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Sa piété, qui était celle d’un anachorete, ne lui 6ta aucune
vertu de roi. Une sage économie ne déroba rien a sa libéralité.
11 sut accorder une politique profonde avec une justice exacte
et peut-étre est-il le seul souverain qui mérite cette louange:
prudent et ferme dans le conseil, intrépide dans les combats
sans étre emporté, compatissant comme s’il n’avait jamais

été que malheureux. Il n’est pas donné a ’lhomme de porter

plus loin la vertu.

Voltaire

Essai sur les moenrs, Chapter 58
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Translator’s Note

Le Goff’s work is a living monument, an epically proportioned historical
narrative that explores every knowable aspect of Saint Louis’ life. At the
same time, this work offers a complete historical analysis, not only bringing
Louis IX to life for us but distinguishing between the living king familiar to
his friends and inner circle and the narrative constructions of more distant
authors and their traditional models of kingship and sainthood or modern
scholatly criticism. Le Gofl’s book is also a brilliant prism, as through the life
of Saint Louis the reader discovers almost every important dimension of life
in thirteenth-century France, presented in moving depth and intricate detail.

I am grateful to many for having received the opportunity to translate
this Saint Louis, above all to Barbara Hanrahan, the Director of the Univer-
sity of Notre Dame Press. On the same note, I thank Francoise Meltzet,
my former mentor in the Department of Romance Languages and Litera-
tures at the University of Chicago. Not least of all, I thank the author him-
self for providing such an interesting, complex, and richly nuanced work
to translate.

I'would also like to thank those who helped me at different stages of the
translation—above all the ever-affable Peter Dembowski, medievalist ex-
traordinaire, who helped me with some of the most challenging Old French

xvi
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words that surfaced in the original, and Carole Roos for all her helpful,
highly focused, and encouraging work as my copyeditor. Likewise, I thank
those who have taken an interest in this work during my years in law school
at Chicago-Kent College of Law, most notably my professors there Hank
Perritt and Dan Hamilton.

Finally, I thank all those closest to me who have steadfastly sustained
me over the years with their friendship, love, and support—most of all the
love of my life Jessica Buben, my mother Julie, my sister Karen, and my
father Evan who is sadly missed.

Gareth Evan Gollrad
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Introduction

Sometimes called “the century of Saint Louis,” the thirteenth century has
attracted historians less than the creative and turbulent twelfth century and
less than the fourteenth century that sank into the great crisis at the close of
the Middle Ages. Between his grandfather Philip Augustus and his grand-
son Philip the Fair, who have both garnered extensive interest from mod-
ern historians, we find to our great surprise that Louis IX has been “the
least known of the great kings of medieval France.” One recent work by
the American historian William Chester Jordan and another by the French
historian Jean Richard present him as a man driven by a single idea, his fas-
cination with the crusades and his obsession with the Holy Land. I believe
that Saint Louis was a far more complex character. His long reign of forty-
four years contained more changes and the period in which he lived was
less stable than the term often used to describe it, “apogee” of the Middle
Ages, implies.

The thirteenth century, however, is not the object of this study. We
will have to deal with it, of course, since Louis lived during this period that
constitutes the matter of his life and his actions. Still, this book is about
the man himself and deals with the age only to the extent that it allows us
to explain him. My topic is not “the reign of Saint Louis,” nor is it “Saint
Louis and his kingdom,” nor “Saint Louis and Christendom,” nor “Saint

XX
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Louis and his age,” even if I will have to explore these themes. Speaking of
the saintly king may sometimes lead me to cover extensive ground in great
depth and detail, as, along with Emperor Frederick 11, he was the most im-
portant political figure of the thirteenth century in Western Christendom.
However, while Frederick II whose reign we see today as one of the pre-
cursors of the modern state remained a marginal figure fascinated by the
Mediterranean cultural frontier, geographically, chronologically, and ideo-
logically speaking, Louis IX was the central figure of Christendom in the
thirteenth century. This led me to the idea of writing his biography, although
this may not seem like a logical conclusion.

WHEN MORE THAN TEN YEARS AGO I SLOWLY DECIDED TO BEGIN
research on one of the major figures of the medieval West and to give this
investigation a biographical form, I imagined that it would be a difficult
undertaking for any historian and would take me away from the way I had
been practicing history until then. I was right about the first point and wrong
about the second.

This feeling of difficulty that I mention here may seem paradoxical
at first. With the proliferation of biographical publications that has taken
place in recent years, the genre being very much in fashion, one might think
of this as a leisurely exercise for which it would suffice to have access to the
right documents, which is quite possible, and to possess an adequate talent
for writing. My dissatisfaction with most of those anachronistically psycho-
logical, rhetorical, supetficial, or excessively anecdotal works, as with those
that too easily employ the notion of “mentality” in order to play upon the
exoticism of the past without any real explanation or critical spirit, forced
me to reflect on the implications and demands of historical biography. Thus
I became convinced of this intimidating truth: historical biography is one
of the most difficult ways to produce history.

On the other hand, while I thought I was drifting away from my prior
interests and methods, I discovered almost all of the great problems of his-
torical writing and research I had been facing before. Of course, my idea
that biography is a particular way of producing history had been confirmed.
Nevertheless, it required other methods in addition to the intrinsic methods
of the historian’s practice. This task demanded first of all the positing of a
problem, the search for and criticism of sources, the treatment of the sub-
ject within a time period long enough to capture the dialectic of continuity
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and change, a style of writing capable of highlighting the attempt to ex-
plain, an awareness of the current stakes in dealing with the question to be
treated. In other wotds, the task also required an awareness of the distance
that separates us from the question to be dealt with. Biography confronts
today’s historian with the essential though classic problems of the profes-
sion in an especially poignant and complex manner. However, it does this
in a form that is often no longer familiar to us.

In spite of several brilliant exceptions, there was an eclipse of historical
biography in the middle of the twentieth century. This is especially evident
in the movement stemming from the .Annales. Historians more or less aban-
doned the genre to novelists, their old rivals in this domain. Marc Bloch
once stated as much, and without the customary scorn for this historio-
graphical form. He expressed it with regret in fact, and probably with the
feeling that biography, like political history, was not yet ready to assimilate
new forms of historical thinking and practice. Commenting on the defini-
tion given by one of the father’s of the new history, Fustel de Coulanges,
who wrote, “History is the science of human societies,” Bloch observed
that “this may excessively reduce the individual’s part in history.”

Today when history along with the social sciences is going through a pe-
riod of intense critical revision of its fundamental assumptions, and while
this is taking place in the midst of the crisis of a general transformation of
Western societies, I have the impression that biography has been partly freed
from the traps in which false problems had confined it. It may even become
a privileged position for making useful observations on the conventions and
ambitions of the historian’s profession, on the limits of his given knowl-
edge, and on the redefinitions that he needs.

As I present this book and define what I have set out to do, I will have
to explain what historical biography should not be today. In fact, these ob-
jections have helped me rediscover my own ways of producing history in
a state of transformation on what have been especially difficult grounds.
All this is perhaps more obvious here than anywhere else.

ACCUSTOMED BY MY TRAINING AS A HISTORIAN TO ATTEMPT TO WRITE
a global history, I was soon struck by how biography imposed the necessity
of turning its character into what Pierre Toubert and I have called a “glob-
alizing” subject around which the entire field of research is organized. So,
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what object crystallizes the whole of its environment and the areas dis-
sected by the historian in the field of historical knowledge more and better
than an actual character? Saint Louis participated simultaneously in the eco-
nomic, the social, the political, the religious, and the cultural; he acted in all
of these domains, while thinking of them in a way that the historian must
analyze and explain—even if the search for complete knowledge of the
individual in question remains a “utopian quest.” In effect, it is necessatry
here—more than for any other object of historical study— to know how
to respect the absences and lacunae left by the documentation and to resist
wanting to reconstitute what the silences of and about Saint Louis hide, the
disjunctions and discontinuities that break the flow and apparent unity of a
life. A biography, however, is not only the collection of everything we can
and should know about a historical character.

If a character then “globalizes” a sum of diverse phenomena, it is not
because it is more “concrete” in relation to the historian’s other objects. For
example, some have quite correctly denounced the false opposition between
“a concrete falsehood of biography” and “an abstract falsechood” of politi-
cal history. But more than other historical methods, the biographical method
strives to produce “reality effects” [effezs de rée/|. What makes it even more
similar to the methods of the novelist is that these “reality effects” do not re-
sult from the style and writing of the historian alone. Due to his familiarity
with the sources and with the period in which his character lived, thanks to
an “appropriate dismantling” [démontage approprié], the historian must be
capable of placing these “reality effects,” whose truth can be inferred, in the
documents themselves. Or, more simply, he must be capable of taking these
documents apart in order to conjure whatever produces a reasonable con-
viction of historical reality. As we shall see, Saint Louis benefits from having
an exceptional witness, Joinville, who often makes the historian say, “Ah yes,

!”

now, that is the ‘real’ Saint Louis!” However, the historian must not let his
guard down.

He effectively chooses to submit to one major constraint: the limita-
tion of the documentation that dictates the ambition and the scope of his
investigation. He is different from the novelist in this regard, even when
the novelist becomes preoccupied with information about the truth he
pretends to describe. It just so happens that Saint Louis is (along with Saint
Francis of Assisi) the one character of the thirteenth century about whom

we know the most through primary sources. There can be no doubt that
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this is because he was king and because he was a saint. History has spoken
of great men most of all, and for a long time was interested in them only as
individuals. This was especially true in the Middle Ages. However, the ap-
patent advantage the case of Saint Louis presents for the historian is by and
large offset by the doubts that can arise about the reliability of the sources.
These, more than other sources, run the risk, if not of lying, then at least
of presenting us with an imagined or imaginary figure.

One main reason for this risk is the quality and objectives of the old bi-
ographers of Louis who are almost all hagiographers (the most important
ones in any case). They do not only want to make him into a sainted king,
They want to make him into a king and a saint according to the particular
ideals of the ideological groups to which they belong. So, there is a Saint
Louis of the new Mendicant orders—the Dominicans and Franciscans—
and a Saint Louis of the Benedictines of the royal abbey of Saint-Denis.
He was more of a mendicant for the first groups, and more of a “national”
model of the king for the second. Another cause of manipulation is that
the sources that present the king to us are essentially literary sources. These
are the [7fae in particular, the Lives of saints written in Latin. Medieval lit-
erature was divided between genres that obeyed certain rules. Even if the
conception of saintliness in the thirteenth century admitted a bit more free-
dom, the hagiographical genre was still full of stereotypes. Is the Saint Louis
of our sources only an assemblage of commonplace ideas? I had to com-
mit the entire central section of my study to evaluating the reliability of
these sources. I did this by studying the conditions for the production of
the memory of Saint Louis in the thirteenth through the beginning of the
fourteenth century. I did this not only in employing classical methods for
the criticism of sources, but, more radically, as a systematic production of
memory. I had to ask myself if it were possible to get closer to a Saint Louis
who could be called “true,” truly historical, through the sources.

The nature of these Lives comprised both a justification and a new dan-
ger for my project. The hagiographical Life was a history, even if the narra-
tive was organized around manifestations of virtues and piety, including a
catalog of miracles usually appearing in a separate section. Moving from the
hagiographical biography of the thirteenth century to the historical biogra-
phy of the late twentieth century, I was able to test the false opposition that
has recently been raised between historical narrative and a “structuralist”

narrative that would have previously been called sociological and, in an even
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eatlier time, institutional. But all history is narrative because, placing itself in
time by definition, in succession, it is necessarily associated with narration.
But that is not all. First, contrary to what many— even many historians—
believe, there is nothing immediate about the narrative. It is the result of an
entire series of intellectual and scientific operations that one has every rea-
son to expose, in other words, to justify. It also induces an interpretation and
represents a serious danger. Jean-Claude Passeron has pointed out the risk of
“the excess of meaning and coherence inherent in any biographical ap-
proach.” What he calls the “biographical utopia” not only consists in the risk
of believing that “nothing is meaningless” in biographical narrative without
selection and criticism, but perhaps even more in the illusion that it authen-
tically reconstitutes someone’s destiny. So, a life and, perhaps even more, the
life of a character endowed with a power as rich in symbolic and political re-
ality as a king doubling as a saint can be conceived through some form of
illusion predetermined by its function and its final perfection. In following
this plan, are we not adding a model suggested by the historian’s thetoric and
that Giovanni Levi has defined as associating “an organized chronology, a
coherent and stable personality, actions without inertia, decisions without
uncertainty” to the models that inspired the hagiographers?

I have tried several times to escape the constraining logic of this “bi-
ographical illusion” denounced by Pierre Bourdieu. Saint Louis did not in-
eluctably proceed toward his destiny as a saintly king in the conditions of
the thirteenth century and in following the dominant models of his time. He
formed himself and formed his era as much as he was formed by it. This
construction was made up of chance and hesitation over different choices.
It is vain to try to imagine a biography, or any other historical phenome-
non, in any other way than we know that it occurred. We do not write his-
tory with too many “ifs.” However, we should undetstand that on numet-
ous occasions Saint Louis, even in believing that he was history itself led
by Providence, could have acted differently than he did. For a Christian,
there can be different ways of reacting to the provocations of Providence
without disobeying it. I have tried to show that Louis defined himself little
by little through a series of unpredictable choices. And I have constantly
interrupted the thread of his biographical trajectory while seeking to ac-
count for the problems that he encountered at different points in his life.
have also tried to define the difficulties the recuperation of these moments
of life present for the historian. The pair of governing figures, unique in
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French history, that he formed for a long time with his mother, Blanche of
Castile, makes it impossible for the historian to date a “rise to power” of
Louis IX as can be done for Louis XIV. When he learned of the Mongol
raid into central Europe, when illness cast him down at death’s door, when
he was freed from captivity by the Muslims in Egypt, when he returned
to his kingdom from the Holy Land after a six-year absence, Louis had to
choose. He had to make decisions that unpredictably formed the charac-
ter that finally was Saint Louis. I mention here only a few of the important
events that required him to make decisions weighted with consequences. It
was in the daily nature of exercising his royal function and in the secret, un-
conscious and uncertain construction of his sainthood that the existence of
Saint Louis became a life the biographer can attempt to explain.

Giovanni Levi accurately stated that “biography constitutes . . . the
ideal place for verifying the interstitial and nevertheless important charac-
ter of the freedom that agents have at their disposal, and for observing how
normative systems function in concrete situations that are never exempt
from contradiction.” I have tried to appreciate the extent of the power that
nature and the plasticity of monarchical institutions provided Saint Louis in
the middle of the thirteenth century. I have attempted to explain the grow-
ing prestige of a sacred royalty that was nonetheless still far from absolute
and whose thaumaturgical power was strictly limited. And I have striven
to depict his struggle with time and space and an economy that he did not
even know how to name. I have made no attempt to conceal the contradic-
tions that weighed on Saint Louis’ character: between his penchants for the
flesh and fine living and his ideals of mastery over sexuality and gluttony,
between the “hilarious” piety of the mendicants and the rigorous ascetic
practice of monastic tradition, between the pomp of royal duty and the hu-
mility of a sovereign who wanted to behave, if not as the most humble of
laymen, then at least as a Christian as humble as he should be, between a
king who declared that “no one holds more fast to life than 1,” and who
often exposed himself to death, thinking constantly of his death and the
dead, between a king who became more and more the king of France and
who wanted to be a king for all Christendom.

This problem of the uncertainties and contradictions of a life that any
attempt at biographical history encounters is actually modified by the pat-
ticular characteristics of Saint Louis’ case. Almost all his former biographers
affirmed the existence of a turning point or even a rupture in his life at some
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point during the crusade. Before 1254 we would be dealing with a normally
pious king, like any Christian king, After this date, we would be facing a peni-
tential and eschatological sovereign who prepared himself—and wanted to
prepate his subjects— for eternal salvation by establishing a moral and re-
ligious order in his kingdom while readying himself to be a Christlike king.
This version of the life and the reign of Louis IX follows the hagiographi-
cal model that sought a moment of conversion in the lives of saints at the
same time as a model of biblical kingship that would make Louis IX into
a new Josiah whose rule the Old Testament divided around the rediscovery
and the reapplication [réactualisation] of the Pentateuch. My own work adds
a hypothesis that may fortify this thesis about the turning point of 1254:
in effect, I attribute great importance to the meeting that took place that
year between Louis, who was debarking in Provence while returning from
the Holy Land, and a Franciscan, Friar Hugh of Digne who professed mil-
lenarian ideas calling for the realization on earth of a long state of peace
and justice prefiguring Heaven. However, was the change that great be-
tween the king who bowed devoutly before the relics of the Passion ac-
quired in 1239, the ruler who commissioned investigators for redressing
offenses in 1247, and the legislator of the “great ordinance” of the end of
1254 which was supposed to instill a moral order in his kingdom? More-
over, what enables the historian to partly escape any abusive explanations
in the unfolding life of Saint Louis is that in keeping with the scholastic and
intellectual practices of the thirteenth century his biographers had recourse
to three kinds of arguments whose intersections allowed one to avoid any
single type of explanation. There were the authorities: Holy Scripture and
the writings of the Church Fathers that allowed the biographers to apply
biblical models. Then, there were the reasons derived from the methods of
the new Scholasticism. While the third type, that of the exempla, edifying
anecdotes, circulated a large number of commonplaces, it also introduced
a narrative element of fantasy that broke down the rigidity of the first two
types of demonstration.

The main problem here arises from a particular reaction. Without the
sources stating it explicitly, we have the impression that, without ever being
so proud as to want to be a saint, very eatly on Louis IX had been in some
way “programmed” by his mother and the advisors of his youth, and that
from this early age he modeled himself to become an incarnation of the
ideal Christian king; His life then ended up being only the impassioned and
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voluntary realization of this project. Against William C. Jordan who, not
without talent and subtlety, sees in Saint Louis a king torn between his
royal duties and a sense of devotion patterned after the Mendicant orders,
I believe that Saint Louis had mentally and practically reconciled politics
and religion as well as realism and morality without any tormenting inter-
nal conflict. I believe that he accomplished this with an aptitude that is all
the more extraordinary since he had assimilated it to the point of making it
unconscious. We will have many occasions to verify this in the course of
the book.

This tendency to form a project does not free his linear biography
from his hesitations, his sticking points, his moments of repentance and the
contradictions involved in conforming to royal rectitude as defined in that
day and age by Isidore of Séville according to whom the word “king” [rv7]
came from “to rule rightly” [rex a recte regendo]. 1f Louis escaped certain dra-
mas, his constant aspiration to be an embodiment of the ideal king casts a
shadow of uncertainty upon his biography, which remains impassioning
from beginning to end. Furthermore, certain testimonials seem to hold up
a mirror for us in which the image of the saintly king has been incredibly
deformed.

ANOTHER THING THAT KEPT ME FROM GETTING LOST IN COMPOSING
a biography of Saint Louis is that I was quickly able to eliminate another
false problem. This was the presumed opposition between individual and
society, the vacuity of which has already been exposed by Pierre Bourdieu.
The individual exists only within a network of diversified social relations,
and this diversity also allows him to develop his role. An understanding of
society is needed in order to see how an individual figure lives and forms
himself within it. In my previous works, I studied the appearance of two
new social groups in the thirteenth century: the merchants, which led me
to scrutinize the relations between economy and morality, a problem that
Saint Louis also encountered; and university members, whom I then called
“intellectuals” and who provided ecclesiastical institutions and, in a less
pronounced manner, governments with their leading members. Further-
more, they promoted the rise of a third power, institutionalized knowledge
(studinm) that stood alongside ecclesiastical power (sacerdotinn) and princely
power (regnumz). Louis had limited relations with the intellectuals and this
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new power. Finally, I studied the members of a much larger society: one
found in the recently discovered “beyond” of the thirteenth century. I am
referring to the dead in Purgatory and their relations with the living. Saint
Louis had constant contact with death, the dead, and the beyond. The so-
cial setting in which the saintly king lived was therefore to a large extent fa-
miliar to me. It was likewise my task to recover what was both normal and
exceptional in his path of development, for with him I attained the summit
of political power and heavenly Paradise.

I gained access to an individual o, rather, I had to ask myself if I was
able to gain access to him, as the personal problem opened up into a general
process of questioning, Saint Louis lived at a time in which certain histori-
ans have thought they could detect the emergence or the invention of the
individual. I discuss this at great length in the course of this book. Without
waiting any longer, it is, however, very important to remember that Louis
lived in a century whose beginnings saw the introduction of the examination
of conscience (a canon of the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 imposed
obligatory auricular confession for all Christians), but also, toward its end,
the birth of the individual portrait in art. In what sense was Louis an indi-
vidual? Recalling a judicious distinction made by Matcel Mauss between the
“sense of the self” [/ sens du moi] and the concept of the individual, I believe
that Saint Louis was in possession of the first but that he was not aware of
the second. In any case, he was without a doubt the first king of France to
make a royal virtue of conscience, an individual disposition.

Finally, in biographical inquiry I discovered one of the essential preoc-
cupations of the historian: time. In what is first of all a plural form, I be-
lieve that today we have discovered the diversity of times, after a phase in
which the West was dominated by the unified time of the mechanical clock
and the watch, a time broken down into pieces by the crises of our soci-
eties and the social sciences. Saint Louis himself lived in a period that was
prior to this time in the process of being unified and on the basis of which
princes would attempt to establish their power. In the thirteenth century,
there was no one time but only times of the king. Compared to other men,
the sovereign existed in relation to a greater number of times, and the re-
lationships that he had with them, although subjected to the conditions
of the age, sometimes surpassed the limits of the ordinary. The time of
power had its own rhythms particular to its schedule, travel, and the ex-
ercise of power. Within certain limits, it could determine the measures of
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time, and the king also measured time through the burning of candles, the
observation of sundials, the ringing of bells, and the changes of the litur-
gical calendar. Above all though, the biographical work has taught me to
recognize a kind of time I was not accustomed to—the time of a life that,
for a king and his historian, cannot be confused with the time of his reign.
Even if Louis IX had been a king at twelve and remained on the throne for
his entire life, to restore an individual, let alone a king, to this measure of
social, biological time that runs “from the cradle to the grave” as the eth-
nologists like to say, opens new perspectives on chronology and periodiza-
tion. This is a unit of measure for a time that is above all political and even
more acute | plus chande] if this time is dynastic, as was the case with Louis.
Itis a form of time unpredictable in its beginning and end, but a time which
the king and only the king carries within himself as an individual in all places
and at all times. The sociologist Jean-Claude Chamboredon has pertinently
explained the relation of the time of biography to the times of history. I
have paid close attention to how the periods and the general manner of
evolution in the time of the life of Saint Louis developed in relation to the
diverse temporal junctures of the thirteenth century such as the economic,
the social, the political, the intellectual, and the religious. Saint Louis was a
contemporary of the end of the great economic expansion, the end of peas-
ant servitude and the rise of the urban bourgeoisie, the construction of the
modern feudal state, the triumph of Scholasticism, and the establishment
of Mendicant piety. The thythm of these great events marked the youth, the
maturity, and the old age of the king in different ways, including the major
phases coming before and after his illness in 1244 and before and after his
return from the crusade in 1254. Sometimes these events marked his life at
specific points, often in coinciding harmonies, and sometimes in shifts that
did not entitely correspond. Sometimes he seems to accelerate history and
sometimes he seems to slow its advance.

TO WRAP UP THIS INTRODUCTION, I WILL LIMIT MYSELF TO THREE
remarks. First of all, we must not forget that whether as individuals or in
groups, men acquire a considerable amount of their knowledge and their
habits during their childhood and their youth when they were exposed
to the influence of older people such as parents, masters, and the eldetly.
These individuals all had much more importance in a world where age was
a sign of authority and where memory itself was more powerful than in
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societies dominated by writing, Their chronological compass had therefore
opened well before their births. If Marc Bloch was right to say that “men
are more the sons of their time than of their fathers,” we might add: of their
time and of the time of their fathers. Born in 1214, the first king of France
who knew his grandfather (Philip Augustus), Louis was in many ways as
much a man of the twelfth as of the thirteenth century.

Saint Louis’ biography presents one other original problem. The king
was canonized after his death. We will examine the difficulties that delayed
this promotion. Because of these difficulties, twenty-seven years had passed
between the dates of his death (1270) and his canonization (1297). During
this time, the supporters of his canonization kept him alive in so many ways
so that he would not disappeat from the memories of the witnesses and the
pontifical curia. This period comprised a sort of supplement to the life of
the king that I had to take into account. It was also the time of a forceful re-
working of his life story.

My goal is then to present a “total” history of Saint Louis, to present it
successively following the events of his life and according to the sources
and the fundamental themes of the personality of the king in himself and
in his time.

Finally, as Borges stated, a man is never really dead until the last man
who knew him is dead in turn, so if we do not know this man directly and
entirely, we are at least lucky enough to know the person who died last
among those who knew Saint Louis well: Joinville. Joinville dictated his out-
standing testimony more than thirty yeats after Louis’ death. He died at the
age of ninety-three, forty-seven years after his royal friend. The biography
I have written therefore continues up to Saint Louis’ definitive death, and
no further. Writing the life of Saint Louis after Saint Louis, a history of the
historical image of the sainted king, would be a fascinating subject, but one
that arises from a different set of historiographical problems.

SO, I CONCEIVED THIS BOOK KEEPING TWO PRIORITIZING
[ préjudicielles] questions at the forefront of my mind. Each is actually a differ-
ent side of the same question: is it possible to write a biography of Saint
Louis? Did Saint Louis exist?

In the first part of my work, I have presented the results of my attempt
at biography. This section is more clearly narrative in style although suffused
with the problems presented in the first stages of this life as Louis formed it.
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I have dedicated the second part of this work to the critical study of
the production of the memory of the saintly king by his contemporaries.
Here I engage in justifying the ultimately affirmative response I give to the
question “Did Saint Louis exist?” In the third and final section, I have tried
to fray a path toward the inner life of Saint Louis’ character by exploring the
main perspectives that made him a unique and ideal king for the thirteenth
century, a king who realized his identity as a Christly king but who could
only receive the halo of sainthood—a magnificent compensation in itself.

This structure and conception of biography led me to cite many texts.
I wanted the reader to see and hear my character as I have seen and heard
him myself because Saint Louis was the first king of France who spoke in
the sources. And of course he spoke with a voice from a time when orality
could only be heard through writing. I was finally encouraged to adopt pas-
sages from certain texts and certain themes at different moments of my
story according to the successive approaches I used to get closer to my char-
acter. Echoing these texts is one part of the method I employed in my at-
tempt to end up with a form of Saint Louis that would be convincing and
in order to give the reader access to this form. I hope that my readers find
some interest in this work and that they experience several surprises as they
join me in this investigation.!
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From Birth to Marriage
(1214 - 1234)

LIKE HIS DESTINY, THE BIRTH OF ONE OF THE MOST FAMOUS KINGS
of France is shrouded in uncertainties. Louis, the second known son of
Louis, the elder son and heir of the king of France, Philip Augustus 11,
and of Louis’ wife, Blanche of Castile, was born on April 25, most probably
in the year 1214 at Poissy about thirty kilometers from Paris. His father had
received this fiefdom from his grandfather in 1209, the year he was knighted
at the relatively late age of twenty-two. With the death of his father in 1226,
the child became King Louis IX. He would die in 1270. From the date of
his canonization in 1297, he would be known as Saint Louis. As a king,
Saint Louis often liked to refer to himself as Louis de Poissy, not only be-
cause it was a common habit of great persons of the time to affix the name
of the place they were born to their first name, but especially because, as a
good Christian, Saint Louis dated his true birth to the day of his baptism
at Poissy.

The birth of Saint Louis by itself therefore expresses certain funda-
mental characteristics of the structures in which the history of the French
monarchy evolved at the beginning of the thirteenth century. The first of
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these structures is the importance of biological chance in determining the
fate of families and, more particulatly, that of the royal family. The fertility
of couples, the number and gender of children in a dynasty in which, with-
out proclaiming it as law, tradition pushed daughters and their sons away
from succession to the throne, and the mortality of infants and young chil-
dren were all decisive factors in the transmission of royal powet.

In this society, there was no civil state to record the memory of prema-
ture deaths (though still rare, the first parish records appeared only in the
fourteenth century). As Philippe Aries has shown so well, it was a society in
which the child did not represent any special value that inspired interest,
even if his parents cherished him. The number and identity of children of
the royal family who passed away eatly in life remain unknown to us. As it
often happened in this time of high infant mortality that did not spare even
powerful families, Louis and Blanche, Saint Louis’ parents, must have had
two ot three first children who died at a tender age. We do not know their
names, number, sex, and dates of birth and death. At the time of their mar-
riage in 1200, Louis was thirteen and Blanche was twelve. Philip, their first
known son, the one who would have inherited the throne, was born in 1209
and died at the age of nine in 1218. Saint Louis only became the eldest
surviving son and therefore the successor to the crown at four years of age.
The death of eldest sons was not rare for the Capetians: Henri I, the only
king from 1031 to 1060, had an older brother, Hugues, who died before
their father Robert the Pious. Louis VII, the only king from 1137 to 1180,
had an older brother Philip who died before his father Louis V1. Saint Louis
himself was succeeded by his second-born son, Philip III, who became heir
to the throne in 1260 after the death of his older brother Louis, dead at
the age of sixteen. An heir at four, in Saint Louis’ case the death of his
older brother must not have left any deep psychological marks. As a child
he probably had only the faintest memory of the brief time during which
he was not destined to be king. Nonetheless, these premature deaths of the
elder sons of the royal family obscure the list of kings’ names for posterity,
since, as Andrew Lewis has shown, royal dynasties and especially the Cape-
tian dynasty did not choose the given names of kings by chance. The basic
choices were provided by the names of the Robertan-Capetians, Robert and
Hugh (Hugues), and, after that, Eudes and Henri. Then, probably due to the
influence of Anne of Kiev, the Russian wife of Henri I, we begin to see the
Greek name Philip (Philippe). Later, when the taboos placed on the names
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of the great Carolingians disappeared with the recognition of the Carolin-
gian ancestry of the Capetians, the name Louis (a form of Clovis), which
also tied the Capetians to the Merovingians, appeared with Louis VI who
was born in 1081. Finally, we also get the name Charles—with Pierre Char-
lot, the bastard son of Philip Augustus. Among the brothers of Saint Louis,
a Jean and an Alphonse were added to the list, introduced by the queen
mother Blanche of the royal family of Castile.

In the Capetian family at the end of the twelfth century, there was a pro-
nounced tendency to give the eldest son the name of his grandfather and the
name of the father to the second son. Thus Saint Louis’ oldet brother had
been given the name of his grandfather Philip (Augustus), while Louis re-
ceived the name of his father, the future Louis VIII. We can only read the
code for naming the kings of France by keeping track of the eventual deaths
of the oldest sons. Saint Louis was born into a dynasty whose emblems—
in this case that of royal names—were in the process of being defined.

Otherwise, aside from certain exceptions, people were not interested in
children’s exact and complete dates of birth, even in the case of children of
the royal family. For instance we know that Saint Louis’ grandfather, Philip
Augustus, was born on the night of August 21 and 22 in 1165 because his
long anticipated birth appeared to be a miracle and had been recorded by
the chroniclers as an event. Before him, his father Louis VII had had only
girls from his three successive marriages and, at forty-five years of age, was
considered an old man who might have been unable to procreate—even
though his third wife was very young. On the other hand, contemporaries
saw nothing memorable in the birth of the future Louis VIII, nor in the
births of his two sons, the first-born Philip, dead at nine, and the second-
born Saint Louis. Therefore we do not know Saint Louis’ birth date with
any certainty. As credible sources tell us that he died in 1270 at the age of
fifty-six or in his fifty-sixth year, we must hesitate between 1214 and 1215.
Some have also thought it was in 1213 or 1216, although this is not very
likely. Like most historians today, I think that the correct date is 1214. The
reader will immediately make the connection with the date of the great
victory of his grandfather, Philip Augustus, at Bouvines on July 27 of the
same year.” Saint Louis was probably born three months before this impot-
tant event, one of the major dates in the historical memory of the French.
Although the victory at Bouvines was widely celebrated, no historian of
the time, not even any popular historian, ever made this connection. What
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people consider memorable has changed in nature between the thirteenth
century and the end of the twentieth century.

Most of Saint Louis’ eatliest biographers did, howevet, note the day of
his birth on April 25. This was first of all because Christianity considered
the day of one’s birth essential due to the idea that the festival or the patron
of the day seemed to foretell the destiny of the newborn o, at least, to as-
sure him of a privileged protector before God. This attitude existed outside
of any horoscope of birth or “nativity,” a type of text that only began to ap-
pear in the fourteenth century.

Saint Louis’ biographers explained the meaning of this birth on April 25,
Saint Mark’s Day. Joinville, Saint Louis’ close companion, provides one of
the best explanations of his day of birth.

So, as I have heard it told, he was born after Easter on the day of
Saint Mark the Evangelist. On this day, people carry the cross in pro-
cessions in many places, and in France they ate called black crosses.
So, this was like a prophecy of the great multitude of people who
died on these two crusades, the one in Egypt and the other when
he died in Carthage for there was much great mourning over these
in this world and many great joys that arise from them in heaven for
those who died as true crusaders on these two great pilgrimages.*

Starting with his birth, thanks to this text that is not an isolated source
we have not only been informed about a processional practice concern-
ing the dead, which came from a pagan, folkloric, bately christianized tra-
dition, but also come face to face with an image of Saint Louis that may
seem strange to us. Medieval tradition has not transmitted it to our current
field of historical memory. Here we get a glimpse of Saint Louis not only
as a denizen of heaven, but a Saint Louis who in his closeness to death ap-
peared as a king of the dead and of death, as a funerary king.

Tre CHILD HEIR
In 1218, at the age of four Louis became the probable heir to the throne

after his father Louis, if God gives them life. The death of his older brother
Philip failed to capture the interest of the chroniclers, no doubt because he
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was very young, He was only nine years old and seemed somewhat far from
being king with his grandfather Philip Augustus still on the throne. In 1131,
almost a century earlier, another Philip had died at the age of fifteen. He was
the older brother of Louis VI, a king crowned as coadjutor with his father.
This Philip had been buried in the necropolis of the kings at Saint-Denis,
whereas Saint Louis’ older brother was buried only in Notre-Dame de Paris
where his father Louis VIII and his mother Blanche of Castile erected a
chapel for him in 1225.

When the young Louis became primogenitus, the official term for the first-
born, the heir to the throne, this was not noted as a memorable event. No
specific information prior to 1226 about this event has reached us. His par-
ents, and especially his mother, paid special attention to his education, as be-
fitting a future king, not only because it was thought that a sovereign should
be morally and religiously formed for royal duties, prepared to protect the
Church and to follow its advice, but also because the maxim put forth by
the bishop of Chartres, the Englishman John of Salisbury, in his Po/icraticus
(1159) that “an illiterate king is only a crowned ass™ was inspiting Chtis-
tian courts and dynasties more and more, inviting them to give future kings a
solid Latin education based on the classical liberal arts. We can guess that like
the young aristocrats of his time the child had more contact with his mother
than with his father who probably took over when he began his military
training. As he liked to recall as an adult, the child also grew up in contact
with his aging grandfather, the great Philip Augustus who, after his brilliant
victory at Bouvines in July 1214, left his son, Louis’ father, the responsibility
of making war, which he did with limited success. He typically had less suc-
cess in England for example, but had greater success in Languedoc. Fifty
years old in 1215, the king would prefer from this point on to rest on the
laurels of the victorious ruler. The new conqueror of Normandy, the victor
of Bouvines, became Philip the Conqueror. Several experienced and faith-
ful advisors wisely and firmly governed the kingdom of this sovereign who
brought his people the most beautiful gift a king can give—peace. At their
head, Friar Guérin, the hospitaler monk who became bishop of Senlis,
was almost a vice-king but with no personal ambitions and, because he was
a cleric, with no dynastic progeny. Philip Augustus must have loved the pres-
ence of his grandson, who would eventually become the first king of France
to have known his grandfather. This could only reinforce the dynasty, espe-
cially since his grandfather had such a strong personality.
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Dynastic power surrounded the child Louis. His father was rarely seen,
but bore the nickname the Lion. His two parents had a strong presence in
the child’s life— the grandfather had been strong and still remained powet-
ful, while his mother would appear as a strong woman of Scripture. There
were no models of weakness around the child.

On July 14, 1223, Philip Augustus died of malaria at the age of fifty-
seven. His death introduced two innovations into the history of the Cape-
tian kings. The first of these concerned funerals, which took on an excep-
tionally sumptuous nature. For the first time in France, Philip Augustus was
buried following the “royal custom” (more regiv) inspired by Byzantine cere-
mony and even more by the funerals of the English Plantagenet kings. The
body was exposed with the royal insignia, the regalia. The king was dressed
in the royal vestments, a tunic and a dalmatic covered in a sheet of gold. He
held the crown and scepter. Buried in Saint-Denis, carried there by a cortege
of barons and bishops, his face was left uncovered the day after his death.”
The king’s body was both collective—as an effect of the insignia—and indi-
vidual due to the appearance of his face, and he was thus solemnly interred.
The child, who could neither follow the cortege nor attend the funeral, must
have heard about the ceremony. He learned that a king of France was not
buried in just any place or in just any way. The king was established as a king
more than ever in death.

If we believe the accounts of several chroniclers, the second innova-
tion was that some people at the royal court and in the Church of France
thought of having Philip Augustus recognized as a saint. It seems that the
only prior case of this involved the Benedictine monk Helgaud de Fleury-
sur-Loire who had tried to make the son of Hugh Capet into a saint nearly
two centuries eatlier. He had not succeeded. The sycophants of Philip Au-
gustus came no closer. Howevert, they claimed that certain miracles had been
performed by the king and that, because his birth had been miraculous (he
was also Philip Dieudonné), his death was accompanied by signs that mark
the death of saints: a comet announced it, and an Italian knight had a vision
of it and was healed so that he could bear news of it to a cardinal and the
pope, who, having verified the report, declared it in the middle of a session
of the papal council. Nevertheless, in 1223 rumors of miracles, comets, and
visions were no longer enough to confer sainthood. The proclamation of
sainthood could only result from a canonization proceeding catrried out by
the court in Rome. How could the pope have recognized the sainthood of
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a king that his predecessor had excommunicated for a conjugal life deemed
scandalous in Rome?® Whether the child had heard of the aborted attempt
to canonize his grandfather or not, and, if this were the case, whether he
thought about it consciously or unconsciously, in any case, he would succeed
where Philip Augustus had failed. People were able to make a different case
in his favor on two essential points. He did not accomplish miracles dut-
ing his life but after his death, in conformity with Pope Innocent I1I’s de-
cision at the beginning of the thirteenth century to officially recognize only
posthumous miracles as true miracles. Innocent I1T implemented this deci-
sion in order to thwart false miracle workers and to keep Christians from fol-
lowing the false prophets and sotrceters who invented imaginary miracles.’
Saint Louis would also be proclaimed a saint for his virtues and his Chris-
tian lifestyle, particularly in married life. The content of sainthood changed
in the course of the thirteenth century. People had tried to make Philip
Augustus a saint on the basis of an older model of sainthood. Saint Louis
would become a modern saint with everything traditional that this included
as well.'?

In any case, Saint Louis enjoyed telling stories about his grandfather.
If he happened to lose his temper with a servant, he remembered that Philip
Augustus would do the same and that it was only justice being served. Guil-
laume de Saint-Pathus tells of one evening at bedtime when Saint Louis
wanted to see the sore on his wounded leg. An old servant who held a can-
dle above the king’s leg in order to cast light on it let a drop of burning wax
fall on it: “The saint who was sitting on the bed because of the pain he felt
stretched out on the bed and said, ‘Ah! Jean!” And the servant Jean answered,
‘Hal I hurt you!” And the saintly king responded: ‘Jean, my ancestor threw
you out of our house for less than that.” Jean had in fact told the saint king
and others that King Philip once kicked him out of the manor because he
had put logs on the fire that crackled as they burned.” According to his en-
tourage and his hagiographer, Saint Louis did not punish Jean and kept him
in his service, thereby proving his goodness and his superiority over his
grandfather."

Joinville reports a similar episode, although Saint Louis does not ap-
pear superior to his grandfather in it. While the king was in Hyeres upon re-
turning from his first crusade in 1254, he was out walking, but the path be-
came so narrow that he wanted to mount his palfrey. When no one brought
it to him, he had to mount Joinville’s. When Ponce, his squire, finally arrived
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with his palfrey, the king “bore down on him with anger and reprimanded
him severely.” Joinville then said, “Sire, you should go easy on Ponce the
squire because he has served your grandfather and your father and you.”
Refusing to disarm, the king replied to Joinville: “Seneschal, he has not
served us; it is we who have served him when we put up with having him
around us with the bad qualities that he has. For King Philip my grandfather
told me that we must reward these people, some more, some less, according
to how they serve, and he used to say that no one can be a good ruler on
this earth if he does not also know how to boldly and harshly refuse what
he can give.”"

Thus the child began to learn the skills of kingship around his grand-
father who was the one that he wanted his readers to think of in his Z»-
sezgnements a son fils, this Mirror for Princes, a moral testament that he com-
posed only a short time before his death for the future Philip I11.

I want you to remember the words of King Philip my grand-
father that a member of his council who heard them reported to
me. One day, the king was with his private council, and the members
of his council told him that the clerics were doing him great wrong
and that people were astonished by the way he was putting up with
it. And he responded: “I know perfectly well that they are doing
me great wrong, but when I think of the honors that Our Lord has
done me, I prefer to tolerate the harm rather than cause a scandal
between myself and the Holy Church.'

Philip Augustus was laid to rest next to his forefathers in the royal
necropolis of Saint-Denis. Louis was heir to the throne of France from
that point on. Three years later, in 1226, his own father, Louis VIII, joined
his grandfather in the cemetery of kings. The child Louis became king of
France at the age of twelve.

TrE WoRLD AROUND THE CHILD KING
Now we must situate the young king in the world around him. We must

even situate him in relation to places he would never go and among his

great contemporaries, the ones he knew and the ones he would never know,
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in addition to his interlocutors, his antagonists, and his enemies. In order to
understand Saint Louis’ place in the history of his time, we must situate him
on the broadest horizons. If we circumscribed this history within the nat-
row space of its hero’s life, even within the Kingdom of France, it would
not be fully understood because it would lack the necessary references and
the appropriate scale. This is particularly important as Louis acted outside
the borders of the Kingdom of France within the larger space of Chris-
tendom, even if he did not physically appear everywhere within it. He would
also leave France to visit the hostile wotld of Islam in person, venturing
forth to North Africa and the Middle East and even, through the inter-
mediary of his plans, his dreams, and his envoys, into the very heart of the
Orient, that endless source of marvels and nightmares.

