no one
could possibly have foreseen in 1025 that these efforts would eventually cul-
minate in Mieszko’s overthrow and Poland’s disintegration. To the contrary,
the outlook for Mieszko II was quite bright. Conrad’s aunt Matilda, whose
son Conrad the Younger was the central figure in the Lotharingian opposition
to Salian rule, probably chose this moment to send the “king of the Poles” a
most courteous letter and a valuable manuscript, which were calculated to put
him in her debt.3” Mieszko, furthermore, was married to Richeza, whose father,
Ezzo, the count palatine of Lotharingia, had always been on good terms with
Conrad II.38 It should be noted that the Salian king never omitted to address
her by the honorific of “Queen” Conrad appears to have been amenable to
acknowledging the royal status of the Piasts, once they had acknowledged the
rights of the empire.?

The uneven playing field and disparate interests of the participants initially
induced them to perform a precarious balancing act that precluded the out-
break of open hostilities. The interested parties and potential belligerents—
the empire, Poland, and Kiev—were clearly too preoccupied with other prob-
lems to engage in open hostilities. Although the historical record is silent on
this point, one may safely dismiss the contention that had war broken out
between the empire and Poland, the Piasts could have counted on the support
of Premyslids of Bohemia.*?

Following the conclusion of the concord at Bautzen, a sort of inertia set
in on both sides that survived even the death of Henry II and helped perpet-
uate the peace within the borderland with Poland, whose reach at the time
extended as far west as the eastern bank of the mid-Elbe. Why Mieszko, “who
through usurpation had for a number of years been the tyrannical ruler of a
Slavic kingdom in contravention of imperial majesty,” would under those cir-
cumstances launch a military assault against eastern Saxony in spring 1028
remains unaddressed in the Annales Hildesheimenses or in any other source.*!
The Polish king’s violation of the decadelong peace was probably related to
the coronation of the emperor’s son that same year, and surely caught Con-
rad and the members of his inner circle by surprise. Mieszko seems to have
mounted the desperate preventive attack in reaction to the insufferable—in
his view, at least—events in Aachen, rather than in a calculated move to pro-
mote a long-standing Polish policy. But how could one expect any different
of a “tyrannical ruler”? Even if left alone, he would behave in a devilish man-
ner.*?> That would have been reason enough for the author of the annals of
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Hildesheim, and even in some places today people find it difficult to purge
their minds of fundamentalist and nationalistic superstitions when consider-
ing what motivates another’s actions.

When Conrad II returned to Germany from Italy in 1027, he was not just
the emperor, who would in no time take significant measures to ensure the
survival of his dynasty, but also a much closer friend of King Cnut, who was
the central figure in the coalition uniting the Danes, Billungs, Abodrites, the
archbishopric of Bremen-Hamburg, and the empire. Accordingly, Mieszko’s
“campaign would primarily have affected lands inhabited by Slavs, probably
the Hevelli, who lived in the march of Haldensleben [northeast of Magde-
burg] and had never dropped their claim to the legacy of Mieszko 143 At the
court diet at Pohlde in October 1028, Conrad II heard the first complaints
about Mieszko’s behavior, which were lodged by emissaries of the Liutizi
requesting imperial aid. Their tribal league seems to have suffered a reversal
in fortune that exacerbated internal tensions to the breaking point, so that some
of the Liutizi wished to take sides with Mieszko, while others—namely the
Hevelli—turned to the empire.**

In December 1028 Pope John XIX confirmed the transfer of an episcopal
seat from Zeitz to Naumburg. The medieval German church rarely took such
a step,* but Emperor Conrad II had openly lobbied for the move and elicited
the pope’s approval “by means of emissaries and letters” Proponents of the
transfer had argued that Zeitz was under the constant threat of destruction
by its enemies, but modern researchers believe they have identified the true
impetus behind the move, namely the concern of Margrave Hermann of Meis-
sen and his brother Ekkehard II, both of whom were childless, to preserve
not just their memoria but also that of their father, Ekkehard I, who had been
murdered in 1002. Transferring the seat, however, did little to enhance its
safety: Today, Zeitz, on the White Elster River, is a mere twenty-eight kilo-
meters (seventeen miles) or so by car from Naumburg, on the Saale; in the
Middle Ages a Polish invasionary force setting out from Lusatia could have
covered the extra distance in a single day’s march. Thus, for the margraves of
Meissen a more lasting and prestigious remembrance in a cathedral setting
might have represented a stronger rationale for the move to Naumburg,
although it should be noted that in the end the remains of Ekkehard I were
not laid to rest there, but in the cloister of Saint George at Naumburg. The
contention that Zeitz was vulnerable to enemy invasion was not, however, a
mere canard designed to hoodwink the canon lawyers, since Naumburg was
aptly termed a burg, commanding as it did a bird’s-eye view of the surround-
ing area. Even four years later, Conrad II asserted that he had himself decreed
the move “in the interests of safeguarding the peace and the propagation of
the faith,” as well as piously preserving the memories of not just the Ekkehar-
dine kindred but also the three imperial Ottos and his predecessor, Henry II.46
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The import of this statement—if we take it at face value, and there is no
reason for us not to—is that Conrad II personally initiated the transfer and
pulled back the boundaries of the diocese to the Saale, which had long marked
the imperial boundary for the march of Meissen. Notwithstanding the boon
to the Ekkehardine family, it must have seemed as if the emperor had yielded
to Mieszko II. In actuality, Conrad II was taking no more than a little breather,
if that, and gathering his strength while laying the diplomatic groundwork for
a major retaliatory strike by which—after a few false starts—he would attain
a swift victory that must have come as a surprise even to his contemporaries.