TueE OrIENTAL HORIZON:
ByzanTium, Istam, THE MoNGoL EMPIRE

Three great entities comprised the essential expanse of the world in which
Saint Louis had just become king of France. In appearance, these three en-
tities outshone the small plot of Latin Christendom that included the King-
dom of France. But one of them, Byzantium, had begun its slow decline;
the other, Islam, had entered a period of stagnation and fragmentation; the
third, that of the Mongol conquest, seemed both vague and splendid in its
unifying and devastating power.

The closest force was the Byzantine world. It seemed close in geo-
graphical space as well as by its religion and recent military and political his-
tory. The Byzantine Empire was like a shrinking skin, eaten away in Asia
Minor by the Seljuk Turks, while the Serbs and the Bulgars broke away from
itin the Balkans. The Bulgars founded a second empire with the Asenid dy-
nasty, which reached its apogee under the kings Kalojan (1196-1207) and
John IIT Asen (1218—1241). Their religion, Greek Christianity, which was
considered the only Christian orthodoxy since the schism between Greeks
and Latins in 1054, was more of a cause of conflict than a tie between the
two Christendoms. Of course, the Turkish threat made the reunion of the
two Churches a priority. This objective gave rise to long negotiations
between the papacy and the Byzantines throughout the time of Saint Louis,
leading to an official reconciliation at the Second Council of Lyon (1274)
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four years after his death. However, the agreement was more political than
religious and, being superficial, did not last.

One fantasy obsessed Latin Christendom in the first half of the thir-
teenth century, the fantasy of retaking Constantinople from the Byzantine
Greeks and founding a Latin Christian empire there. The dream seemed
to come true around the time of Saint Louis’ birth. In 1204, pushed by the
Byzantine emperot’s Venetian creditors, the crusaders of the Fourth Cru-
sade captured Constantinople and founded a Latin empire there the follow-
ing yeat. The first emperor, Baudouin I, the count of Flanders, was taken
prisoner by the Bulgars at Adrianopolis in 1205 and died in captivity. The
Latin Empire held up in Byzantium. Beginning in 1228, the emperor was
Baudouin II of Courtenay. Deep in debt, he sold the relics of the Passion
to Saint Louis in 1239. In 1261, Michael VIII Paleologus chased him from
Constantinople. Obsessed by the crusade to the Holy Land, Saint Louis
was in no hurry to help Baudouin II retake Constantinople. The dream of a
Latin empire on the shores of the Bosphorus was dead. The hope for Latin
Christian domination over the Greek Orthodox subjects of the former Byz-
antine Empire and for the reunification of an emperor of the Germanic
Holy Roman Empire in the West with a Latin emperor in Constantinople,
for the old empire under obedience to Rome and the spiritual guidance of
the pope, faded. The Peloponnesian remained in the hands of the Latin
princes of Morea, while the Venetians and Genoese snatched up the com-
merce in the remaining parts of the Byzantine Empire. Ultimately, Byz-
antium would play only a very marginal role in the thoughts and politics of
Saint Louis.

At the same time, the Muslim world was undergoing conflicting move-
ments, spurts of power and a slow process of decline, even though this de-
cline was not as marked as Western historiography makes it out to be. In the
West, there was the collapse of the great Western Muslim empire that was
founded in the twelfth century by the Berber Almohads of Morocco who
had extended their domination over the entire Maghreb and the southern
half of Spain. After the key victory of the league of kings at Las Navas de
Tolosa in 1212, the Christian reconquest brought the fall of Beha to Por-
tugal (1235), of the Baleares (1235) and Valencia (1238) to Aragon, and of
Coérdoba (1236), Murcia (1243), Cartagena (1244), Séville (1248), and Cadiz
(1265) to Castile. Only the Muslim enclaves of Grenada and Malaga re-
mained. The Maghrteb splitinto three domains, that of the Hafsids in Tunis,
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the Zayanids in the Central Atlas, and the Marinids in the south of Morocco.
There would be no Spanish horizon for Saint Louis’ crusade since the Span-
ish took charge of it themselves, while the king of France could cling to the
illusion that the sultan of Tunis would be easily converted or just as easily
conquered.

In the Middle East, after the death of Saladin the Great (1193) who
had retaken Jerusalem from the Christians, his successors, the Ayyubids,
divided the sultanate and attacked each other in Syria and Egypt. This did
not stop them from defeating the imprudent crusaders who set forth into
Egypt on the expedition of Jean de Brienne, the king of Jerusalem, from
1217 to 1221, nor from retaking Jerusalem in 1244, which had been ceded
to Emperor Frederick II in 1229 for a considerable sum. The power of the
mercenaty slaves (Slavic, Greek, Circassian, and Turkish), the Mamelukes,
began to rise. They replaced the Ayyubids in 1250. One of them, Baybars
(d. 1277) took control of the sultanate in 1260 after chasing the Mongols
out of Syria. He razed Saint-Jean-d’Acre, and its capture in 1292 put an end
to the incursion of Latins in the Holy Land, as the Latin kingdom, still called
the Kingdom of Jerusalem, continued to shrink. Not even a palace revolt,
which occurred while Saint Louis was their prisoner in Egypt in 1250, pre-
vented them from defeating the king of France and imposing their own
peace conditions on him. The Islamic world, in which Sunni orthodoxy
reigned supreme and from which the Mongols took Baghdad in 1258, had
lost its political unity and economic dynamism. As Saint Louis could attest,
it was still a formidable enemy for the Christian world.

The one great world event in the thirteenth century, however, was the
formation of the Mongol Empire. The brilliant giant that rose up on the
cusp of the century is Temujin, who named himself the supreme leader,
Genghis Khan (Cinggis qan). For the pagan Mongols he was the object of a
cult as soon as he died. After the example of all the great Turkic and Mon-
gol families of ancient Central Asia, he transmitted a mythical story of his
origins to his descendants: ““The origin of Genghis Khan is the blue wolf,
born with his destiny fixed in the upper realms of Heaven, and his wife
is the wild hind.”** Genghis Khan transformed the nomadic Mongol wotld
from an empire of the steppes into a universal empire. Born around 1160,
he brought to conclusion a social and political evolution that began decades
eatlier. He eliminated his superiors and rivals and, in 12006, in the course of
an assembly reuniting the chiefs of all the Mongol tribes, “he founds the
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Mongol State,” and took the name of Genghis Khan. He completed the mili-
tary organization of the Mongols and gave them a civil administration, “with
the vocation of governing the world.” He believed that he had been elected
by “the eternal blue Sky,” the supreme supernatural power of Turco-Mongol
religion, in order to conquer the world. He marched forth to conquer it in
1207, seven years before the birth of Saint Louis. He overcame the peoples
of the Siberian forest in 1207; between 1207 and 1212 he conquered the
sedentary peoples of Manchuria and the Chinese marches of the north. The
remaining Turkish empires to the west from the shores of the Ili and Lake
Balkhash fell under his control. Starting in 1209, he conquered Tibet, the
north of China including Beijing (Tahing, 1215), and Korea. He began to
attack Muslim countries in 1211, and his great invasion of the West lasted
from 1219 to 1223 with the destruction of the kingdoms of Qara-Khitay
and the Turks of Khwarizm, the annexation of eastern Turkestan, Afghani-
stan, and Persia. His lieutenants surveyed, raided, and pillaged between the
Caspian Sea and the Black Sea, across the steppes of Qipchaq or Cummans
and into the Bulgar kingdom of the Volga. In 1226, Genghis Khan contin-
ued to campaign toward the south and definitively captured the Chinese
kingdom of Si-Hia and its capital Tchong-hing (currently Ningxia) on the
Huang he. He died the following year in 1227. He had planned to split this
immense empire among his four sons, but with a unity maintained by the pre-
eminence of one of them, his third son, Ogodei. I will not enter into the
complex details of the political history of the Mongols after Genghis Khan.
It would take us too far from Saint Louis and would only bring vague and
fragmentary information about all this extraordinary history that disturbed
and reshaped the larger part of the Asian continent of which tiny Chris-
tian Europe was only an appendage. From this enormous movement, Eu-
rope encountered only the final release to the west of the extreme Mongol
waves in Russia, where they ravaged Riazan, Vladimir, Moscow, Tver, Nov-
gorod, Kiev, and the Ukraine from 1237 to 1240, and the south of Poland
(Krakéw remembers it to this day), Hungary, and Austria, right to the out-
skirts of Viennain 1241. After the Huns of Attila in the fifth century and
the Avars from the sixth century until the eighth century when Charlemagne
vanquished them, this was the greatest Asian peril that Western Christendom
had ever known. Europe was terrified by it.!®

In this confusion of peoples, Christian clerics found the hells of An-
tiquity. Westerners identified these Mongols, whom they named “Tartars,”
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with the peoples of Gogand Magog mentioned in the Apocalypse (20:7—8)
as the hordes that Satan would unleash from the four corners of the earth
at the end of time in order to torment humans in the age of the Antichrist.
The High Middle Ages made them out to be the voracious, exterminating
cannibals that Alexander had imprisoned behind high walls at the extreme
eastern end of the Asian continent and who would be released in this final
moment of terrestrial horrot.'S According to the pessimists, these “new de-
mons” would unite with the demoniacal Saracens who were also the heirs
of a sacred tradition proclaiming the coming of infernal powers to strike
the Christians. “The Mongol invasions, extending the Mediterranean zone
of the crusades and the encounter with Muslim civilization, made the threat
of the monstrous forces of destruction appearing in biblical and koranic
traditions even mote palpable to the Western wotld.”'” An echo of this fear
animates the work of the English Franciscan Roger Bacon, who, although
marked by the spirit of Oxford, had lived for a long time in Paris. Bacon
wrote his major work, the Majus Opus, between 1265 and 1268 at the behest
of his protector, Guy Foulcois (or Foulques), an advisor to Saint Louis who
became Pope Clement IV in 1265. “The entire wotld is practically in a state
of damnation,” he cries out. “Whatever role the Tartars and the Saracens
may play in it, it is certain that the Antichrist and his legions will achieve this
end. And if the Church does not make haste to oppose and destroy these
machinations with holy measures, it will be struck down in some intolerable
way by these scourges upon Christians. All knowledgeable men believe that
we are no longer very far from the times of the Antichrist.”*® The English
monk Matthew Paris described them as “inhuman and bestial men that we
must call monsters rather than men, thirsty blood-drinkers who rip apart
and devour the flesh of dogs and men alike.”’ The imaginary bestiary gets
mixed up with reality. Following the usual habit of men of the Middle Ages,
the border between dreams and lived experience disappeared. The night-
mares were quite real.

Confronted with the threats of Gog and Magog, in other words with
the Mongols, the Saracens, and the Antichrist, Roger Bacon saw only one
weapon, one possible defense: Reformatio, reformation, so that the Church,
Christians, and the republic of the faithful could return to the path of “the
true law.” During the same period, Saint Louis had the same attitude. The
misfortunes of Christians, his own people, and the people of the Kingdom
of France had their deepest cause in sin, and in order to avoid succumbing
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to the peoples who were the scourges of God, they would have to do
penance to purify and reform themselves.

Confronted with the Mongols, Saint Louis himself at first had been
stricken with panic. At the time of the farthest Mongol advance into Cen-
tral Europe in 1241, the Benedictine monk Matthew Paris attributed this
dialogue to him and his mother, while Christendom was submerged in fast-
ing and prayer in order to appease God and assure that he would “crush
the pride of the Tartars.”

While this terrible scourge of godly anger was threatening our
peoples, I have been assured that the mother of the French king, a
venerable woman beloved by God, the queen Blanche said, “Where
are you my son, King Louis?”” And he came running: “What is wrong,
Mother?” Heaving great sighs, she broke out in tears and, although
she was a woman, measuring these imminent perils in a manner that
was not womanly, said: “What must be done, dear son, against such a
dismal event whose terrifying news has crossed our borders?” Heat-
ing these words, with tears in his voice but under divine inspiration,
the king replied: “Take courage, dear Mother. Let us rise up to the
call of celestial consolation. May a single thing come from these two
things. If they fall upon us, we will either throw them down to the Tat-
tarian® realms from which they came, these beings that we call Tartars,
ot they will be the ones who deliver us all to heaven.” He meant to say:
“Either we will repulse them, or, if we should be vanquished, we will

pass on toward God as confessors in Christ ot martyrs.””

These words would have given courage to the French and their neighbors.
In preparation, Emperor Frederick II sent out a letter on the Tartar peril to
other Christian princes, evoking “this barbarous people that has emerged
from the extremities of the earth, whose origins we ignore, sent by God to
correct his people and, let us hope, not to destroy all Christendom but pre-
serve us for the end of all time.”*

Faced with the Mongols, there were optimists as well, especially once
it seemed clear that their incursions into Europe would not continue after
1239—1241. They drew hope from two sources: religion and diplomacy.

The Mongols were pagans and tolerant in religious matters. Several
grandsons of Genghis Khan married Nestorian Christian princesses.”> One

of them became a Buddhist. Nothing more was needed to awaken one
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of the great Christian fantasies of the thirteenth century entertained by
Saint Louis more than anyone else: the conversion of the Mongol princes.
It was reported that the Mongol rulers followed the more or less serious
practice—as was very fashionable in the thirteenth century from the At-
lantic Ocean to the Sea of China—of having Christians, Muslims, Bud-
dhists, and Taoists debate for them (Saint Louis had Christian clerics and
rabbis argue for him), appatently in the hope of finding a more convincing
religion to adopt.

Certain Western Christians also hoped that, whether they converted
ot not, the Mongols would become their allies against the Muslims in Syria
and Egypt, whom they could then take from the rear. In effect, they had cap-
tured Damascus in 1260, but the Mamelukes of Egypt sent them packing
almost immediately. The year 1260 saw the Mongol conquest grind to a halt
everywhere other than southern China. For Christians, the Asian peril would
soon become the Turks.

The optimists, however—and Saint Louis was one of them—thought
of sending messengers to the Mongol princes in the hope of converting
them to Christianity and making them allies against the Muslims. The Mon-
gol khans did the same, although they were less interested in making al-
lies than in finding new subjects. This followed their habitual preference for
peaceful submission over military conquest whenever possible.

In the eyes of the Mongols who were used to vast spaces and con-
frontations with great powers, the Christian West was only a group of weak
peoples governed by insignificant rulers. They were not worthy partners in
dialogue. Pope Innocent IV had sent Christian ambassadors to the “Tar-
tars” in 1245 as an opening bid for negotiations. In December 1248, while
wintering in Cyprus as he waited to debark for Egypt, Saint Louis received
a Mongol ambassador from the representative of the Great Khan in Iran,
Guyuk, a grandson of Genghis Khan, who requested the meeting. His let-
ter stressed the complete freedom and equality granted to all Christians
in the Mongol Empire. Saint Louis responded by sending a messenger to
Guyuk. The messenger was the Dominican André de Longjumeau, who
bore gifts including a magnificent scarlet tent intended to serve as a chapel.
When he reached the court of the khan Guyuk, the regent, his mother, an-
swered by insisting on the expected submission of the French king and de-
manded an annual tribute. Upon hearing this response in the Holy Land
in 1253, Joinville tells us that Saint Louis regretted ever having sent the
messenger on this mission. However, when he was still in the Holy Land,
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a rumor circulated that a descendant of Genghis Khan, Sartaq, had con-
verted to Christianity. Without making him an actual ambassador, Saint
Louis sent the Franciscan Guillaume de Rubrouck with a letter for Sartaq
that vaguely alluded to the possibility of a common alliance between Chris-
tians and Mongols. The messenger and the letter were finally dispatched to
the court of the Great Khan Mongke in his capital of Karakorum in Mon-
golia. The letter had been lost. Guillaume de Rubrouck unsuccessfully ex-
plained the Christian faith to Méngke, who sent Saint Louis his own letter
in which he repeatedly called for his submission. When the Franciscan re-
turned to Cyprus, Saint Louis had already returned to France, and the dip-
lomatic correspondence between Saint Louis and the Mongols came to an
end.” However, in 1262, after the death of Mongke in 1259, his brother
Hiilegii sent a large embassy to Paris (the Tartar monsters had become
“twenty-four noble Tartars, accompanied by two Friar Preachers who were
their interpreters”). He sent thanks for the gift of the scatlet tent, which
had been greatly appreciated, and proposed an alliance in due and proper
form with the king of France against the Muslims in Syria. (By this point,
the Mongols had figured out the difference between the pope, the spiritual
sovereign, and the king of France, the temporal sovereign whom they con-
sidered the most powerful of the Christian princes.) The Mongols would
provide a standing army, and the king of France would furnish the navy that
they lacked. It would be an alliance between the Asian continent and the
Christian Mediterranean. Jerusalem and the other holy sites would be re-
turned to the Christians.” This opening of a dialogue and these abortive
attempts at communication in which the Mendicant friars who specialized
in languages could have played a greater role shows the impotence of me-
dieval Christendom, Saint Louis’ included, in opening up to a world in which
they did not hold a strong position. It seems that Saint Louis and his ad-
visors halted before this call— that was perhaps only symbolic, although in
the medieval world symbols meant a lot— for the submission of the king
of France to the Mongol khan. They gave no follow-up to this letter. Nego-
tiations dragged on between the pope and the Mongols for several more
years with no results.

The entire Orient was a group of mirages for Saint Louis. There was
the mirage of a Latin empire in Constantinople and of the union of the
Latin and Greek Churches, a goal that was pursued particulatly, at the be-
hest of the papacy, by a man who was close to the king of France, Cardinal
Eudes de Chateauroux, a Franciscan who had been the chancellor of the
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Church of Paris. There was the mirage of the weakening of the Muslim rul-
ers who had been torn apart by internal rivalries and who, nevertheless, had
vanquished Saint Louis and recaptured the Holy Land that he had wanted to
defend. There was the mirage of a possible Mongol conversion to Chris-
tianity and a Franco-Mongol alliance against the Muslims. At a time when
Christendom was recentering itself and disengaging little by little from the
crusades, when the Mendicant orders themselves were torn between their
apostolic mission in the Christian world and missionary work in Africa and
Asia, Saint Louis vacillated between his concern for his kingdom and his ec-
centric dreams. He would never be able to be more than a king who brought
crusading to an end and a prince of unreality when confronted with the dis-
tant horizons of Christendom. From the Orient, Saint Louis would only ac-
quire remarkable relics and a martyr’s halo that the Roman Church would
fail to recognize in the end.

CHRISTENDOM

Christendom made up Saint Louis’ world as much as France itself.” He
ruled France as a sovereign and was one of the leaders of the Christian
world that surrounded his kingdom. There was no contradiction between
these two allegiances, and he felt none. The notion that the unity of the Far
West was built around the Christian religion existed in the thirteenth century.
In general, it found expression in the terms “Christian people” ( populus chris-
tianus) and “Christian wotld” (orbus christianus). The term “Christendom”
(Chrétienté, Christianitas) was also used and appeared in Old French around
1040 in the Chanson d’Alexis. One day, while speaking in the name of the
prelates of the Kingdom of France, Bishop Gui d’Auxerre, addressing Saint
Louis, said, “Sire, these archbishops and bishops who are here have asked
me to tell you that Christendom [eretientés] is waning and being lost in your
hands.”? At the beginning of the first Council of Lyon, Pope Innocent IV
defined Christendom in opposition to its adversaries: the insolence of the
Saracens, the schism of the Greeks, and the ferocity of the Tartars.” This
Christendom, a spiritual republic, was also defined by the space it occu-
pied. Innocent IV wanted to shut the Mongols out of the “doors of Chris-
tendom” ( januae christianitis) and set three kingdoms against them: Poland,
Lithuania, and Volhynia.” A single choice emetged for the Christians (and
this was one of the great debates underlying the century of Saint Louis):
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whether to give priority to the defense of the Holy Land and crusading,
ot to stick to the defense of Europe, which implied the conversion of the
pagan peoples of Eastern Europe— the Lithuanians, the Prussians, and,
farther south, the Cummanians who were threatening Hungary. Was the
frontier of Latin Christendom still on the Jordan or on the Dnieper? Saint
Louis did not seem to hesitate between the two and opted for what had been
the traditional response since 1095 when Urban II preached the crusade at
Clermont.

THE REsuLTs OoF EXPANSION

The tendency of the Christian world was to fall back upon Europe. The
spirit of the crusades began to waver. The key to this change in attitudes
can be found in the very prosperity of the West. Expansion brought an in-
flux of Christians into the Orient, and the same expansion brought them
back to Europe. At the end of the eleventh century, the excessively rapid
demographic growth of the Christian world could not be absorbed by Eu-
rope, and so this youthful Christendom in which young men were deprived
of land, women, and power broke out in internal violence. The first wave of
savage feudalism could not be contained by any peaceful inclinations. The
Church turned it against the Muslims, and because the Spanish Reconquest
could not absorb the surplus of Latin men, greed, and energy, the Church
directed them toward the East. However, in the thirteenth centuty internal
prosperity reached its zenith in the West. The “agricultural revolution” and
land clearings dissipated famine. There would no longer be any widespread
famine in the West.

Progress in the rural economy favored social progress. Although the
seignorial system reined men in within a tight-knit social framework, the
freeing of serfs accelerated, and although the air of the city did not make
people as free as a German proverb claims,” the urban explosion brought
people into the towns and revived artisanship and commerce, including
commerce with far-off places. Textile production underwent spectacular
progress, building continued at an impressive pace, and stone replaced wood
with growing frequency. The percent of money used in exchange rose dra-
matically, and the masters of the mint coined more pieces of high value, the
silver “gros.” The thirteenth century saw a return to minting in gold, which
had disappeared in the West since the times of Charlemagne. Saint Louis
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was the first French king to mint a gold coin, the éu, in 1266. This prospet-
ity forced the feudal lords to grant more freedoms and impose limits on vi-
olence. The doctrines of limiting war to “just” wars and confining war to
small areas in times of restraint transformed peace from an ideal into a re-
ality. Protection for merchants arose alongside protection for widows and
orphans, and because the new society produced a larger number of poor
people, it was necessaty to address their situation by increasing the number
of hospitals and leper-houses. This was done with an ambiguous solicitude
that wavered between charity and imprisonment. Alongside the Church,
the brotherhoods, and the corporations, a state that bore a slight resem-
blance to the welfare state started to take shape. Saint Louis distinguished
himself in this area.

City life introduced new cultural needs and new means to satisfy them.
Schools were established in growing numbers and, in the course of the thir-
teenth century, they taught a growing number of young city-dwellers to
read and write. They did not only educate future clerics but also a growing
number of lay students. These were mostly boys who learned how to read,
write, and count, although there were also some schoolmistresses. Teaching
corporations were founded, which took the general name of “university,”!
and in the Christian society of Saint Louis they formed a new power along-
side the Kingdom (Regnuns) and the Priesthood: the Knowledge (Studium)
embodied by the universities. The universities gave the Latin language a sec-
ond life as the international language of knowledge, scholastic Latin forged
for the most part within the university colleges. Outside these orders, use of
the common language made rapid progress. The vernacular languages be-
came literary languages. Under Saint Louis, the administration of the King-
dom of France began to write in French. He was the first king of France
that we can hear expressing himself in French. The theater was reborn as it
left the Church and took to the stage in the city. Church festivals spread into
the streets, combining studious liturgies with more or less pagan rites from
the countryside that began to invade the city. Carnival battles and beats
back Lent. A fabliau from 1250 transports the imagination to a new country
far from Christian asceticism, a land of plenty, the “pays de Cocagne.” Though
still in the service of God and the powerful, art sought to satisfy more com-
mon aesthetic tastes in addition to its function as a manifestation of power,
bringing heaven to the earth as much as it elevated earth to the heavens. The
triumph of stained glass bathed the churches in colored light. Sculpture dis-
played a “beautiful God” at Amiens and made the angels smile at Reims.
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The gothic was a festival. On earth as in heaven, the values expressed wete
still profoundly Christian. Terrestrial gardens—where, thanks to love, one
could pluck the rose—were a new version of the Garden of Eden where
Eve picked the fatal apple. The earth was no longer a mere reflection of Para-
dise lost and consumed by sin. Made in the image of God and collaborat-
ing in this world on the divine work of the Creation, man could produce and
enjoy the goods that would multiply in the Paradise regained at the end of
time: knowledge, beauty, honestly acquired wealth, lawful calculations, the
body that is born again, even laughter which the Church had frowned upon
for a long time, all set off on their eternal course in this world through the
work of man.*? In the thirteenth century, Christendom seems to lose its
barbaric trappings. God’s judgment softened as the Fourth Lateran Council
(1215) outlawed the ordeal, although it was still slow to disappeat in prac-
tice.” If trials by fire, water, and hot irons disappeated rather quickly, judg-
ment by duels and “battle wagers,” the forms of the ordeal preferred by wat-
riors, would only be eliminated much later. Saint Louis would tty to abolish
them without success.

Attached to the new well-being of their European homes, it became
increasingly difficult for Christians to leave for the dubious rewards of cru-
sading. One man who considered himself one of Saint Louis’ closest friends,
a devoted admirer and a Christian knight whose impetuous nature the saintly
king sometimes had to mollify, Joinville refused to follow him on his second
crusade:

I was hard pressed by the king of France and the king of Na-
varre to take part in the crusade. To this, I replied that for as long
as I had been in the service of God and of the king overseas, and
since I had returned, the sergeants of the French king and of the king
of Navarre had ruined me and impoverished my people to such an
extent that there will never be another time when either of us, they or
I, could be worse off. And so I told them that if I wanted to do God’s
will, I would remain here to help and defend my people, for if I
entrusted my body to the adventure of the pilgrimage of the cross,
when I could cleatly see that there would be harm and loss for my
people, I would provoke the wrath of God who gave his body to save
his people. I thought that all the people who advised him to make
this journey were committing a mortal sin, because as long as he was
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in France the entire kingdom existed in good peace both within it-
self and with its neighbors, and for as long as he was gone the state
of the kingdom was only in decline.”

So, the seneschal refused to go on the crusade, repatriating his duty to his
domain in Champagne. From that point on he believed that the act of fol-
lowing and imitating God did not involve running away on “the adventure
of the pilgrimage of the cross,” but resided in “helping and defending his
people” on his land. And from whom ot from what will he save them? From
Satan, the Saracens, or the Tartars? No. He will save his people from the
“sergeants of the king of France and of the king of Navarre,” in order to
protect the benefits of Christendom’s expansion for his dependents. The
seneschal pretended to act like the lord of his vassals and peasants when he
was actually behaving like these new men who reject prowess and adventure,
like the bourgeois. When he followed the king into the Holy Land twenty
years eatlier, he wrote that, “I never wanted to set eyes on Joinville again for
fear that my heart would soften me toward the castle and the two children
I was leaving behind.”** Twenty years later, he was forty-three yeats old. His
children had grown up, but his castle still kept the lord of Joinville squarely
in the middle of this Christian world that he did not wish to leave anymore.

Saint Louis still loved life and this terrestrial existence. Would he have
to be enchanted by this terrestrial image of a celestial Jerusalem in order to
leave again as he did, turning his back on his own century and carrying his
cross toward this Jerusalem that his Christian contemporaries so easily sepa-
rated from their own sufficient Christianity? Among the prayers attributed
to Saint Louis as he was dying, we find: “Lord God, give us the power to
scorn the riches of this world.”” He lived out the religious anxieties of his
times to a profound degtree.”

RELIGIOUS ANXIETIES

The very prosperity of the thirteenth-century Christian world no doubt
contributed to the worries that tormented it.

Since around 1000, the increasing enrichment of the powerful, whether
ecclesiastical or secular, and the increasingly strong attachment to a society

layered in more numerous social classes provoked diverse reactions of
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concern and rejection. An intense reaction of spiritual opposition arose
both inside and outside of the Church among monastic, ecclesiastical,
and secular groups. Its general target was the Church itself and its rapacity,
which demanding Christians judged patticulatly scandalous in the contem-
porary practice of buying ecclesiastical positions— beginning with bishop-
rics. People called this practice Simonism after the name of Simon the Ma-
gician who had tried to buy spiritual gifts from the apostles. The offensive
also targeted the head of the Church, the papacy, the first power to form a
monarchical state, claiming financial dues that became heavier and heavier
with time, harvesting and manipulating larger and larger sums of money.
The cleric-critics composed satirical texts that were sometimes very violent
in opposing the Roman curia. They managed to circulate these in ecclesi-
astical milieus and among powerful lay figures. For example, one of these
satires was 1.'Evangile selon le mare d'argent.” Wandering preachers spread these
ideas, although their behavior was suspicious in a society where every person
was supposed to occupy a fixed position. Along with criticism of money,
the Church, and the Roman pontiff appeared contestations of certain ele-
ments of Christian dogma and of certain religious practices imposed by the
Church. Some people challenged any hierarchy at all, as well as the sacra-
ments, including marriage and the sexual morality underlying it, the cult
of images and of the crucifix in particulat, the monopoly held by the clergy
over preaching and the ability to read Scripture directly, and the luxury of
the churches. Some demanded a return to the strict practice of the Gos-
pels and the manners of the ancient Church. Men and women were asked
“to follow Christ naked as he was naked.” Some refused to take any oaths,
which undermined one of the foundational principles of feudal society. Saint
Louis himself refused to sweat, even in ways condoned by the Church. This
defiance was usually limited to criticism of power, money, and excess in
the use of earthly goods. It called for reform. Sometimes it became more
radical, either by rejecting the Church or by attacking essential elements of
Christian dogma. This is what the Church called heresy. The Church con-
demned these anti-establishment movements in absolute terms. The heretic
must renounce his error or be completely cut off from Christian society.*
Heresy was not a crisis of unbelief, but, on the contrary, a fever of faith,
the desire to live out the “scorn for the world” that monasticism and the
Church advocated, perhaps a bit imprudently, in the High Middle Ages.
The movement affected clerics and laymen at all levels of society. The
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Kingdom of France could not escape its agitations. The first “popular’ here-
tic known to have existed, some time around the year 1000, was a peasant
from Vertus-en-Champagne. He was struck with a religious fit while tend-
ing his vines. Heretical clerics were burned in Otléans in 1022. A hereti-
cal group surfaced in Arras in 1025. Some of these heretical groups seem
to have had ties with the Capetian royal family. This was the case in Ot-
léans in 1020 and in Paris in 1210. Saint Louis despised heresy, although
what separated heresy from orthodoxy was not always very clear. Some
people will mention his encounter at Hyeres with a Franciscan professing
the suspectideas of Joachim de Fiore, a meeting that, to me, seems to be of
great significance.”

Saint Louis’ personal devotion was in line with his aspiration to imitate
Christ, if not in his poverty, which would have been difficult for a French
king to practice, then in his humility. He was a practitioner of the important
movement for penitence that enflamed many who aspired to evangelical
petfection. Like many of his contemporaries, he was fascinated with the het-
mits whose numbers were increasing in the forested and insular wastelands
of Christendom. They embodied this flight from the wotld ( fuga mundr),
from a wortld perverted by the West’s economic expansion. In the eleventh
and twelfth centuries, new religious orders strove to reform monasticism,
which had become wrapped up in wealth, power, and the abandonment of
manual labor. The most appealing was the order of Citeaux to which Saint
Bernard (d. 1153) brought the halo of his immense prestige. By the end of
the twelfth century, people were already accusing the Cistercians of having
been seduced in turn by the temptations of the wotld. In the thirteenth cen-
tury, however, they were still symbols of a reformed and purified monasti-
cism. Alongside the Mendicants, as newly reformed monastic clergy in the
thirteenth century the Cistercians held on to Saint Louis’ favor. To this day
his name is still linked with Royaumont, a Cistercian monastery he founded
that was his favorite place to visit.

Nevertheless, the wave of heresy continued to grow at the beginning
of the thirteenth century. These heresies are often difficult to identify by
the ancient and fantastic names the Church gave them either out of igno-
rance of their true nature or due to a desire to discredit them as repetitions
of old errors condemned ages ago. Among them, the most spectacular and
the one that appeared most threatening to the Church and the rulers who
defended it was the one we call “Catharism” today. The most common
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name that people gave to the Cathars in thirteenth-century France is “aubi-
geois” (albigeozs). Because they were numerous in the south of France, people
called them A/bigeois in the same way they called the Christian bankers
that they considered usurers Caborsins. Catharism was a dualist and non-
monotheistic religion. The Cathars believed in the existence of two Gods,
one who was good and invisible and who saved souls, the king of an en-
tirely spiritual world, the other an evil god, the ruler of the visible material
world who damned bodies and souls. The Cathars identified this evil god
with Satan and the vengeful God of the Old Testament. The Church was
his instrument in this wotld, identified with the Beast of the Apocalypse.
For the Christian Church, this was an absolute danger. Between this religion
that had its own rites, its own clergy, its own hierarchy (the “patfaits” or
petfect ones) and official Christianity, there could be no compromise, even
though many Albigenses concealed their activities in a mantle of clandes-
tine relations while accepting the facade of orthodoxy. Dualist heresy was
a widespread phenomenon throughout the Christian world, in the East
as well as the West. Through the twelfth and thirteenth centuries it cropped
up in Aquitaine, in Champagne, in Flanders, in the Rhineland, and in Pied-
mont, but it had two important centers in the East, Bulgaria and Bosnia,
and two in the West, Lombatdy and Languedoc.* Saint Louis would come
across it in his kingdom. While his grandfather Philip Augustus had refused
to crusade against the Albigenses, his father, Louis VIII had already cat-
ried out the largest part of the military campaign against these heretics in
southern France. In 1226, Saint Louis led the decisive phase of the crusade
against the Albigenses.”

Favorable to the Cathars and hostile to his Capetian ovetlord, the atti-
tude of Raimond VI, the count of Toulouse, certainly played a role in shap-
ing these events, but there is no doubt that the king wanted to take back
the initiative from the lords and knights of the North who for their own
profit had attacked the lords of the South under the pretext of a crusade.
Louis VIII also wanted to put himself on better terms than his father had
been with the papacy.

In order to stamp out the vibrant remains of the heresy, the Church
invented a special tribunal, the Inquisition. In this court, the Church devel-
oped a new and perverse kind of judicial proceeding dubbed “inquisito-
rial.” It was set in motion when a judge was alerted by a denunciation in

the form of public rumor or the discovery of a material element revealing
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a crime or an offense. It tended to replace the accusatory proceeding in
which the victim or his supporters called upon the judge and were respon-
sible for providing evidence of the crime. At least in theory, the inquisito-
rial proceeding had two advantages: the only crimes that it left unpunished
were unknown, and one of its purposes was to obtain a confession from
the guilty party,* which was considered the most objective and irrefutable
form of proof. However, as implemented by the Inquisition, the inquisi-
torial proceeding was secret; it was held without any witnesses or lawyers
for the accused who did not know the names of his accusers if he had been
denounced. Those accused of heresy were suspected of being liars and
dissimulators. The will of many inquisitors to force them to confess led
to the use of torture, which became more common in the course of the
thirteenth century. When the Tribunal of the Inquisition issued a harsh
sentence— which happened frequently—such as a particulatly cruel form
of imprisonment, sometimes for life, death by immurement, or burning at
the stake, the Church tried to keep its hands clean and left the responsibility
of executing the sentence to the civil powers. People called this “abandon-
ment to the secular arm.” After Gregory IX’s institution of the Inquisition
in 1233, Saint Louis was the first king to put condemned heretics to death
undet its law.*®

The outburst of heresy in thirteenth-century Christendom was only
one aspect of a more widespread religious unrest. This ferment had at least
two other significant manifestations that for the most part remained inter-
nal to Christian orthodoxy.

The first of these was the birth of new religious orders that met new
spiritual needs, satisfying the desire certain men and women of high spiri-
tuality had to be apostles for society in response to the social and economic
expansion. These were the Mendicant orders. As a reaction against the de-
cline of monasticism, which, in the form of solitude especially satisfied the
aspirations of aristocratic and chivalric society, the friars, who were not
monks, did not live in solitude in the forest that was the desert of the West
but among people in the towns. The main target of their apostolic mission
was the new urban society corrupted by heresy. Their main weapon was
their example of living in humility and poverty, which justified their de-
pendence on charity. In this wotld in which the spirit of wealth, the lure of
profit, and greed (avaritia) assumed new forms in response to the increasing
pervasiveness of money, they decided to become “mendicants.” And the
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reform embodied in their lifestyle was an advantage that they could use to
dedicate themselves efficiently to the goal of social reform.

In the twelfth century, at the end of a long development that trans-
formed the concepts of sin and penitence and that reorganized spiritual
life around intentions instead of acts, the Fourth Lateran Council (1215)
made individual auricular confession obligatory for all Christians at least
once a year. (This would become the Easter confession.) This opened the
door to a crisis in psychological and spiritual life through the practice of
the examination of conscience, and the discovery of this form of confes-
sion that involved repentance gave new meaning to penitence. The Men-
dicant friars taught the priests how to take confessions, and they taught be-

lievers how to make them.*

They used speech in order to convince. They
resuscitated and renewed the art of preaching. They made the sermon a me-
dium that attracted the crowds."” Some of them became stats of preaching.
A great admirer of sermons, Saint Louis would call the Franciscan Saint
Bonaventure to preach before him and his family.

Christians had always been preoccupied with salvation and, more par-
ticularly, with the form of the afterlife. At the end of the twelfth century
and the beginning of the thirteenth century, the geography of the aftetlife
changed. A new space for the afterlife, Purgatory, sprung up between Heaven
and Hell. It was dually intermediary because it would only last for the dura-
tion of history and then be absorbed into eternity. In this place, sinners who
had died and who had not been hardened could expiate and redeem the re-
mainder of their penitential debt with their suffering and the suffrages of the
living before going to Heaven.* The Mendicant brothers spread the belief
in Purgatory and taught Christians to prepare for death in a different way
because it would lead to an immediate individual judgment while waiting for
the collective final judgment. To the great displeasure of patish priests, they
opened up sepulchres in churches for some people, or at least for the fami-
lies of important bourgeois.

There were two important and very different characters at the origin of
the Mendicant orders: the Spaniard Dominic of Calaruega, the founder of
the Friar Preachers (who would be named Dominicans after him) and the
Italian Francis of Assisi, the founder of the Minors (who would similatly be
called the Franciscans).” Alongside these two main Mendicant ordets in the
course of the thirteenth century, the Carmelites were formed, first in 1229
and then definitively in 1250, and the Augustinians in 1256. Saint Louis was
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seven years old in 1221 when Saint Dominic died before being canonized in
1234. He was twelve years old when he became king in 1226, the same year
that Saint Francis died before being canonized in 1228. Saint Louis would
become king of the Mendicant orders. Some people would even suspect
him of wanting to become a Mendicant friar.™

The other expression of religious unrest in the thirteenth century was
the emergence of laymen in the Church.”' The development of brothet-
hoods went hand in hand with the spread of piety among laymen.” They
got caught up in a great movement for penitence that also raised their sta-
tus in the Church. Conjugality, the normal status of laymen, inspired new
religious ideals like conjugal chastity. Women in particular benefited from
this promotion of laymen. Saint Claire was more than a copy of Saint Fran-
cis; she was the first woman to give her rule to a female order. However, an
even newer innovation followed. The Mendicant orders not only gave rise
to secondary female orders but also to tertiary secular orders. Under the
distrustful surveillance of the Church, which was always careful to control
the devotion of laymen and women, laymen embraced a life that straddled
the border that separated them from the clerics. In the towns, women espe-
cially led a life of religious devotion, although without becoming nuns. They
pursued this life in modest lodgings that were often grouped together in
a single place. These women were the Beguines, newcomers to thirteenth-
century religious life.”

These laypersons would often be receptive to the mystical trends in
Christianity. Although the millenarian ideas® of the Cistercian abbot Jo-
achim de Fiore (d. 1202) stirred up only certain particular religious milieus,
the Franciscans for instance, concern about final ends, fear of the end of
time, and belief in the closeness of the Last Judgment spurred certain lay-
men to extreme religious experiences like the processions of the Flagellants
in 1260.% Sainthood, which previously had been the almost exclusive mo-
nopoly of clerics and monks, now included laymen, men and women alike.
A merchant from Cremona named Homebon who died in 1197 was canon-
ized by Innocent III in 1199 two years after his death.” However, the most
famous saint drawn from the laity would be Saint Louis, this Saint Louis who
protected the Parisian Beguines, who was a paragon for Christian spouses,
and who was at least touched by Joachimism. All things considered, Saint
Louis was an eschatological king, a king obsessed with the idea of the end
of time. Like most Christians of his time, Saint Louis lived torn between the
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fear®” maintained by the Church, disturbed to see the faithful become more
and more attached to the material world, and the hope, like the “wait for
good things to come,” for an earthly life that would be as much an impetus
as an obstacle to the future life.”® The very Christian Saint Louis was also one
of the great political actors in thirteenth-century Christendom.

PorLiticaAL ORGANIZATION: THE EMERGENCE
OF THE MONARCHICAL STATE

In Saint Louis’ time, the political order of Western Christendom was dis-
turbed again by the resumption of the great conflict between the two heads
of Christian society, the pope and the emperor. This conflict became vi-
olently intense under the pontificate of Innocent IV (1243—1254), who was
confronted with the other great secular figure of the thirteenth century along
with Saint Louis, Emperor Frederick II. The emperor was an extraordinary
man who was Saint Louis’ opposite in many ways.” In this conflict, Saint
Louis maintained a certain respect for each of these traditional powers. But
in this time when the game of chess was starting to become fashionable
among the ruling elite," he moved his pawns forward under the cover of
neutrality, the pawns of the French monarchy.

The great political movement in the thirteenth-century Christian world
was in fact the irresistible rise of monarchy and the state that it built. Begun
in the previous century, especially in England, this movement continued in
the thirteenth century with the pontifical monarchy, which possessed the
increasingly centralizing and bureaucratic nature of the modern state, al-
though it lacked its territorial base (despite the States of the Patrimony of
Saint Peter in central Italy) and lacked even more its “national” foundations
like those being claimed in Castile, Aragon, and, especially, in France. Saint
Louis’ widely admired grandfather, Philip Augustus, had taken a decisive
step.® In a less spectacular way that has received less attention from his-
torians, Saint Louis would take other essential steps in forming a French
monarchical state. Although we will discuss this topic again in relation to
King Louis IX, this monarchical state, far from being incompatible with
feudalism, combined with feudal structures and mentalities. This was the
basis of its strength.®

What the French or the Spanish managed to accomplish successfully,
the English seemed to complete only halfway. The English monarchy that
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was so strong and resurgent under Henry II (1154 -1189) seems to de-
cline under his sons Richard the Lion-Hearted (1189-1199) and even more
under John Lackland (1199-1216), and then under his grandson Henry 111
(1216-1272), the contemporary friend and enemy of Saint Louis. One year
after the birth of Saint Louis in 1215, John Lackland granted the Magna
Carta under pressure from the English barons. This fundamental article
of English political history did not replace royal power with the power of
the barons. Instead, it placed a dual limit on royal power. It recognized the
privileges not only of the barons but also of the middle and low nobility,
the Church, the towns, and bourgeois. It also confirmed that the king was
subject to the laws, which were above him, whether these were “existing
laws” or the moral law that imposed “reasonable” measures upon the sov-
ereign and prohibited him from acting arbitrarily.*?

In Germany, on the other hand, despite the efforts and posturing of
Frederick 11, royal power was in decline. Of course, Frederick II did form a
central power in southern Italy and Sicily that might have lasted if it had not
been imposed by a foreign presence.** Howevet, not only did he fail to re-
establish the Holy Roman Empire against the papacy, despite being crowned
in Rome by the Pope Honorius I11 in 1220, he also had to abandon any real
power to the German princes in his “Act in Favor of the Princes” (Statutum
in favorem principum) in 1231.

A form of non-centralized, non-monarchical power extended its influ-
ence in Italy. To impose order in the towns, communal power often sought
out a foreign power to govern the city with the title of potentate. In this
age when religious and secular power were not clearly distinguished, in
which people confused moral order with order in itself (Saint Louis himself
tended to do away with this distinction toward the end of his reign), some-
times a city would take a man of the Church as potentate. In 1233 in Parma,
for example, a movement to instill peace and justice— for instance by fight-
ing against usury, as Saint Louis would do— gave absolute power to a Fran-
ciscan, Friar Gherardo da Modena. This was the short-lived but important
Movement of the Alleluia.®® More generally, in the northern part of Cen-
tral Italy, the most economically, socially, and culturally vibrant region out-
side of the Kingdom of Naples and Sicily, the Patrimony of Saint Peter, and
the feudal Alpine and sub-Alpine states, a division of townspeople into two
parties, the Guelphs and Gibellines, began to take shape. They fought end-
lessly for power and banished one another in succession with the support
of the emperor or the pope. This political anarchy contrasted starkly with
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the region’s economic prosperity. As Pisa began to decline, Genoa, Flor-
ence, and Venice asserted their economic power in the thirteenth century.
They would be eminent partners for Saint Louis, especially Genoa, which
would furnish him with most of the ships he needed for the crusade (as it
had done for Philip Augustus) and a part of his financial backing.

In Portugal and Spain, the Reconquest of the Muslims dominated the
political landscape. Under their warring and conquering kings, Castile and
Aragon proceeded to build a monarchical state. Saint Louis’ first cousin,
Ferdinand IIL, definitively reunited Ledn with Castile in 1230.% In the states
of the Crown of Aragon, the influence of Barcelona and the prosperity of
Catalonia continued to grow.

In the Scandinavian kingdoms, where cities were few and far between
and not very powerful, the royal dynasties struggled against the nobility.
In Iceland, the thirteenth century was the great age of the sagas. The first
“true” sagas appeared at the beginning of the thirteenth century and they
were sagas of “royalty,” the political idol of the century in a land that had
no royalty.?” In Poland and Hungaty, the nobles had the upper hand, espe-
cially in Poland where the rulers had to fight against two forms of German
colonization: the intrusion of German colonists on undeveloped lands and
in cities, and the formation of a troublesome state of monk-knights whose
mission to the pagans (Lithuanians and Prussians) melded with a pure and
simple will to conquer animated by a feeling of belonging to Germanic
culture. The eastern expansion of the Teutonic Knights®® was stopped by
the Russian prince of Novgorod, Alexander Nevski, at the Battle of Lake
Chudskoye or Peipus in 1242.° Thus Christendom advanced as it contin-
ued to share the same values under the leadership of the Church and a re-
surgent papacy. Deeply defined and reformed by the Mendicant orders, it
was invigorated by the universities and scholasticism with a new intellectual
force. It struggled against heresy, imposed order on the economy, knowl-
edge, and religious practice, and even formed a prototype of world economy
(Weltwirtschaft), and, on a higher level, a common market whose year-round
center existed at the fairs of Champagne. It formulated its principles at the
ecumenical councils, although only in the Roman West (Lateran IV in 1215,
Lyon Iin 1245, Lyon 11 in 1274, dates that circumscribe the reign of Saint
Louis). Despite all this, the Christian West suffered increasing political divi-
sion. The unified imperial power declined (the interregnum lasted from 1250
to 1273). In Germany and especially in Italy, power belonged first of all to
the cities that incorporated the more or less extensive surrounding territo-
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ries, forming city-states in many places. The future, however, seems to be-
long to the monarchies that built the modern state around the king. Saint
Louis’ France was on the cutting edge of this movement.

FraNcCE

Let us look now on this land of the Christian Far West that made up the
Kingdom of France that the young Louis inherited in 1226.7

First, France was overall the most prosperous region of the Christian
world, particulatly in its western regions of Flanders, Artois, Picardy, Cham-
pagne, Tle de France, and Normandy. The countrysides and the towns wete
both flourishing. France was also the most populous Christian country with
a population estimated at ten million inhabitants among Europe’s sixty mil-
lion people.”

Ten million Frenchmen in the thirteenth century, ten million peasants,
writes Robert Fossier, who is hardly exaggerating. While the towns and the
urban population played a considerable role and would continue to grow
under Saint Louis, this happened in spite of their fairly modest number
of inhabitants. Under Philip Augustus, the population of Paris surpassed
100,000, which made it the most populous city in all Christendom. At the
beginning of the following century, it probably reached 200,000, making it
a demographic monster. After Paris, however, Gand and Montpellier had
close to 40,000 inhabitants. Toulouse must have had close to 25,000. The
other “important” cities of the kingdom—DBruges, Rouen, Tours, Otléans,
Amiens, Reims,” and Bordeaux— each had roughly 20,000 inhabitants. Cet-
tainly, in the urban world we must include those towns that had the status
and functions (markets, most notably) of bourgs even if on a very modest
scale, although their small populations and submergence in the surround-
ing countryside hardly correspond to our modern criteria. In this society in
which land was still almost everything, people belonged almost exclusively
to either the minority of lords or the mass of peasants. Saint Louis was fun-
damentally a king of peasants. These “vilains” (the term globally designated
the different social categories of the countryside, even though the rate of
emancipations was accelerating and even though the number of serfs con-
tinued to decrease under Saint Louis) will be almost entirely absent from
this book. The sources from the period that inform us about the king are al-
most entirely silent on the world of the peasants. Although certain charters
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in the royal acts dealt with them, though they dwelt on the deepest level of
the social hierarchy and were ultimately affected by a number of the royal
ordinances, the king’s name was an abstraction in their world. It is almost
impossible to know what the French peasants knew or thought about Saint
Louis. I would like my readers to remember the silent presence of these
peasant masses. They do not show up in the glorious reign of Saint Louis,
although his rule was founded on their labor.

Other material and spiritual goods circulated in this society; they com-
prised and explained this French prosperity. The fairs of Champagne ate
generally credited for serving as a “nascent clearing house” for the financ-
ing of commercial exchange throughout the West in the thirteenth century.
Under Philip Augustus, the fairs took on most of their important character-
istics including the regular cycle of six fairs, their major role as a center of
financial credit, and their policy of protecting metchants.™ Philip Augustus
profited from the fairs by forcing the merchants traveling between Flan-
ders, Paris, and Champagne to take the “royal road” and pay tolls for safe
passage, notably at Bapaume.

The intellectual and artistic movements of this time ate no less impot-
tant. While Bologna became a great center for the study of law, the Univer-
sity of Paris was in the process of becoming the major center for the study
of theology, the highest science in Christianity. It received its first known
charters from Cardinal Robert de Courson in 1215. Gothic architecture,
which some have called a “French art,” was reaching its highest point. To
mention only those cathedrals where Saint Louis carried out some of the
most important acts of his rule, let us note that the facade of Notre-Dame
de Paris had been under construction since around 1205. The Portal of
the Virgin was made between 1210 and 1220, and the Western Window
was completed around 1220. The reconstruction of the cathedral of Reims
began in 1210—-1211. Most of the new cathedral of Chartres was com-
pleted around 1220, and the stained glass windows were put into place be-
tween roughly 1210 and 1236. Finally, the construction of the cathedral of
Amiens began in 1220. Saint Louis was the king of the great construction
sites of the cathedrals. He was also the king of precious manuscripts illumi-
nated in the wotkshops of Paris.”

Under Philip Augustus, Paris had effectively become the primary resi-
dence of the king, if not the capital. As a center for the memory and con-
tinuity of royal power, it was there that the archives of the kingdom were
permanently housed in a small room attached to the chapel of the royal
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palace. Previously, someone in the king’s retinue carried them around, fol-
lowing all his movements, and they once fell into the hands of Richard the
Lion-Hearted at the battle of Fréteval in 1194. According to Robert-Henri
Bautier, “the great novelty of the reign is precisely its constant recourse to
writing,””® Saint Louis continued this practice, forging a balance between
advances in writing and renewed spoken usage.

Paris figured at the center of a system of symbolic sites for the monat-
chy. This system took shape under Philip Augustus. There is Reims where
the king was crowned and where they kept the Holy Ampulla. There is Saint-
Denis where the king was buried in the abbatial basilica whete Philip Augus-
tus placed the regalia, the emblems of royal power used in the coronation of
Reims. Then, there is Paris, where the king most often resided in the Palais
de la Cité.

Paris was the heart of what was then called France and would be called
the ile de France beginning in the fifteenth century.

The regions that made up the royal domain where the king was the im-
mediate lord comprised one of the wealthiest areas of this prosperous na-
tion. This was particularly true of its center, the Ile de France. Louis VII
had left Philip Augustus a royal domain that stretched in a long band from
north to south, from Compiegne and Senlis all the way to Bourges by way
of Paris and Orléans. At the time of his death, Philip Augustus had added
Valois, Vermandois, Amiénois, Artois, Gien, Bas-Berry, and Auvergne to
his domain. More importantly, he had taken Normandy, Maine, Touraine,
Anjou, and Saintonge from the king of England. The royal domain had be-
come four times larger. In a more general sense, the grandfathet’s reign was
a major turning point for the French monarchy.

THE GRANDFATHER’S HERITAGE

In addition to this significant territorial expansion, what Philip Augustus
left to his son and his grandson can be grouped into three categories: the
administrative, the financial, and the moral. All three contributed to the de-
velopment of the monarchical state.

Administrative innovation paved the way for monarchical centralism.
The master work here was the creation of the bailiffs [baillis], direct repre-
sentatives of the king and his curia in matters of applying his decisions,
carrying out the orders delegated to them, overseeing the collection of large
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revenues, and leading investigations [enguétes] that were assigned to them.
They were the prefects of their time. Other envoys were appointed to carry
out investigations within the domain and sometimes outside of it. They rep-
resented themselves as “defenders of the truth, of the law, and of peace”
(C. Petit-Dutaillis). Saint Louis would only generalize this procedure and give
it a “mystical” allure: their actions were supposed to assure the salvation of
the king and of his subjects. In the domains previously held by the Planta-
genets, Philip Augustus kept the seneschals, but used them as bailiffs. The
benefit, however, was political. Thus, “kingdom and domain tended to come
together” (Robert-Henri Bautier).

In the financial domain, progress came first of all with a considerable
increase in revenue resulting from territorial growth, but also from bet-
ter accounting and better surveillance of income. Upon leaving for the
crusade in 1190, Philip Augustus had ordered his bailiffs to go three times
a year to the Temple in Paris, where the knights of the order kept the royal
treasure, in order to keep an account of it. A portion of the revenues was
always supposed to be set aside for unpredictable expenses. After 1204
and the conquest of the Plantagenet lands, Normandy in particular, ordi-
natry revenues probably increased by 80,000 Parisian pounds a year.”” In
the course of the reign, royal revenues seem to have doubled, passing from
228,000 pounds at the beginning of the reign to 438,000 at its end. Philip
Augustus’s testament in 1222 showed significant treasury reserves in addi-
tion to the considerable inheritance that the king left to his successor.™
Saint Louis would soon inherit this treasury. A king of economic pros-
perity, he would be a king of financial riches. His political initiatives and
his prestige owed a lot to what the kingdom produced in the period that pre-
ceded his rule and to the money his grandfather left him. One contem-
porary source referred to him, quite correctly, as “the rich king.” He was a
privileged heir.

The society in which Saint Louis was born and would live was one of
warriors as much as of peasants. Philip Augustus did not change royal mili-
tary power as much as the administration. However, he reinforced and
adapted it to the development of the economy. First of all, he defined and
strengthened the observation of the military obligations owed to him by his
vassals and towns. These measures were all the more necessary since the
size of the armies grew under his rule. The drafting of sergeants (/a prisée
des sergents), established in 1194 and revised in 1204, enumerates, for example,
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the number of men that the provostships [ prévités] of the former domain
had to provide.

He relied more and more on paid combatants, on mercenaries, both as
a response to the spread of the monetary economy and to the feudal lords’
growing resistance to military service and to the growing number of men
drawn away from rural and urban work by heightened demographic move-
ment. This weighed more and more heavily on the royal finances and re-
leased into the kingdom men of war with no fixed position who were vi-
olent, unstable, and hard to control outside of periods of military activity.

At the same time, Philip Augustus reinforced and built powerful for-
tresses that stood against Flanders and the English possessions in the West.
One of them, Vernon, on the outskirts of Normandy, was one of Saint
Louis’ favorite places to stay.”” He surrounded the cities of the domain with
powerful ramparts that could shelter the surplus population resulting from
the demographic growth of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Patis is the
most well-known example. Saint Louis would rule in a recently fortified
Paris whose walls pressed up against the fortresses of the Louvre and whose
two Chitelets faced each other on the two shores of the Seine between the
Right Bank and the Cité.

Finally, Philip Augustus left him a moral legacy based on the devel-

opment of the “royal religion,”*

advances in the juridical status of the
kingdom—even if there were no “fundamental laws”—and the patriotic
aura of victory. We have seen that in addition to the traditional coronation,
the depositing of the regalia at Saint-Denis and the royal funeral rites of
1223 had manifested the spread of the royal symbols and of the sacred char-
acter of the monarch and the monarchy. Still, no document tells us that
Philip Augustus “touched” the scrofulous and healed them as Saint Louis
would do to his great credit. The great political aspiration of the Capetians
was to get away from the supremacy of the emperor, however theoretical it
may have been. In 1202, Pope Innocent 111 declared with the decree Perven-
erabilens that the king of France “recognizes no superior” in the temporal
realm. Under Saint Louis, some recalled that “the king holds [his powet]
from no one other than God and himself.”*!

Finally, Philip the Conqueror had been the victor of Bouvines. The
king’s return to Paris was an occasion for all the orders of French society to
rejoice. We cannot describe this joy as an expression of national sentiment

(which did not really exist in the Middle Ages, because there was no French
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“nation”) but it was the first great “patriotic” festival. The main beneficiary
was the king and, through him, the monarchy itself, “so much that nothing
but their love of the king made the people abandon themselves with joy
in all the villages,” says Guillaume le Breton in his Philippide.** The young
Louis IX would soon enjoy the Parisians fidelity to the monarchy.

In opposition to these essential gains, Philip Augustus left one big prob-
lem for his successors. In 1154, Henry Plantagenet, who had just married
Eleanor of Aquitaine, from whom the king of France, Louis VII had sepa-
rated, became king of England. His French possessions (almost all of the
west from Normandy to Aquitaine) made him a more powerful king in
France than the king of France. Along with these grounds for rivalry, there
was the problem of Flanders, which strained under French sovereignty and
whose economic interests (the need for English wool as primary material
for its cloth and the need for an English market for it) led it to have bet-
ter relations with England. The “first Hundred Years’ Watr” soon began.
Despite Philip Augustus’s spectacular successes over the king of England
in the west of France, despite Bouvines where the count of Flanders was
taken prisonet, the French had not gotten rid of the English. The heir to
the throne, Louis, Saint Louis’ father, managed to land in England and have
himself crowned in London but he had to beat a hasty retreat. Truces were
signed, but there was no peace. Saint Louis would have to fight the English
and struggle to put an end to the first Hundred Years’ War.

Tue BriEr RE1GN OF THE FATHER

The short reign of Louis VIII (1223-1226)* passed on three important
legacies to his young son Louis.

The first was his engagement in the south of France. Philip Augustus
never wanted to intervene in the region of Toulouse, although he refused
to give up his rights to the county [com#¢] of Toulouse.* Louis VIII did
not share his scruples. He accepted the rights of Amaury de Montfort and
headed up the crusade against the Albigenses. Thus he resolutely threw
the French monatchy into the Midi, and his son Louis along with it.

The art of governing pragmatically as well as theoretically excited the
Capetians and included precautions taken against unpredictable events. This
led them to dictate their wills at dates that were more or less removed from
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a death that they considered near or far in time and, in any case, as unpre-
dictable. For a Christian of the Middle Ages, and even more for a king who
was answerable to God by virtue of the oaths taken for his coronation, his
kingdom, and his people, the worst death was a sudden one that threatened
to unexpectedly send him before the heavenly Judge still burdened with sins
unabsolved by penitence, and therefore condemned to eternal damnation
and prey to hell. Since the reign of Louis V1I, who left on the Second Cru-
sade in 1147, kings made it a custom to draw up a text before leaving for the
crusades. This text was specifically intended to make provisions for the king-
dom’s government in their absence. Historians inaccurately called this text a
testament. The most well known was drawn up by Philip Augustus in 1190
before he left on the Third Crusade. Some people have interpreted it as an
edict because it made a number of decrees, in particular some concerning
the bailiffs, that set rules for administering the kingdom beyond the time of
the king’s absence. Alongside these false testaments for the crusades, we
have to look at other pseudo-testaments. From a familial point of view, these
texts organized the division of the kings’ inheritance among their children.
In the case of kings, the family was a dynasty, and these decisions had both
a familial “feudal” character and a general political character. In anticipation
of their deaths, they also drew up commendations for their children (like
the Enseignements that Saint Louis dictated at the end of his life for his son
and daughter) or “last wills,” dictated on their deathbeds— orally for the
most part—in front of qualified witnesses. Whether truly spoken or merely
attributed to him, the ones that Louis VIII pronounced proved very im-
portant. Among all these decisions for the future that historians have not
so metaphorically christened “testaments,” we must single out actual testa-
ments intended primarily to indicate the bequests to be given to institutions
and individuals in exchange for prayers to be made by the beneficiaries on
behalf of the deceased. All of these royal decisions took on more or less
obligatory characteristics. The “testaments” of the crusades had a particu-
larly imperative quality. In effect, they were included in the special laws of
the crusades and benefited from the absolute backing of the Church. The
“testament” dictated by Louis VIII in 1225 resembles a “Zestanmsent de croisade,”
as the king dictated it only shortly before leaving to fight the Albigenses, al-
though the crusade against Raimond VII of Toulouse, the protector of the
heretics, had not yet been declared. Furthermore, in a single text Louis VIII’s
testament united a familial inheritance arrangement and a testament in the
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true sense of the word.* In it, he gave the gold and stones from his crown
and other jewels (except for certain particulatly symbolic and sacred pieces®)
to the Order of Saint Victor for the foundation of a new abbey, arranged for
various charitable gifts and restitutions (the repayment of debts and restitu-
tion for exactions), and designated four executors of his will who were all
faithful supporters of his father. Respecting the rule of handing down the
undivided kingdom to the eldest son, the traditional right of primogeni-
ture, Louis VIII reserved for his successor Louis, who had become the eld-
est after the death of his brother, “all the land held by our very dear father,
Philip, pious in memory, to hold in the same way that he held it, in fiefs and
domains, except those lands and fiefs and domains that we exempt on the
present page.”

The second thing that Louis VIII left to his son for the defense of the
kingdom was the royal Treasury, the gold and the silver kept in the tower of
the Louvre near Saint Thomas.”” However, as we just read, he excluded cer-
tain “fiefs and domains.” These lands were given to his younger sons follow-
ing a Capetian tradition of Frankish origin that divided the patrimonial lands
among the sons. However, the dynastic tradition limited these bequests in
order to preserve the territorial integrity of the kingdom for the oldest son.
This tradition was not declared “inalienable” until the fourteenth century.
Nevertheless, Saint Louis benefited from the practice that slowly substituted
a “stately” notion of the royal territory for a familial and patrimonial one.
However, as we shall see, the difference between the wills of Louis VIII and
those of his predecessors lay in the fact that the latter, possessing a limited
domain, so as not to weaken their heirs, only granted the younger sons (who
were few, if there were any) scant lands generally taken from the territories
united with the royal domain under their own rule. In 1225, Louis VIII held
a royal domain that had grown considerably, quadrupled in size by his fa-
ther. He thus planned to provide lands for his three younger sons in addi-
tion to his heir, Louis. He had three living sons at this date, and would have
a fourth born posthumously. He therefore gave them important territories.
With this situation that the risks of history (the biological risk and the risk
of conquest) made unusual, historians have decided that Louis VIII had in-
novated and run a serious risk of weakening and dismembering the king-
dom. They credit him with creating a perilous phenomenon in medieval
French history— the apanages, a term that appears only at the end of the thir-
teenth century.®®
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Louis VIII was in fact conforming to the custom in use among the
important aristocratic families of the time. The royal family was an excep-
tional one in spite of everything else. He declared his purpose in his testa-
ment: “Desirous to provide, in all things, he who will succeed us in our
kingdom in the future, and in such a way that the peace of the said king-
dom will not be disturbed, we have disposed of all our lands and of all our
movable goods in the following manner. . . .” His concern was not just the-
oretical. The past, even the recent past in certain cases, even in France and
especially in England and Castile, had shown the harm that could be done
by dynastic familial quarrels between fathers and sons and between broth-
ers within a kingdom. Still, Louis VIII left the young Louis with a delicate
problem: will the inheritance of the sons cause peace or dissension? In any
case, this is another reason for us to carefully follow the relations between
Saint Louis and his brothers. How was this system devised for the “sons of
the king of France”— crowned or not— going to work?

On the other hand, the third thing that Louis VIII left to his son was
a dynastic tradition that was more strongly rooted in the continuity of the
French monarchy. In his own time and in a certain historiographical tradi-
tion, Hugh Capet had the reputation of being a usurper. One particularly
hostile interpretation of this usurpation, echoed in Dante (Divine Comedy,
Purgatory 20.52), made Hugh into a butcher’s son. Even the people who rec-
ognized the legitimacy of his selection by the assembly of barons and prel-
ates in 987 considered his ascension as a sign that the Carolingians had been
replaced by a new dynasty. For the Capetians, identifying themselves with
the Carolingians was a political and ideological objective of the utmost im-
portance. It meant erasing the accusation that they were usurpers, pushing
the origins of their dynasty further back into the past, and, especially, claim-
ing direct descent from this character of mythified history, Chatlemagne.
Thus, they would also be able to reclaim him from the Germans, who bene-
fited by their association with this figure, although the attempted canoni-
zation of the emperor carried out at the insistence of Frederick Barbarossa
at Aix-la-Chapelle in 1165 had been a partial failure because an antipope had
pronounced it.* However, this goal of the Capetians to be recognized as di-
rect descendants of Chatlemagne would only become a “Carolingian fervor,”
in Bernard Guenée’s words, under Philip Augustus.” According to Guenée,
the “epic literature had prepared the triumph of Charlemagne.” The institu-
tion of the Twelve Peers appeared for the first time under Philip Augustus,



42 A The Life of Saint Louis

and it was very likely inspired by the chansons de geste from the cycle of Charle-
magne.”" Imagination created the historical reality, the institutional reality.
We find other evidence of this in the fascination with the prophetic spirit
that, as Elizabeth Brown has shown, permeated the reign of Philip Augus-
tus.”? The political history of Christendom had been dominated for a long
time by prophecies promising that either the emperor or the king of France
was the sovereign who would rule at the end of time. These millenarian
prophecies that had adopted the ancient sibyls, notably the sibyl of Tibur,
into Christian monarchical ideology, combined with others that announced
to certain founders of dynasties that their descendants would end only with
the world itself. According to works like the Histoire de I’Eglise de Reims by
Flodoard in the tenth century, this had also been the case for Clovis to
whom Saint Rémi, under the influence of a miraculous illumination, was
said to have predicted that his lineage would rule forever. Saint Louis would
make a point of expressing his ancestral ties with the Merovingians as well
as the Carolingians, establishing continuity between what people would later
refer to as the three races, the Capetians being the third. The royal given
name Louis, moreover, related the Capetians not only to the Carolingians
from Louis the Pious through Louis V (who died in 987 and was succeeded
by Hugh Capet), but also to Clovis whose Latin name (H/udovicus or Chlodovi-
cus) was the same as Louis (Ludovicus).

In the time of Philip Augustus, another prophecy demanded a “re-
turn to the race of Chatlemagne” (reditus ad stirpem Karoli). The prophecy of
Saint Valéry stated that this saint had promised Hugh the Great that his son
Hugh Capet and his lineage would hold the Kingdom of France “until the
seventh succession.” But Philip Augustus was the seventh Capetian king.
Would the dynasty falter? The return to the race of Charlemagne was sup-
posed to allow the Capetians to cross these dangerous straits beyond the
seventh reign. Some claimed that Philip Augustus’s Carolingian ancestry
also came through his mother, Adéle de Champagne.”® This thesis was ad-
vanced by the Histoire des Francs jusqu’en 1214 (Gesta Francorum usque ad annum
1214). In 1208, Philip Augustus named his newly born bastard son Chat-
lot, a diminutive that was evidently neither pejorative nor disrespectful. (He
would later become the bishop of Noyon.) After 1214, Guillaume le Breton
gave the nickname Carolides to the victor of Bouvines. However, the gene-
alogical reference that succeeded best was the one put forth by André de
Marchiennes (an abbot whose patrons were the counts of Hainaut) in his
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Histoire succincte des faits de la succession des rois de France (Historia succincta de gestis
et successione regnum Francorum) in 1196. The author emphasized the Carolin-
gian ancestry of Isabelle (or Elisabeth) de Hainaut, Philip Augustus’s first
wife and the mother of their oldest son Louis. Isabelle descended from the
second-to-last Carolingian king, Louis IV, and his son Chatles de Lorraine
who was pushed aside by Hugh Capet. If Louis (who in effect would be-
come King Louis VIIT) became king, the kingdom would have reverted to
the race of Chatlemagne.” This was what happened in 1223 with the acces-
sion of Louis VIII, the eighth Capetian king, Saint Valéry’s prophecy had
come true. Three years later, the child Louis in turn became the king de-
scended from Chatlemagne. This return to Charlemagne was credited to his
rule first in 1244 in the Speculum historiale (Miroir de I'bistoire) written in Latin
by the Dominican Vincent de Beauvais working under the king’s protection.
It was subsequently confirmed by the rearrangement of the royal tombs in
Saint-Denis,” which took place between 1263 and 1267 at Saint Louis’ re-
quest. It was finally proclaimed in 1274 in the French version of the Grandes
Chroniques de France composed by the monk Saint-Denis Primat, as at the
end of his life Saint Louis had asked him to do this.”

TaE DEATH OF THE FATHER

Let us return to the child who, at twelve years of age, became king of
France. His father, Louis VIII, had taken the cross against the count of
Toulouse, the protector of the heretics, on January 30, 1226. He decided to
attack first in Provence, taking the road of Lyon and Provence. Meeting
with resistance at Avignon, he laid siege to the city and took it in August.
He then easily obtained the surrender of Languedoc (Béziers, Carcassonne,
Pamiers) and decided to return to Paris in October by way of Auvergne. At
the end of the month, he was stricken with dysentery and had to stop at
Montpensiet.”” The illness quickly took hold, and his death approached.
At thirty-eight years of age (he would be thirty-nine in 1220), in his testa-
ment of 1225 he had made no provisions for the government of the king-
dom in his absence ot in case of death.” This customary precaution taken
by the kings of France upon leaving overseas for the crusades must not have
seemed necessaty to him in this case of a crusade within the borders of the
kingdom.
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He had to call a council. The automatic succession of the young Louis
who had become primogenitus, the eldest son of the king, did not seem safe.
For the first time since the beginnings of the Capetian dynasty, in other
words in more than two centuries, a ruling king, Philip Augustus, had not
crowned his eldest son king while he was still alive. The continuity of the dy-
nasty seemed safe at the time, and on this point the Carolingian model (the
Carolingian sovereigns had generally crowned their inheritors king during
their lives) had been ignored. Still, a certain number of risks appeared. The
heir was still a child. The dying king had a half brother, the son of Philip Au-
gustus and Agnés de Méran, Philip Hurepel (the Hérissé or “Bristling One”),
count of Boulogne. He was in the age of strength, twenty-five years old,
while a number of powerful barons and vassals were displaying a lack of
enthusiasm for serving the king. Thibaud the count of Champagne, Pierre
Mauclerc the count of Bretagne, and Hugues de Lusignan the count of the
March had left the royal army in late July after the expiration of their forty
days of obligatory service, before the end of the siege of Avignon. Finally,
certain lords were unhappy with the fact that one of the most powerful bar-
ons of the kingdom, the count of Flanders, Ferrand de Portugal, one of the
losers at Bouvines, was still harshly imprisoned in the tower of the Louvte
twelve years later.

On November 3rd, Louis VIII summoned his barons, prelates, and
other important figures in the army into the room where he was dying.
There were twenty-six people in all, including the archbishops of Sens and
Bourges, the bishops of Beauvais, Noyon, and Chartres, his half brother
Philip Hurepel the count of Boulogne, the counts of Blois, Monfort, Sois-
sons, and Sancerre, the lords of Bourbon and de Coucy, and certain high
dignitaries in his retinue. He made them promise to swear in person, upon
his death, homage and loyalty to his son Louis, ot to his second-born Rob-
ert in case of Louis’ death, and to have Louis crowned king as quickly as
possible.”

This is the only decision Louis VIII made that is supported by an it-
refutable document. Other less definite texts relate additional information
about the subsequent acts of the dying king. According to the chronicler
Philippe Mousket (or Mouskes), the bishop of Tournai who died in 1241,
Louis VIII summoned three of his most faithful supporters, old advisors
to his father Philip Augustus, Barthélemy de Roye and Jean de Nesle, to
whom, along with several others, his father had confided the surveillance
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of the two most important prisoners taken at Bouvines, the count of Bou-
logne and the count of Flanders. He also summoned Friar Guérin who,
more than a gray eminence, had been a kind of acting vice-king at the end
of his father’s rule. According to Mousket, he implored them to “take his
children under their protection.”'® This was not an official mission, but, as
Francgois Olivier-Martin describes it, “the king simply wanted to confide
the lives and well-being of his children to very dear friends and very reliable

companions.”!"!

These two circles comprised Saint Louis’ entourage: one
was filled with the powerful men who made up his “council,” or who rather
prefigured this group, drawn from the royal curia of barons, prelates, and
individuals elevated by the king’s favor in order to assist him in making im-
portant decisions; the other circle was made up of intimate friends in whom
he confided more secret information, whom he charged with more personal
missions, and whom he sometimes consulted for less interested and more
friendly advice.

After putting this request to his faithful supporters, Louis VIII still said
nothing about one essential problem. Who would govern the kingdom in
the name of this child king? There wete no texts and no traditions that an-
ticipated this question. In this case, it was no longer a matter of indicating
who would be responsible for ruling during the absence of a king who left
on a crusade. That situation had arisen twice. In 1147, when Louis VII left on
the Second Crusade, he had selected a triumvirate consisting in his closest
councilor, Suger, the abbot of Saint-Denis, the archbishop of Reims (Saint-
Denis and Reims are already paired together!), and a layman, the count
of Nevers, who withdrew to a cloister almost immediately after and was re-
placed by the count of Vermandois, a close relative of the king. The arch-
bishop of Reims withdrew into the background. The count of Vermandois
wanted to pursue his own personal ambitions. Suger pushed him aside, and
the abbot of Saint-Denis directed the government of the kingdom by him-
self in the absence of the king;

In 1190 on the eve of his departure for the Third Crusade, Philip Au-
gustus had confided the kingdom to his mother, Adé¢le de Champagne, the
widow of Louis VII, and to Louis VII’s brother, his maternal uncle, Guil-
laume aux Blanches Mains, the archbishop of Reims. The widow of the
previous king, the current king’s mother, could therefore exercise a func-
tion that later historians have inaccurately called a “regency.” This term
only appeared at the end of the fourteenth century and from that point on
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designated a more official function with a much clearer juridical defini-
tion. In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, this position was merely one of
“guardianship and tutelage,” even if the people designated by the king or by
some other member of the group were effectively called upon to govern.

In one single previous case, the selection of temporary rulers involved
the government of the kingdom during the minority of a king, When his
father, Henri I, died in 1060, Philip I had been crowned at Reims the previ-
ous year. He was only seven or eight years old."”® Henri had confided the
protection of his son and the kingdom to his brother-in-law, Baudouin V,
the count of Flanders. Since there was no problem of succession, and be-
cause traces of the “post-Carolingian” lineage were still heralded, the choice
of king had cleatly been dictated by a desire to assure the young successor
and the government of the kingdom of the power and authority of one of
the most powerful lords among all those that a text from 1067 referred to as
“the princes of the royal palace” ( principes regalis palatii).*

In the days following the death of Louis VIII at Montpensier on No-
vember 8th and after his funeral rites at Saint-Denis on November 15th,
people noticed that the tutelage of the young king and the kingdom had
passed into the hands of Louis VIII’s widow, the queen mother Blanche of
Castile who was thirty-eight years old.

This arrangement appeared legal due to an unquestionably authen-
tic though unusual act. In this act conserved in the Treasury of charters, in
other words, in the royal archives, the archbishop of Sens and the bishops
of Chartres and Beauvais informed unnamed addressees, most likely the
entire group of the prelates of the kingdom for whom Louis VIII spoke on
his deathbed, of his will to place his son and successor, the kingdom, and his
other children under the “bail and tutelage” of Queen Blanche, their mother,
until Louis reached the “legal age.”'* This actis dated 1226, but with no in-
dication of the month or day. It most certainly dates from after Novem-
ber 8th, the date of Louis VIII’s death. He is mentioned in the act as already
deceased. It must also precede April 19, 1227, Easter Day and the begin-
ning of the New Year according to the official custom of the time.

First of all, it was strange that Louis VIII had never indicated in his
testament or in his solemn declaration made before the group of power-
ful figures assembled around him on November 3, 1226, whom he desig-
nated to rule or at least wished to exercise what we would now call regency.

Maybe he was paralyzed by this odd timidity that seems to have afflicted
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the Capetians when they were faced with hard decisions concerning not only
the government of the kingdom but also familial, dynastic problems. A sec-
ond strange condition appeared in the fact that he identified three of the
five bishops who had been present at his declaration of November 3td as
the only witnesses of his decision, or what passed for it. As far as we can
tell, they had not yet left Montpensier. The eminent archbishop of Sens, a
supetior to the bishop of Paris and an equal of the archbishop of Reims (al-
though the last man to hold this title had recently died and no replacement
had been named) figured alone here as the royal prelate par excellence.
Historians have come up with various hypotheses to explain this docu-
ment that was essential for the life of the future Saint Louis, as his mothet’s
tutelage shaped his personality more than anything else. For some, the act
relates what really happened— the archbishop of Sens and the two bishops
only transcribed the last wishes that were truly uttered by Louis VIIIL. Oth-
ers have considered this act a fabrication intended to lend the weight of the
king’s decision to the actual situation that arose after his death, interpreting
it as a major coup that Blanche of Castile pulled off in order to seize power.
A variation on this second hypothesis seems to me most likely to be closest
to the truth, although it cannot be proven. Certain terms in the declara-
tion of the three prelates can be interpreted in a very different sense that op-
poses the authenticity of Louis VIII’s decision. They stress that the king, al-
though he was dying, was fulfilling the conditions that made the expression
of his last wishes legal and enforceable. He apparently made things known
to them that cannot be considered simple intentions or recommendations,
but which are presented only as sovereign decisions (“he wanted and de-
cided”'®), and they stress that the king made his decision “after lengthy
deliberation” and that he was therefore “of a sane mind,”""” emphasizing
this in a way that sounds as dubious as it appears convincing. This allows us
to piece together the following scenario: those faithful to the king, devoted
above all to the dynasty and the continuity and consolidation of the mo-
narchical government, lacking any official will from the dying king, came to-
gether to address the situation. This meeting became particularly necessary
due to the fact that one group of the faithful, Barthélemy de Roye, Jean de
Nesle, the chancellor Guérin, and the bishop of Senlis were in Montpensier,
while the others remained in Paris. Their goal was to assure the continuity of
the government that they themselves had in fact exercised since the reign
of Philip Augustus and during the brief reign of Louis VIII, although none
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of them had a “social position” that would allow him to impose his will,
alone or with others, as the guardian of the young king and kingdom. No
doubt, they wanted to avoid two possible outcomes. The first and most ob-
vious, which perhaps led Louis VIII to maintain a guarded silence, was the
idea of confiding the “regency” to the adult male who was closest by blood
to the young king, his uncle, the half brother of the dead king, the son of
Philip Augustus, Philip Hurepel, count of Boulogne. Philip Hurepel was a
powerful baron at the height of his strength at twenty-five years of age. His
position was strengthened even more by his marriage and his father’s gener-
ous gifts, which had provided him with five counties. To give him the “re-
gency” would threaten the tradition that had been patiently established in
favor of the oldest son of the king.

The second possibility to be avoided was the constitution of an as-
sembly of barons who would have governed in young Louis’ name. Ac-
cording to a contemporary chronicler of Saint Louis, Hugues de la Ferté-
Bernard,'™ the Minstrel of Reims, a troubadout-knight, this was in effect
demanded by the interested parties. It therefore seems that the “governing
team”'" had the idea of entrusting the tutelage of the king and the kingdom
to Queen Blanche who, as a woman and a foreigner, would be obligated to
follow their council. They could have persuaded the archbishop of Sens
and the bishops of Chartres and Beauvais to send the letter in which they
declared having been witness to Louis VIII’s naming of Blanche of Castile
as guardian. They would have been ready to protect the royal succession
according to the traditional custom of primogeniture, as were most of the
prelates who had supported the Capetian dynasty since the time of Hugh
Capet. Even if this scene were true, it is not hard to imagine that the “gov-
erning team,” far from having chosen Blanche for her supposed weakness,
on the contrary, had confided this weighty responsibility to her because
they considered her worthy of it and already appreciated her determination.
Blanche had left for Montpensier after hearing the announcement of her
husband’s sickness and met only with his coffin on the way to Saint-Denis.
The chroniclers show her suffering from a violent grief that she finally ex-
pressed during the funeral ceremony. However, once Louis VIII was buried,
she committed herself entirely to the claim and defense of her son, the child
king, and to maintaining and reinforcing the power of the French monar-
chy. She seized on the power that the king or the governing team had given
her during the time of Louis’ minority, exetrcised it with strength, and never
let it fall.
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A PLaGUE ON THE LAND WHOSE RULER Is A CHILD

Now we have a twelve-year-old child at the head of the kingdom. There had
been no child king for over a century and a half. The feeling that spread
among the subjects of the kingdom—including, no doubt, among those
who hoped to take advantage of the situation—was at the very least one
of worty and maybe even outright distress.'’

One essential function of the king was to connect the society that he
ruled to the divinity. Although singled out by his birth and a dynastic tradi-
tion, the medieval king was still the elect of God, and this was particulatly
true of the king of France. Through his coronation, he was the anointed of
the Lord. Even when God was angered with the people of a Christian king-
dom, the king shielded his people from harm. Moreover, communication
between God and the people and the kingdom passed through him. Even
though he was legitimately royal and anointed, a child was a fragile interme-
diary in this position. The minority of a king was a trial to be endured.

Now, we must examine the evidence about childhood in the Middle
Ages, because it explains Louis’ entry into royalty.

Historians have discussed the place of children in medieval society and
the image of the child in the value system of the time. This place and this
image evolved, but along with Philippe Ari¢s, I believe that childhood itself
had little value in the Middle Ages. Of course, it was not that people did not
love children. But, aside from the part of human nature that pushes parents

to love their children,"" people loved the man or woman in them that they

would become.'? The childhood of the model man in the Middle Ages, the
saint, was negated and denied. A future saint expressed his saintliness by
acting like a precocious adult.

The saint in the Middle Ages embodied a commonplace privileged
since late Antiquity, that of the puer-senex;, the eldetly child. According to
Curtius, “this topos is a reflection of the dominant mentality at the end of
Antiquity. In their beginnings and near their end, all civilizations sing the
praise of youth and venerate old age at the same time. However, only a civi-
lization in decline could cultivate a human ideal that tended to destroy
the opposition between age and youth by uniting them in a kind of com-
promise.”'® This topos evolved in the course of the Middle Ages. It was
adapted to Christianity. It developed at the end of the sixth century through
the important example of Gregory the Great, one of the great authorities in
medieval times. Gregory applied this topos to one of the figures that would
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come to dominate the medieval imagination, Saint Benoit, the second
father of Latin monasticism after Saint Martin. In his life of Saint Benoit,
Gregory says of him: “He was a venerable man in his life . . . from childhood
on he had the heart of an old man.” This is exactly what people would say
about Saint Louis. Geoffroy de Beaulieu recalled that as a child “he became
a more petfect man with every passing day.””"** Henti-Iréne Marrou had spo-
ken of “man against child” in Antiquity. I would like to point out that in the
Middle Ages there were small adults and no children.' Childhood was a bad
time that everyone had to survive. “This is childhood,” Jean-Chatles Payen
has emphasized, it means “acting in unreasonable ways.” The attitude of
adults toward children gave the impression that they felt they were very close
to the original sin. Adults had always received baptism in the Christian tra-
dition; from that time on it was administered as quickly as possible after
birth as if to give the child the strength to resist Satan and the bad instincts
that seem to be the “natural” tendencies of youth. How could a king who
was either a priest-king or a warrior-king or a benefactor—or all three at
once—be embodied in a child who was incapable of dealing with the sa-
cred, being a conqueror, and creating riches?

In every state, the man of the Middle Ages and his ideological mentor,
the Church, looked to Scripture in order to understand the child in depth.
What do they find in Scripture that explained the status of children?