While arrangements were under way for the counterattack along the Saale
and Elbe, an incident occurred downriver that may not have abetted, but cer-
tainly did not hinder, those efforts: Uto, prince of the Abodrites, was stabbed
to death by a renegade Saxon, prompting his son Gottschalk to abandon his
Christian and scholarly pursuits at the monastery of Saint Michaelis in Lune-
burg and return home to his people; in early 1029 he assumed leadership of
the pagan multitude intent on revenge. It is not exactly clear who took whose
side in the regional skirmishes that followed. Northeastern Saxony bore the
brunt of Gottschalk’s vengeful attacks, and Duke Bernard II was drawn into
the fray,*” which precluded at least some of his troops from participating in
the imperial attack on Mieszko II. Yet, even if Gottschalk had not appeared
on the scene, it is questionable whether the duke would have cooperated
with the emperor. In any case, what doomed the campaign in 1029 was not
the absence of this contingent but Conrad’s basic decision to adopt the mil-
itary approach favored by his predecessor, even though he had already estab-
lished such a strong diplomatic framework for dealing with the issue.

Conrad II probably celebrated Christmas 1028 in Augsburg, where on New
Year’s Day 1029 he issued a privilege to a hermit named Gunther. This indi-
vidual was not merely an impressive man of God but also an intermediary
between the German king and the princes of Bohemia; as a Thuringian he
surely possessed some insight into the policies of the Poles as well. The bishops
listed as intervenors in the diploma on behalf of the hermit’s cell at Rinch-
nach (in the Bavarian Forest south of Zwiesel) were also considered experts on
Germano-Slavic relations. Since they had all attained their current prominence
during the reign of Henry II, these counselors would certainly have recom-
mended continued adherence to the “old” policy.

The various contingents of the imperial army must have crossed the Elbe
in late summer 1029 near Magdeburg, because they assembled at Leitzkau, one
day’s march east of the metropolitan seat within the see of Brandenburg and
the same place where, twelve years earlier, Henry II had gathered his troops
and waited for stragglers; Empress Cunigunde is reported to have accompa-
nied her husband as far as this already ravaged spot before turning back. Her
successor, Empress Gisela, may have done the same before proceeding south
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to Merseburg, on the Saale, to await the return of her husband and his troops,*?
from which it may be gathered that the imperial army was expected to reen-
ter German territory somewhere in that vicinity. While it might have been
strategically preferable to launch the attack against the Polish-occupied por-
tions of the march of Meissen and Lusatia from Merseburg, Conrad II fol-
lowed the invasion route taken by Henry II in 1017—and probably 1o15 as
well—and mounted his military expedition from a comparatively northern
location. Like his predecessor, the Salian clearly expected to receive assistance
from the Liutizi and probably with good reason, since the emissaries who had
sought his assistance against Mieszko II in October 1028 had likely been mem-
bers of the Hevelli tribe, which was in league with the Liutizi and resided in
Brandenburg, quite near the invasion route.

In any case, Conrad never received that support, probably because those
Liutizi who advocated abandoning the alliance with the empire in favor of
one with the Piast prince had gained the upper hand. Deprived of local assis-
tance, the imperial army soon found itself in dire straits “in forests, off the
beaten track, in swamps, and in desolate and dangerous places,” sustaining
serious losses even in the absence of armor-clad Polish knights. When the force
finally reached Bautzen, Conrad placed the fortification under siege; both sides
suffered heavy casualties, and the emperor ultimately withdrew in hopes of
enjoying greater success the following year. Had Conrad and the Premyslids
agreed to cooperate against Mieszko? Whatever their plans might have been,
the Bohemians kept their distance from the field of battle to their north. With
the Polish forces deployed against the Germans, the Bohemian prince’s son
Bretislav conquered and permanently annexed all of Moravia. Shifting their
attention to the south, the Premyslids profited from their newly achieved prox-
imity to the Hungarians by selling Polish prisoners—allegedly “by the hun-
dreds”—to the Magyars. This minor frontier traffic soon dried up, however.*

Margrave Thietmar, who was the son of Gero II and oversaw the march
along the mid—Elbe River, died in early 1030. The succession of his son Odo
put an end to intrafamilial jockeying for the office but prompted Siegfried,
an unsuccessful claimant who was a member of the Wettin family and the
count of Nizizi—a region stretching from the settlement of Belgern to the
mouth of the Mulde downriver on the E