In the thirteenth century, in matters of political theory the authoritative
text for clerics that dealt with the problem of the child king was the Po/-
craticus (1159) by John of Salisbury. This Englishman was a collaborator of
Thomas Becket. He spent the larger part of his life in France at the schools
of Paris and Reims with his friend the abbot of Saint-Rémi, Pierre de Celle,
and finally in Chartres, which, along with Paris, was the great scholatly center
of the twelfth century. He was bishop of Chartres until his death in 1180."¢
John of Salisbury was one of the great representatives of Christian hu-
manism in the twelfth century, one of the great intellectuals who developed
a synthesis between the idea of nature that was reborn in Chartres,'” the
thought of Classical Antiquity reintegrated into Christian philosophy, and
the great movement of Christian theology that was in the midst of a major
renewal.

John of Salisbury treated the subject of the child king in a chapter on
the king as head of state. John introduced the theme of society as a human
body into medieval Christian political thought. The fact and the principle
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that John dealt with here was hereditary succession, which was justified by
divine promise and familial right, although it followed from nature. The
king’s natural successor must respond to the need for justice like his prede-
cessor. A rupture in divine legitimacy arises when the father or the son go
against this need. Any wrong done by the unjust royal father is sanctioned
by God who refuses him any progeny. The Bible and ancient history show
that bad kings do not benefit from the gift of succession. For instance, Saul
and his three sons perished in the battle of Gilboa against the Philistines
(1 Samuel 31); Alexander and Caesar had no royal descendants.!®

Let’s look at the biblical sources on the child king or on the king as he
exists between youth and old age. His youth is hard to distinguish from his
maturity because the philosophical and ideological division between them
is unclear. The record includes three documents. The first is the example of
Roboam. The son of Solomon lost a large part of his kingdom as punish-
ment by God for scorning the council of the elders and following the coun-
cil of youth. Afterward, he ruled over only Judah, while Jeroboam became
king of the other tribes of Israel (1 Kings 12). We can identify the moral of
the story with the help of the second document, the imprecation of Eccle-
siastes (10:16-17): “Woe to thee, O land, when thy king is a child.”'"” From
Roboam, we move to the third document in the group and the example of
Job (Job 28—29) who recalls happy times in the past: “When I went out to
the gate through the city, when I prepared my seat in the street! The young
men saw me, and hid themselves: and the aged arose, and stood up.”

In his Conguest of Ireland (Expugnatio Hibernica 2.35) written in 1209,
Giraud de Galles (also known as the Cambrian) explained the decline of Ire-
land and the failure of the government of Prince John, the son of Henry 11,
as a result of his young age: “If a country is governed by a prince, even if it
formetly enjoyed a prosperous situation, it will be cursed [allusion to Eccle-
siastes 10:16—17], especially if, primitive and lacking in education, it is con-
fided to a primitive being who needs to be educated.”

This was the ideological context made up of bad examples and biblical
angst predominant among the clerics when Louis became king at the age
of twelve. They could not possibly guess that the king was a future saint
and apply the topos of the eldetly child to him. Their only hope was that his
mother and his entourage would continue to give him a good education and
reinforce it, which alone could successfully combat the weaknesses and dan-
gers of childhood and especially of the childhood of kings. John of Salisbury
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had already appealed to the need for the king to provide for the education
of his heir."® Howevet, it was under Saint Louis and at the request of the
royal family that Vincent de Beauvais would define the education of royal
children in a way that gave new value to the image of the child in the middle
of the thirteenth century.?!

Louis’ accession to the throne threw his kingdom and its subjects into
a dangerous period in which the king’s role as mediator between them and
God was in danger of being weakened. Thinking of this young, fragile king,
did they know when his childhood, or to speak in juridical terms, his mi-
nority would end?

In the decision that the three prelates attributed to his dying father,
Louis VIII remained unclear about this subject. He supposedly confided the
tutelage of the young king to his mother until he reached “the legal age” (ad
aetatem legitimam). To the best of our knowledge, there was no legal age of
majority for kings in France. We must wait for Chatles V in 1374 for a king
that set it at fourteen.'?? Canonical law offered no ruling on the topic.'” No
text of Roman law on the subject was still valid. The customs varied, and
the historical examples were not very clear.’* The old Germanic majority
was fourteen years, but the Carolingian kings were crowned at thirteen. The
age of the majority became twenty-one for nobles in most principalities be-
ginning in the eleventh century, while it was still fourteen for commonerts.
Montesquieu thought that the production of heavier arms set the age for
military service and therefore the age of majority back. However, the dub-
bing of young nobles usually took place eatlier, although the father of Saint
Louis, the future Louis VIII, had only been knighted at the age of twenty-
one (or twenty-two) in 1209, as we have seen.

In 1215, a letter from the future Louis VIII mentioned that the age of
majority was fixed at twenty-one in the Kingdom of France. The duke of
Burgundy Hugues IV, the count of Champagne Thibaud IV, and the count
of Brittany, Jean le Roux only attained their majority at twenty-one years of
age. Saint Louis’ Ezablissements (1270) and Philippe de Beaumanoir’s Cos-
tumes du Beanvaisis (ca. 1280) indicated that nobles only became adults at the
age of twenty-one. However, a document from 1235 declared that in Flan-
ders the sons of the countess Jean d’Avesnes and his brother Baudouin,
fifteen and sixteen years old, must be considered major (“their age is suffi-
cient”) according to the customs of Flanders. Saint Louis’ brothers wete
knighted and granted possession of their “apanages” (privileges, lands) at
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twenty-one, Robert in 1237, Alphonse in 1241, and Charles in 1247. The
son and successor of Saint Louis, the future Philip III the Bold, was simi-
latly knighted at twenty-one in 1267.

It still seems that the general tendency had been to recognize the ma-
jority of the Capetian kings somewhat earlier at fourteen or shortly there-
after. In effect, there was a desire to limit as much as possible the period in
which the king, as guarantor of the kingdom and its divine protection, was
not in complete control of his powers. Hence for neatly two centuries the
very early coronation that took place before the father’s death and then
as soon as possible thereafter advanced the age of majority to the time of
adolescence. Philip I governed alone around the age of fourteen, and Philip
Augustus was also considered major as king, ruling on his own at fourteen.

For Saint Louis, the situation was still unique and unclear. We do not
know when he was considered major and began to act accordingly. It cer-
tainly was not at fourteen. This was because, since his accession to the
throne, a woman, his mother, Blanche of Castile held power and cleatly
had no desire to give it up. Saint Louis seems to have adapted to the situ-
ation. Perhaps his mother kept him waiting in the wings. Instead, I believe
that there was such an understanding between mother and son that a form
of shared government between them almost imperceptibly succeeded the
mother’s tutelage, without allowing us to say that the son ruled without
governing because his authority became apparent early on. On at least three
occasions that we will return to here, the campaign of Brittany in 1231,
the resolution of the conflict between the University of Paris and the royal
provost | prévdf] in the same year (he was seventeen at the time), and the con-
flict with the bishop of Beauvais in 1233, Louis seems to have acted on his
own and even taken a stance opposed to his mother in the University affair.

After his marriage at twenty in 1234 and his twenty-first birthday the
following year, Saint Louis probably governed on his own, even if it were
still with his mother at his side. The acts mention them together on the same
level for a long time. If his name appeared alone in certain acts beginning
in 1235, other parallel acts show the king’s correspondents soliciting the
mother at the same time, usually to get her to use her influence on her son.
It seems that this was not simply for formality’s sake, but rather the recog-
nition of a unique situation and an appeal to the continuity of authority.
Blanche was the queen. For a time there were three queens in France, the

widow of Philip Augustus, the Danish Ingeburg, who had been shunned for
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so long and who was living for the most part in her domain of the Otlé-
anais where she died in 1236, Blanche, and Marguerite de Provence whom
Saint Louis martied in 1234. Blanche was the only one who was always called
only “the queen” (regina), while Ingeburg was referred to as the “queen of
Otléans” (regina Aurelianensis), and Marguerite as the “young queen” ( juvenis
regina).

Since 1227, however, Saint Louis, though still a child, received homage
from his vassals and the declaration of loyalty from his lords on his own.
More importantly, he had been crowned since the end of 1226.

Tue CoroNATION OF THE CHILD KING

After receiving homage from the barons and prelates, the first act on behalf
of his son that Louis VIII had called for was his coronation. He had asked
that it be carried out as quickly as possible. For the sake of his royal nature,
it was important that the child become a full-fledged king as soon as pos-
sible both to make any challenge to his legitimacy more difficult and, more
essentially, to put an end to the period of anxiety that took hold when one
king had died and the next had not entirely become his successor.

A miniature from the Heures de Jeanne de Navarre executed in the first
half of the fourteenth century shows the young Louis and his mother in
a litter on their way to Reims for the coronation.'” The image shows the
queen already exercising her tutelage over the child king and in possession
of power, the crown on her head, as he moves forward to sacred status. He
appears with a halo on his head because the miniature, executed after his
canonization, is meant to show the historical eternity of the saintly king, a
saint since childhood, rather than the historical, chronological truth. He was
already the king Saint Louis who was going to be anointed and crowned.
The childhood of the king was hidden away.'*

Later on I will discuss the coronation of French kings in the thirteenth
century, because the documents pertaining to Saint Louis’ coronation date
from after his consecration. We have no account of his coronation and are
not sure what liturgical ordinance (ordo) presided over it.

The chroniclers noted three aspects of Louis IX’s coronation. The
first was the haste with which it was carried out. We have already seen why:
the anxiety in the time of the interregnum (the second that occurred in the
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Kingdom of France when a new king had not been anointed during his fa-
ther’s life) increased due to the age of the young king and the fact that the
Capetian dynasty had not yet become all-powerful. The interregnum was
not an opportune moment to dispute a successor because the right of the
first-born son of the dead king was well established, but to place pressure
on the incomplete king and his entourage. At a time when the notion of the
crime of lese-majesty toward the king was being developed, the interreg-
num was a gap in time when the majesty of the new king had not yet been
instituted or in which agitation or rebellion was not looked upon as such a
serious offense. Louis VIII died on November 8. He was buried on Novem-
ber 15. Louis IX was crowned on November 29. Three weeks was a major
accomplishment given the weak mastery of space and the complexity that
the planning of a royal coronation had attained at the time.

A second problem, which highlighted the risks that a child king rep-
resented for the kingdom, was that at twelve years of age Louis IX had
not yet been knighted. The king of France must be a knight. The liturgy
of the coronation that developed under Louis IX definitively added a spe-
cific dubbing that became the first section of the ceremony itself. On the
way to Reims, the royal child was dubbed during a brief stop in Soissons.'”’

The third aspect of the coronation underscored by the chroniclers
was the absence of the ecclesiastical and lay elite (archbishops and im-
portant feudal lords). Nevertheless, Blanche of Castile and the handful
of powerful men who were present during Louis VIII’s last days at Mont-
pensier sent many invitations to the coronation at Reims, and to be even
more persuasive, included Louis VIII’s instructions from his deathbed.
The lists drawn up by the chroniclers of those who attended and who did
not attend contradict one another. Philippe Mousket, for example, placed
the duke of Burgundy and the count de Bar at the scene, while Matthew
Paris, the tributary of his predecessor Roger of Wendover, excluded them.
It matters little. It is clear that the attendance of the powerful was spotty
and less than brilliant. Furthermore, as happened fairly often at the coro-
nations of French kings, there was no archbishop in Reims. The successor
of the deceased prelate had not yet taken his post. This situation had been
provided for. The bishop of Soissons, the first suffragan of the archbishop
of Reims, was the consecrating prelate, and this in no way diminished the
legitimacy of the ceremony, although, no doubt, it somewhat reduced its
brilliance.



56 %  The Life of Saint Lounis

The English chroniclers leave us with a curious and interesting piece of
additional information about the circumstances of the coronation. On the
occasion of this royal inauguration, several of the lords in attendance called
for the liberation of all the prisoners who were still incarcerated in the royal
fortress of the Louvre since Bouvines. They especially sought the liberation
of the counts of Flanders and Boulogne. They had been imprisoned there
for twelve years, the entite length of the new king’s life."®® T am struck by the
institutional nature of this request more than by its political aspect. This is
the first known allusion to any sort of political amnesty related to the coro-
nation, in other words to a kind of right of pardon of the kings of France at
the moment of their consecration. This right of pardon attributed to mon-
archs on the occasion of their accession to the throne was only established
with regularity in the seventeenth century and seems to have been imposed
with some difficulty. As sacred, thaumaturgical, and all-powerful as they were,
the kings of France still submitted to God and the laws. The right of pardon
that was granted to the presidents of the Republic without any difficulty was
conceded only reluctantly to kings. The kings of France only slowly attained
full sovereignty. Moreovet, in this episode of 1226 we can see the ambigu-
ous position that the powerful members of society held in relation to the
king. They struggled to impose their will on him, but credited him with an
exorbitant powetr.

Before examining the political aspects of the coronation, let us imag-
ine the first steps of the young king insofar as the limitations of the texts
and facts allow.

Here at the age of twelve, he was thrust upon the scene by the unex-
pected death of a father. We see him first on the road to Auvergne, trying
to reach his dying father on horseback, then learning the fatal news from
the mouth of Friar Guérin who wisely made him return to Paris. He at-
tended his father’s funeral ceremony within the impressive royal funeral lit-
urgy under the gothic vaults of Saint-Denis, and then returned on the dusty
and winding road to Reims via Soissons atop a car that resembled a mer-
chant’s cart. The medieval roads were neither paved nor straight, and the
child king clearly had to travel more than the 157 kilometers that make up
this itinerary today. At Soissons, the child underwent the rites that were
customarily reserved for the adolescent children of men of quality, those
Christian warriors that the young Percival in the Conte du Graal encountered
with terror. In Reims, the liturgy, with its gestures that must have been strik-
ing for a child, went on for long hours in a cathedral still under construction.
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He was weighed down with a heavy coat, cumbersome insignia, and a weighty
crown amid the dizzying prayers, chants, incense, and rites that were incom-
prehensible even to a gifted child. People had no doubt explained to him
everything that this could represent for a child of his age. It was a cold cere-
mony, overshadowed by the troublesome absence of the prelates and great
lords who should have rushed to rally around the child king. Then, there
was the return to Paris that the chroniclers passed over in silence. Their ac-
count does not even show the least excitement of the people or the least
cry of joy or encouragement. Yet, everywhere, at each moment, there was a
presence, the presence of the loving mother. Strong and protective, she was
already the strong woman of the Gospel that Pope Boniface VIII spoke of
during Saint Louis’ canonization.

A child, even if he were a king, would certainly keep a weighty and poi-
gnant memory of these hours, of these days when so many events, country-
sides, decorations, and gestures paraded in the fading light of short, late au-
tumn days. The chroniclers do not even mention the weather at the time.
Such a test would toughen or weaken a man according to his particular quali-
ties. Louis would be a son worthy of his father, a warrior without equal, wor-
thy of his grandfather, the victor of Bouvines at fifty years of age, and the
worthy son of his mother, the Spaniard. Strong like them, he learned the
duties of a king in a different way. The ideology of the time began to think
of the king’s role as an onerous calling In his memories and in life, he would
continue to honor this omnipresent mother until his death.

A DirricurLt MINORITY

The chroniclers attributed political motives to the absence of powerful fig-
ures at the coronation of Louis IX. They may have exaggerated. The cere-
mony was unusually rushed. In the thirteenth century, it took a long time to
receive news, prepare for a voyage, and to be ready to leave on time. And
then, of course, the coronation of a child did not seem particularly appeal-
ing to these prelates and great lords who were used to living in the society
of accomplished men. To a significant extent, the chroniclers’ interpreta-
tions of these absences arose from the events that followed the coronation
and that they projected back onto it in order to explain these episodes. The
powerful, however, certainly stayed away from the coronation, and at least
some of them had political motives for their absence.
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Here, I am relating only what allows us to better understand Louis 1X’s
life, the things that explain the function and the figure of the king. His
guardian and advisors rushed to deal with certain delicate individual cases,
and their solutions may have already been deployed—according to some —
in the final months of the reign of Louis VIII.

The tradition of succession in the Capetian family and the “wills”
of Louis VIII that had assured the accession of the young Louis IX were
not so firmly established that they made useless any precautions regarding
certain members of the royal family. The young king had two uncles aged
twenty-five and seventeen in 1226. The latter presented no particular prob-
lems. He was a bastard, although he bore the weighty name of Chatles,
Pierre Charlot. His father, Philip Augustus, had managed to have him rec-
ognized by the Pope Honorious I1I as capable of receiving ecclesiastical
benefices despite his illegitimate birth. He was destined for the Church.
The first case, that of Philip “Hurepel,” was more threatening. In the eyes
of the Church, he too was a bastard, since the pope had not recognized the
legitimacy of Philip Augustus’s third marriage with Agnes de Méran, Philip’s
mother. This was because the Church considered the king of France as
still married to Ingeburg of Denmark, who did not die until 1236. She had
been repudiated the day after her unfortunate wedding night. Philip Hure-
pel had been legitimated by Pope Innocent 111, and, as his mother had been
accepted into the French aristocracy and tacitly by the French prelates as the
legitimate queen of France, his position was much more honorable than that
of his half brother. Even in appearance, legally, the status of Philip Hurepel
was entirely normal. I wonder, however, if the vague memory of illegitimacy
that weighed on him did not contribute to dissuading him from making any
setious attempt to dispute the French throne with his nephew.'”

His father Philip Augustus and his brother Louis VIII had richly en-
dowed Philip Hurepel with lands and fiefdoms, although the lands that
they gave him had belonged to Renaud de Boulogne, one of the two main
traitors of Bouvines who was imprisoned in the Louvre. The two kings had
considered these lands as confiscated by the crown and therefore they were
supposed to revert to it if Philip died without any male progeny, which ac-
tually happened in 1236. In order to reconcile Philip Hurepel, the young
king (or rather his mother and the advisors who were acting in his name)
immediately gave him two or three castles that Louis VIII had kept among
his lands. These castles were Mortain and Lillebonne, along with the alle-
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giance of the county of Saint-Pol, although they came with the condition
that they too would revert to the crown. At the beginning of the following
year, Philip was granted a rente viagére, an annual life payment of 6,000 pounds
tournois, but which engaged him to claim no more lands for himself or his
eventual heirs as part of his inheritance.

Among the barons, the most urgent case was that of Ferrand of Flan-
ders (or Portugal, his country of origin). This traitor of Bouvines was still
imprisoned in the Louvre, and Louis VIII had promised to free him. This
was mentioned explicitly in the lords’ request to the young king for a pat-
don of prisoners, a request presented at the coronation ceremony. Ferrand
was released during Epiphany on January 6, 1227. He paid a large ransom
and gave guarantees to the king with conditions that appear to have been
less harsh than those envisaged by Louis VIII. He would remain faithful to
the king. As for Renaud de Boulogne, the other traitor of Bouvines, he died
in his prison at the Louvre around Easter in 1227.

The new rulers next turned to deal with the most troublesome lords
who held large fiefdoms, the count of Brittany and Hugues de Lusignan,
or Hugh the Brown, count of the March. They were always ready to play
their interests off between the king of France and the king of England and
had left the royal host in the summer of 1226 during the siege of Avignon.
In this world in which family relations—along with land—played such an
important role in maintaining alliances, a project to marry Jean, the second
brother of Louis IX born in 1219, and Yolande, the daughter of the count
of Brittany, Pierre Mauclerc, was conceived in March 1227. Jean would die
in 1232. Louis VIII had planned to give him Maine and Anjou. As a gage for
accepting the agreement, Pierre would receive Angers, Le Mans, Baugé, and
Beaufort-en-Vallée. During these negotiations in Vendéme in the spring of
1227, Hugh the Brown agreed to marry one of the daughters of Alphonse,
Louis IX’s third brother born in 1220, the future holder of Poitou and Au-
vergne. He was the future Alphonse de Poitiers. Pierre also agreed to marry
one of his sons to Isabelle, the king’s sister born in 1225. He returned cer-
tain lands that Louis VIII had given him in exchange for a ten-year annual
payment of 10,000 pounds zozrnois for forfeiting Saint-Jean-d’Angély and a
part of Aunis.

The governing group’s most important efforts targeted the most threat-
ening figure for the Kingdom of France, the king of England, Henry II1.
He was only twenty years old at the time. Deprived of a large part of his
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French territories by Louis IX’s grandfather, he still held lands in the south-
west and made no secret of his intention to reconquer at least some of the
lands that he had lost in France. The church of the abbey of Fontrevault in
Maine, which had been reconquered by Philip Augustus, housed the ne-
cropolis of his Plantagenet ancestors, his grandfather Henry 11, his grand-
mother the famous Eleanor of Aquitaine who had been divorced from the
French king Louis VI1I, and his uncle Richard the Lion-Hearted. His repre-
sentative on the continent was his brother Richard of Cornwall. In April
1227, a first truce was concluded between Richard and the king of France.
In May, Henry I1I asked Louis IX for an official truce, and it was settled in
June. In the meantime, Blanche of Castile had negotiated a peace with one
of the most powerful of the malcontented lords, Thibaud IV, the count of
Champagne.

On the eve of the summer of 1227, after ruling for six months, the
young king seems to have secured his position in his kingdom.

And yet everything began to waver almost immediately. Joinville ex-
poses the young king’s anxiety for us. The king was a child. His mother was
a “foreign woman” who “had neither relatives nor friends in the Kingdom
of France.”" A significant number of barons met at Cotbeil and decided
to abduct the young king. They did not necessarily want to imprison or harm
him, and they had no intention to dethrone him, but they wanted to sepa-
rate him from his mother and his advisors, to take him hostage in order to
govern in his name and claim power, land, and wealth for themselves. They
selected two prestigious chiefs who did not hesitate to play a leading role
in this plan of revolt against Louis and his mother. In order to give their
project some semblance of dynastic legitimacy, they elected Philip Hurepel,
count of Boulogne, who “bristles” with as little brains as malice, weakly al-
lowing himself to be manipulated in this affair. For their military leader, they
take Pierre Mauclerc, the duke of Brittany, the most powerful and the least
faithful of all the vassals of the king of France. He belonged to the line of
Dreux and, manipulating the solidarity of lineage relations, was going to play
a key role in the revolt against Louis and his mother. The young king, who
had gone to Vendéme with his mother to negotiate with the hesitant barons
of the west, returned to Paris through Orléans. He took the road of Orléans,
a great artery of the royal domain since the time of Hugh Capet, back to
Paris. At Montlhéry, the troops of the barons massed in Corbeil blocked his
route. Here, in this time of “need,” Joinville tells us, “the king had the help
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of God.” Through Joinville, we hear the young king speak for the first
time at the age of thirteen. The direct memory of Saint Louis that we have
inherited starts here:

And the saintly king told me that neither he nor his mother who
were in Montlhéri dared return to Paris until the armed inhabitants of
Paris came looking for them. And he told me that from Montlhéri
on the entire road was full of people, armed and unarmed, who were
all crying out to Our Lord to grant him a good and long life and to
defend him and protect him from his enemies."!

Popular loyalty to the king had just been unleashed. New memories
took shape in the mind of the child king; After the cold voyage from Reims,
here was the heated ride from Montlhéry to Paris, a memory that would
comfort and reassure Louis IX about his duty to be worthy of the confi-
dence and love of his people. In this world of gifts and counter-gifts, the
young king had emotionally experienced the fact that this system of reci-
procity did not only play out on the higher level of relations with his vassals
(for whom loyalty was not always part of the deal), but also on the level of
his people. God had helped the king, but Queen Blanche and his advisors
stirred up this help by first of all helping themselves. In the name of the
young king, they sent messages calling upon the loyalty and support of the
Parisians and the bourgeois from other towns in the domain. Did the mem-
ory of Bouvines come into play here? There, Philip Augustus had called
upon the foot soldiers of the communes who fought valiantly, and, on
the return trip to Paris, Saint Louis’ grandfather had heard the cheers of
the people. Thus there really were certain moments of unity between the
people and their kings in the history of France.

The young king benefited from two important factors put into play by
his mother and his advisors. Freed and extremely loyal to the king, Count
Ferrand of Flanders and the recently reconciled count of Champagne, Thi-
baud IV, came to his aid, displaying a degree of support that would not fal-
ter until his death.

In 1228, the second year of Louis IX’s rule, the coalition of barons re-
united with even greater determination. This coalition seems to have had
Enguerrran de Coucy as its ringleader. With the support of Philip Hurepel,
it did not take on the king and his protectress directly, but moved against
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their most powerful supporter, Thibaud de Champagne. Their campaign
began by firing off a number of pamphlets that for the most part contained
demeaning or downright injurious anecdotes that circulated in written and
oral form against Blanche of Castile. This seems to me to be the first appear-
ance of public opinion, of open expressions of popular collective judg-
ments, spontaneous ot not, on affairs of government and the behavior of
the governing body. A campaign like this presupposes the emergence of
public opinion. This French public opinion that was also expressed in song,
as we shall see, moved to the front of the stage under the reign of Saint
Louis’ grandson Philip the Fair at the very end of the thirteenth and at the
beginning of the fourteenth century. For purposes of understanding Saint
Louis’ conduct, it is no trivial matter to propose that French public opinion
began to express itself under his rule.

And for what did they blame the regent? They claimed that she was
emptying the royal coffers to profit her Castilian parents. They insisted that
she was putting off the marriage of the young king in order to better domi-
nate him and govern for herself. Most of all, they employed the traditional
moral attack claiming that she engaged in immoral behavior. They accused
her of being the mistress of the pontifical legate Romain Frangipani, Ro-
main de Saint-Ange, on whom she relied for maintaining relations between
the monarchy and the papacy and the Church and in continuing the crusade
against the Albigenses in which her husband, Louis VIII, had played such
an important role. They also accused her of being the mistress of the count
of Champagne, her eager supporter Thibaud IV. A great courtly poet, he
sang of alady in whom they saw the queen. There is no document that can
give the historian access to Blanche of Castile’s bed, but if he trusts his in-
tuition, which is necessary sometimes, and relies on his scientific familiarity
with the period and its characters, he can determine that these were, as 1
believe, nothing but pure slanders. The intent of these slanders, moreover,
was not foolish: woman was dangerous in the Middle Ages and had to be
watched and kept in check insofar as she was capable of seducing men and
behaving like one of Eve’s descendants. However, the widow who can no
longer have sexual relations or bear children may become a man if her char-
acter allows. This was what the hagiographers of Saint Louis would say. The
slanderers wanted to degrade her by reducing her to the status of a woman
who was still lustful and sexual and therefore unworthy of respect and powet,
a false widow and an unworthy guardian. The interesting thing here, and I
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would like to repeat it, was that there were ears to take in these calumnies,
not individual ears listening to some oral confidence at the court, in an as-
sembly, or in the gossip of lords or clerics, but ears that are collective in a
manner of speaking, members of a network of people informed by written
news that was not destined for long-term posterity like the chronicle, but
for short-term useage like the pamphlet, created for immediate diffusion
within narrowly defined circumstances. Along with the preachers, minstrels,
and others belonging to this milieu of gossipmongers that seems to have
been composed of the Parisian students, these medieval reporters were pat-
ticularly caustic toward the queen. The Minstrel of Reims would later re-
portt that the queen undressed in public in order to prove that she was not
pregnant.'®

Fortunately for the kingdom, the barons were flexible (the game of feu-
dalism involved juggling one’s rights and duties as a vassal) and impressed
with royalty, whether a child or a woman represented it, just as their ances-
tors had been impressed with the first weak Capetians in spite of everything
else. According to the interests and whims of the vassals in this impassioned
class of lords with unstable feelings, the complex practice of vassalic loyalty
could brusquely transform those faithful to the king into rebels, or instead
bring them back to a state of obedience in which, in the guise of the feudal
mentality, they returned to the fundamental prestige of the king and royalty.

Joinville writes, “And many people say that the count of Brittany would
have beaten the queen and king if the king had not had God’s help in this
time of need.” Without disrespecting the notion of divine Providence, we
can translate this to mean that Pierre Mauclerc was afraid of the king and by
extension of royalty. He was afraid, in other words, of what was a divine
and sacred institution for the French in the thirteenth century.

Nevertheless, it was still necessary to engage in military operations. At
sixteen years of age, the young king led the royal host in three campaigns
in 1230. He led two in the west against the count of Brittany and his ac-
complices, and one in the east in Champagne in order to protect the count
against his enemies. When the king called upon his vassals to fulfill their mili-
tary service, which they owed at certain times, usually in the spring and for
a period of time that was fixed by custom, they had their backs against the
wall. A refusal to respond to the king’s summons, to desert the royal host,
was a serious act of disobedience that freed the king from his duty to protect
the rebellious vassals, exposing them to his reprisals.
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Returning to his game of switching sides, Pierre Mauclerc had sworn
allegiance to the king of England in October 1229 and refused to show
up at the convening of the army by the king of France at Melun at the end
of December. Louis IX then raised the royal host against him. Without dis-
obeying their feudal obligation, the barons sent only small contingents of
troops, with the exception of the count of Champagne thanks to whom the
royal army was victorious. The campaign in January ended with the retaking
of the strongholds of Anjou, which had been ceded to the Briton in 1227,
and of Angers, Baugé, and Beaufort. Belleme was also taken. The count of
Brittany had called for assistance from the king of England, Henry I1I, who
disembarked at Saint-Malo, although he did not dare to engage in hostilities
and shut himself up in Nantes without fighting. Louis IX marched at the
head of another army, which, thanks to the help of Hugues de Lusignan,
the count of the March, took Clisson and laid siege to Ancenis. The castle
of la Haye-Pesnel near Avranches, which belonged to one of the leaders of
the rebel lords, Fouques Pesnel, was taken and razed. The fief was confis-
cated, and the king gave it to the rebel’s brother. However, the Briton and
the English still held their positions, while the barons left the royal host,
as they had announced, in order to turn against the count of Champagne.
Louis IX had to launch a new campaign in the west in the spring of 1231.
In the spring of 1231, he imposed a three-year truce on Pierre Mauclerc in
Saint-Aubin-du-Cormier.

In the meantime, with the help of the faithful convert Ferrand of Flan-
ders who kept Philip Hurepel in check, Louis IX struck camp in Cham-
pagne, and not daring to oppose the king, the barons fighting Thibaud IV
abandoned all hostilities.

The French monarchy also met with great success in an area where it
had only recently begun to intervene with strength under the short reign of
Louis VIII (1223—1226), the Occitan Midi. In 1229, the royal government
managed to end the Albigensian Crusade and to make peace with the in-
domitable and troublesome count of Toulouse, Raimond VII (1197-1249).
He was the faithful successor of his father Raimond VI (1156-1222) in his
struggle against the crusaders from the North and the monarchy’s invasion
of the Midi. Under the skillful guidance of the pontifical legate, Cardinal Ro-
main de Saint-Ange, who was devoted not only to Blanche of Castile but also
to the French royal power, the crusaders adopted a scorched earth policy
after the death of Louis VIII. Although less glorious, it was far more effi-
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cient. They ravaged the fields and the hatrvests, hobbling the economy in
Raimond VII’s lands and especially in the region of Toulouse. The count
had to make peace with the royal government, which was also ready to nego-
tiate a compromise. The negotiations opened at Sens, then moved to Senlis,
and finally to Meaux, a possession of the count of Champagne who served
as an arbiter. In this conflict, the young king did not take part in the military
operations, and we do not know what role he played in ending the crusade.

The treaty was sworn at Meaux on April 11, 1229 and immediately con-
firmed in Paris. Raimond retained most of his lands including everything
in the dioceses of Toulouse, Cahors, and Agen, as well as everything in
the southern Albigeois south of the Tarn with the exception of Mirepoix,
which was ceded to Guy de Lévis. The king of France received the north-
ern part of the Albigeois including the town of Albi. The pope acquired the
lands that the house of the Toulousan count of Saint-Gilles had held east
of the Rhone in the kingdom of Atles. The only daughter of Raimond VII,
Jeanne, would marry a brother of the king of France and would bring him
Toulouse and the surrounding region as a dowry."* She would inhetit the
other lands of her father if he died without having any son. The king re-
ceived a gage of seven castles, including the citadel of Toulouse, the Nar-
bonnais castle.

Raimond VII agreed to found a university in Toulouse in order to help
extirpate the heresy. He also agreed to take up the cross. Kept as a hostage
in the Louvre, Raimond reconciled with the Church and the monarchy
on April 13. In a penitent’s habit, a shirt and a cord around his neck, he
made honorable amends at the hands of the acting cardinal at Notre-Dame,
then, the same day, swore liege-homage (to the exclusion of any other or
at least with priority over any other) to Louis IX. At fifteen and a knight
for three years, the young king then knighted his vassal Raimond, a thirty-
two—year—old man. In exchange, he gave him the seigniory of Rouergue.

Here are more images that made an impression on the memory of the
young king: the infamy of heresy and the support for heresy that was puri-
fied by a humiliating and impressive ceremony; within the bounds of the ca-
thedral of his “capital” the solemn exercise of his royal suzerainty through
the symbolic and striking gestures of giving homage and dubbing; perhaps
also, for the feudal king in all his glory, a dream sparked by the count’s prom-
ise to crusade, an image of the voyage over the sea and of Jerusalem where

every sin is finally washed away.
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In any case, even if it were impossible for the protagonists of 1229 to
know that the marriage of Jeanne de Toulouse and Alphonse de Poitiers
would lead to the incorporation of Occitania into the French royal domain
less than fifty years later, this represented a major leap forward for the Cape-
tian monarchical power. It was a leap into the feared and alluring South
whose disturbing seductions had always been followed by disappointments
up to this point. Louis IX was the first king of France to actually rule over
these two remarkably different halves of the Kingdom of France, the North
and the South. To the kingdom’s major western extension carried out by his
grandfather, he added an appreciable new expanse of this space toward the
south. To the clauses of the Treaty of Meaux-Paris and their consequences,
we must add the articles of the Treaty of Melun that was concluded in this
same year, 1229, with the rebellious lord of the Midi, Raimond Ttrencavel,
viscount of Béziers and Narbonne. Again, we find a compromise. Trencavel
kept Béziers but gave up Carcassonne. This viscounty, along with Beaucaire
that was added to the commune of Avignon by Louis VIII in 1226, and the
viscounties of Nimes and Agde, ceded to Simon de Montfort by one of
Trencavel’s cousins, Bernard Aton, formed the two new seneschalcies [séré-
chanssées] of Beaucaire and Carcassonne. (The sénéchaussées were the southern
equivalent of the bailliages, administrative jurisdictions assigned to a bailli or
bailiff, a representative of the crown.) Simon’s heir, his son Amaury, ceded
all his rights and lands in the Midi to the king of France in 1229. For the
first time in its history, the Kingdom of France extended to the Mediterra-
nean, and, although it was only on a narrow front, this was still extremely
important. The dream of the crusade now had a material launching point:
Aigues-Mortes. Saint Louis was the first king of France who would be able
to leave on a crusade from his own soil instead of from a foreign land. Even
if the uniqueness of southern France—more or less respected by the French
monarchy by choice or necessity—subsists for a very long time, the unity
of the two Frances was realized by force from the North. Having had little
experience there, it appeats that Saint Louis was never very interested in
this new half of his kingdom. It seemed so far away to this king who saw
it only from his residences in Paris and the Tle-de-France. His brother, Al-
phonse de Poitiers, would be the immediate ruler of the South until his
death, although he lived most of his life close to Saint Louis. Thanks to his
advisors in the South he became more interested in the administration of
eastern Languedoc within the framework of a general reform of the king-
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dom after his return from the crusade. However, Saint Louis would gener-
ally think of this new part of the royal domain as a new Capetian road for
leaving on and returning from the crusades.

The first years of Louis’ reign were undoubtedly years of danger and
difficulty, as we have generally chosen to present them here. However, they
were also years that saw decisive advances in royal power and personal pres-
tige for the young king. Thanks to his presence in the theaters of military
operation and at the assemblies of the powerful lords, thanks, of course,
to the skillful and energetic policies of his mother and his advisors, Louis
appeared as a warrior and a sovereign. The youth knighted at Soissons had
become a warrior king, a leader at war. The adolescent who was shocked at
Montlhéry summoned his barons, and with the sole exception of the Briton
(of course Brittany would be a thorn in the side of the Kingdom of France
for a long time), they all came and obeyed.

In addition, we have not sufficiently stressed two revealing events con-
cerning the progress of royal power. The war between the count of Cham-
pagne and the barons was a private war. Louis IX was not afraid to get in-
volved in it, and when he did, the nature of the conflict changed. The barons
had to abandon their ambitions. The king intervened in the private do-
main and did not appear on the scene as a mere ally or opponent. In the all-
important field of war, private interests retreated before the royal interest,
which the historian can now begin to identify as public.

During the same period, Louis summoned all the barons of the king-
dom to the assembly of Melun in December 1230. All of them came or
neatly all, as no notable absence was recorded. They wete called to confirm
and extend the measures taken by Louis’ father and grandfather against the
Jews, and here the young king issued the first known ordinance, in other
words the first royal act pronounced as a function of the royal sovereign
and, therefore, of sovereignty. It applied 7o #he entire kingdom and not only to
the royal domain.

In our brief consideration of 1230—1231, we must go beyond the simple
claim that “the crisis was surmounted.” Often, when weak periods in histori-
cal evolution are not followed by decline, they reveal the progress of the
powerful forces at work in the long duration and the depth of structures.
The break in the flow of these forces allows a leap forward and a stronger
rebound to take place. Beneath the troubled sutrface of events appears the
general thrust of the currents.
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During this prolonged minority, the young king seems to gradually as-
sume the rights and powers of his function. However, at the same time,
Blanche of Castile continued to appear at center stage with their advisors
in the background. Their presence was rarely recorded in the documents.
In this period, as Louis IX saw several key figures leave the scene, some of
the defining traits of his character and political behavior began to appeat.

The three main advisors held over from the governments of Philip
Augustus and Louis VIII disappeared rather quickly. They had played an im-
portant role at the time of the latter’s death and during the accession of the
new king. The bishop of Senlis, Friar Guérin, gave up his seals in 1227 and
died before the end of the year. Barthélemy de Roye, the chamberlain who
died in 1237, seems to have gradually faded away. Jean de Nesle appeared
only intermittently. One of the main supporters of the royal family stayed in
place: Gautier Cornut, the archbishop of Sens, the first prelate named on
the hierarchical lists of the ecclesiastics.

The disappeatrance of these elders paralleled the deaths of the young
princes of the royal family. The king’s second brother Jean who was prom-
ised to the daughter of the count of Brittany in 1227 at the age of nine died
shortly thereafter. The fourth brother Philippe Dagobert died in 1235 at
approximately twelve years of age. Charles, the only surviving brother after
Robert and Alphonse, received Maine and Anjou in “apanage” as speci-
fied in the will of Louis VIIL. The group of “sons of the king of France”
grew tighter.

Other changes in the leadership of the large fiefdoms took place.
Among the more “political” changes figures the death of Ferrand, count of
Flanders in 1233. He had been a firm supporter of the king and his mother
since 1227. Then, Philip Hurepel, “the Hérissé,” the young king’s uncle, nei-
ther glorious nor loyal, followed Ferrand to the tomb several months later
in January 1234. Despite everything, this death removed the only possible
obstacle within the family. Robert de Dreux, another leader of the revolt at
the beginning of Saint Louis’ reign, died two months later. The matter of
the succession of Champagne was also resolved in the king’s favor. The
enemy barons opposing Thibaud de Champagne failed miserably in their
military operations, but encountered more success in their dynastic machi-
nations. Thibaud IV had to confront a pretender to his title, his cousin Alix,
the queen of Cyprus. Her rights to the county of Champagne were defen-
sible, because, as the oldest daughter of Count Henti 11, she was entitled to
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receive the inheritance of the county. It was only the Capetian royal family
that excluded women from its succession. The conflict between Thibaud and
his cousin reached a boiling point when Alix returned to France in 1233. An
agreement was finally reached in 1234. The queen of Cyprus abandoned
her personal claims to the county of Champagne in exchange for a sum of
40,000 pounds #ournois and a payment of 2,000 pounds a year. This was an
enormous sum, and, in spite of all his wealth— Champagne was the loca-
tion of the largest commercial fairs in all of Christendom and Thibaud had
just become king of Navarre in 1233 upon the death of his uncle Sanche,
his mother’s brother—he was unable to pay it. He approached the king, be-
came his friend, and the royal government agreed to pay Queen Alix for him,
although in exchange Thibaud had to surrender his control of the counties
of Blois, Chartres, and Sancerre and the viscounty of Chiteaudun. This put
an end to the threat of the principality of Blois-Champagne that affected the
royal dynasty due to the fact that it surrounded the Tle-de-France and the
Orléanais, the heart of the royal domain.

THE AFFAIR OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PARIS

With the renewal of his entourage and the end of all the major feudal threats
with the significant exception of England, the young king’s position was
strengthened at the end of the crisis. Moreover, from 1227 to 1234 and es-
pecially from 1231 to 1234, the young king expressed some of the character
traits and political conduct that were subsequently associated with the image
and the memory of Saint Louis. It was in his relations with the University of
Paris, with the bishops, the emperor, and especially in the matter of his reli-
gious devotion that the future Saint Louis began to acquire a voice.

The University of Paris was a young institution in 1229. Emerging
from the interaction of the various schools that masters had opened on
the Sainte-Geneviéve Hill in the course of the tumultuous twelfth century
and that had begun to form corporations at the turn of the century, the Uni-
versity received privileges from Philip Augustus and governing statutes from
the papacy. The University’s corporation was comprised of a community
of clerics and a Christian institution at the very beginning of the century.
Saint Louis’ grandfather no doubt immediately sensed the importance for
the French monarchy of having a center for advanced studies in Paris, his
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virtual capital, which could bring glory, knowledge, and high-ranking cleri-

cal and lay officials to the monarchy.'**

However, it is also clear that Philip
Augustus had no “university policy,” and this would also be Saint Louis’
position in relation to the University. Although they understood the bene-
fits and prestige that the University of Paris brought to the monarchy, they
intervened within it in order to restore public order when things got out
of hand, or acted as a “‘secular arm” when ecclesiastical condemnations re-
quired some intercession. In 1219, Pope Honorius 111 forbade the teaching
of Roman law at the University of Paris with the bull Super speculan. We have
to grasp that there was more to this than the French king’s intervention in
a matter where he was merely anxious to prevent the teaching of a funda-
mentally imperial law in his capital at a time when he aspired to be recog-
nized as independent of the emperot’s superiority. It was rather a question
of the pope’s desire to assure that the attraction of the study of law would
not overshadow theology. He wanted to make Paris the theological center of
all Christianity. In addition, Honorious III forbade the teaching of medicine,
another possible competitor. This obligated the monarchy to recruit its ju-
rists in Toulouse and especially more and more in Orléans. The importance
of the University of Paris for the Capetian power can be measured by the
very strong theme of the franslatio studii among the clerics of the thirteenth
century. If there had been a transfer of imperial power from Antiquity to the
Middle Ages—a translatio imperii from the empires of the East to the Roman
Empite and then to the Holy Roman Empire— then there was a transfer of
intellectual powetr— translatio studii— from Athens to Rome and from Rome
to Paris. Rome was the political capital and Paris was the intellectual capital
of Christendom. These were the myths of power, anchored in institutional
realities, which the young king of France inherited. To lose the University
of Paris would be to throw away one of the major foundations of his pres-
tige and power. Italy, people still said, had the pope, Germany had the em-
perort, and France had the university. The two strong points of the Univer-
sity of Paris were the Faculty of the Arts with its propaedeutic teaching of
the seven liberal arts, a place for general education, the most open to innova-
tions, the most teeming with ideas and discussions, and, alongside it, the Fac-
ulty of Theology, a summit of knowledge, the center for the new scholastic
project. This was a meeting place for young clerics who were protected by
the privileges of clerical status without being bound by the obligations of
the priesthood. They were exempt from taxation and exclusively exercised
judicial authority over their corporation and episcopal offices in matters
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of dogma and faith. The place comprised a tumultuous milieu, giving tise to
all kinds of moral offenses—robberies, rapes, all sorts of youthful violence
and plain old rowdy behavior: drunkenness, song, and uproat.

This milieu moved under the watchful eyes of the royal power, the
bishop-chancellor, and the townspeople. A student brawl got out of hand
in a cabaret adjacent to the Saint-Marcel Church in the faubourg of the
same name. The royal sergeants and their archers, the policemen of the
time, showed up to restore order. They did it brutally, killing and wounding
a number of students. Thus began a bitter conflict between the University,
the townspeople, and the royal power exercised by Blanche of Castile who
adopted a harsh attitude toward the students and who was, once more, sup-
ported by the pontifical legate. Courses stopped and there was a strike, the
first important strike to occur in the West. The strike was accompanied by
a secession, which had already occurred in the past, a departure of masters
and students to another city. Prior to this, however, secessions of masters
and students had never been accompanied by a general stoppage of teach-
ing. This was an opportunity for other rulers and cities to provoke a brain
drain of the Parisian intellectual elite. The king of England tried to attract
Parisians to the recently founded University of Oxford. Thanks to the strike,
the count of Brittany dreamt of establishing a university in Nantes. The au-
thorities in Toulouse tried to debauch the Parisians to get them to come help
start up the university that Raimond VII had just sworn to establish: they
invoked the charms of Toulousain women as much as the promise of being
able to explain Aristotle’s books, which were banned in Paris. Despite these
temptations, most of the secessionists did not go very far. They wanted to
be able to return to Paris where living conditions and educational conditions
were so favorable for them. The nascent power of the University needed to
feed off all of the powers assembled in Paris. Most of the students and mas-
ters withdrew to Angers and Orléans.

It would take two years for the dust to settle. Both parties hardened
their positions. The stakes were high for both of them. For the University,
its independence and judicial privileges were in question. For the royal power,
its authority and its right to enforce public order in Paris were the issue.
The cooling off began with Pope Gregory IX’s intervention. He was con-
cerned that the Church might have to do without a major theological center
outside of the territories ruled directly by the emperor. He spurred the ne-
gotiations forward and pulled the bishop of Paris, the pontifical legate, and
Blanche of Castile back into line.
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It seems, however, that after Blanche of Castile’s long bout of stub-
bornness, Louis IX personally intervened so that the royal power could
respond favorably to the pontifical request and make the necessary con-
cessions. Had he acted in a manner worthy of his grandfather by under-
standing the value that the University represented for the French monar-
chy? Guillaume de Nangis emphatically attributed this foresight to the young
king, although he may have been retrospectively transposing the French
monarchy’s attitude at the end of the century upon the events of 1230. He
petfectly exposed the ideology behind the relations between the Univer-
sity of Paris and the Kingdom of France in a text that no doubt expresses
the ideas of a mere monk of Saint Denis, but which, it is my hypothesis,
explains what really happened along with the actual motives of the young
Saint Louis.

In this same year [1229], a great dispute arose in Paris between
the clerics and the townspeople, and the townspeople killed some
of the clerics. Because of this, the university people left Paris and
went to various provinces. When the king saw that the study of let-
ters and philosophy, through which the treasures of the intelligence
[sens] and knowledge [sapience] are acquired, had ceased, treasures that
are worth more than all others, and that it had left Paris, having come
from Greece and Rome to France with the title of chivalry, the gentle
and debonair king was very worried and feared that such great and
rich treasures would leave his kingdom, because the riches of salva-
tion are full of sense and knowledge, and because he didn’t want any
lord to reproach him by saying, “Because you threw science away and
chased it from your kingdom, know that you have pushed me away
from you.” The king rushed to reconcile the clerics and the towns-
people, and he did it so well that the townspeople paid the clerics back
for the wrongs that they had committed against them. And the king
did this especially because knowledge is a precious jewel, and because
the study of letters and philosophy came first from Greece to Rome
and from Rome to France with the title of chivalry following Saint

Denis who preached the faith in France. .. .'”

The historiographer of Saint-Denis inscribed the Parisian university
within the order of royal symbols, making knowledge, along with faith and
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chivalry, the three symbols of the three lilies of the monarchy. Of course,
the monk of Saint-Denis still had a thesaurus-like concept of knowledge
that was somewhat archaic in relation to the concepts the ordinary and
mendicant masters of the University had of teaching and the diffusion of
knowledge. Still, we can see how he managed to introduce Saint-Denis and
his monastery into the mythical genesis of the fransiatio studir. Here, we can
grasp the developmental process of the French “national” myth produced
by the pairing of Saint-Denis and royalty, of Saint-Denis and Paris.

The king paid a fine for the violence inflicted on the students by the
royal sergeants, renewed the University’s privileges, promised to make Pa-
risian landlords respect the fixed price for renting rooms to students, and
created a committee made up of two masters and two townspeople to over-
see the implementation of this measure. He ordered the bourgeois to pay
reparations for the murders and injuries of students, and made them swear
to the bishop of Patis, the abbots of Saint-Geneviéve and Saint-Germain-
des-Pres, and the canons of the chapter of Saint-Matcel never to do any
more harm to the members of the University.

The pope validated the diplomas obtained by the students who had
sought refuge in Angers and Orléans during the secession on condition
that they return to Paris. He recognized the right of masters and students
to strike if, fifteen days after the murder of any member of their commu-
nity, the guilty had not made compensation for his act. By the papal bull
Parens scientiarnm of April 1231, subsequently referred to as the Charter [/z
Charte] of the University of Paris, Gregory definitively granted the Univer-
sity its autonomy and privileges. Here is a Grande Charte, which, unlike the
English one, did not oppose royal power, but actually served it. The young
Louis IX was thankful for it.

Lours aAND EMPEROR FrREDERICK 11

In the important area of relations between the king of France and the em-
peror, we get another premonition from a precocious personal interven-
tion the young king made.

Even though Hugh Capet had played on his Ottonian ancestry, for a
long time, forever in fact, the Capetians tried to free their kingdom from
any dependence on the emperor, sometimes with an uproar like Louis VI
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in 1124, but usually more discreetly. They also knew how to take advantage
of the violent conflicts that sometimes opposed the popes and the emper-
ors from the eleventh to the fourteenth century.

Saint Louis kept up this resistance—and not without success. At the
same time, he made an effort to respect the imperial rank. He felt he was
the member of a body, Christendom, and it had two heads, the pope and
the emperor. The pope was master of spiritual things, and outside the
Germanic Holy Empire the emperor had a right to special honors. In all
temporal matters, however, neither the Church (popes and bishops) nor
the emperor had any special legal rights or juridical powers in the King-
dom of France. In France, this order combined with the desite to maintain
an equal balance between the pope and the emperor whenever possible in
order to safeguard the symbolic unity of a bicephalous Christendom. As
Saint Louis matured and advanced in age he would try more and more to
establish justice and peace, and in the conflict between the pope and the
emperor his conduct would be driven by a growing desire for fairness and
reconciliation.

A kind of sympathy seems to have existed between these two great
political figures of the thirteenth century, if only from afar. This sympathy
existed despite the fact that they were so different from each other and so
often opposed, with Emperor Frederick 11 thinking only of his imperial
dream and Louis IX of his eschatological dream. However, both men shared
a common vision of the Christian world that extended to the far reaches
of Eastern Europe and Jerusalem. One of them dreamed of achieving this
by all means available to the human hero, the other by all paths open to the
Christian hero.

It seems that the French initiatives addressed to Frederick II in 1232
bore the personal mark of the young king of France as he began to distance
himself politically from his mother and his advisors in this matter. In May
and June, Louis renewed his “treaties” with Frederick and his son Henry,
the king of the Romans. The Hohenstaufens promised him that they would
keep an eye on the anti-French actions of the king of England and not allow
any private wars to develop between imperial vassals and French vassals.
Frederick II ratified this agreement while he presided over an assembly of
German princes in Frioul. He treated Louis like a brother, and the two rulers
exchanged the mutual promises of loyalty and assistance vassals custom-

arily swore to their lords.
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CONFLICTS WITH THE BrsHoprs: THE BEAUVAIS AFFAIR

In dealing with another series of problems, the young king cleatly appeared
at the front of the stage and, this time, not as a mere participant or figure-
head. This occurred in the legal conflicts with the bishops. Alongside their
accepted ecclesiastical and spiritual power, the bishops exercised a temporal
power, which was typically a judicial power that they held through seignio-
rial titles or that they pretended to derive from their episcopal functions. In
the 1230s, royal power came into conflict over this with the archbishops of
Rouen and Reims. However, the longest and most serious dispute occurred
with the bishop of Beauvais.

This conflict pitted the king against a person who should have had
his ear. Milon de Nanteuil had been elected bishop of Beauvais in 1217
and was consecrated in Rome by Pope Honorius 111 in 1222. He was one of
Philip Augustus’s companions on the crusade and had been taken prisoner.
He had also been a close associate of Louis VIII whom he accompanied
on the crusade against the Albigenses and later visited at Montpensier dur-
ing his mortal illness."

The conflict was triangulated, opposing the town commune, the
bishop —who was also a count—and the king, The townspeople were di-
vided into two classes, the populares, who composed twenty-one trades, and
the majores, which included only the moneychangers who were numerous
and powerful because the bishop had the right to mint money. An agree-
ment between Philip Augustus and the commune entrusted the election of
the mayor to twelve peers, six of them named by the pgpulares and six by the
majores. Each group selected a candidate, and the bishop would name one
of them mayor. In 1232, it became obvious that this agreement could never
work. The king declared, more than once in fact, that the zajores were domi-
nating the city by committing a large number of injustices in fiscal affairs.
Imitating the Italian communes that called on a supposedly neutral foreigner
to rule them, Louis appointed a bourgeois of Senlis as mayor. The inhabi-
tants of Beauvais revolted against this intruder, and the riot resulted in a
number of deaths.

During an interview between the king, his mother, and Bishop Milon
in Bresles, the bishop asked the king not to get involved in an affair that,
according to him, did not concern royal justice but only episcopal justice.
The king answered that he would deal with the Beauvais affair himself and
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in a curt tone told him, “You will see what I will do.”” The measures taken
by Louis IX were spectacular. He arrested a large number of the inhabitants
of the town and imprisoned them first in market stalls that were converted
into cells and then in new prisons built solely for that purpose. The king’s
forces razed fifteen houses that belonged to the most compromised bout-
geois and, according to one document, placed 1,500 others under house ar-
rest in Paris. Louis IX and his followers stayed in Beauvais for four days.
According to an agreement negotiated with Philip Augustus, the bishop of
Beauvais was supposed to pay the king 100 Parisian pounds a year. This was
supposed to redeem the king’s rights of residence [droits de résidence] in the
town, in other words to pay for the expenses of the king and his followers
during his stay. Claiming that his stay was exceptional, the king demanded
800 pounds from the bishop for his rights of residence. The astonished
bishop requested a delay to make payment. The king immediately seized the
bishop’s temporal holdings, in other words sources of his income that were
not related to his religious function. For example, all of the bishop’s wine
was taken from his cellars and sold on the public square. This act was ob-
viously dictated by the king’s will to vigorously show his determination to
defend his rights.

The bishop organized resistance to the king and called on his supetrior,
the archbishop of Reims, the other bishops of the province, and even the
pope. They all took his side against the king. The bishop issued an interdic-
tion, in other words he suspended the administration of the sacraments in
the diocese. Councils or, rather, provincial synods of bishops condemned
the king’s position. Pope Gregory IX wrote him one letter after another in
order to sway him, and even wrote to the queen to get her to use her influ-
ence on her son. After the death of Milon de Nanteuil (September 1234),
the conflict spread to the province of Reims. In Reims, the townspeople re-
volted against the archbishop, thinking they would benefit from the king’s
support. In April 1235, the pope appointed a mediator, Pierre de Colmieu,
the prévot of Saint-Omer who was on the verge of becoming archbishop of
Rouen. Nothing swayed the king. In response to the prelates, he summoned
an assembly of all the French nobility to Saint-Denis in September 1235.
He had them sign a letter to the pope that protested the pretensions of all
the bishops in general and of the archbishop of Reims and the bishop of
Beauvais in particular. The letter declared that episcopal temporal rights
only derived from secular, royal, and seigniorial justice. The pope protested
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vehemently, threatened the king with excommunication, and reminded him
of all the precedents from the time of his predecessor Honorius I1I. The
king did not budge and more than once pointed out the inefficiency of ex-
communications and interdictions issued right and left.

The whole affair gradually settled and came to a close. A new bishop
was elected in 1238, and he took a more conciliatory position. Involved in
a heated conflict with Emperor Frederick II, the popes Gregory IX (dead
in 1241) and Innocent IV (elected in 1243) showed more and more consid-
eration for the king of France, especially in matters of ecclesiastical tem-
poral powers. The superior authority of royal tribunals over episcopal offi-
cials was no longer contested by the 1240s."’

The affair revealed something important about the institutional devel-
opment of the kingdom and also afforded some insight into Saint Louis’
conduct. The king’s respect for the papacy and the Church did not go so far
as to abandon the rights of royalty in temporal matters. More than a simple
return to tradition, this showed the progress of royal power. The affair
of Beauvais and Reims and the texts and declarations that it gave rise to
prefigured— or actually initiated?—the conflict that opposed Saint Louis’
grandson Philip the Fair and Pope Boniface VIII seventy years later. In
a letter dated March 22, 1236, the pope wrote: “The wrong done to the
Church of Beauvais is a wrong done to the entire ‘Gallican’ Church and
even to the universal Church.” If Saint Louis was inflexible and biting when
the rights of the king and the kingdom were at stake, it was because at the
age of eighteen the very Christian king already had no weaknesses in re-
lation to the threats of the papacy and the bishops against the functions of
royal justice. He had no tolerance for ecclesiastical abuses of excommuni-

cation and interdiction.'?®

One thing was also clear in addition to his charac-
ter and his politics: an overwhelming process of development brought him
closer to consolidating the prerogatives of royal justice and realizing the in-

creasing assertiveness of the state.
TuaE DeEvoutr KiNGg: THE FOUNDATION OF ROYAUMONT
Another characteristic and behavioral trait that heralded the future Saint

Louis revealed itself between 1229 and 1234, between his fifteenth and
twentieth birthdays: he was a devout king.
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In his testament, his father Louis VIII had left a large sum for the foun-
dation of a monastery in Paris. The royal family would have close relations
with this monastery, which, more than others, would pray for them. In this
intention, we come across the old alliance between monasticism and royal
power that the Capetian dynasty had tried to cultivate with several im-
portant monasteries like Tours, Fleury-sur-Loire (where Philip I was but-
ied), Barbeau (that Louis VII chose for his sepulchre), and of course Saint-
Denis. These alliances began under Hugh Capet, continuing a tradition
started by his Robertian ancestors, and this was one of the main reasons for
their success. Louis VIII had confided this establishment to the monastic
canons of Saint-Victor of Paris, a suburban monastery built on the slopes
of Mount Sainte-Genevieve. It played an important role in the scholatly
and theological movement of the twelfth century. It was still prestigious, al-
though today’s historians can guess that it had already begun its long de-
cline brought on by competition from the University and the Mendicants.
Then in 1229, when Louis IX and Blanche of Castile enacted the foun-
dation of the late king, they gave it to the order of Citeaux. This shift ap-
pears all the more surprising since the abbot of Saint-Victor, designated in
Louis VIIT’s testament as the guarantor of the execution of the foundation,
seems to have been in close contact with the young king and his mother.
Still, the attraction of reformed Cistercian monasticism had a stronger influ-
ence on the young king, as we have already seen. For Saint Louis, as for many
Christians of the time, Citeaux represented a sort of transition toward the
Mendicant orders, whose members did not yet make up the core of his
entourage.

With the foundation of Royaumont, we discover not only Louis IX’s
love of religious buildings, but also his piety, mixed with humility, and his
authoritarianism in matters of worship.

Joinville bears witness to his precocious love of religious buildings:
“Since the earliest times that he held his kingdom and knew what he wanted
to do, he began to build chutches and other religious houses. Between them
all, Royaumont takes the prize in beauty and grandeutr.”' The construc-
tion of Royaumont was also an occasion for the young king to experi-
ence humility and penitence. In a symbolic fashion, Louis put himself to
work in the monastic tradition of primitive Benedictism restored to honor
by Citeaux in the twelfth century. In the biography he wrote based on the
documents for the canonization proceeding at the end of the thirteenth
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century, Guillaume de Saint-Pathus showed the king at work: “And as the
monks were coming out to labor after the third canonical hour of the day
according to the custom of the order of Citeaux, carrying stones and mor-
tar to the spot where they were building the wall, the gentle king lifted a
stretcher full of stones and carried it in front while a monk carried it from
behind, and the gentle king had done this more than once during this
petriod.”' And since Guillaume de Saint-Pathus related this pious be-
havior in his chapter on Saint Louis’ love for all those who were dear to
him, he added, “And also at this time the gentle king made his brothers
Lord Alphonse, Lord Robert, and Lord Chatles carry the stretcher too.
And there was a monk with each one of them carrying the other side of
the stretcher. And the saintly king made other lords of his following [coz-
pagnie] do the same thing. And when his brothers sometimes wanted to
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speak, yell, and play,'" the gentle king told them: ‘“The monks observe si-
lence here, and we must observe it too’. And when the gentle king’s broth-
ers filled their stretchers'* with heavy loads and wanted to stop when they
were halfway there, he told them, “The monks don’t rest, and you shouldn’t
be taking any rests either.” Thus the saintly king taught his people [sa mesnie:
his family and his entourage] to do good.” Saint Louis’ family and friends
were beginning to learn the price of being around him and enjoying his
affection.

In order to build the abbey that Louis VIII wanted and that they gave
to the Cistercians, the king and his mother chose a spot near Asnicres-sur-
Oise in the diocese of Beauvais where the young king stayed once in a while.
They had already acquired it for this purpose. The place was named Cui-
mont, although it was unchristened so that it could be named Royaumont
(“royal mount”), a name that expressed the close ties between the mon-
astery and the royalty. Beginning in 1232 at the request of the monks of
Saint-Denis, the general chapter of Citeaux decided that the festival of Saint-
Denis would be celebrated in all the monasteries of the order with two
masses and the solemnities of the other public holidays, except that the
laypersons would not stop working. Information like this helps us better
understand how the favors Saint Louis granted to the Cistercians, who had
just become associated with him through a kind of alliance of prayer, forged
a spiritual relationship between the monks of the abbey, the dynasty, and
royal power. Through this alliance and through Royaumont, Citeaux became
part of this royal network that had Saint-Denis at its center.
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Tue Devour KiNG AND THE Loss oF THE HoLy NarIL

The other devotional event of the early years was the loss and recovery of
a distinguished relic from Saint-Denis: the Holy Nail. Let’s listen to Guil-
laume de Nangis tell of this event. He was a monk at Saint-Denis and gave
the event—a news event— the proportions of a cosmic drama:

In the following year [1232], at this same church [Saint-Denis]
it happened that the very Holy Nail, one of those with which our
Lord was crucified, that was brought there in the time of Charles
the Bald, king of France and emperor of Rome who gave it to the
church named above, fell from the vase in which it was kept while
they were giving it to some pilgrims to kiss, and it was lost among the
throngs of people who were kissing it on the third day of the calends
of March [February 28]. But afterward it was found thanks to a great
miracle and it was returned to the church with great joy and great ju-
bilation on the following first of April [Good Friday that year]. The
sorrow and compassion that the saintly King Louis and his noble
mother Queen Blanche had from such a great loss must be men-
tioned. When they learned of the loss of this very high treasure and
of what happened to the Holy Nail under their rule, King Louis and
his mother Queen Blanche felt great sadness and said no one could
have brought them crueler news that could make them suffer any
more cruelly. Because of the great pain he had, the very good and
very noble King Louis could not contain himself and he began to
scream aloud that he would have rather had the best city of his king-
dom ruined and destroyed. When he learned of the pain and the cry-
ing the abbot and the monks of Saint-Denis went through night and
day without any possible consolation, he sent them wise and well-
spoken [bien parlants] men to comfort them, and he wanted to come
in person, but his people kept him from doing that. He commanded
and had it cried out in all Paris, in the streets and the public places,
that if anyone knew something about the loss of the Holy Nail and if
anyone had found it or hidden it, he should return it immediately and
he would have 100 pounds from the purse of the king. What more
can we say? The anguish and sadness caused by the loss of the Holy
Nail everywhere was so great that it can hardly be told. When the
people of Paris heard the king’s message and the news of the loss of



From Birth to Marriage (1214-1234) + 81

the Holy Nail, they wete very tormented, and many men, women, chil-
dren, clerics, and students began to wail and scream from the depth of
their hearts, crying and in tears. They ran into all their churches to
call on God’s help in such great peril. It was not only Paris that was
crying, but everyone in the Kingdom of France who learned of the
loss of the holy and precious nail was crying too. Many wise men
feared that because this cruel loss happened in the beginning of the
reign, great misfortunes or epidemics may occur, and that this may
have been a prelude to the destruction—and God save it—of the
entire body of the Kingdom of France.'*

The influence of the relics over an entire people, the public revelation
of the intense fascination that they exercised over the young king, the ex-
cessive emotional expression of a religious feeling very close to magic, the
practice of a devotion founded on material objects sacralized by the Church
in which we can still discern Saint-Denis’ long-term policy that tied Saint
Louis’ France to Jesus through the pseudo-apostle Denys and the Carolin-
gian dynasty: this episode sheds raw light on Christian piety in the thirteenth
century. Saint Louis was no more an exception; he was the royal sublima-
tion of the religious heart of a people that could still be shaken by relics and
miracles. Among the most simple, the most wise, and the most powerful,
the belief in the sacred virtue of objects that safeguard the prosperity of a
kingdom remained unshakeable. Their accidental loss could foretell its ruin.
Romans did not examine the flight and appetite of birds and the livers of
their prey with more anxiety than the French investigating the loss of a holy
nail in the thirteenth century. The young Louis shared and excited the pro-
found religious feelings of his people, feelings that seem “primitive” to us.
He began to form his image and his policies around the intense public ex-
pression of these feelings. However, some members of his entourage con-
sidered these manifestations of piety excessive and unworthy of a king, who
was supposed to display moderation and give the example of reason. Louis
already shocked everyone who had a traditional idea of how a king was sup-
posed to behave. Was royal majesty compatible with these signs of piety
that combined gestures expressing the intensity of belief in a very ancient
sacredness (the cult of the relics, veneration for places of worship such as
churches and monasteries) with gestures of a new individual devotion pro-
claiming humility, the fear of sin, and the need for penitence? For Louis,
there would not be any personal problem here. Without contradiction, he felt
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and thought of himself both as king of France, conscious of his duties—
in both appearances and symbolic acts—and as a Christian who, in order
to be an example and assure his own salvation and that of his people, must
show his faith according to old and new practices. He must do this not only
“from his heart,” an expression that was dear to him, in his conscience, but
also with his body, in his visible behavior. But two groups surrounded him:
his advisors who expected him to shate the values and attitudes of the so-
cial ranks to which he belonged (the aristocracy and the prelates), and the
people who saw him as a secular leader. Wouldn’t these two groups, these
two parts of an emerging public opinion, be split between two feelings: ad-
miration and embarrassment? Should we anticipate some condemnation of
an attitude deemed scandalous and dangerous, unworthy of the royal func-
tion and perilous for the kingdom and its subjects? Louis’ reign would un-
fold in the disparity between the king’s conduct trusting in the compati-
bility, or better, in the necessary fusion of his two major concerns: on the
one hand, the good of the kingdom and his people, his personal salvation
that because he was king must be inseparable from the salvation of the king-
dom and his subjects; on the other, unrest in French public opinion as it was
torn between its fascination with the king’s piety and its fear that this piety
might not involve behavior required of a king. Louis himself had moments
of doubt, even periods of doubt, especially after the failure of his crusade,
but he always regained self-control, convinced that he was on the “right”
path that defined the royal function.'* Nevertheless, it was a great sin to fail
to assume one’s place in this society in a clear way, to transgress the szate
[szatus] in which God placed us, to straddle clear social boundaries of God’s
creation, and especially the boundaries that separate clerics and laymen.
In this society that would never accept a Melchisedech, a priest-king, for its
leader, Louis himself believed in the need for this distinction and struggled
to remain within the limits of the secular state, even when he marched to
the very edge of the border beyond which one enters the world of the clet-
ics and the monks. The king’s behavior disturbed people. Wasn’t he basically
a scandalous hybrid, a monk-king, or, later when he surrounded himself
with friars of the new Mendicant orders, a friar-king? In the end, the ma-
jority of public opinion found the right solution, and it was sanctioned by
the Church: he would be a sainted king, a king who was secular and saintly,
though only through the random avatars of along reign and a life, which,
for the thirteenth century, was a very long one.



From Marriage to the Crusade
(1234-1248)

WE DO NOT KNOW WHEN LOUIS’ MAJORITY WAS FIRST RECOGNIZED.
It had to have taken place in 1234 when he was twenty years old or later
in 1235 when he was twenty-one. The age of majority for French kings
was not set until 1375 by Chatrles V, and it was fixed at fourteen years of
age. Louis’ case was an exception. Blanche de Castile governed so well dur-
ing her son’s youth and, it seems, had acquired such a taste for power that
with the support not only of her advisors but with the approval of the other
powerful figures within the kingdom she prolonged her tutelage over her
son and the kingdom. As we have seen, the young king undoubtedly began
to intervene in certain affairs, expressing his will, if not his power. Further-
more, he seems to have done this with remarkable efficiency on several oc-
casions: during the strike of the University of Paris and during the conflicts
with the bishops. The threshold marking his passage to adulthood and per-
sonal rule can be detected neither in the sources nor in the facts. This is be-
cause an unusual situation had arisen in which there were no signs of dis-
continuity. In practice there was a kind of “co-royalty,” the sharing of royal
power between Louis and his mother. This “co-royalty” was unequal but, as
we shall see, tacitly shared.!
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THE MARRIAGE OF Lours IX (1234)

In 1234, Louis IX was nineteen years old. He had not been married, nor
even engaged, which was unusual for such an important figure at this time.
This must have set the young king’s entourage abuzz with accusations that
his mother was delaying a union that was bound to decrease her influence
over her son and limit her power in the affairs of the kingdom. Later on, her
treatment of her daughter-in-law would give some credence to this sus-
picion. We must not forget that the marriage of a king of France was no tri-
fling matter either, and that they had to find him a partner with a sufficiently
high social rank who would bring significant political advantages including
the ability—which was much harder to predict—to bear her husband nu-
merous or at least male offspring. (On this last point, people in the Middle
Ages believed in their ability to formulate more or less well-founded specu-
lations.) In order to protect family interests, which were dynastic and politi-
cal in the case of a sovereign, parents in the Middle Ages arranged marriages
between powerful persons without allowing the future spouses to have any
say in the matter. Typically, the two future spouses never even met until they
were married.? Love took refuge in abduction, concubinage, adultery, and
literature. Marriage for the sake of love had no meaning in the Middle Ages.
Modern love as we know it in the West was born and for a long time lived
only in the imagination and in illicit relations before it ever existed in con-
jugal practice. It came into existence through the many obstacles that op-
posed the feeling of love.

According to Guillaume de Nangis, the marriage was a result of the
king’s wish, although Louis was probably only complying with custom. The
date of the wedding ceremony had to have been the result of an agreement
between the king, his mother, their main advisors, and the availability of
an appropriate young lady: “In the year of the grace of our Lord, 1234, the
eighth year of the reign of the king Saint Louis and the nineteenth year of
his life, he desired to have a fruit from his body that would rule the king-
dom after him [in other words, a male heir], and he wanted to be married,
not for reasons of luxury but to procreate his lineage.”

The choice fell on the oldest daughter of Raimond Bérenger V who had
been count of Provence since 1209. He was the first count of the Aragonese
dynasty of Provence to reside in his lands there on a more or less regular
basis, usually at Aix-en-Provence or Brignoles. The marriage introduced the
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king into a region that interested the French crown in three distinct ways. It
completed the Capetian penetration into the former domains of the count
of Toulouse in the South that had been dominated for such a long time
by the heretics. It reinforced the presence of the French monarchy on the
shores of the Mediterranean. In February 1234, Louis IX had just mediated
a dispute there between his future father-in-law and the count of Toulouse,
Raimond VII, over the possession of Marseille. This also made the French
monarchy’s presence felt in the imperial lands on the left bank of the Rhone
in the Kingdom of Atles, whose curacy had been granted to Richard the
Lion-Hearted by Emperor Henry IV at the end of the twelfth century. Thus,
in a single stroke, the Provencal marriage also became a part of the anti-
English strategy of the French royal power.

After Marguerite, who would marry the king of France, Raimond Bé-
renger V had three other daughters. His two sons had died at a young age, so
he had no male heir.* His second daughter, Eléonote or Aliénor, would
marry King Henry I1I of England in 1236. This was the English response
to the marriage of Louis and Marguerite. The third daughter, Sanchie or
Sanche, would marry Henry I1I’s brother Richard of Cornwall in 1241. She
was crowned queen of the Romans at his side at Aix-la-Chapelle in 1257,
but would not become empress as her husband failed to become emperor.
She would die in 1261. To prevent Provence from being absorbed by France
or England, the two powerful kingdoms in the West, Raimond Bérenger V
dictated a testament before he died in 1245, designating his fourth daughter
Beatrice as heiress to the county. His testament also specified that if Beat-
rice had no children and if Sanchie had no sons, Provence would go to King
James of Aragon. However, Beatrice married the youngest brother of the
king of France, Chatles d’Anjou, in 1246.> When he became king of Naples
and Sicily with the help of the papacy, Beatrice was crowned queen in 1265
although she would die less than a year later. Provence then became a pos-
session of the Kingdom of Naples and Sicily.*

It would be tempting to say more about this count who had four daugh-
ters, all four of them queens, and who became the father-in-law of Christen-
dom, albeit posthumously. It is more important, however, to describe the
network of alliances that Louis entered into in 1234 and that would come
together between 1236 and 1246. In contrast to Louis IX and his three broth-
ers, Marguerite and her three sisters did not form a solid group. Although
the two older sisters, the queen of France and the queen of England, seem
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to have been very close, they were not very close with their two younger
sisters. Born years apart, they did not grow up together through infancy
and adolescence. The older sisters also held a grudge against the youngest
for inheriting from their father. The relations between France and England
showed both the efficiency and the limitations of the system of marital al-
liances between medieval royal families. Powetless to prevent armed conflict
from breaking out between the two kings, Louis IX and Henry III, at the be-
ginning of the 1240s, these family ties would play a positive role in resolving
the conflict. Louis would rely on them once he definitively took on the role
of peacemaker.

Louis and Marguerite were related in the fourth degree, but on January 2,
1234, Pope Gregory 1V lifted the interdiction on consanguine marriages
due to “the urgent and clearly useful necessity” for a union that would help
bring peace to a region ravaged by heresy and the war against the heretics.
Marguerite was barely nubile. She was thirteen years old, and this may be a
reason for Louis’ relatively late marriage as he would have had to wait for the
desired spouse to reach an age at which she was physically capable of being
married. The two parties decided the marriage would take place in Sens, a
city that was easily accessible from Paris and from Provence and the seat of
the prestigious archbishopric on which the bishopric of Paris depended.
At the time, Sens was home to one of the main advisors of the royal power,
Gautier Cornut. The city also took great pride in its cathedral, one of the
first and most beautiful gothic cathedrals in the land.

Everything happened in May. Two envoys from the young king, the
Archbishop Gautier Cornut and Jean de Nesle, the faithful advisor held over
from the reigns of Philip Augustus and Louis VIII, were responsible for
meeting the fiancée in Provence and bringing her to Sens. In Lyon they
drafted the king’s marriage vows that engaged him to marry Marguerite be-
fore Ascension Day, which took place that year on June 1. The engagement
agreement was a response to an act sealed on April 30 in Sisteron in which
the count and countess of Provence promised to pay the king of France a
sum of 8,000 silver marcs payable over a period of five years as a dowry
for Marguerite. They also agreed to hand over the castle of Tarascon as
a gage. On May 17, the count also agreed to pay the king a supplement
of 2,000 matcs.” Led by her uncle, Guillaume de Savoie, bishop of Valence,
Marguerite passed through Tournus on May 19 and arrived in Sens just be-
fore May 28. On May 24, Louis was still at Fontainebleau. On the 25th, he
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arrived at Pont-sur-Yonne and stopped at the Abbey of Sainte-Colombe
near Sens, where he spent the next three days. The marriage took place on
Saturday May 27, the day before the Sunday preceding the Ascension.®

The attendance was brilliant. Louis’ retinue included his mother, Blanche
of Castile, his brothers Robert and Alphonse, his cousin Alphonse de Por-
tugal (the future Alphonse IIT) Blanche of Castile’s nephew, various nobles
including the faithful Barthélemy de Roye the old servant of Philip Au-
gustus, and several ladies who made up the retinue of Marguerite. Among
the guests who responded to the summons of the king, there was the arch-
bishop of Tours, the bishops of Auxerre, Chartres, Meaux, Otléans, Paris,
and Troyes, the abbots of Saint-Denis and the monasteries of Sens, Saint-
Jean, Saint-Rémi, and Saint-Pierre-le-Vif, as well as the archdeacon and the
canons of the chapter of Sens, Jeanne the countess of Flanders and Hainaut,
Hugues X the count of the March, the lord of Lusignan Archambaud IX,
the lord of Bourbon and duke of Burgundy Hugues IV and his wife Ma-
thilde d’Artois, the countess of Courtenay and Nevers and her husband
Guiges V the count of Forez, and, last but not least, the count of Toulouse
Raimond VII. So, there were the prelates who were more or less closely
tied to the monarchy, including the bishop of Paris and the abbot of Saint-
Denis (the archbishop of Reims did not take part in the event), the impor-
tant lords of the regions, and the holders of the three largest counties in
the kingdom, Flanders, the March, and Toulouse. Hugues de Lusignan and
Raimond VII were the two most powerful vassals who were often the least
inclined to express their loyalty to the king.

The marriage ceremony unfolded in two series of events.” It first took
place on a platform in front of the outside of the church. Marriage in the
Middle Ages had long been only a private contract. In the thirteenth cen-
tury it was in the process of becoming a sacrament coming under the con-
trol of the Church. The external ceremony thus also served as a final public
announcement of the marriage (after the publication of bans that was made
obligatory by the Fourth Lateran Council twenty years eatlier in 1215). The
audience was asked one last time if they had any reason to object to the
union; the pontifical dispensation had already taken care of the potential
objection. The archbishop exhorted the fiancés and passed to the essential
rite. In this society of solemn gestures, the ritual act was expressed through
a symbolic gesture, the linking of the partners’ right hands [dextrarum junctio),
which recalled the gesture of a vassal’s homage in which the vassal placed
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his hands between the hands of his lord. This gesture signified the mutual
consent of the two spouses because the woman was more or less the equal
of the man in the marriage liturgy. Normally, the father of the bride united
the hands of the two spouses. In the absence of the count of Provence,
Marguerite’s uncle, Guillaume de Savoie, the bishop of Valence, was prob-
ably the one who carried out this gesture.

Invoking the Holy Spirit, the archbishop blessed and incensed a ring
that he then handed to the king who placed it on Marguerite’s right hand.
First, he placed it on her thumb, saying “Zn nomine Patris” (in the name of the
Father), then on her index finger, continuing with “ez fi/i” (and of the Son),
and finally on the middle finger, ending with “ez Spéritus Sancti, Amen” (and of
the Holy Spirit, Amen). Louis then gave thirteen deniers to Marguerite who
gave them back to the archbishop along with the nuptial charter confirm-
ing the conclusion of the marriage. The exact meaning of this gesture, the
treizain, is unknown. In the Middle Ages, writing often completes the ges-
ture. The archbishop’s prayers, a benediction, and an incensement of the
marriage partners ended this first phase. The young newlyweds then entered
the church.

The second phase of the marriage was essentially a mass. Several texts
adapted for the event were read or sung: a passage from the First Epistle of
Saint Paul to the Corinthians (“Know ye not that your bodies ate the mem-
bers of Christ? . . . Flee fornication! . . . Know ye not that yout body is the
temple of the Holy Ghost?” 6:15-20); from the Gospel of Mark (“God
made them man and woman. . . . And they twain shall be one flesh. . . . Who-
soever shall put away his wife, and marry another, commiteth adultery against
her. And if a woman shall put away her husband, and be married to another,
she committeth adultery” 10:6—12); and a preface thanking God: “You
who bound the nuptial ring with the soft yoke of love and the indissolvable
tie of peace so that the multiplication of the sons of adoption may be ac-
complished by the chaste fecundity of the holy nuptials.”

Two rites carried out in the course of the mass were particulatly sig-
nificant. After the Preface, the two spouses bowed down at the feet of the
archbishop, and someone spread a nuptial veil [velatio nuptialis) over the “pros-
trate” Louis and Marguerite, while the archbishop called on the grace of
God for the couple. A similar rite, which was a rite of passage or initiation
(in this case representing the passage from celibacy to conjugality) took place
during ordinations (marking the passage from the laity to the clergy or of



From Marriage to the Crusade (1234-1248) + 89

the priest into a bishop) and during the royal coronation (to affect the trans-
formation of the king in practice into a consecrated and therefore a crowned
and sacralized king). The ritual ended after a long prayer that voiced the
wish for the wife to be kind to her husband like Rachel, wise like Rebecca,
and faithful like Sarah.

At the moment of the invocation—“May the Lord’s peace always be
with you” (Pax Domini sit semper vobiscunr)— the king mounted the altar to
receive the kiss of peace from the archbishop, which he then returned to
his new wife. One contemporary, the Dominican Gullaume Peyraut, un-
derscored the importance of this kiss (another ritual of vassalage) with
which the husband promised love and protection to his wife: “The hus-
band promised to love his wife when he gave her this kiss during the mass
in the presence of the body of the Lord, a kiss that is always a sign of love
and peace.” Then, Louis and Marguerite took communion.

After the mass, two rites completed the couple’s passage into the con-
jugal state. We have no record of them in the marriage of Louis and Mar-
guerite, but they must have taken place. Some bread and a goblet of wine
were blessed by the officiant and symbolically shared by the two partners.
These were substitutes for the two forms of communion taken by the king
alone among all laymen, in the fashion of the priests, at his coronation mass.
Finally, there was the officiant’s blessing of the nuptial chamber, and after
this the two newlyweds sat or lay down on the bed. As the evidence suggests,
this was a fertility rite that underscored the procreative purpose of marriage,
its reason for being,

Through one of Marguerite’s confidential statements, we learn much
later that the young royal spouse did not touch his wife on their wedding
night. Like the very devout and formal Christian husbands of the age, he
respected the three “nights of Tobias” recommended by the Church, fol-
lowing the virtuous example of Tobias in the Old Testament.

On the day after the wedding, Sunday May 28, 1234, the new young
queen was crowned. The inauguration—to borrow an English term that
unfortunately does not apply to people in French—of queens in France un-
derwent a noticeable decline in the Middle Ages. Queens were still anointed
in the thirteenth century, although not with the miraculous oil of the Holy
Ampulla, which was strictly reserved for the king. They were also crowned
during the king’s coronation if he was already married, or crowned in a spe-
cial ceremony held shortly after their wedding if their husband was already
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king. Beginning in the fifteenth century, they were no longer crowned with
the king, and during the sixteenth century their crowning was reduced to
a minor ceremony.'’ The customary place for the individual crowning of
the queen was Saint-Denis, never Reims, although Saint-Denis was not the
only place that the ceremony was held. The church of Sens was prestigious
enough for its cathedral to provide the setting for the ceremony. The fact
that Marguerite’s coronation followed immediately after the wedding, the
next day, was probably a sign of Louis IX’s special consideration for his
young wife.

The ceremony must have followed the ordo contained in a manuscript
dating from approximately 1250. In the third part of this book, I will analyze
the two ceremonies, the king’s coronation and the crowning of the queen.
We should also mention that a great feast followed it and that Louis X1 also
dubbed several knights and may have used his thaumaturgical power of
laying on hands to heal victims of scrofula.!' With the queen’s crowning,
the king again adopted a set of rites based on his own coronation and that
also resulted from it. On the other hand, I do not believe that Louis IX also
created a new order of knighthood in Sens, the Coste de Geneste, as some
have written.'? Records of this order only appeat a century and a half later
during the reign of Charles VI, who unsuccessfully tried to develop it and
who probably created it himself. To make it seem more illustrious, some-
one invented an origin legend for it that extended back to Saint Louis, the
“great man” (and the saint) of the dynasty. The creation of a chivalric order
like this corresponds neither to the spirit of the thirteenth century nor to
Saint Louis’ behavior, whatever kind of chivalrous king might he have been
or wanted to be."?

We are lucky enough to possess the records of the royal accounts paid
for the wedding in Sens. They afford us a glimpse of some of the material,
economic, and symbolic aspects of the event."

The festivities in Sens appatrently cost 2,526 pounds from the Royal
Treasury. This sum paid for the transportation of the royal cortege and its
baggage in carts and by boat, the harnessing for the hotses, the carpets, the
wooden platforms, and the leaf-gilt lodge where Louis sat on a silk sheet
during the external ceremony, the jewels, the gifts—including a golden cup
for the master cupbearer— the tablecloths and napkins for the feast, and
most of all the many sumptuous clothes for the ceremony including many
of woolen cloth, silk, and various futs.”” Hete we find the great vestimentary
luxury of the Middle Ages. For the king and his retinue, people made “felt
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hats wrapped in cloth the color of peacocks’ feathers or ornamented with
peacock feathers and cotton.” For the queen, they chose “furs of ermine and
sable.” Marguerite wore a dress of brownish pink, and her gold crown cost
58 pounds. “Monsignor Alphonse de Portugal, the nephew,” was dressed in
purple. They spent 98 pounds for bread, 307 pounds for wine, 667 pounds
for the cooked dishes, and 50 pounds for wax. Marguerite brought six trum-
pet players and the count of Provence’s minstrel with her. Other minstrels
came to perform for the games and dances.

Saint Louis’ wedding was held with all the splendor of the royal wed-
dings of the age. The young king was always careful to carry himself with
the dignity of his position. Although he would increasingly limit the exter-
nal signs of his wealth and powert, at this time he was still immersed in the
tradition of royal luxury.

On June 8, Louis and Marguerite entered Paris amidst new festivities.'®

>

THE “CHIVALRY” OF BROTHERS. JOINVILLE’S APPEARANCE
These lavish customs appeared in three family ceremonies that completed
the unity and rank of the quartet of “sons of the king” that Louis formed
with his three surviving brothers. We ate talking about “chivalry,” in other
words, about the dubbing of the brothers, which was an occasion for great
festivities. For these young men, this was a triple entry into their rights of
majority, in this case at twenty years of age, their entrance into the supe-
rior society of laymen, into knighthood, and into the governance of their
inherited lands. The event was carried out according to the testament of
Louis VIII, but it was presented as the personal decision of Louis IX.

Robert was dubbed in 1237 and assumed possession of Artois. Al-
phonse was dubbed in 1241 and received Poitou. In 1246, Charles was
dubbed and took over Anjou. One exceptional account records the memory
of the knighting of Alphonse de Poitiers in Saumur on June 24, 1241. He
was dubbed on Saint John’s Day when Christian knights celebrated their
initiation into knighthood on the same day that ancient pagan rituals, the
fires of Saint John, recalled the memory of the summer solstice festivals
and the yeat’s passage to its zenith.

This privileged witness was the young Joinville. At seventeen, he was
still a squire and one of the modest participants, fascinated by this festival
that brought him closer to the royal family. It was probably the first time
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that he set eyes on the king who was ten years his senior. Several years later,
he would become part of his circle, one of his close companions smitten
with admiration and affection. He would leave us with a treasured memory
of the king in an extraordinary and inestimable biography.

The king summoned his court to Saumur in Anjou, and I was
there and I can testify that it was the best organized meeting that I
had ever seen: at the king’s table right next to him sat the count of
Poitiers whom he had made into a knight on Saint John’s Day, and
next to him was the count Jean de Dreux whom he had also just
knighted; next to Jean de Dreux sat the count of the March, and next
to the count of the March was the good count Pierre de Bretagne.
And in front of the king’s table, across from the count de Dreux, sat
His Royal Highness the king of Navarre in a tunic and a satin cloak,
nicely outfitted with a buckle, a clasp, and a piece of gold brocade,
and I was sitting right across from him.

The count d’Artois served the food in front of the king, his
brother. The good count Jean de Soissons sliced the meat before the
king. To guard the king’s table, there was Lord Imbert de Beaujeu,
who had since been constable of France, and Lord Enguerran de
Coucy and Lord Archambaud de Bourbon. Behind these three bar-
ons, there were about thirty of their knights, dressed in silk tunics,
to protect them; and behind these knights was a large number of set-
geants dressed in the arms of the count de Poitiers applied in taffeta.
The king was wearing a blue satin tunic and an overcoat and a cloak
of vermilion satin trimmed with ermine, and on his head a cotton hat
that suited him pootly because he was still a young man.

The king held this feast in the halls of Saumur, and people said that the
great King Henry of England had made them to hold his great feasts. These
halls are made in the same way as the cloisters of the Cistercians, but I be-
lieve that there are none as big as these because at the wall of the cloister
where the king was eating, where he was surrounded with knights and set-
geants who took up a great space, there were still twenty bishops and arch-
bishops eating at a table nearby, and further down next to this table there
was another where Queen Blanche, the king’s mother, was eating at the
other end of the cloister from her son."”
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Here we glimpse the scene through the eyes of a bedazzled young man.
He was a “provincial” to boot, from a modest familial castle in Champagne.
For us, it is one of the first “true” looks at the external appearance of Saint
Louis. He was still a sumptuous king in terms of his environment and his
personal appearance, although one detail reveals the twenty-seven-year-old
king’s inclination toward humility and aversion to wotldly appearances: his
head was pootly dressed. He was wearing a cotton hat that clashed with his
other clothes and that made him look older and more homely. The burgeon-
ing seduction that Saint Louis exerted on the young Joinville, who had been
raised to respect propriety and chivalric decorum, allowed him to see things
cleatly and made him sensitive to the meaningful details craved by the vam-
piric historian who traffics in the fresh flesh of history too often refused him.

TueE KiNG As FATHER

Since May 27, 1234, Louis had been married to a young gitl who, along with
her sisters, was praised by contemporaries for her beauty. She had been mar-
ried in order to procreate. This was both the teaching of the Church, the
requirement of dynastic existence, and the fulfillment of an attitude that,
in order to conform to the morality and the rules of Christian conjugality,
would not take any less advantage of everything “conceded” to the flesh.
This was cleartly the version of marriage according to Saint Paul: “Better to
marry than to burn.”

Nevertheless, the couple would have no offspring until 1240, six years
after the wedding, This might have been because the young queen’s fertility
was slow to develop. There wetre probably also miscarriages or even chil-
dren who died in infancy, which the documents and chroniclers of the time
never mention. Blanche of Castile lost several children like this in the eatly
years of her marriage. The only ones who left any trace of their existence
were those who reached an age at which there was some reasonable hope of
seeing them play a role in the dynasty’s matrimonial strategy, either by at-
taining the age of the majority ot by being engaged. We really do not know.

They had two daughters to begin with, which did nothing to assure the
dynasty’s future. Blanche was born on July 12, 1240, but she died three
years later. Then Isabelle was born on March 18, 1242. Finally, they had
three sons. Louis was born on February 25, 1244, Philip on May 1, 1245,
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and Jean, who was born and died almost immediately after in 1248. When
the king left on the crusade in August 1248, the future seemed safe with the
two remaining sons. The royal couple would engender six more children,
three of them in the Orient and three after their return to France. Seven of
Louis and Marguerite’s eleven children would survive their father, including
four sons. This was the demography of a typically fertile royal couple in the
thirteenth century.

Tue King oF Rerics: THE CROWN OF THORNS

In thirteenth-century Christendom, one important expression of devotion
was the possession of distinguished relics, which was also a sign of great
prestige. The fortunes of a city, a domain, or even a kingdom could depend
on them. A relic was an active treasure that engendered benefits and pro-
tection. Saint Louis experienced this with the theft of the Holy Nail of
Saint-Denis.

Baudouin the younger, the nephew of Baudouin IX of Flanders, be-
came the first Latin emperor of Constantinople after the taking of the city
by the Western crusaders. He was the son of Pierre Courtenay, who pre-
ceded him as emperor of Constantinople from 1216 to 1219. In 1237, Em-
peror Baudouin came to France to seek help from the king and Christen-
dom against the Greeks. He was nineteen years old and upon reaching his
majority had to don the imperial diadem that was owed him as his birthright,
but that his father-in-law Jean de Brienne had worn in waiting. However,
continually eaten away by the Greeks who left them only the city and its im-
mediate surroundings, the Latin empire of Constantinople was no longer
anything more than a shrinking skin.

During his stay in France where he was well cared for by his cousin
Louis," Baudouin received two pieces of bad news. Fitst, he learned of the
death of Jean de Brienne. Second, he learned of the intention of the Latin
barons of Constantinople, hard pressed by a serious lack of money, to sell
the most precious relic of the city to a group of foreigners. This relic was
the Crown of Thorns that Jesus wore as a sign of humility during his Pas-
sion. The new emperor Baudouin II begged Louis and Blanche of Castile
to help him prevent the holy crown from falling into foreign hands.

The king and his mother were immediately impassioned. What a mar-
velous opportunity it was to acquite this crown that would gratify their piety
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and flatter their glory! A crown of humility, the relic was a crown after
all. It was a royal relic. It embodied the humble and suffering royalty that
the image of Christ had become in the mournful worship of the thirteenth
century. Their imagination placed it on the king’s head, an image of Jesus
on this earth, an image of the kingdom in suffering and of the triumph over
death through suffering. Whatever the strength and authenticity of Louis’
feelings might have been in this affair, one cannot help but remark that it
was a “real coup.” The young king of France made his mark upon Christen-
dom. The political and ideological stakes clearly did not escape the king and
his mother. After the #ranslatio imperii and the translatio stndii from the East
to the West, now we had the #ranslatio Sacratissimae Passionis instrunsentorum,
the “transfer of the implements of the Most Holy Passion.” And the desti-
nation of this distinguished relic, its fated resting place, was France, which
began to look more and more like the favored land of God and Jesus. Gau-
tier Cornut, the archbishop of Sens, the friend and servant of the king, the
head of the “Gallican” Church, emphasizes this:

Just as our Lotd Jesus Christ chose the Land of the promise [the
Holy Land] to teveal the mysteries of his redemption, it very much
seems and people believe that in order to more piously venerate the
triumph of his Passion, he specifically chose our France [nostram Gal-
liam] so that from the East to the West the name of our Lord would
be praised by the transfer of the implements of his very Holy Passion
carried out by our Lord and Redeemer from the region [a climate] of
Greece, that people say is the closest to the Orient, to France that
extends to the frontiers of the West."

France was becoming a new Holy Land. Of Louis himself, the prelate
says: “He rejoiced that our Lord would have chosen his France [swam Gal-
liam| in order to grant an honor of this importance, France where faith in
his clemency is so strong and where the mysteries of our salvation are cele-
brated with such great devotion.”®

Thus began the adventures and tribulations of the Crown of Thorns,
including its long and marvelous voyage from Constantinople to Paris.

Baudoin II sent a messenger with a letter from Paris, ordering that the
Crown of Thorns be entrusted to the messengers sent by Louis, two Do-
minicans, Jacques and André. Jacques had been a Dominican prior in Con-
stantinople and would be able to certify the relic’s authenticity. In effect, we
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have to understand the attitudes of Western Christians towatd the relics
in general and this extraordinary one in particular. They had no doubt that
Christ’s actual Crown of Thorns could have been preserved in Constan-
tinople. Saint Helen was the mother of Emperor Constantine in the fourth
century and the inventor of the True Cross in the Christian tradition. Her
travels in the Holy Land and the records indicating that Emperor Heraclius
brought this True Cross from Jerusalem to Constantinople in 630 lent some
historical credence to this belief. The “criticism” of the relics that devel-
oped in the West in the eleventh and twelfth centuries inspired the Benedic-
tine abbot Guibert de Nogent to write his famous treatise, “Des reliques des
saints” (De pignoribus sanctorum) at some time between 1119 and 1129.2' This
critique called for all kinds of precautions to be taken during the lengthy
transfer of the very holy relic. At each stage of the journey, they had to care-
fully check to make sure that a false copy had not replaced the holy object
while it was being transported in its special reliquary (just as the miraculous
water of Reims was kept in the Holy Ampulla).

When the messengers of Emperor Baudouin II and of King Louis IX
arrived in Constantinople, they learned that the government’s need for
money had become so urgent that the Latin barons borrowed from Venetian
merchant bankers and gave them the Crown of Thorns as a gage. If no one
bought the relic back before the festival of the holy martyrs Gervais and
Protais (June 18), it would become the property of the Venetians and trans-
ferred to the City by the Lagoon. It turned out that the Venetian merchants
were working in the service of the pope’s policy on relics. In the ninth cen-
tury, the pope had already pulled off another sensational deal by purchasing
the relics of Saint Mark in Alexandria. They would make up an important
part of the prestige of the republic of the doges. The search for the Crown
had a dramatic ending. The messengers from Baudouin and Louis arrived
just before the fateful date. Having already paid for the Crown of Thorns,
the king of France made his claim prevail. They entered into negotiations.
The Venetians agreed to hand over the distinguished relic to the king of
France on one condition: they insisted that the Crown of Thorns go to Ven-
ice first and that the city of the doges reap the benefits, however temporary,
from the material presence of the prodigious relic in Venice. Touched by the
relic, the republic would derive a certain degree of protection, benefits, and
prestige from it.

The end of the negotiations takes us to Christmas Day, 1238. Was it
safe to transport this precious treasure by sea during the winter when it
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was so difficult to navigate? In addition, they learned that the Greeks had
used their spies to find out about the relic’s sale and its imminent transport
by sea. They spread word of the possible itineraries among their galleys in
order to seize the holy merchandise. Nevertheless, amid the tears and sighs
of Constantinople’s residents, the Crown of Thorns set out to sea. God
protected it and it arrived safely in Venice where it was displayed in the
palace chapel, Saint Mark’s. Brother André stayed in Venice to look after
the relic, while Friar Jacques traveled ahead to relay the good news to Louis
and his mother. He returned quickly to Venice with the enormous sum of
money needed to make the purchase. (We don’t know what the exact price
was today.) He also returned with Baudouin II’s envoys. They oversaw the
exchange and assured the approval of the emperor of Constantinople. New
negotiations opened in which French merchants in Venice played an active
role. In the end, the Venetians did not dare oppose Baudouin’s will or the de-
termination of the French king. Venice shed its own teats as it reluctantly
watched the Crown depart for its final destination.

This time, the relic was transported over land, although the fears were
no less great. The relic continued to make its protection felt, proving that the
king of France benefited from divine protection. To assure its safety, the
voyagers had been given an imperial pass of safe-conduct from Frederick II.
This was the greatest legal guarantee in all of Christendom in matters of
temporal security. The relic’s miraculous powers also influenced the weather
conditions. Not a drop of rain fell during the Crown’s transport by day. On
the other hand, when the relic was sheltered in hospices for the night, the
rain fell in droves. The sign of divine protection was therefore obvious.

Louis set forth to greet the holy acquisition, just as he had set out in
advance five years eatlier to greet his fiancée. With him he brought his
mother, his brothers, the archbishop of Sens Gautier Cornut who was very
active in this stage of the journey, the bishop of Auxerre Bernard, and nu-
merous other barons and knights. He met with the holy object at Villeneuve-
I’Archevéque.

There was intense emotion when they presented the golden shrine
containing the relic to the king. They checked to make sure that the seals
of the Latin barons of Constantinople and the doge of Venice who sent it
were still intact. They opened the lid and uncovered the priceless treasure
[inaestimabilis margarita). The king, the queen mother, and their companions
were choked up with emotion. They cried abundant tears and moaned.
“They stood dumbstruck at the sight of the lovingly desired object. Their
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devout spirits were transfixed with such fervor that they thought they saw
the Lord before them in person carrying the Crown of Thorns at that very
moment.”? In a shatp study on the mentality of the crusaders who during
the taking of Jerusalem in 1099 believed that they were punishing the very
people who had crucified Christ, Paul Rousset has analyzed the complete
negation of historical time that this type of behavior entailed.”® Facing the
Crown of Thorns, Saint Louis and his companions spontaneously found
themselves in the same state of mind. This was what the flexibility of the
Christian medieval sense of time was like. Overcome with strong emotion
born from the resurrection of the memory of Christ, earthly time came to
a stop and became concentrated in this moment that Saint Augustine so
movingly described as the extreme limit of the feeling of eternity. Nine years
before his departure on the crusade, Saint Louis experienced the crusadet’s
ecstasy. This happened on Saint Lawrence’s eve, August 9, 1239.

Next came the penitential procession that accompanied the distin-
guished sign of Christ’s humiliated kingship, the union of the king and his
companions with the Passion of Jesus, and their participation in the re-
turn of the Incarnation. The king and his oldest brother Robert carried the
shrine barefoot and in their shirts (in other words, wearing only a single
tunic on their bodies) from Villeneuve-’Archevéque to Sens. They were sur-
rounded by other knights who had taken off their shoes. When they arrived
in the town in the midst of an immense applauding crowd escorted by clet-
ics dressed in silk and monks and other religious carrying all the relics of all
the saints of the city and the region who had all come together to somehow
salute the living Lord in his relic, the procession advanced to the ringing of
bells and the blaring of organs through the streets and squares that had been
decorated with carpets and wall hangings. At nightfall, the cortege marched
by torchlight, its path lit by twisted candles [cum candelis tortilibus]. They fi-
nally deposited the relic in Saint-Etienne’s cathedral for the night. In read-
ing Gautier Cornut’s account of all this, we can sense that the archbishop
was overcome with joy. These hours that the Crown of Thorns had been in
his city and in his church were an extraordinary recompense for a life spent
in the service of God and the royal family.

The last stage of the voyage began the next day. They spent eight days
traveling by boat on the Yonne and the Seine to Vincennes where the king
had his palace outside the city. The shrine was displayed on a high platform
near Saint-Antoine’s church so that all the people from Paris who had come
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out to see it could admire it. Once more, the entire clergy came bearing the
relics of the Parisian saints. Preachers exalted the honor that had fallen on
the Kingdom of France. Then, as in Sens, Louis and his brother Robert car-
ried the shrine into the walls of the city, barefoot and wearing only their
shirts, followed by the prelates, clerics, religious, and knights all barefoot, too.

They stopped for a few moments with the relic in Saint-Mary’s cathe-
dral (Notre-Dame) so that worship of Christ’s mother could be expressed in
unison with the worship of her son. Finally, the Crown of Thorns reached
its final destination after its long voyage from the shores of the Bosphorus
to the shores of the Seine, the royal palace. They deposed it in the palace
chapel, the chapel of Saint-Nicolas. Protecting the kingdom, the Crown was
first of all a distinguished possession of the king. The relic was a royal but
private possession, although its protection extended over the king, his king-
dom, and his subjects.

As the emperor of Constantople’s misfortunes and desperate need for
money continued to grow, Louis spent an amazing amount to complete his
collection of relics of the Passion. In 1241, he acquired a part of the True
Cross, the Holy Sponge that Christ’s cruel tormentors gave him to drink
vinegar from on the cross, and the iron from the Holy Lance that Longi-
nus used to pierce his side.

THE SAINTE-CHAPELLE

The palatine chapel of Saint-Nicolas was a very modest place to keep
treasures like this. For the relics of the Passion, for the ctown of Christ,
they needed a church that would be a glorious shrine, a palace worthy
of the Lord. Louis decided to build a new chapel, the one that would keep
the simple name Sainte-Chapelle that referred to all palatine chapels. In
effect, according to Louis’ wishes, the Sainte-Chapelle would become both
“a monumental reliquary” and a “royal sanctuary” (Louis Grodecki). Louis
never missed an opportunity to associate the glory of the king with the
glory of God.

In May 1243, Pope Innocent IV granted the privileges for the future
chapel. In January 1246, Louis founded a college of canons for keeping the
relics and celebrating the cults. In 1246 and 1248, royal charters set aside the
resources needed for the construction and especially for the stained glass
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windows. The solemn consecration took place in the king’s presence on
April 26, 1248, two months before Saint Louis’ departure for the crusade.
The chapel’s construction, including the windows and probably the sculp-
tures too, was thus completed in record time. According to the inquiry into
Saint Louis’ canonization, the Sainte-Chapelle cost 40,000 pounds fournois
and the shrine for the relics of the Passion cost 100,000. We do not know
the name of the main architect and his assistants.*

Since the time of Louis IX, the Sainte-Chapelle has passed for a chef-
d’ocuvre. The English chronicler Matthew Paris calls it, “a chapel of mat-
velous beauty worthy of this royal treasure.”” No one has described the
charm of this church better than Henri Focillon:

the dimensions of the Sainte-Chapelle, so much larger than the apsi-
dal chapels at Amiens, gave the strangest and most paradoxical au-
thority to a scheme which seems to defy gravity, at least when viewed
from within. The wall mass, having been eliminated to make room
for the stained-glass windows, reappears outside in the massive but-
tresses, as if the sidewalls had been turned on hinges to a position
at right angles to their original one. In addition the archivolts of the
windows receive a new load, to prevent them from yielding to the
thrust of the vaults, in the form of a stone triangle, the gable, whose
weight bears relatively lightly on the flanks of the arch but is concen-
trated over the keystone, playing a part analogous to that of the pin-
nacles of the buttresses. Everything, indeed, in this building be-
trays the refinement of its solutions, from the system of equilibrium,
which we have briefly analyzed, devised for the sake of the interior
effect, to the vaulting of the undercroft on which it stands. There is
a severity in its grace, which has nothing of mediocrity. This concep-
tion delighted its century, and was acclaimed a masterpiece.”

Whatever boldness and beauty the Sainte-Chapelle may offer, we have
also stressed the fact that it did not present any real innovations. It simply
brought the architecture of traditional gothic apsidal chapels, the length-
ening of high windows and the classical gothic art of stained glass window
making, to completion. It also bore the signs of the limitations its func-
tions imposed on it: dimensions that were still modest because it was only
a palatine chapel, and the rupturing of certain lines and spaces necessitated
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by the presentation of the relics. The high chapel was designed for these
relics that form the palladium (“the holy shield”) of the Kingdom of France,
to use a fitting expression coined by Jean Richard.?” Some have described
the so-called window “of the relics” as “the key to the entire iconographic
program.”” Doesn’t this monument so closely tied to Saint Louis’ petson-
ality and his objectives in worship and power definitively resemble him?
Doesn’t it embody the union of his modesty and his boldness and his
ostentation, the supreme surge of tradition breaking on the shores of

innovation?

AN EscuatorocicAaL KiNnGg: THE MONGOL APOCALYPSE

We have already seen that on the global scale the most important event of
the thirteenth century was the formation of the Mongol Empire.” Louis IX
would only have distant contacts with the Mongols through the interme-
diary of ambassadors carrying vague propositions weakened by mutual
ignorance and delusion. At the time, the French king shared all Christen-
dom’s anxiety when the Mongols advanced into Hungary and the south of
Poland after laying waste to Russia and the Ukraine, reaching Krakéw and
the outskirts of Vienna in 1241. Let’s remember the essential part of this
literally apocalyptic episode: in the form of a vision it showed Louis the ul-
timate perspectives on his destiny and its profound relation to the fate of
Christendom and humanity. This was a new, extremely intense religious ex-
perience that Saint Louis saw. These hordes might be the peoples of Gog
and Magog that had escaped the bounds of their confinement in the far
eastern reaches of the earth and who brought the massacres and destruction
announced in the Apocalypse as a prelude to the end of the world. Dis-
traught but of sound mind, if it was true as Matthew Paris tells it, in the
midst of the tears he always cried in these moments of extreme emotion,
joy, or fear, he wrote to his mother: “Have courage. . . . If they fall upon us,
we will either throw them down to the Tartarian realms from which they
came, these beings that we call Tartars, or they will be the ones who deliver
us all to heaven.”

Two fates—and perhaps two desires—appeared to the young twenty-
seven-year-old king: the eschatological destiny of the end of time and the
destiny of a martyr.
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Tue CoNQUERING KiING: THE WAR AGAINST THE ENGLISH

Despite the Mongol menace, less exotic dangers were threatening the king-
dom. During Louis IX’s childhood and adolescence, the English monarchy
had never ceased from being the French monarchy’s main enemy and the
greatest threat facing the construction of the French monarchical state.

At nine years of age, Henry I1I had succeeded his father John Lackland
in 1216. Upon reaching adulthood, he had never renounced his claim to the
English territories in France that had been reconquered by Philip Augustus.
He also disputed the judgment rendered by the court of French peers that
had recognized the legitimacy of the king of France’s confiscation of John
Lackland’s fiefs in the west of France. However, he was torn between the
English barons who had limited his powers by forcing his father to grant
the Magna Carta and the French barons like the count of Brittany and the
count of the March who counted on him to emancipate them from their
submission to the king of France. He also vacillated between his prudent
advisor Hubert de Burgh and his hotheaded brother Richard of Cornwall.
In the middle of these opposing parties, for a long time, Henry I1I made
only weak moves to reconquer those lands. The support the popes Hono-
rius IIT and Gregory IX had successively given to his claims had no effect
on Blanche of Castile, the young Louis, and their advisors. We might recall
that the pitiful English campaign of 1231-1232 had ended in a number
of truces, and that in November 1234 Henry III’s main ally in France, the
count of Brittany, Pierre Mauclerc had rallied to the king of France. Pope
Gregory IX wanted to maintain the balance of power between the two king-
doms. He especially wanted to show consideration for the king of France
so as to secure his support against the emperor who was opening hostili-
ties against him. In 1238, he got Henry I11 and Louis IX to agree to renew
their truces for another five yeats.

The break in the peace came from one of the major traditional players
on the political theater of western France, Hugues de Lusignan or Hugh
the Brown, the count of the March. Beginning in 1238, he found himself
confronted by a new antagonist in the region, the king’s own brother Al-
phonse. When Blanche of Castile and her advisors had managed to neu-
tralize Hugues de la Marche in 1227, the peace agreement stipulated that
one of Hugues X’s daughters would marry one of Louis IX’s brothers—
Alphonse. But, in 1229 Alphonse was engaged to Jeanne, daughter of the
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count of Toulouse as stipulated by one of the provisions of the Treaty of
Meaux-Paris that had ended the Albigensian Crusade. During renegoti-
ations of the agreement between the king and the count of the March in
1230, they decided that the king’s sister Isabelle was supposed to matry
Hugues, the oldest son and heir of Hugues X. However, in 1238, Hugues de
la Marche the younger married Yolande, the daughter of Pierre Mauclerc,
the count of Brittany, while between 1238 and 1241, at an unknown date,
Alphonse actually married Jeanne de Toulouse. Upon reaching the age of
majority and entering knighthood, Alphonse received the county of Poitiers
and Auvergne as specified in Louis VIII’s testament.

The new count’s lands surrounded the county of the March, and what’s
more, Hugues X was supposed to transfer his fealty as a vassal from the king
of France, a very honorable lord, to Alphonse de Poitiers, a lord of lower
rank. After the festivals of Saumar, however, Hugues X pledged fealty to
Alphonse de Poitiers. This situation displeased his wife even more. She was
Isabelle I’Angouléme, the widow of John Lackland who, having remarried
with the count of the March, wanted to at least preserve her status as a
queen. Here was what provoked the rupture: in 1230 when he promised to
marry his sister Isabelle to the young Hugues de la Marche, Louis IX had
surrendered Aunis and Saint-Jean-d’Angély to Hugues X as a gage. Now
that Alphonse had taken control of the county of Poitou that included these
gages in its territory, the king of France insisted upon the return of Aunis
and Saint-Jean-d’Angély to Alphonse, basing his claim on the dissolution
of the previous marriage agreement (although we do not know who was
responsible for that).

Hugues X decided to break with the king, symbolically destroying the
house that he held in Poiters for the purpose of swearing allegiance to
his lord. Then, during the solemn assembly of the vassals of the count of
Poitou in Poitiers on Christmas Day in 1241, he publicly denounced his pre-
vious allegiance. After vainly attempting to make him reverse his decision,
Louis submitted his case to the court of the peers of France who judged in
favor of confiscating the rebel’s fiefs.

Wasting no time, the count of the March had already formed a league
against the king of France. Most of the barons of Poitou, the seneschal of
Guyenne, the cities of Bordeaux, Bayonne, La Réole, and Saint-Emilion,
Raimond VII the count of Toulouse, and most of the barons of Langue-
doc joined it. Thus a formidable alliance reuniting a large number of the
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seigniories and cities south of the Loire had taken shape. From its incep-
tion, the king of England had an interest in this coalition, although at first
he was held back by the agreements he made in the truces of 1238 and by
the reluctance of the English barons. Some contemporaries suspected Em-
peror Frederick II of encouraging these allies and of making overtures to
Henry III of England, his brother-in-law.* It appeats that the emperor had
actually been more cautious than this, and Louis IX kept up their contacts.
In this same year of 1241, Pope Gregory IX offered Louis IX to give the
Roman crown to his brother Robert d’Artois. He had already excommuni-
cated Frederick II for the second time in 1239. This gesture implied the
promise of the imperial crown with royal authority in Germany. The king
of France did not want to get mixed up in this affair and wanted to maintain
good relations with the emperor, although without abandoning his inter-
ventions in the Kingdom of Arles. He declined the offer for his brother, au-
thorized some of his vassals to swear allegiance to Frederick 11, and refused
to join the coalition that the pope was trying to form against him.

He sent his reassurances to the emperor while humbling him at the
same time. Louis’ envoys announced to Frederick II that: “The Lord does
not wish us ever to attack a Christian without good reason. We are not mo-
tivated by ambition. We believe, in effect, that our sire the king of France, that
a lineage of royal blood has promoted to govern the Kingdom of France, is
superior to any emperor who has only been promoted by a voluntary elec-
tion. It is enough for the count Robert to be the brother of such a great
king.””*' Gregory IX died on August 22, 1241. The pontifical throne would
remain empty until the election of Innocent I'V almost two years later on
June 25, 1243.%

After the rejection of Hugues de la Marche, the king of England decided
to join the coalition in order to reclaim his rights in France. On the other
hand, the count of Brittany, Pierre Mauclerc, had just returned from the Holy
Land where he took part in the “Crusade of the Barons” (1239-1241) that
was funded by a loan from Saint Louis. He refused to budge.

The war would last one year, from April 28, 1242 to April 7, 12435 It
occurred in three phases. From April 28 to July 20, 1242, the king of France
was only opposed by the count of the March and his allies, and the war
consisted in a series of sieges. From July 21 to August 4, 1242, Louis IX
marched against the English, defeated them outside of Saintes, and pursued
them all the way to Blaye. From August 4, 1242 to April 7, 1243, the war
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continued against the count of Toulouse, Raimond VII, who surrendered
on October 20. In October and November, the English tried to blockade
La Rochelle and failed as Henry III made fruitless attempts to rebuild his
army and his alliances.

I will discuss only a few details about the first two phases of the war,
because this was where Louis acquired his reputation as a military leader,
which assumed a new dimension here.

Eight days after Easter, which fell on April 20 in 1242, Louis sum-
moned the royal host to meet on April 28 in Chinon. From Poitiers where
he was staying with his brothers, Louis gave the signal for the campaign to
begin on May 4. He led a powerful army with 4,000 knights, 20,000 squires,
sergeants, and crossbowmen, and 1,000 wagons. The towns would provide
the necessary provisions. The army set out on the campaign in a perfectly
ordetly manner, “as was the custom among the French,” writes the English
Benedictine monk Matthew Paris. One after another, the army lay siege to
and captured the castles of Montreuil-Bonin, Béruge, Fontenay, Prez, Saint-
Gelais, Tonnay-Boutonne, Matus, Thoté¢, and Saint-Affaire.’* The French
were well equipped with siege engines including wooden towers, catapults,
and “raised engines.” This military equipment and the spirited discipline of
the French troops urged on by their king explained these repeated successes.
There were many prisoners, and the king sent them to Paris and other lo-
cations in the kingdom. Then, near Taillebourg, the French and English
armies met.

Henry III left Portsmouth on May 9 and debarked at Royan on the
13th.* With little conviction, both sides joined in useless talks that went
nowhere. Henry 111 declared war on the king of France on June 16. He had
to make hasty preparations because he had come with too few troops. In
the meantime, the French were mopping up in Poitou.

On July 20, the French were searching out the English and arrived at
Taillebourg. The town surrendered immediately. Nearby, there were two
bridges over the Charente. One was made of stone and extended by an em-
bankment. The other was a wooden bridge linking Taillebourg and Saintes.
On July 21, the two armies faced off at this point looking across the Chat-
ente, which was not fordable at this time of year. The French pushed the
English back across the stone bridge, and the English beat a rapid retreat to
Saintes. The next day, July 22, Louis IX crossed the Charente and the battle
took place outside of Saintes: ““There,” writes Guillaume de Nangis,
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there was a marvelous and mighty battle and a great slaughter of
people and the bitter and hard-fought battle lasted a long time, but
in the end, the English could not sustain the French attacks and fled.
When the English king saw what was happening, he was shocked
and retreated as quickly as he could toward the town of Saintes. See-
ing that they were retreating, the French pursued them in great haste
and killed many and took a great many prisonets. . . . On the night
after the battle, the king of England and the count of the March fled
with the rest of their people and evacuated the city and the castle of
Saintes. The next morning, on July 24, the citizens of Saintes came
and turned over the keys of the city and the castle to Louis. King

Louis stationed a garrison there.’

Henry III retreated to Pons, but on July 25, the lord of Pons Renaud
surrendered to Louis IX, who had reached Colombieres. On July 26, Hugues
de Lusignan surrendered in turn. Henry I1I barely escaped capture in Barbe-
zieux where he had taken refuge. He barely escaped between the night of
July 26 and the morning of July 27, abandoning his baggage and his chapel.
He reached Blaye but was forced to evacuate before the approach of the
French king who entered the town on August 4, while Henry I1I was return-
ing to Bordeaux.

Hugues de Lusignan’s surrender was an amazing spectacle. He showed
up with his wife and his three sons. The king of England had just knighted
his two youngest sons. Sobbing and crying, he knelt before the king of
France and begged aloud for his forgiveness. The king lifted him up on his
feet and offered to pardon him on two conditions: that he return all the
castles that he had taken from Alphonse de Poitiers, and that he give him,
the king, three castles in gage. To avenge an offense that Hugues had com-
mitted against him, Geofirey de Rangon, lord of Taillebourg, had turned
the town over to Louis IX and vowed that he would not cut his hair until
he got even. He had his hair cut in public on this occasion. Hugues de la
Marche’s prestige had been squandered in this affair and to add insult to in-
jury, a younger French knight with a great military reputation threw down
the glove to challenge him to a duel. Fearing for the loss of their leader,
Hugues’ entourage asked the king to intervene to protect him. Moved to
pity, Louis persuaded the challenger to renounce the duel.

Although Louis IX’s losses in the battle were relatively low, he next
dealt with an outbreak of dysentery that was decimating his army. He be-
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came sick himself, and several members of his entourage were alarmed, re-
calling the similar epidemic that took Louis VIII’s life at Montpensier during
his return from the Albigensian Crusade. The medieval warrior, spared in
battle, often fell victim to outbreaks of disease. Weakened but healed, Louis
finally returned to Tours at the end of August, and from there he contin-
ued on to Paris. The war seemed to be over on this front. Henry I11 was still
in Bordeaux and ordered the blockade of La Rochelle, which failed. His
brother, Richard of Cornwall, had already returned to England in October
1242. The king of England had sent a message to Emperor Frederick from
Saintes in June, seeking an alliance against the king of France. He now wrote
to him to announce the end of his hopes. In March, he wrote Louis IX to
request a five-year truce, and Louis granted it without hesitation.

Even more than in our memory of the king’s campaigns as an ado-
lescent after his succession to the throne, a king who was more present
than active on the field of battle, in all this we find the image of the wartior
king, of the king who was a leader in war, a chivalrous king, and, as appro-
priate for a sacred king, a king who was a conqueror. The king thrived in
fulfilling this second function that all of his ancestors had exercised with
more or less brilliance. The king who worshipped the relics also knew how
to accomplish great feats in these battles that made the hearts of the medi-
eval nobility pound with excitement and that even a monk like Guillaume
de Nangis described as “marvelous.”

Next, the king of France scored yet another decisive victory in Langue-
doc over the count of Toulouse, Raimond VII. The lords of the South seem
to have benefited for a long time from Blanche of Castile’s personal indul-
gence. The king allowed the Church to impose the Inquisition in 1233 and
played no direct role in the persecution of the heretics. However, in 1240
the viscount of Béziers Trencavel wanted to take back the lands that had
been confiscated from his father in 1209 during the expedition of the
crusaders from the North against the heretics of the South. The Treaty
of Meaux-Paris in 1229 had made these lands the definitive possessions of
the king of France, who brought them together under the seneschalcy of
Béziers-Carcasonne. Trencavel tried to seize Carcassonne, but the royal sene-
schal, the archbishop of Narbonne, and the nobles of the region shut them-
selves up inside the city and held their ground until a royal army was able to
relieve them and force Trencavel to lift the siege.

This was when Raimond VII of Toulouse allied himself with the co-
alition of barons of Poitou and the king of England in 1242, although he



108 o The Life of Saint Louis

had already renewed his allegiance to the king of France in 1241. The counts
of Foix, Comminges, Armagnac, Rodez, and the viscounts of Narbonne
and Béziers all rallied behind the count of Toulouse, while other families
like the knights of Carcasses and the lords of Anduze residing in the foot-
hills of the Cévennes remained loyal to the king. A bit of help from the
people of Montségur was enough to light the fuse. On May 29, 1242, they as-
sassinated two inquisitors and the archdeacon of Toulouse in one of the
count of Toulouse’s houses in Avignonet. After joining Henry 111 in Blaye
in late July, Raimond VII returned to the region after the English king’s de-
feat at Saintes. He retook Narbonne, captured by the viscount Aimery on
August 17, and Albi and proclaimed the return of these two towns into his
holdings.

Louis sent two armies into Languedoc after imposing peace on the
West and the king of England. The count of Foix immediately abandoned
the count of Toulouse. The king released him from his allegiance to Rai-
mond VII, whom he promptly turned against on October 15. Raimond VII
was soon obliged to request the king’s pardon. He asked Blanche of Castile
to intervene on his son’s behalf. The king granted his request and made a
new treaty with the count of Toulouse in Loztis in January 1243. Raimond
abandoned his claims to Narbonne and Albi, promised to raze certain castles,
agreed to immediately undertake the extirpation of heretics on his lands,
and finally to carry out his oath to take partin a crusade.

The “pacification” of the Midi would take several more years to com-
pletely eliminate the remaining pockets of resistance. One legendary event
from this ongoing campaign was the siege of Montségur in 12431244,
The bailiff Hugues d’Arcis laid siege to the citadel because its lord refused
to recognize the treaty of Lorris and continued his rebellion against the
king. Apparently, the French promised not to harm the inhabitants dut-
ing their surrender. However, only the mere rebels were pardoned, while
the people who admitted to being heretics were burned at the stake. These
were the last gasps of opposition to the French monarchy in the Midi.
Saint Louis would confide the job of helping the Church combat the last
heretics to his officers and his brother Alphonse de Poitiers who succeeded
his father-in-law Raimond VII in 1249. Still, unlike his father, he did not
show any particular desitre to get involved personally in this region. Except
for the new and out of the way town of Aigues-Mortes, he would never

visit it.
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TaE KiNnGg’s ILLNESS AND His Vow 10 CRUSADE

After becoming gravely ill two years eatlier at the end of the war in Poitou,
the king fell sick again in 1244. It was probably dysentery, which quite often
afflicted men and women in the Middle Ages. Its recurrence marked Saint
Louis’ life at several points.”” He fell ill at Pontoise around Saint-Luces Day,
December 10. His condition rapidly deteriorated and everyone feared the
worst. Obeying his constant concern, which became more acute with the
risk of death, on December 14 he named two judges to arbitrate his disputes
with the chapter of Notre-Dame in order to reconcile himself with God,
the Church, and his conscience. People throughout the entire kingdom were
ordered to participate in campaigns consisting in quests, prayers, and sol-
emn processions. His mother had the precious relics from the royal chapel
brought to Pontoise so that he could touch them, which would become a
custom for the kings of France when they were dying. One day, they ac-
tually believed that he was dead. This scene unfolded in Paris as Joinville
tells it:

He was in such an extreme condition, as they called it, that one
of the ladies who was looking after him wanted to pull the sheet
over his face and said he was dead. But another lady who was on
the other side of the bed wouldn’t stand for it and said he still had
his soul in his body. And just as he heard the debate between these
two women, Our Lord came to him and sent health to him straight
away because before he was mute and could not speak. So, straight
away he was able to speak, and he asked for them to bring him the

cross. ...

People’s reactions were mixed when they learned of the king’s vow,
just as Christendom itself had mixed feelings about the crusades in this
thirteenth-century milieu.”” The enthusiasm that people felt about the cru-
sades in the twelfth century— which had not always been shared by Chris-
tian rulers—had waned.* Repeated failures had discouraged people. There
was the failure of the crusade of Frederick Barbarossa, Richard the Lion-
Hearted, and Philip Augustus from 1189 to 1192; the Fourth Crusade of
the French barons that had been diverted to Constantinople (1204); and
the Fifth Crusade (1217-1221). The Crusade of Children in 1212 was no
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mote than a moving, dramatic, and catastrophic event. The Sixth Crusade
of Frederick IT in 12281229 resulted in the scandalous success of the re-
turn of Jerusalem to the Christians in exchange for a shameful treaty with
the Muslims.

One troubadour, however, became an apologist for Saint Louis’ crusade.
He was astonished that a “loyal and complete, upstanding prud’homme”
leading a “holy, clean, putre life without sin and filth” could take the vow to
crusade when this was normally done to make penitence. He claimed that
the king had a vision during his illness and he had him say: “For a long
time my mind has been Overseas, and this body of mine will go there, as
God wishes it, and will conquer the land from the Saracens.” Contrary to
what we know from other sources, he affirmed that “everyone was joyful
and lighthearted when they heard the king,”*' This propagandistic minstrel
was undoubtedly expressing the feelings of the idealistic majority of the
populace. But, among the political rulers and in certain other milieus, there
were different opinions. The reigning “reason” among the rulers and other
educated social groups increasingly opposed the traditional, unreflective
enthusiasm of the people and the faithful supporters of the crusades. Cet-
tain indirect arguments held little weight in the end.

The crusades were sometimes attacked, almost reflexively, in the form
of criticism of pontifical fiscal policy and of the papacy’s growing influ-
ence over Christendom. This criticism became more pointed in light of the
popes’ tendency to stretch the idea of the crusade by applying it not only
to the struggle against heretics in the West—as in the crusade against the
Albigenses—or to the attack on Greek Orthodox Christians in 1204, but
also to the essentially political conflict that opposed them to the Staufen
and especially to Frederick IT (who died in 1250) at the end of Gregory IX’s
pontificate (1227-1241) and under Innocent IV (1243-1254). Especially in
France, England, and Spain (which had the excuse that it was already financ-
ing another crusade, the Reconquista), the clergy would have had trouble
bearing the brunt of the tithes that Innocent IV granted Louis IX for his
crusade. However, these criticisms did not actually target the crusades but
pontifical fiscal policy. In addition, some of the critics accused the papacy of
having weakened or killed off the spirit of the crusade with their cupidity.

We should not grant too much importance to the hostility of the here-
tics. Although for history it represents the existence of a movement of dis-
sent that was both strongly rooted in the past and sometimes very modern in
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character, this hostility scarcely existed outside its limited area of influence in
these milieus. The people of Vaud condemned the crusade as something op-
posed to the spirit and the letter of Christianity, which forbade murder. The
Cathars were also hostile to war and saw the preachers of the crusade as as-
sassins. The marginal Joachim de Fiore who died in 1202 was perhaps more
influential. He inspired the millenarian movement of the thirteenth cen-
tury* and believed that the crusades went against God’s plan and that God
wanted to convert the Muslims rather than exterminate them.”

I think that the reason for the decline of the spirit of the crusades was
more profound. For many, the war front for Christian combat was limited
to Europe at its geographical boundaries where it was threatened by the
Prussians, the Tartars, the Cummanians, in the Iberian peninsula where the
Reconquista made decisive progress, and also on the inner borders where
heresy had not yet been completely eliminated. Furthermore, it seems that
the internal revolution of conscience that was transforming the minds and
hearts of Christians in the West for roughly a century profoundly modified
the conditions of the crusades. Mote than some external illumination, con-
version became the internal crystallization of a long process of education
and desire. The “converted” Christian could discover an entire Jerusalem
within himself, which made the reconquest of the terrestrial Jerusalem less
necessary. The conversion of the infidel became an increasingly important
goal alongside the desire to chase him off, to subjugate him, or to kill him.
The missionary spirit mixed in with the spirit of the crusades.* The Fran-
ciscans and Saint Francis himself expressed this new demand in the Holy
Land and even in the lands of the infidels. Surrounded by Mendicant fri-
ars, Louis IX must have heard this new music, even though he never re-
nounced the armed expedition. At the Council of Lyon in 1245, Pope In-
nocent IV insisted on the importance of preaching to the infidels, even
as he made his struggle against Emperor Frederick 1I into an internal cru-
sade. Most of all, Western men and women became increasingly attached
to material and moral goods as they became more available in the West in
the course of the thirteenth century. Their spread was part of growing eco-
nomic prosperity, cultural and artistic development, and the increasing se-
curity in better-governed seigniories and forming states. European Chris-
tianity demanded and sustained the passions of Christians more. From this
point on a Christian king had the special function of governing his kingdom
well, of taking care of its physical body as well as its political body, and of
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staying among his subjects. Blanche of Castile and the majority of the king’s
ecclesiastical and secular entourage managed to implement this change.
Louis did not.

A staunch Christian who embodied this new Christian political attitude,
Blanche of Castile reacted negatively to the announcement of Louis’ vow to
take up the cross. Joinville attests to this: “When the queen his mother heard
people saying that he had renounced his decision, she was overcome with
joy, and when she learned that he had taken up the cross, as he was saying
himself, she looked as doleful as if she had actually seen his dead body.”
Her attitude was also no doubt that of a passionately loving mother tot-
mented by the vision of along separation from her son and the considerable
dangers of the journey overseas. According to Matthew Paris, Blanche of
Castile and Guillaume d’Auvergne, the bishop of Paris who received the
king’s vow, both made one last effort to dissuade him from crusading once
he recovered from his illness. They pointed out that his vow was not legiti-
mate because he made it when he was sick and, therefore, not in posses-
sion of his complete mental faculties. With a mixture of harshness, humor,
and theatrical flourish that seems characteristic of Saint Louis, he violently
ripped off the cross stitched on his clothing and ordered the bishop of
Paris to give it back to him, “so that no one can keep saying that he took it
without knowing what he was doing” since this time he was of sane mind
and body.

Pushing the faith that had been instilled in him to the extreme, for Louis
the crusade represented a crowning achievement for the conduct of a Chris-
tian prince. Would he just leave the glory of the passage and the battle for
the Holy Land to his ancestors and a number of his contemporaries? In
his judgment, the tradition of crusading was not outdated. The terrestrial
Jerusalem was still a desirable goal. Christendom was not just limited to the
European West but included the places where Christ lived and died. He
was one of those Christians for whom the Passion of Christ was an ever-
contemporary event that was supposed to become an action in the present,
not just found within a sacred past. He wanted to inscribe his name in the
Book of Judgment as a crusader like the members of his family and king-
dom who went before him. The religious present and the dynastic past came
together in Louis’ decision to take up the cross.*

When he made his vow to crusade, Louis had a traditional attitude.
His great grandfather, Louis VII had made the pilgrimage to Jerusalem
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(1147-1149). This was a typical example of a penitential crusade as the
king went to the Holy Land to seck absolution for two enormous sins. In
1142, the royal armies under his command had burned down the church of
Vitry during his expedition against the count of Champagne, killing neatly
1,300 people. He also refused to allow Pierre de La Chitre to assume his
elected position as the archbishop of Bourges, an offense that convinced
Pope Innocent I to issue an interdiction against the kingdom. After these
events, Saint Bernard and the new pope, Eugene 111, a Cistercian with close
ties to the abbey of Clairvaux, both pressured the king of France to adopt
his penitential mission. There was no Saint Bernard at Louis IX’s side; his
desire to crusade came only from himself. Philip Augustus, Louis’ grand-
father who was so different and yet so loved and admired, also took the
cross. This was in 1188 after Saladin recaptured Jerusalem from the Chris-
tians in 1187. He was not very strongly motivated when he arrived in Acre
in 1191 and returned to the West in early August of the same year. He left
people with the memory of a king who deserted the crusade, a “king who
failed.” Perhaps Louis IX wanted to erase this memory of his grandfather’s
dishonor. His father, Louis VIII, carried out a “crusade of substitution”
against the Albigenses, and his mother Blanche of Castile must have told
him stories about the Reconquista, the “Spanish crusades.” Then again, leg-
end associated the ruler identified by Capetian propaganda as its great an-
cestot, Chatlemagne, with pilgrimage to the Holy Land.* In 1239, an odd
assortment of barons with close ties to the king, including Thibaud IV de
Champagne and Richard of Cornwall, the king of England’s brother, took
up the cross.”” Howevet, there can be no doubt that Louis IX had a unique
personal attitude toward the crusade. Wasn’t it his master plan, or, if not his
master plan, at least an essential part of it?*

In any case, although Saint Louis undoubtedly knew of the dangers
threatening the holy sites in the form of the Khwarizmian Turks who had
been chased out of Mesopotamia by the Mongols and called upon by Ayyub,
the sultan of Egypt, to fight the Christians, he had only recently learned of
the Turks’ sack of Jerusalem on August 23, 1244 and the catastrophic defeat
inflicted on the Franks and their Muslim allies from Syria on October 17 at
Forbie by an Egyptian army reinforced by the Khwarizmians. Saint Louis
made his decision to crusade before any news of these events had reached
his land. The king’s decision was not dictated by these events. He made it
entirely on his own.
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Tue King, THE POoPE, AND THE EMPEROR

The renewal of the greatest conflict disturbing the Christian world from the
eleventh to the thirteenth century, the struggle between its two leaders, the
emperor and the pope, eventually affected the king of France. Louis IX’s
attitude in relation to these two superpowers was both constant and consis-
tent. As the monarch of what would henceforth be the most powerful king-
dom in all Christendom, the king of France had the means to uphold this
policy. It was a question of giving each of them what he believed his due: a
filial and obedient respect in spiritual matters for the pope, courtesy and
formal recognition of the emperor’s symbolic preeminence. However, the
king of France denied them both any right to become involved in any tem-
poral matters that depended on his sole authority, imposing respect for his
independence in all temporal affairs. In relation to the unruly Frederick 11,
Louis held a strong position resulting from Pope Innocent III’s recognition,
given at the beginning of the century, that the king of France “knows no
superior in his own kingdom.” Louis maintained an attitude of respectful
neutrality but, as with the pope, he knew how to shift between deference
and firmness whenever necessary. He thought that this must be the right
way for Christian princes to treat each other.”

We have seen how Louis IX allowed French knights to fight alongside
imperial troops in Lombardy, and how he refused to allow his brother, Rob-
ert d’Artois, to accept the German crown that the pope offered him. On
May 3, 1241, a Genoese flotilla carrying a large number of prelates to the
council called by Gregory IX was defeated by a flotilla from Pisa in the ser-
vice of the emperor. Many of the ecclesiastical dignitaries were captured and
held prisoner by Frederick II. Among them were a number of important
French prelates including the archbishops of Auch, Bordeaux, and Rouen,
the bishops of Agde, Carcassonne, and Nimes, and the abbots of Citeaux,
Clairvaux, Cluny, Fécamp, and La Merci-Dieu. Several months earlier, Louis
had met with Frederick II at Vaucouleurs, so he thought that he could count
on his good will. As soon as he learned of the situation, he delegated the
mission to reclaim these prisoners from the emperor to the abbot of Cor-
bie and one of the knights of his house, Gervais d’Escrennes. However, as
Guillaume de Nangis tells it, Frederick II had already unconditionally asked
the king of France not to allow the prelates of his kingdom to leave it to
answer the pontifical summons. Frederick II kept his captives in a prison
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in Naples and sent an insolent reply to the king of France: “Your royal high-
ness should not be surprised if Caesar holds harshly and in torment those
who had come to torment Caesar.” Stupefied, Louis dispatched the abbot of
Cluny with a message for the emperor (Frederick had released him shortly
after his imprisonment):

Until now; our faith and our hope have held together firmly. They
have held together so well that any subject of quarrel, complaint, or
hatred between our kingdom and your empire [note the terms that
imply both an inequality in honor and equality in fact] has never been
able to last very long. Why? Because our predecessors who held the
Kingdom of France have always loved and honored the solemn
greatness of the Empire of Rome, and we who come after them, we
firmly hold to the principles of our predecessors without chang-
ing them. But it seems to us that you, you are breaking the friendship
and the alliance of peace and concord. You are holding our prelates
who had gone to the [pontifical] seat of Rome in faith and obedience,
unable to reject the pope’s orders, and you have captured them on the
sea, which we can only tolerate with pain and sadness. Rest assured
that we know from their letters that they never thought of doing any-
thing to oppose you. Therefore, as they have done nothing to your
detriment, it behooves your majesty to release them and give them up.
Think about it and consider our message with good judgment and do
not hold the prelates by force and your will alone because the King-
dom of France has not been weakened so much that it can be led
about beneath your sputs.*

This brilliant declaration sent Frederick II backpedaling. As the chroni-
cler tells us: “When the emperor heard the words in King Louis’ letters, he
released the prelates from his kingdom against his heart and against his will
because he hesitated to make him angry.””'

Despite these distractions, Louis kept working to impose order within
his kingdom. In order to keep the peace between Christian rulers, he ap-
parently believed that no lord could be a vassal to two different kings rul-
ing two different kingdoms at the same time. Thus, in 1244, he ordered
the lords who were both his vassals and vassals of the king of England for

their landholdings there to choose between the two of them. There were
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quite a few of these lords in Normandy. Henry II1 retaliated by confiscat-
ing the English lands of French lords. Saint Louis demonstrated his idea of
what a feudal monarchy was supposed to be: a state in which vassalage and
loyalty to the kingdom were closely tied together and in which lords were
both vassals and subjects of the king,

He also wanted to forge close ties between the French monarchy and
the otder of Citeaux. He had as much veneration for this order as for the
new Mendicant orders. He decided to come to Citeaux in great splendor
for the meeting of the general chapter in the fall of 1244 on Saint Michael’s
eve. As was his custom, he took advantage of this trip to visit the sites of pil-
grimage, relics, and monasteries along his route. He stopped at the Church
of Madeleine in Vézelay and at the monastery of Vitteaux-en-Auxois. His
mother Queen Blanche, who had received the privileged authorization from
the pope to enter the Cistercian convents with twelve other women, ac-
companied him. His brothers Robert d’Artois and Alphonse de Poitiers,
the duke of Burgundy, and six other French counts also accompanied him.
As soon as they came within an arrow shot of the monastery, they dis-
mounted out of deference and walked praying as they continued the rest
of the way to the church. Out of respect for the king and his mother and
in consideration of the long voyage, the monks allowed them to eat meat,
but only in the house of the duke of Burgundy that lay outside their en-
closure. They allowed the women authorized by the pope to enter the mon-
astery but only on condition that they did not sleep there. The general chap-
ter decided to honot the names of Louis and his mother with a memento
for the living in all the houses in the order in France. Similar bonds of
prayer united the king with the Dominicans, the Franciscans, the Premon-
strants, and the Grandmontines. These ties of prayer were bound to as-
sure the salvation of the king and his mother. However, in the piety of a
medieval king for whom almost every act of worship was political, prayer
commitments forged bonds between the dynasty and the religious orders,
these two spiritual and temporal powers with which he built “artificial” fa-
milial relations, which in the Middle Ages were almost as solid as physical
familial ties.

In June 1243, Innocent IV succeeded Celestin IV whose pontificate
lasted all of twelve days and who had replaced Gregory IX who died in Au-
gust 1241.2 The conflict between Frederick and the papacy immediately
took a rough turn.
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When he was visiting the Cistercian general chapter, Louis received
messengers from the pope. They bore a letter asking the king of France to
grant him safe residence in France to shelter him from Frederick II’s attacks.
He would thus repeat the action of his ancestor, Louis VII, who had hosted
Pope Alexander I1I when he was persecuted by the current emperor’s grand-
father, Frederick I Barbarossa. Louis IX answered them with great defer-
ence. However, he firmly responded that he must follow his barons’ council
and that they had formally advised him not to allow the pope to take refuge
in France. Cleatly, he did not want to occupy any position that came between
the pope and the emperor. Innocent IV would still continue to depend on
the French king’s support. Fleeing the insecurity of Italy, he took refuge
in Lyon, which was technically part of the Empire, although it was almost
independent in practice, under the authority of its archbishop and in close
proximity to France, which exerted an important influence there.”

Innocent IV arrived in Lyon on December 2. He learned of the French
king’s serious illness, but was soon reassured about his condition. On De-
cember 27, 1244, he announced the convocation of an ecumenical council
in Lyon for Saint John’s Day of the coming year. He also summoned the
emperor to appeat before the council to explain his conduct and to hear his
sentence.

According to the custom, the secular rulers were also invited to the
council, but Louis was still reluctant to get too involved and did not come
to Lyon. The council presented a deposition against Frederick 1I in July
1245. They declared him stripped of both the empire and all his kingdoms.
Louis, who was still thinking primarily of his crusade, proposed an inter-
view with Innocent IV at Cluny in the hope of laying the grounds for some
reconciliation between the emperor and the pope. He also sought some
assurance from the pope about the support for his crusade that the pope
had announced during the council. Matthew Paris asserts that the king of
France forbade the pope to enter his kingdom any further than Cluny,
but such a rude gesture seems unlikely. Louis IX and Innocent IV arrived
at Cluny at the head of a large procession of members of the royal family
and barons on one side and with cardinals and prelates on the other.>* Only
the pope, the king of France, and his mother Blanche of Castile—who still
seems to govern the kingdom along with her son—participated in the talks.
The negotiations themselves remained secret. We can at least suppose that
despite their occasionally animated disagreements,” relations between the
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pope and the king of France remained friendly, that Innocent renewed his
support for Louis’ crusade, but that he rejected Louis’ attempts to recon-
cile him with Frederick II.

Louis IX continued to solidify his neutral position. In his letters, he ad-
dressed Frederick as his “very excellent and very dear friend, the ever au-
gust emperot, the king of Sicily and of Jerusalem.” In 1246, he tried again
without success to negotiate a solution with the pope in Frederick’s favor,
but then, in 1247, learned that Frederick had assembled a large army to
march against the pope in Lyon and sent a large number of troops to
defend the pontiff. Frederick II retreated to Parma after advancing as far
as the Alps. Despite this, relations between the emperor and the king of
France remained cordial. After saving the pope, Louis stuck with his policy
of maintaining a balance of power and supported a revolt of French secu-
lar lords against the clergy. He addressed a statement to the pope that vigor-
ously protested the pontifical curacy’s treatment of the Church and King-
dom of France in violating their jurisdictions and burdening them with

excessive exactions.”

SAINT LOUIS AND THE MEDITERRANEAN

This complex political game did not distract the king in any way from his
larger plans. By deciding to leave on a crusade, he wrote a new page in the
history of relations between the French monarchy and the Mediterranean.”
Up to this point, the landlocked sea had never been a political horizon
for Gaul or the western Kingdom of Francia, the ancestors of France.
Conquered from the Ostrogoths by the Merovingians in the sixth century,
Provence repeatedly rebelled until it was brutally put down by Charles Mat-
tel in the 730s. Later on, however, the Carolingians moved the vital center
of their empire from the Mediterranean to the north, and with the divi-
sion agreed to at Verdun, Provence passed into the domain of Lotharingia.
From the Rhone to the Alps, the Mediterranean coast remained part of
the empire until the end of the fifteenth century. Between the Rhone and
the Pyrenees, the Mediterranean coast was at least theoretically part of the
Kingdom of Western Francia. It therefore became part of the Capetian
kingdom beginning in 987, although until the thirteenth century the lords
of Languedoc hardly recognized Capetian suzerainty even in theory, and
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the influence of Aragon remained strong from Roussillon to Montpellier. It
was only with the end of the Albigensian Crusade and the rule of Louis IX
that the Mediterranean region became part of the territorial realities and the
political horizon of the French monarchy. In 1229, Amaury de Montfort
surrendered all his rights in the Midi to the king of France. The royal do-
main expanded with the additions of the seneschalcy of Beaucaire (the city
had been purchased by Louis VIII in 1226 from the commune of Avignon)
and of Carcassonne. For the first time, the French royal domain reached the
Mediterranean Sea. Because Saint-Gilles, a very active port in the twelfth
century, no longer had open waters with access to the sea, Saint Louis de-
cided to build the port of Aigues-Mortes.

The crusading expeditions of Louis VII and Philip Augustus were
not part of any Mediterranean policy. The kings depended on Marseille and
Genoa for transporting their armies over sea. However, outside any royal ac-
tion, there was already an important French presence in the eastern Mediter-
ranean, and it would be a key element in the situation defining Louis IX’s
crusade.

The French aristocratic and chivalric orders had already played a cru-
cial role in the early crusades, and particulatly in the First Crusade. They
played an essential part in the creation of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem
and in the establishment of other Christian principalities in the Holy Land.
The titles of the chronicles that recount the taking of Jerusalem and con-
quest of the Holy Land testify to this. For example, we have the Gesta Fran-
cornm Jerusalem expugnantinm (Great Deeds of the French Conquerors of
Jerusalem) written by an unknown cleric, although its hero was the Not-
man Bohémond. There is also the famous Gesta Dei per Francos (Great Feats
of God Carried out by the Francs) by the abbot Guibert de Nogent. From
the onset the French were credited with an “eschatological vocation” for the
crusades.*® Saint Louis would soak all this up and live it.

The “Franks,” French people for the most part, had actually been the
main occupiers and colonizers of the Mediterranean coast in the Middle
East. Penetrated with both rural and urban colonization and smattered with
“new towns,” which were really so many French bourgades in a “New France,”
Syria in the twelfth century can be compared to Canada in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries or Algeria in the nineteenth century.*

Among French advantages in the Mediterranean, we must not forget
the language. In the thirteenth century, vernacular languages were making
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remarkable breakthroughs not only in literature but also in written docu-
ments of law and government. Behind Latin, and in a more vibrant way,
French appeared as the new international language of Christendom. French
was spoken more and more all around the Mediterranean Sea. In southern
Italy and Sicily, the French spoken by the Normans was obviously in decline,
although in Cyprus, which was conquered by Richard the Lion-Hearted in
1191, and where the Lusignans set up their dynasty in 1192, the governing
class spoke French and the general populace spoke a lingna franca made up
of French, Italian, and Greek.®” Especially in the Latin states overseas, the
French language and French customs and fashions took root. The second
generation of “Franks” born in the Levant grew up in what was truly a sec-
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ond “France overseas.”® As a common language, French was also the lan-
guage used for recording customs, which were written down in thirteenth-
century European Christendom, as we find in the Livre au roi, the Assises de la
Cour anx bourgeois, and the Livre de Jean d'Ihelin to name only a few.*?

In the thirteenth century, the Mediterranean world that Louis IX con-
fronted was a place of meetings, exchanges, and confrontations between
three great political and cultural forces: Latin Christendom, Greek Byzan-
tine Christendom, and the Muslim world that extended along its entire
southern shore from Egypt to Morocco and into southern Spain. During
most of Louis IX’s reign, the Latins who founded the Latin Kingdom of
Constantinople during the Fourth Crusade in 1204 governed Constanti-
nople, the European part of the Byzantine Empire, and northwest Anatolia.
The Greeks would reconquer all these lands in 1261. However, the Chris-
tian Reconquista over the Muslims in Spain moved forward quickly.®®

The Mediterranean region was first of all a physical space that was diffi-
cult to master in technological and psychological terms. The West made
major advances in maritime navigation in the thirteenth century, but we do
not know how much they influenced travel and trade on the Mediterranean
Sea. The mobile stem rudder placed in the back of the ship and running
parallel to it only seems to have reached the Mediterranean from the North
Sea at the beginning of the fourteenth century. The Genovese and Vene-
tian ships outfitted by Saint Louis use two side rudders, as was the custom.
Use of the compass, first known in the West around 1190, spread only very
slowly.** Genoa and Venice built ships with large dimensions for their trade.
These ships were easily transformed for military transport carrying large
numbers of men on their two bridges and horses, provisions, and drinking
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water in their holds. At Marseilles, Joinville watched with admiring astonish-
ment as they loaded the horses into these veritable shipping naves: “On the
day we went into our boats, they opened the boat’s door and put in all the
horses that we had to take overseas. Then, they closed the door and sealed
it tightly, just like when we ‘drown’ a barrel, because when the ship is on the
high seas, the whole door is in the water.”%

The Venetian “nave” (nef, ship), the Roccaforte, chartered by Saint Louis,
measured 38.19 meters long and 14.22 meters wide in the middle of the hull
and 13.70 meters wide beneath the castles. Its tonnage is estimated at neatly
600 tons and its displacement, in other words the volume of water that it
took up at sea, was neatly 1,200 tons.®® One major flaw of these large ships

was their significant leeway, their tendency to drift.””

Maritime cartography
had only made slow progress at this time. The oldest nautical map from the
Middle Ages that we know of was used on board the ship that Saint Louis
took to Tunis in 1270 according to the testimony of the chronicler of Saint-
Denis, Guillaume de Nangis.®®

For Saint Louis, there would be no shortage of adventures and storms
at sea. They had to wait for good weather before they could set sail. Saint
Louis embarked at Aigues-Mortes on August 25, 1248. He arrived at the
port of Limassol on the island of Cyprus during the night of September 17
or 18. Fear of bad weather delayed their departure for Egypt until the spring
of the following year. Their precautions did nothing to prevent strong winds
from blowing a number of the ships far off course when the French fleet
arrived off the coast of Egypt in May 1249. Separated from their king, they
would not return for a long time, although he still had 700 ships carrying
most of the 2,800 knights that he brought with him.

On the return trip in the spring of 1254, the king’s ship got lost in the
fog and wrecked on a sandbar off the coast of Cyprus. Later, the entire navy
got caught in a storm so violent that the queen promised Joinville to donate
a prestigious ex-voto in the form of a silver ship of five marcs to Saint-
Nicolas-de-Varangéville (Saint-Nicolas-du-Port in Lorraine).”

The Mediterranean held dangerous waters, especially for the French
who were almost all accustomed to life on land. Frederick Barbarossa also
feared the sea and for that reason chose the overland route for the Third
Crusade, which proved fatal. On this same crusade, Philip Augustus was sea-
sick and seems to have always retained some serious anxiety about the sea.

Joinville identifies the king’s featlessness in confronting their fortunes at
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sea as one of the great examples of his courage, recalling that he never lost
his composute during their shipwreck ot during the squall that followed.™
In writing down his memories, he was amazed to recall how well the king
braved the sea: “He who dates put himself in such peril with the well-being
of others or in mortal sin is madly bold, for they go to sleep at night in one
place without knowing that they won’t be at the bottom of the sea in the
morning””!

The idea that Saint Louis overcame the fear of the sea, which was so
common on the penitential pilgrimage of the crusade in the thirteenth cen-
tury, would be counted later as evidence of his sainthood.”

The thirteenth-century Mediterranean world was also an economic
space. Its Christian shores were dominated by the Italian city-states. Amalfi’s
time had passed. It was the age of Pisa, Genoa, and Venice. When Louis IX
built the port of Aigues-Mortes on the coastal land recently added to the
royal domain, it was for the economic interest first of all. He wanted to de-
velop it as a commercial center and to attract Italian and Genoese merchants.
With this in mind, he also acquired the lands of the abbey of Psalmodi at
the mouth of the lagoon of Aigues-Mortes.” In 1239, part of the “barons’
crusade” led by Thibaud IV of Champagne and king of Navarre and Duke
Hugues de Bourgogne was able to embark at the still crudely formed port
of Aigues-Mortes, although most of them still left from Marseilles. With
Aigues-Mortes, Louis IX made the Mediterranean into a new frontier and
a new horizon for the French kingdom.

The Mediterranean was finally and above all a religious space for
Louis IX. Different religions crossed this space with the men who bore
them. Since the end of the eleventh century, the crusading expeditions
had turned the Mediterranean Sea into a battlefront for Latin Christians. It
was a front for them to reconquer by force or persuasion, by crusading or
preaching. For these Christians, this space was comprised of Latin Europe
with the Iberian Peninsula, whose conquest was yet to be completed, and the
holy sites of Palestine and Jerusalem. The Mediterranean came to play a key
role in this religious expansion, just as in Western Europe’s economic expan-
sion. A traditional form of worship, whether it was penitential or not, the
pilgrimage to Jerusalem assumed the violent, military form of the crusade at
the end of the eleventh century.” Beginning in the thirteenth century, an
entire series of reasons we have considered here led western Christians to

multiply their efforts to convert other people by preaching and by example, if
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not to replace crusading entirely with peaceful missions.” The Franciscans
wete at the forefront of these missionary efforts in the Levant and the Holy
Land. Francis of Assisi himself and his “second” brother Elijah made the
voyage. Franciscan monasteries were founded in the Latin states of Syria
and Palestine, in Antioch, Tripoli, Beirut, Tyre, Sidon, Acte, Jaffa, and in
Cyprus. Other Franciscan missions went to Africa, like the voyage of Friar
Gilles to Tunis in 1219. However, they all failed and sometimes ended in
bloody slaughters like the massacre of the martyrs of Ceuta in 1220.7° After
Saint Louis’ death (1270), new conversion projects would be methodically
organized by the Mendicant orders,” feeding the hopes of Raymond Lulle.
The tradition of the pilgrimage across the sea would continue after the mili-
tary front of the crusades shut down in the fourteenth century.

For Latin Christians in the thirteenth century and especially for Saint
Louis, the Mediterranean was the space of a great fantasy, the fantasy of
conversion: the conversion of the Muslims, the conversion of the Mon-
gols, and the return of Greek Orthodox Christians to Latin Roman Chris-
tianity through the unification of the two Churches.™

THE PREPARATIONS FOR THE CRUSADE

Their first problem was figuring out how to master the space of the Medi-
terranean. The first question was choosing a pott to embark from; they chose
to leave from Aigues-Mortes. They chose Aigues-Mortes over Narbonne
and Montpellier, which were politically unreliable—the first because of
its relations with the dynasty of the count of Toulouse, the second due to
the Aragonese influence there. They also chose it over ports outside of the
kingdom: Marseilles, although many crusaders left from its port, including
Joinville, and Genoa, the port of depatture for Philip Augustus. On his re-
turn from the Holy Land, Saint Louis landed at Salins d’Hyéres after some
hesitation. Provence was under the solid control of his brother, Chatles
d’Anjou who inherited it in 1246 through his marriage with Beatrice de
Provence. Before his departure, Louis went forward with his brother’s ini-
tiation (“dubbing”) into knighthood at Melun on Easter Day, 1246. Dur-
ing the solemn ceremony he put his brother in possession of the coun-
ties of Anjou and Maine that their father, Louis VIII, had reserved for
him. The important accomplishment was the construction of the port of
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Aigues-Mortes before Saint Louis’ departure; this was one of the most
amazing urban achievements of medieval France. Aigues-Mortes was des-
tined to be the launching pad and terminal point of the éter hierosolynzitanum,
“the road to Jerusalem.””

The next material preparations involved buying or renting the ships to
transport the army of crusaders. Genoa and Venice and, to a lesser extent,
Marseilles, furnished the largest number of the boats.* They also had to
amass enough supplies. Joinville describes the “great profusion of the king’s
supplies” in Cyprus in 1249. He recalled the wine gathered in large “store-
rooms” in the middle of the fields and in barrels stacked high on the sea-
shore along with stockpiles of grain and barley and wheat forming “moun-
tains” in the countryside around Limassol.! An enterprise of this kind
presented enormous logistical problems. On the work at Aigues-Mortes,
William Jordan has shown the exceptionally careful and daring planning
with which Louis prepared for the crusade. In order to bring the large quan-
tity of raw materials required for equipping and supplying the crusading
army to Aigues-Mortes, especially salt and wood, Louis granted special privi-
leges to the inhabitants of Montpellier in order to get them to accept the
new competing port. He had the road of the Cévennes rerouted with a mix-
ture of “coaxing, concessions, and force,” suppressing all tolls and deforest-
ing the region. As late as 1253 young newlyweds in Alés, where the king req-
uisitioned all the experienced carpenters and cut down all the surrounding
forests, could not find enough wood to make torches for their customary
wedding festivities.*

The financial preparation was no less detailed; it relied heavily on
contributions from the cities and the Church of France. The cities made
donations and gave forced contributions; the Church accepted an increase
in the tithe for the crusades from one-twentieth to one-tenth of its reve-
nue.” The king also made arrangements with the Templars and Italian bank-
ers, which allowed him to transfer large sums of money from the Royal
Treasury and to secute loans.®* Overall, this system of financing worked
quite well. They would be able to pay the king’s ransom without any
trouble, although it is true that it was not a particularly exorbitant sum:
200,000 pounds—less than one year of the kingdom’s revenue, while Rich-
ard the Lion-Hearted’s ransom, calculated at the same rate, was at least as
high as 500,000 pounds, a sum equal to four years’ revenue of the English
crown.” Likewise, the considerable expenses that Louis paid in the Holy
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Land for fortifying towns and castles would be paid without any great
difficulty. Whether the king’s prolonged absence was harmful to his king-
dom or not is debatable. However, in terms of finance, it does not seem to
have incutred any significant losses.*

In contrast to these efforts, the diplomatic preparations for the crusade
were a failure. Emperor Frederick 11 and Pope Innocent IV pretended to
support Louis’ project, but the emperor warned his Muslim friends in the
East about the king’s plans, while the pope diverted funding for the crusade
agreed to at the Council of Lyon in 1245 in order to support his struggle
against Frederick II in Europe. The kings of Castile and Aragon were com-
pletely wrapped up in the reconquest of the Iberian Peninsula and did not
do a thing to help. Several English detachments were the only non-French
forces to join Saint Louis’ army. Crusading was clearly turning its back on
the Orient in order to carry on the fight in Europe, continuing in Spain and
Portugal as it had also been carried out against the Albigenses. The Ara-
gonese had not yet really begun their Mediterranean expansion. Only the
Italian city-states continued their economic and territorial colonization
of the East. Saint Louis” Mediterranean policy was isolated from the over-
all politics of the crusades that was in the process of turning away from the
region. It was also an anomaly in relation to Christendom’s policy of eco-
nomic and territorial expansion (which was Italian before becoming Span-
ish) that was in the process of separating itself more and more from any
religious goals. Louis prolonged the age of crusading in the Mediterranean.
After him, the West would think of the region as more of a pipeline to the
spices of the East.

It is not surprising then that his preparation for the crusade also in-
volved a religious preparation in a way that seemed necessary to him. This
religious preparation took on three basic forms: a campaign of sermons and
prayers in which the Cistercians and the Dominicans distinguished them-
selves, a kind of penitential political policy of the royal government marked
by the investigation [enguéte] of 1247 that was confided primarily to the
Dominicans and Franciscans with the purpose of repairing the sins of the
administration by making restitution for exactions and redressing miscat-
riages of justice, and, finally, measures taken against the Jews and more spe-
cifically usurers.

According to the custom, Louis IX asked Innocent IV to designate a
pontifical legate to take charge of preaching on the crusade. During the
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Council of Lyon in 1245, the pope chose a personage of the highest order
known by the king, Eudes de Chateauroux, the former canon of Notre-
Dame de Paris and the chancellor of the University of Paris from 1238 to
1244, the date on which Innocent IV made him a cardinal.¥” At the same
time, the pope made the Council readopt the measures in favor of crusad-
ing and crusaders passed by the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215. These mea-
sures were varied but they all had the purpose of assuring the success of the
crusade by purifying the crusaders and all Christians residing in the West
of their sins and by granting material and spiritual privileges to those who
would leave.

The pride manifest in luxury would have to be curbed by the “states,”
the social categories that had that particular sin: the nobles and the wealthy.
They would have to eat and dress modestly. Tournaments, festivals that
appealed to all the vices® and that the Church had unsuccessfully forbid-
den since the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215, were once more prohib-
ited throughout Christendom for three years. They prohibited wats for four
years too, and during this time everyone was supposed to observe these
prescriptions for peace. The crusaders would benefit from an exemption
from all tithes, and any interest on their debts would be abolished. There
would be a remission for the sins of anyone who would furnish ships for
the crusade and for all who preached the crusade. The men leaving on the
crusade would be able to draw the revenue from their ecclesiastical bene-
fices for three years. The ten percent tithe on revenues for the pope and
the cardinals would be turned over as a subsidy for the Holy Land. Any pi-
rates who attacked the crusaders’ ships would be excommunicated, as would
any Christians who did business with the Saracens, especially any who sold
them arms, and any crusaders who foreswore their vows to crusade. On
the other hand, there was the promise of eternal salvation for the crusaders
and for everyone who helped make the crusade a reality.®

In Louis’ mind, the one important political and religious measure that
ended up contributing to the success of the crusade in France was the great
campaign of the royal investigators in 1247. The purpose of the investi-
gation was to draw up a list of all the injustices committed by the agents
of the king or in the name of the king in order to wipe them out and satisfy
any royal subjects who had been wronged. This was actually a penitential
measure reinforced by reparations. By these actions, the king would be able
to leave his kingdom in peace, relieved of the grievances that could have led
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some of his subjects to cause disturbances in his absence. Cleansed of the
sin of having pootly carried out his royal function by allowing his agents to
commit violations of justice, the king could hope that God would grant
him success in this endeavor.

We should also remember that the alms and privileges the king granted
to religious establishments in exchange for prayers for the crusade were
added to the royal penitential restitutions and all the measures taken to as-
sure that justice and peace would prevail in the kingdom. Another example
of such measures was the resolution of the succession of Flanders through
arbitration between the competing sons who were the offspring from the
two successive marriages of the countess and their families, the Avesnes and
the Dampierres (1240).

As for the Jews, aside from the increased repression of their money-
lending practices, they had to submit to new attacks orchestrated by the pon-
tifical legate against the Talmud. Apparently these attacks were not always
followed by the confiscation and destruction of copies of the Talmud, which
had taken place eatlier from 1240 to 1244.°

Finally, it seems that Saint Louis had not been very well prepared nor
even seriously thought about preparing to acquire knowledge about the
Muslims whom he was about to attack. He did not think of them as pagans
but as members of an absurd, evil sect. Of course, he must have heard the
ideas that one the advisors of his youth, Guillaume d’Auvergne, the bishop
of Paris from 1228 to 1249, professed about them in his book, De fide et
legibus. According to him, Saracen law was a mixture of good and evil, and
Christians should have no soft spot for this sect. In Egypt, Saint Louis would
get a chance to form his own opinion based on expetience.”



The Crusade and the
Stay in the Holy Land
(1248-1254)

Tue Crusape: Dip IT EMBODY
THE THOUGHT OF Lours REIGN?

In his solid and brilliant book, William Jordan reaches the conclusion that
Saint Louis was fascinated by the idea of the crusades and that this idea
dominated his rule and his politics.! Jean Richard, the authot of another re-
cent remarkable biography of the king, comes close to sharing this opinion.
I believe that this idea is an exaggeration. It seems to me that Saint Louis
wanted most of all to realize and embody the model of the ideal Christian
king in order to attain his salvation by serving Christendom and the King-
dom of France. The crusade was a part of this goal, a part of this program.
In this sense, Saint Louis would be a traditional crusader just like his great-
grandfather Louis VII and his grandfather Philip Augustus, although his
crusading ambition grew out of a more modern and more Christlike devo-
tion and a more impassioned personal engagement. He was “the crusader
in the old-fashioned mold, refusing any diplomatic negotiations for the put-
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pose of obtaining treaties or truces, whereas Frederick IT had the style of a
political missionary for the papacy with his attempt at peaceful infiltra-
tion.”” Louis nevertheless tried to combine war and conversion in his cru-
sade. Without being his ultimate objective, the crusade was one of the great
guiding ideas of his rule.

SAINT Lours AND THE ORIENT

The crusade of 1248, however, arose from certain original ideas.” In choos-
ing Egypt as his destination, Louis plainly adhered to the tradition of Bau-
douin I (1118), Amaury I (1163-1169), and Jean de Brienne (1218-1221).
The Christians viewed Egypt and Damietta as the military and political
key to holding Palestine.* According to Matthew Paris, however, King
Louis’ ideas had moved beyond this point as he contemplated establish-
ing Christian settlements in Egypt: “After the taking of Damietta, noth-
ing bothered the king of France more than the fact that he did not have
enough men with him to keep and populate the conquered countries
as well as those left to conquer. He had brought plows, harrows, spades,
and other plowing implements.” Colonization, no doubt limited to Dami-
etta and several important strategic sectors of Egypt, was supposed to
go hand in hand with the reconquest of Jerusalem or rather precede it
so as to better assute the subsequent defense of the Holy Land.® The de-
sign and construction of a Christian church in Damietta after it was taken
confirm his intention of setting up a permanent Christian population in
Egypt.®

Along with this project for an establishment in northern Egypt, Saint
Louis probably anticipated a lengthy stay in the Holy Land, while it seems
that most of the other Christian kings who had crusaded before him, in-
cluding the kings of France, had planned to return to their European king-
doms as quickly as possible. It is hard to say whether King Louis had fore-
seen the long stay he would choose to undertake in circumstances beyond
his control after his defeat, captivity, and liberation in 1250. Some histo-
rians see it as an improvised decision brought on by events. They even
consider it a “turning point in the Eastern policy of the Capetian kings,” a
transition from sporadic crusading to an attempt to provide permanent pro-
tection for the holy sites of Christendom.” Instead, I think that Saint Louis
had planned to stay in the Orient after the expected military success in
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Egypt in order to organize and lead the defense of the Christian territories.
His defeat in Egypt only made him believe more strongly in the need for
his presence in the Holy Land. He held this view for moral and religious as
well as military reasons, although his stay would end with the announce-
ment of the death of Blanche of Castile, precipitating his return to France
in 1254. The transformation in Saint Louis’ oriental and Mediterranean
policy came about slowly from roughly 1239 to 1248.

Saint Louis imposed a major change on the ideology of the crusades.
Beyond the Holy Sepulcher, the tomb of Christ, beyond Jerusalem and the
memory of Christ’s Passion, it was Christ himself that Louis would search
for in the Orient. From the sign of the cross, Louis wanted to reach the Cru-
cified Christ himself. As a suffering king who would gradually seem more
and more like a sacrificial king, a Christlike king whose image would be
diffused by his biographers and hagiographers, beginning in 1239 with the
theft of the Holy Nail, Saint Louis affirmed his devotion for the Christ of
the Passion, the man crucified in Jerusalem. His devotion was like the first
step on the path of the King on the cross, which would lead him to the East,
into captivity, to Africa, and to his death.

In 1239, the finest and fittest of the French barons left for the Holy
Land under the leadership of Thibaud IV of Champagne. The young king
supported the crusaders by authorizing their departure and facilitating the
financing of their expedition. He even gave their army a “royal” presence
by allowing the constable Amaury de Montfort to carry the fleur-de-lis
on the journey. Richard of Cornwall, the brother of the king of England,
joined the army of the barons, and in 1241 they negotiated an agreement
that returned Jerusalem to the Christians. Perhaps Saint Louis was inspired
to emulate the success of this expedition.

We might recall that the troubadour who recounted and praised the way
Saint Louis took up the cross as he emerged from his illness had him say,
“for a long time my spirit has been Overseas.”® Thus the land overseas was
also an oneiric horizon for the king, a dream fed by “collective images and
representations” of the crusades’ and most of all by the imaginary double
image of Jerusalem as a terrestrial and celestial city, as well as by the tomb
of Christ and the multitude of visions and prophecies that accompanied
the various episodes of the crusades.!’ In Saint Louis’ emotional life, in his
life of passion, and in his heart, Jerusalem, a distant princess, was no doubt
Blanche of Castile’s great rival.
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FroM PARIS TO AIGUES-MORTES

Just as during the reception of the relics of the Passion, but this time with
the rituals of crusading including the departure from the kingdom for the
holy war, the great penitential liturgy began again. On the Friday after
Pentecost, June 12, 1248, Louis went to Saint-Denis to receive the ori-
flamme, the scarf, and the staff from the hand of the cardinal-legate Eudes.
He thereby associated the royal insignia of the king of France leaving on
a war expedition with the insignia of the pilgrim setting out on the pilgrimage
of the crusade. He then returned to Paris and accompanied by a large pro-
cession walked barefoot to the royal abbey of Saint-Antoine-des-Champs,
which had been founded in 1198 by Foulques, the priest of Neuilly and fa-
mous preacher of the First Crusade. He solicited the prayers of the nuns
there and then left the place on horseback to spend the night at the royal
palace of Corbeil. He remained there for several days and officially pro-
moted his mother as regent of the kingdom in his absence, granting her
extensive but cleatly defined powers."" Hete, we can grasp the utility for the
government of the kingdom that resulted from the role Blanche of Castile
played up to this point. Although she was subordinate to her son, the king
(how could this have happened any other way in the Capetian monarchy
that excluded women from its succession?), as his associate she continued
to occupy an important position that lasted well beyond his majority. In
addition to her strong character, she possessed an extensive knowledge of
governmental affairs that made any briefing entirely unnecessary. This was
an advantage for the king who also counted on the advisors he left with his
mother and to whom, he knew, she would not defer easily."

The departure from Paris on June 12, 1248 marked another turning
point in Saint Louis’ life that struck his entourage and others beyond it.
This involved a change in the king’s image, although, as was often the case,
the change in appearance expressed a much deeper break with the past.
We have seen how the rules for the crusades that were restated at the Coun-
cil of Lyon in 1245 urged the crusaders to adhere to modesty in dress. Itis
easy to imagine that the strict Saint Louis respected these measures and
made others respect them as well. In effect, Joinville informs us that for as
long as he was in the Orient he never saw any pieces of embroidery in any-
one’s battle dress in the entire army. As was Saint Louis’ habit, he was not
merely content to strictly follow the prescriptions of the Church in this
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matter but had to go much further. Relying on original sources, Le Nain de
Tillemont successfully describes this change in the king’s appearance:

Since he had left Paris, he stopped wearing scarlet clothes and
furs of scatlet, green, or any other stunning colot, nor blue Siberian
squirrel and fine vair nor any other precious things that Western-
ers used to adorn their battle dress. He always wanted to be dressed
simply in blue® and blue-green camlet' or brownish black or black
silk, and all the furs on his robes and coverings were of rabbit or
hare’s fur, sheepskin, or even squirrel. He also gave up all the gold
and silver ornamentation on his saddles, bridles, and things of this
nature. He did not even want the reins and chest covers of his horses
to be made of silk, nor his stirrups, bits, and spurs to be of gold,
wanting only simple iron."

The most remarkable thing was that Saint Louis would maintain this
appearance after returning from the crusade, keeping this look until the end
of his life except on special rare occasions. Most historians agree and in-
terpret this renunciation of luxurious dress as the sign of a turning point in
the king’s life marking a transition from a style of living and governing that
simply complied with the recommendations of the Church to a truly reli-
gious personal and political form of conduct, from simple conformity to
a true “moral order.” Historians generally situate this turning point at his
return from the crusade in 1254. However, the external signs of this trans-
formation first appeared in 1248. I believe that there was an initial transfor-
mation in 1247-1248, marked by the dispatch of the royal investigators, the
policy of penitential reparations for royal abuses of power, and the renunci-
ation of sumptuous dress. The change was closely linked to the crusade and
the legislation governing it. Of course, a second more decisive turning point
would occur in 1254. It would signal the internalization and generalization in
all the king’s governing actions of a development that had remained prima-
rily external in 1247—1248. These two moments constitute Louis IX’s march
toward a purifying and even an eschatological life and rule.

At Cotbeil, Louis finally bade his mother adieu and moved on toward
the south, making a long stop at Sens where the general chapter of the Fran-
ciscan order was meeting. His arrival on foot, dressed as a pilgrim, marked
another stage in his penitential mission. A special witness there, the Francis-
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can friar Salimbene of Parma, left us with a most striking physical portrait of
the king.'" Another impottant step was taken in Lyon. The pope still resided
there and held a long interview with the king. He granted Louis full and
complete absolution for his sins and promised to protect the Kingdom
of Prance against any eventual machinations by the king of England as the
truces between the two rulers had not been renewed. Louis failed, however,
in his final attempt to reconcile Innocent IV and Emperor Frederick 11

Louis sailed down the Rhone from Lyon and was stopped at the for-
midable keep of Roche-de-Glun. Roger de Clérieu, a “very mean man,”
exacted a toll from everyone who passed through, including pilgrims. He
robbed anyone who refused to pay and went so far as to kill certain travel-
ers. With one hand in brigandage and another in predatory taxation, he was
one of those thieving lords so common in the history and legends of the
Middle Ages. The king refused to pay the toll. Roger took hostages, and
Louis laid siege to the castle, taking it and demolishing it in just a few days.

Louis IX finally arrived at Aigues-Mortes in the middle of August. On
August 25, he embarked with all his followers. With the exception of his
mother, his young children, and his sister-in-law, the countess d’Artois
whose pregnancy had neatly come to term, he had ordered neatly all mem-
bers of his immediate family to accompany him. He also wanted the cru-
sade to be a kind of familial expedition showing the engagement of his
kin, whom he considered a single entity formed of his brothers and their
wives. His queen Marguerite de Provence accompanied him along with
his brothers Robert d’Artois, Chatles d’Anjou, and his wife Beatrice.'” His
brother Alphonse de Poitiets was supposed to leave from Matseilles' with
his father-in-law the count of Toulouse, Raimond VII who came to salute
the king at Aigues-Mortes but returned to Marseilles so that he could leave
on the beautiful ship that he had sent from England through the Straits of
Gibraltar.

Although it may be difficult to calculate the figures, and although his-
torians disagree on this point, we can estimate the crusading army’s num-
bers at over 2,500 knights with an equal number of squires and valets,
10,000 foot soldiers, and 5,000 crossbowmen. This brings the figure to a
total of roughly 25,000 men, plus 7,000 or 8,000 horses. These are amazing
numbers for the times. The majority of the army, including the knights, was
in the king’s pay. According to Le Nain de Tillemont, the royal navy num-
bered thirty-eight large ships and hundreds of smaller vessels. According
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to Matthew Paris, there were not enough boats to embark all the soldiers
they had recruited. The king left about 1,000 mercenaries at Aigues-Mortes;
most of them were Italians from Genoa and Pisa and, although the inci-
dent is not well known, they spread untest in the town. It is possible that
Louis did not want to take men in whom he had little confidence and who
were not animated with the religious spirit that he wanted to see. Maybe
Matthew Paris exaggerated the importance of the incident.

The king, his family, and most of the army left from Aigues-Mortes
on August 25, 1248. Exactly twenty-two years later, this would be the day of
Louis’ death on his second crusade. A lack of wind delayed the departure
of the royal fleet, which finally left Aigues-Mortes on August 28.

I have chosen not to recount Louis IX’s crusade and stay in the Holy
Land in any detail. Joinville’s version makes much better reading. Here, 1
have chosen to stick to everything that can directly or indirectly shed light
on Saint Louis’ character and allow us to appreciate his role, his historical
importance, and the essence of his life.

I have already mentioned how poor mastery of the seas at this time
excessively prolonged the trip to Egypt.”” The fear of sailing in winter de-
layed Louis, his navy, and his army in Cyprus for more than eight months.
When they finally debarked in early June 1249, strong winds blew a num-
ber of knights and their ships far off course.

THE VOYAGE AND THE CAMPAIGN IN EGyPT

For the most part, the voyage for the crusade of 1248—1249 took on a tra-
ditional form. Although Saint Louis’ departure from Aigues-Mortes rep-
resented an important development in the Mediterranean politics of the
kings of France and in the paths of the crusades, other crusaders embarked
from ports used in the past like Marseilles, from which Joinville departed.
Since Richard the Lion-Hearted conquered Cyprus in 1191 and the “Latin”
dynasty of the Lusignan had been established there, the island had been
destined to serve as a base of operations for the crusades. René Grousset
has quite rightly said that the Latin Kingdom of Cyprus played an essential
role in helping prolong the existence of the Latin states in the Holy Land
for an extra century. Emperor Frederick II had debarked from Cyprus in
1228 for his strange crusade and managed to put the island under his con-
trol, although his suzerainty there ended in 1233. First under his mother’s
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regency, then with his sole authority, the young Henri I de Lusignan ruled
the island from 1246 until his death in 1253, although it seems that he let
the aristocracy and clergy there govern the island. Joinville does not even
mention this phantom king, In 1247, however, Pope Innocent IV released
him from his vow of service to the emperor and placed his kingdom under
the protection of the Holy See. The island perfectly fulfilled its role as a
crusading base for Louis IX. He had been amassing fresh supplies there
since 12406, disembarked there on September 17, 1248, and had to winter
there until May 30, 1249.

Similatly, the landing near Damietta and the city’s capture on June 5,
1249 only repeated its fall to Jean de Brienne in 1218.2 Howevet, in the
months that followed things started to go wrong. First, Saint Louis and his
army suffered an outbreak of epidemics: dysentery, typhoid, and scurvy. The
plague had disappeared from the Mediterranean in the course of the eighth
century and only reappeared in the middle of the fourteenth century?!

Of course, there was also the Muslim’s military superiority in certain
domains. The power that the Christians gained from their siege engines
was almost completely negated by the Muslims’ Greek fire.” Joinville ex-
perienced it firsthand. With his usual gift for description, he shows Louis
and his army powetless under attack from Greek fire:

One night when we were guarding the chats-chiteanx,” they
brought one of the siege engines called perrier [a kind of catapult]
toward us, which they had not yet done, and they put Greek fire
in the catapult of the machine. When the good knight Sir Gauthier
d’Ecurey who was with me saw this, he told us, “Sirs, we are in the
greatest danger we have ever been in, because if they burn our castles
and we stay, we are lost and burned alive, and if we leave these posts
that we have been ordered to keep, we will be dishonored. That is why
no one but God can defend us from this peril. I advise you and am of
the opinion that every time they throw the fire on us, we should get
down on our knees and elbows and pray to Our Lotd to protect us
from this danger.” As soon as they shot the fire at us, we got down on
our elbows and knees as he advised us. The first shot landed between
our two chats-chiteanx.

So, the Muslims managed to destroy the crusaders’ two chats-chateanx
and they would later destroy a third that the king had built with wood from
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some of the supply ships after the destruction of the first two.** After this,
disease broke out in the French camp, aggravating the situation and the
suffering of the king and the army:

Because of this misfortune and because of the harshness of this
country where a drop of water never falls, we were stricken with the
scourge of the army, which was so bad that the flesh of our legs be-
came entirely dry and our skin became spotted black like the color of
soil or like an old boot. And when we caught this disease, our flesh
rotted to the very gums, and no one escaped this illness, and many
died from it. The sign of death was that when someone began to
bleed from his nose, we knew he would die.

Because of the wounds I received on Shrovetide, the sickness
of the army struck me in the mouth and the legs, and a double triple
fever and a head cold so great that the cold flowed out of my brain
through my nostrils. Because of these ills, I stayed in bed sick on the
third Thursday of Lent, and the priest came to say the mass for me
in my pavilion, and he was sick just like me.

The disease began to attack the whole camp so badly that some
had so much dead flesh in their gums that the barbers had to cut away
the dead flesh just so they could chew and swallow. It was a pitiful
sound to hear the people whose flesh was being cut away groaning in
the camp, for they groaned like women who are having trouble giv-
ing birth.

They then attempted to retreat by land and water:

The king had a bad case of the army’s disease and dysentery. He
could have easily saved himself by leaving on the galleys if he had
wanted, but he said that he would not leave his own people, God will-
ing. He fainted several times that evening and because of his mis-
erable dysentery he had to cut the bottom of his undergarment so
many times that he had to go back to his wardrobe.”

The defeat of the chivalrous king and of the “furia” of French knight-
hood soon followed. It was the outcome of a series of events. According
to Joinville, the victory of Mansourah on February 9, 1250, was Saint Louis’
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high point as a chivalrous king: “The king came with his battle group with
great screams and the din of trumpets and bells, and he stopped on a raised
path. I never saw such a beautiful knight, because he appeared above all his
people by a shoulder’s length with a golden helm on his head and a Get-
man swotd in his hand.”* As for the battle: “it was a very beautiful feat of
arms because no one drew a bow or a crossbow and it was all combat with
cudgels and swords.””” Here is the mentality of the French knighthood that
would lead to the great disasters of the Hundred Years” War. Thus Rob-
ert d’Artois ignored the battle plan agreed upon and fell upon a group of
Turks, leading the knights of the Temple behind him and, abandoning all
caution in pursuing the Muslims, fell into a trap. He was massacred.”
Finally, the army, weakened by its own victory, exhausted by the out-
break of disease (“the disease of the army,” as Joinville calls it) had to retreat
because Saint Louis and his circle had forgotten to safeguard their control
of the Nile to protect their supply routes. The Muslims cut the great river
off from them. The retreating army of crusaders was crushed at Fariskur
on April 6, 1250. The king had proven a good knight but a weak strategist.
A large part of his army was taken prisoner. Many of the wounded and
sick were massacred by the Saracens just as Richard the Lion-Hearted had
slaughtered 2,700 Muslim prisoners on the outskirts of Acre in 1191.

TrE KiNG IMPRISONED

Being taken prisoner was the worst misfortune that could befall a king,
Richard the Lion-Hearted went through it. But to be taken prisoner by
infidels was the worst misfortune that could happen to a Christian king,
Saint Louis, however, knew how to turn this disastrous situation to his
own benefit. First of all, Queen Marguerite, who became chief of the naval
forces at sea, collected the 400,000 bezants (200,000 pounds) needed for
the first ransom payment in record time. She paid the ransom, and Louis
was freed on May 6. His imprisonment only lasted a month. He displayed
great courage and dignity in prison, as told by his chaplain Guillaume de
Chartres who never left his side during this harsh trial. He thought first and
foremost of the other crusaders who were being held prisoner and he re-
fused to make any statements opposed to his Christian faith. This gave him
the courage to face torture and death. When he learned that his principals
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managed to cheat the Muslims out of 20,000 pounds while paying the ran-
som, he became enraged, thinking that his word should be kept even though
it had been given to miscreants. This fact attested to by Joinville during
the inquiry concerning his canonization gained recognition as one of the
most virtuous deeds expressing Louis IX’s saintliness. The preacher Jean
de Semois mentioned this during the solemn raising of Saint Louis’ body at
Saint-Denis aftet his canonization.” In the course of discussions with his
Muslim captors, Saint Louis learned that dialogue with them was possible
even if he still detested their false religion. When one emir told him that
only a crazy man would run the risk of crossing the sea as he had done
(the Muslims of the time were no sailors either), especially since Christians
feared the Mediterranean Sea, he laughed out loud in agreement. He espe-
cially admired the sultan’s library of religious works even though it was full
of books of abomination and error. After his return, he was the first king
of France to establish his own library of religious manuscripts— Christian

manusctipts, of coutse—housed in the Sainte-Chapelle.”

Tue DistanT KING

Unlike other Christian rulers who had always stayed less than two years
in the Holy Land whether they succeeded or failed on their crusades,
Saint Louis decided to stay there for an unspecified length of time. He
announced this sad news to his people through a message that expressed
an entirely new character insofar as it was addressed to French public
opinion—whose existence is proven once more here by the care the king
took to inform it.*! He composed this letter in August 1250 and sent it
from Acre. His brothers Alphonse de Poitiers and Chatles d’Anjou carried
it to France. The letter gave a truthful account of the successes and fail-
ures of the Egyptian campaign including the death of his brother, his cap-
tivity, and the ten-year truce negotiated with the sultan. He claimed that he
was determined to return to France after his liberation but renounced this
decision after seeing how the Muslims violated the agreement they had
made. He therefore decided to stay in the Holy Land after consulting with
the barons of France and the Kingdom of Jerusalem as well as the knights
of the different military orders. He would stay there in the hope of ac-
complishing “something good, the deliverance of the captives, the pres-



The Crusade and the Stay in the Holy Land (1248-1254)  # 139

ervation of the castles and fortresses of the Kingdom of Jerusalem, and
[of obtaining] other advantages for Christendom, especially since a con-
flict had broken out between the sultan of Aleppo and the people who
were governing in Cairo.” He finally called upon his subjects to take up the
cross and join him in the Holy Land.*® Of course, this was not the first
time that the Kingdom of France had been orphaned by a king who had
left on a crusade. However, none of the other kings’ absences lasted as
long as Louis’, which continued for neatly six years from August 1248 to
July 1254.

It is true that in addition to her effectiveness and good qualities, the re-
gent Blanche had the necessary means to govern. Her son had left her ex-
tensive powers that were clearly defined, excellent and experienced ecclesi-
astical and secular advisors, and adequate financial resources. In 1250, when
Louis decided to stay longer in the Holy Land, he stressed these facts: “I
realized that if I were to stay, I can see no risk involved for my kingdom
because Madame the queen has more than enough people to defend it.””?
He sent his two surviving brothers back to France to bolster their mother.
Alphonse de Poitiers had just received his inheritance from his father-in-law
Raimond V11, the count of Toulouse, who died in 1249. Chatles d’Anjou, the
count of Provence, would actually pursue his personal interests and ambi-
tions, sometimes to the great annoyance of his royal brother. Alphonse, on
the other hand, would fulfill his duties and sometimes preside over the royal
council in Paris.

THE AFFAIR OF THE SHEPHERDS

In 1251, Blanche of Castile found herself facing an exceptional, unexpected,
and serious event: the movement of the shepherds | pastoureanx]. This affair
is worth discussing because it is one of the most beautiful examples of the
role that imagination can play in history, and it is closely tied to a certain
image of Saint Louis that dwelt among and animated the popular masses.
The whole affair shocked the clerics and intellectuals of the time: it was “an
amazing and extraordinary wondet” (mirabile prodiginm et novitas), says Guil-
laume de Nangis; “an amazing event” (guoddam mirabile), writes Matthew
Paris.**

Let’s listen to Guillaume de Nangis tell it:
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1251. An amazing and extraordinary wonder transpired in the
Kingdom of France. In order to seduce simple-minded people and
spread a desire among them for false imaginings [ falsis adinvention-
tbus], the leaders of certain groups of brigands pretended to have
seen visions of angels and apparitions of the blessed Virgin Mary
who they said commanded them to take up the cross and form a
kind of army with shepherds [ pastores] and other commoners among
the people chosen by God in order to save the Holy Land and to
go help the king of France there. They represented the content of
this vision with embroidered images that they carried as banners in
front of their marches. First they crossed Flanders and Picardy and
attracted shepherds and the simplest people with their false cries
like magnets attract iron as they crossed villages and fields. When
they reached France [fle-de-France] they had become so numet-
ous that they came forward grouped by the hundreds and the thou-
sands like an army, and when they went through the country near
flocks and herds of sheep, the shepherds abandoned their flocks
and pushed by some kind of frenzy joined their criminal expedition
without even warning their families. Although the shepherds and
simple people acted in this way without knowing what they were
doing but with good intentions, on the other hand there were a great
number of bandits and assassins among them who wete aware of
the criminal purpose that they were following in secret, and the
instructions of these leaders guided the whole troop. Brandishing
daggers, axes, and other arms as they crossed villages and cities, they
terrorized their populations so completely that no one vested with
judicial power dared oppose them, and they had fallen so deep
in error that they arranged marriages, passed out crosses, and pro-
nounced absolution from sins at the drop of a hat, and, what’s worse,
led the good people so far into their fabrication that most of them
claimed and others believed that the food and wine that were given
them not only would not go missing but were replenished in greater
quantities. When they learned that the people had fallen into such
great errot, the clergy were filled with sadness; they wanted to op-
pose it and in doing so provoked such hatred that when they were
discovered in the countryside many of them were killed and became
martyrs. Queen Blanche, who was governing the kingdom alone at
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that time with astonishing efficiency, let them go on, certainly not
because she shared their error, but because she hoped they would
bring help to her son, the holy king Louis, and the Holy Land. After
passing through Paris, they thought that they no longer had a thing
to fear, boasting that they were men of good, which they supported
with rational arguments, because when they had been in Paris, which
is the source of all knowledge, no one ever contradicted them.” So,
they developed their errors free of all restraint and began to system-
atically rob and pillage. When they reached Orléans, they attacked
the clerics of the university and killed many of them, although a
number of them were killed as well. Their leadet,* whom they called
the Master of Hungary,” arrived from Otléans with his troops at
Bourges, and invaded the synagogues of the Jews, destroyed their
books, and unjustly robbed them of their possessions. As he left the
town with the people who were with him, the armed inhabitants of
Boutrges followed them and killed the master and most of his com-
panions. After their fall, others dispersed to other places and were
killed ot hung for their misdeeds. The rest of them disappeared like

smoke.

The English Benedictine Matthew Paris adds other details and makes
the Master of Hungary into an old man who, as he tells it, had already
started the Crusade of Children in 1212, converted to Islam in Toledo, and
was sent by the sultan of Babylon (the sultan of Egypt) in order to deliver
France to the Muslims once it was emptied of its crusaders and widowed of
its king. According to him, the shepherds did not disappear as quickly as
Guillaume de Nangis claims. He says that they broke up into smaller groups
and describes how one of their leaders was apparently seized and drowned
in the Garonne. He claims another fled to Germany and was cut to pieces
in Storeham. In Paris’s version, one survivor finally repented and, due to his
penitence, actually joined Saint Louis in the Holy Land and placed himself
in his service.

I will not go into any depth to analyze this movement that combined
class struggle, anti-clericalism, antisemitism, millenarianism, the role of char-
ismatic leaders, the misleading of the masses, and recurrent, disturbing epi-
sodes of fanatic and criminal bestiality concealed behind the appearance of
anideal and a faith. Nevertheless, as it surpasses the limits of any biography
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of Saint Louis, this episode deserves its own specialized study. It should be
mentioned here because it was probably provoked by the letter that the
king sent to his people from the Holy Land. It reveals some of the trou-
bling undercurrents in Saint Louis’ kingdom and the perversions that his
charisma and policy of crusading could arouse.

Blanche of Castile was not able to react quickly in dealing with this
affair. Caught off balance, it seems she may have met with the Master of
Hungary, perhaps at the abbey of Maubuisson. Although she was not ex-
tremely old (she was sixty-three years old in 1251, which was old in the
Middle Ages), her health was in decline and she had probably begun to suffer
from serious ailments.

In addition, the governing action of the regent and the council had
begun to function at a slower pace in the absence of any urgent or impot-
tant problems. It was also true that the king continued to take part in the
government of his kingdom from the Holy Land. Some people have ob-
served that the documents preserved in the archives of the curia that came
from the Holy Land are much more numerous than those drawn up in
Paris.?®

Beginning in 1253, as others have already shown, the prince Louis (Saint
Louis’ son) seems to exercise power through the documents in the archives
whose seals have disappeared, which, however, prevents us from knowing
whether the king’s personal seal was used on them or someone else’s. The
title he received expressed a more pronounced affirmation of the dynastic
hierarchy: he was the “first-born” ( primogenitus) of the king. Acts and deeds
originated in his authority; letters were addressed to him: for example, one
written by the abbot of Cluny is addressed “to Louis, by the grace of God,
the first-born of our illustrious lord Louis and to his council.”” Cleatly, this
child of eight years did not actually govern. But again in this case, the dis-
tance of the king made an innovation possible. The “council” that assisted
the young prince was no longer the former judiciary council (curia), but a
government council. By making or letting the council in Paris that assumed
the functions of government take the name of a royal council in the name
of his son, a name that up until now had been reserved exclusively for the
king’s person (who was in the Holy Land at this time), Louis IX reinforced
an awareness of the existence of a state that was becoming detached from
the physical person of the king, The king was far away; the state became
present.
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Lours IX 1~ THE HoLy LAND

Louis’ long stay in the Holy Land, which lasted from May 1250 to April
1254, was marked by three important decisions that reveal shifts in the
king of France’s Mediterranean policy for the crusade. By remaining in
the Holy Land in order to organize its defense and by committing most of
the manpower and the majority of the expenses to the fortification of
castles and towns, Louis moved from a policy of conquest or reconquest
to one of resistance.

The declarations made on the occasion of Louis’ renunciation of the
pilgrimage of Jerusalem still left the door open to the idea of reconquet-
ing the holy city. In effect, when in Jaffa the king learned that the sultan of
Damascus was willing to grant him a pass of safe conduct to visit Jerusalem,
people reminded him that in 1192 Richard the Lion-Hearted refused to go
to any place from which he could see Jerusalem because he did not want
to see the holy city of God without being able to deliver it from his enemies.
His entourage therefore convinced him that “if he, the greatest king of the
Christians, made his pilgrimage without freeing the city from God’s enemies,
then all the other kings and all the other pilgrims who came after him would
be content simply to carry out their pilgrimage as the king of France had
done, without worrying about the liberation of Jerusalem.” Thus, the king of
France upheld this privileged characteristic in the leadership of the crusade
and kept open its possibilities. He must renounce seeing Jerusalem in order
to sustain the will and the hope of holding it and possessing it.

Finally, during the course of his stay in the Holy Land, Saint Louis saw
his Mongol fantasy, the hope of converting the Asiatic invaders or at least of
cooperating with them to encircle the Muslims, disappear. The king had sent
the Dominican André de Longjumeau to the court of the Great Khan. He
returned from Asia and rejoined the king, who was in Caesarea at the time, in
the spring of 1251. He was accompanied by Mongol envoys that demanded
a large tribute from Louis as a sign of submission to the khan. The king told
Joinville that he “strongly regrets having sent” this embassy. He would none-
theless try one more time to convert the Great Khan by sending him the
Franciscan Guillaume de Rubrouck in 1253. He returned to Nicosia in June
1255. The king of France had already returned to France by this time, and
when Guillaume wrote him to report on his mission, the king recognized its
failure: the convetsion of the khan was only a false hope and a delusion.®
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Tue Crusabpg, Louts IX, AND THE WEST

In light of the Sixth Crusade, Saint Louis’ crusade and the last Western cru-
sade to the Holy Land, and in light of its results, rather than assess the im-
mediate effects of this expedition, which, paradoxically, by its very failure,
helped bolster Louis IX’s image, can we weigh its long-term effects on the
Western enterprise of crusading? The crusade of Tunis would only be a
footnote, an appendix, whose consequences would be limited to Louis and
his family. Considering that after 1254 the curtain fell on this century-and-
a-half—long phenomenon of the Christian crusades, the historian should
step back and examine this long episode in its larger perspective in order
to better assess Saint Louis’ place in it as well as what his crusade meant
to him.*

Materially, there were no significant results. With the exception of Cy-
prus, no lands had been conquered and held for a long period of time.
Cyprus was conquered from the Byzantines who had seized it from the
Muslims in the tenth century. There was no significant immigration or settle-
ment of Christians in the East either. The idea that an excessive population
and especially one of landless young nobles ready for adventure (Georges
Duby’s “young people”) created ideal conditions for crusading may have
played a role in setting off the First Crusade. However, in this case, the pa-
pacy’s main motive had been to end internal wars between Christians by
redirecting hostilities against the infidels, shifting them to the Orient, and
leaving them there. Moreover, this idea cannot explain the crusades that fol-
lowed. The effects on economic activity were generally negative because, as
one would expect, war tended to limit commerce more than it encouraged it.
One proof of this is the insignificant role the Italians— the great promot-
ers of economic expansion—played in the crusades, with the exception of
the Normans in Sicily. The West was benefiting everywhere from this eco-
nomic growth. For all their efforts, the crusaders ultimately left only the
ruins of imposing monuments, notably in Jerusalem and Acre. Moreover,
on the eastern borders of the Holy Land they left those impressive for-
tresses that, like so many monumental expressions of war, were powerless
to stop the course of history. The fate of these grandiose ruins has only
been to testify to the vanities of war.*

Should we therefore conclude that the crusades siphoned off men and
wealth from the Christian West? I do not think so. We cannot really judge
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the importance of the death toll of Christians on the crusades: their deaths
were just and glorious to their contemporaries, while they are at best useless
in the eyes of history, although it is clear they did not weaken the Christian
wotld. The only actual result of the crusades that was truly important for
society was to decapitate or uproot the lineage of certain nobles, acceler-
ating the extinction of certain noble families. As for the economic cost, we
must make two observations. First of all, the cost of the crusade was lim-
ited by the monarchy. The cost of the crusade of 1248 to 1254 has been
estimated at 1,537,540 pounds #ournois, and the apparent exactness of this
figure should not fool us.* It is only a very rough estimate as the kinds of
numeric records that allow us to take a quantitative approach to historical
realities were still at a very crude stage in the middle of the thirteenth cen-
tury. However, if we compare this rough figure to the more reliable figure
of the king’s annual revenue of 250,000 pounds fournois, we would have
to conclude that Louis IX would have emptied the coffers that his grand-
father, Philip Augustus, had filled to capacity. His father Louis VIII’s reign
was too brief (1223-1226) to have any significant impact on the Royal
Treasury. Two facts contradict this hypothesis. First of all, only one part of
the considerable expenses for the crusade fell on the Royal Treasury. Most
of the money came from the cities and especially from the clergy. Joinville
reports that during a council meeting with the legate and other impoz-
tant figures in Acre after the king’s liberation during the summer of 1250,
while discussing the question of whether the king should stay or return
to France, he opposed those who wanted the king to return to France for
economic reasons by mentioning that he thought that the king still had a
lot of money because the crusade was largely financed by the clergy. He
said to the king: “Sire, people say, and I don’t know if it’s true, that the king
has not yet spent any of his deniets, but only the deniers of the clergy.”*
The king did not answer. It is certain that this opinion was partly false. The
king had spent money and would continue to spend his own money for
the crusade, mainly in assuring the subsistence of some of the crusaders.
Joinville knew this and had learned it the hard way. He, too, had been taken
prisoner when he was on a ship in the Nile. Before surrendering, he threw
his own personal treasure (a box full of money and valuable jewels) along
with the precious relics he carried with him into the river. He owed his
life to the protection of a Saracen who passed him off as the king’s cousin.
When the king signed the treaty with the Muslims, Joinville was released
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with the prisoners who were not massacred and was then reunited with his
suzerain and friend. He had lost everything. “The king said: ‘Come to me
seneschal.” I went to him and kneeled before him, and he sat me down and
said to me: ‘Seneschal, you know that I have always loved you very much,
and my people tell me that they find you hardened. How is this?”’—Sire,
I can’t take it anymore [ je #’en puis mais], for you know that I was captured
on the water and that I have nothing left and that I lost everything I had.’
And he asked me what I wanted, and I told him that I wanted to ask for
2,000 pounds to last me until Easter for the two thirds of the year.”*

Louis IX was no spendthrift and did not like to be asked for money. He
calculated Joinville’s monetary needs on the spot. He would need three
knights that would have to be paid 400 pounds each. The king “counted on
his fingers”: “Your new knights will cost 1,200 pounds.” He would need
800 more “to be mounted and armed and to feed his knights.” The account-
ing was done, and Louis thought the figure was reasonable: “Truly, I see no
excess here and I retain you.” In exchange, Joinville, who was a seneschal of
the count of Champagne and not of the king to whom he was only a rear
vassal, became the direct vassal of the king and had to swear allegiance to
him. At the end of the contract’s term on Easter 1251, Louis asked him
what he wanted in order to stay with him for another year. Joinville proposed
“another deal,” and as he was comfortable speaking openly with the king, he
said to him, “‘Because you anger whenever anyone asks you for something,
I want you to agree with me that if I ask you for something during the year
to come, you will not become angry, and if you refuse me, I won’t get angry
either” When he heard this he burst out laughing [ sz commenga a rire monit claire-
ment] and told me that he would retain me on that condition. Then he took
me by the hand and led me before the legate and toward his council and re-
peated the agreement we had made to them, and they were joyed by it be-
cause I was the tichest man in the entite camp.””*

The king’s two other major expenses wete for the purchase of ships
and the reconstruction of keeps in the Holy Land. However, we should try
to think of this problem in different terms. In the thirteenth century, there
were neither material nor mental constructs corresponding to what we
call economy.” Just as some historians conclude that royal revenues wete
wasted on the crusade, other contemporary historians have imagined that
the construction of cathedrals diverted great sums of money from produc-
tive investments and slowed or even killed off economic prosperity. How-
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ever, this notion of “productive investments” does not correspond to any
mental or economic reality of the time. In the absence of any regular tax,
with the revenue he received from his domain, to which exceptional reve-
nues drawn from the cities and clergy were added, it was in a very small
number of cases like the crusade that the king had to pay for his living ex-
penses and the living expenses of his people along with any military activi-
ties. Louis did not lead a life of luxury full of sumptuous expenses. If the
crusade had never taken place, the sums spent on it would have stayed in
his Treasury under the watch of the Templars who kept it in the dungeon
of the Temple of Paris, and it would have eventually been spent on other
war efforts. Apart from the crusade, the war against the English and the
count of Toulouse in 1242 and the expeditions against the uprising of the
barons at the beginning of his reign and then again in Languedoc in 1240,
Louis IX did a remarkable job of establishing peace throughout his king-
dom until the brief and catastrophic crusade of 1270. Of course he did not
fill the Royal Treasury as his grandfather had done, but, between his cru-
sading expeditions and the periods of peace, financial crisis was essentially
unknown.

In terms of culture, the crusade involved a rejection of dialogue. It was
no occasion for cultural exchange. War prevented any acculturation on
both sides. On the one hand, the Christians brought almost nothing with
them to the East and left nothing there. This surprises the great American
historian of the Middle East, Bernard Lewis: “The impact of the Crusaders
on the countries they had ruled for up to two centuries was in most ways
rematkably slight.”*® On the other hand, Western Christian borrowings
from oriental culture rarely came about through the crusades. It is a myth
frequently reproduced in writing that during the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries one novelty or another had been brought to the West from the
Orient by the crusaders. These novelties were either inventions or innova-
tions that were actually created in the West by Christians, of, if they were
actual borrowings from the East, more often than not they came through
trade or through intermediary zones of contact between the two cultures
in the Mediterranean: from Sicily and especially from Spain where cultural
exchanges coexisted with ongoing hostilities. If a certain mutual respect ex-
isted, it was limited to a specific community that adhered to the chivalric
ideal, which, especially in the twelfth century, influenced the Frankish lords
in the Orient and their Muslim homologues in Sytia and Palestine.” In the
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eyes of history, this was a pathetic form of respect between two backward-
looking social classes, one that contributed heavily to the sterilization of
Muslim culture in the Middle East, halting its progtess, the other that failed
to slow a development in the West that worked against it to a significant
extent.

Some historians have adopted the complaint that I once voiced in the
past: “As I see it, the apricot is the only fruit that Christians could have

brought back from the crusades.”™

I may be even more pessimistic today.
The crusades fed the Islamic spirit of holy war, the jibad, and brought it
back to life.’" Reaction against the medieval crusades developed in the nine-
teenth century even more than in the Middle Ages, and the outcry against
them can still be heard in the aggression of the “fundamentalist” revival in
contemporary Islam. The crusade, which still has some nostalgic partisans
in the West, and the jibad are a perverted form of faith. I share Steven Run-
ciman’s opinion about this: “High ideals were besmirched by cruelty and
greed, enterprise and endurance by a blind and narrow self-righteousness;
and the Holy War itself was nothing more than a long act of intolerance in
the name of God, which is the sin against the Holy Ghost.”*?

Some historians have also viewed the medieval crusade as the first West-
ern act of colonization.”® For example, a certain similarity exists between
the poulains [colts] and the pieds-noirs of contemporary North Africa. In op-
position to the crusaders who are by definition only “passing through,”
this term designated the Franks who were born in the Holy Land and who
resided there permanently. They were the “little ones” of the first “horses”
[chevanx], the first generation of knights [chevaliers] who conquered the Holy
Land and took up residence there. At the beginning of the twelfth century
the meaning of the word changed in the same measure that relations be-
tween the Christian West and the Latin States of Syria-Palestine declined.
The Westerners reproached the “poulains” for adopting manners similar to
the Muslims’, for their tendency to get along with them, in other words for
no longer acting as defenders of their faith and for practicing what we know
today as tolerance, a word and a reality unknown to Western Christians of
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries outside of certain rare and exceptional
circumstances. In the thirteenth century, the term gradually became an in-
sult on the lips of the Westerners as the distance between the poulains and
the crusaders grew widet. Joinville provides us with a significant and colot-
ful example. During the week when Louis IX consulted his advisors about
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the decision to return to France or stay in the Holy Land, Joinville argued
against the majority opinion, passionately debating in favor of staying in the
Orient. He was harshly attacked. The discussions took such a violent turn
that one old and renowned knight anxious to return to France, Sir Jean de
Beaumont, called his nephew, Sir Guillaume de Beaumont, who held the
opposite opinion, a “piece of filth” [sale ordure]l As Joinville tells it: “They
call the peasants of the land poulains, and Sir Pierre d’Avallon, who lived in
Sur (Tyre), heard someone call me a pozlain because 1 had advised the king
to stay with the poulains. And Sir Pierre d’Avallon urged me to defend myself
against the people who called me a ponlain and to tell them that I would
rathet be a poulain than a worn-out warhorse like them.”**

Some have argued that the crusades helped Western Christendom de-
velop self-awareness and that they expressed a new religious sensibility.
If this were true, then they constituted a warped response to the impor-
tant growth of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. It was a delayed response.
At least in the thirteenth century crusading also contradicted Christen-
dom’s internal development at a time when, despite the other perversion of
the Inquisition from which Saint Louis kept his distance except in the case
of the Jews, it was discovering a richer, more peaceful voice in the inter-
nalization of individual consciousness. Saint Louis took part in this move-
ment too.

The crusading king was thus nostalgic for the past, half of himself tes-
tifying to Westerners’ inability to use their progress to aid in the transfor-
mation of the West in which his other half took part. Just as La Mort le roi
Artu (The Death of King Arthur) marked the dismal apotheosis of chivalry,
Saint Louis’ crusades sounded the death knell of crusading, the end of this
aggressive phase of a penitential and self-sacrificing Christendom. He
embodied the egotism of faith at its highest ultimate point, which since the
price of the believer’s sacrifice was to achieve his salvation at the expense of
the “other” bore the seeds of intolerance and death.

However, in the medieval wotld where the ideals of the crusade contin-
ued to inspire profound admiration even among those who no longer be-
lieved in them (a Rutebeuf or a Joinville for example), Saint Louis emerged
with his image enhanced by these catastrophic crusades. His image was il-
luminated by “the beauty of death” and initiated a process of “death and
transfiguration.” From this point of view, the crusade of Tunis would be a
crowning achievement in all its dazzling and mortal brevity.
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Tue DeaTH oF His MOTHER

A terrible event in Louis’ life put a brutal end to his stay in the Holy Land.
He was at Sidon in the spring of 1253 when he learned of his mother’s
death. She passed away on November 27, 1252. The interruption of mari-
time communications during the winter was responsible for this delay that
only increased the king’s sadness. Worries latched on to his pain, reinforced
perhaps by certain words from the messengers. Was anyone governing his
kingdom? With the regent gone, a young prince only ten years old, his uncles
more preoccupied with their own lands than with the kingdom, his advisors
were undoubtedly distraught and probably not up to dealing with the prob-
lems of governing the kingdom, which was, however, in a state of peace and
endowed with an effective administration. The course of action was immedi-
ately clear. After abandoning himself for several days to extreme bouts of
sadness,” the king decided to return to France. Louis gave several final ot-
ders to reinforce the Christian defenses in the Holy Land. It was simply a
matter of holding out for as long as possible. Then Louis set out to sea. He
left the terrestrial Jerusalem once and for all, never to see it again.



From One Crusade to
the Next and Death

(1254-1270)

FORTUNES AT SEA

Louis set sail from Acre on April 24 or 25, 1254. Several days later, the king’s
ship rammed a sandbar off the shores of Cyprus, which damaged the boat’s
keel. They were afraid the ship would sink, and this was an occasion for the
king to display his composure and sense of duty as he refused to leave the
ship because the other boats could not take everyone else aboard.

In his life of Saint Louis, which is a chronological succession of images
of the king based on exemplary anecdotes like all the biographies of the
time, Joinville gives us two images of Saint Louis on the return home.

The first is an image of the king on a walk and his idyllic meeting with
a hermit. The second anecdote illustrates Louis’ intransigence as a severe
judge confronting the catreless conduct of an adolescent who was guilty of
a double offense in his eyes: guilty of committing what he considered a capi-
tal sin, while the rest of his entourage thought it only a venial offense, and
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guilty of putting the French fleet in danger. The king acted here as the de-
fender of morality and the common interest that had arisen through a sense
of God’s anger, which could be provoked by faulty and undisciplined
conduct.

We saw an island called Lampedusa, a place where we had taken
many rabbits, and we found an ancient hermitage among the rocks
and found a garden there made by the hermits who dwelled there in
ancient times: there were olive trees, fig trees, vine stocks, and other
trees. A fountain stream flowed through the garden. We went with the
king to the back of the garden where we found an oratory whitened
with lime and a cross, reddened with earth, under the first vault.

We enteted under the second atchway and found two dead bod-
ies whose flesh was rotting; their ribs still held together, and the bones
of their hands were held on their chests. They were laying facing
the east in the same way that bodies are laid in the ground. When it
was time to go back aboard our ship, one of our sailors was missing,
which made the captain of our ship think that he had stayed behind in
order to become a hermit, and because of this Nicolas de Soisi, who
was the king’s head sergeant, left three sacks of biscuits on the shore
so that he could find them and live off them.!

The voyage by sea was a trial that hit them with alternating storms and
lack of winds, fierce waves and rocks and fearsome men. When the fleet ar-
rived off the coast of Provence, the entite entourage including “the queen
and all his councilors” asked Louis to put ashore without delay. The land
was part of the Empire, but it belonged to Louis’ brother, Chatles d’Anjou,
count of Provence. Louis, however, still insisted on going all the way to “his”
port, Aigues-Mortes, “which was his land.”? They finally convinced him to
land at Salins d’Hyeres on July 10. The possibility afforded him of meeting
a famous Franciscan residing in the monastery of Hyeéres at that time must
have played some part in his reluctant decision.

TuE MEETING WITH HucH oF DIGNE

Hugh of Digne (or de Barjols) belonged to the Rigorist movement of the
Spiritual Franciscans. He was a follower of the millenarian ideas of Joachim
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de Fiore, who died in 1202 and who called for the establishment of an eter-
nal Gospel on earth. These ideas seemed suspect to the guardians of ortho-
doxy in the Franciscan order and the Church. The order was in the midst of
a great Joachimite ferment. Its leader, the general minister John of Parma,
was elected in 1247 and was a fervent Joachimite. In the same year of 1254
that Saint Louis met Hugh of Digne,’ another Joachimite Franciscan, Get-
ardo da Borgo san Donnino, wrote his Zutroduction to the Eternal Gospel (Liber
Introductorius ad Evangelium Eternum). This book spread the abbot of Fiore’s
ideas. It immediately provoked violent reactions, especially at the Univer-
sity of Paris where a bitter conflict opposed the Mendicant (Dominican and
Franciscan) masters in theology to certain ordinary masters. In 1256, Pope
Alexander IV condemned Joachim de Fiore’s arguments and Gerardo da
Borgo san Donnino’s book. Hugh of Digne probably died that same year
ot before February 2, 1257 in any case. He thus escaped any condemnation.
Although his admirers trumpeted the many miracles that took place at his
tomb in Marseilles, Hugh was not proclaimed a saint. His more fortunate sis-
ter, Douceline, whom he served as spiritual advisor [directeur de conscience|, was
also a Joachimite and the founder of a community of Beguines near Hyéres
(1240) and of another in Marseilles (1255). She died in 1274 after receiving
the grace of visions and ecstasies.* In 1257, John of Parma resigned from
his functions and surrendered the general leadership of the Franciscans to
the young future Saint Bonaventure. He was judged for heresy and escaped
a harsh condemnation thanks only to the solid support of Cardinal Otto-
bono Fieschi, the future and briefly reigning Pope Hadrian V (1276). Hugh
of Digne retained his great prestige in the Franciscan order despite his im-
prudent actions. Saint Bonaventure adopted— often literally—a large part
of his commentary on the Rule of Saint Francis, and his fellow friar, Salim-
bene of Parma, the same one who had watched Saint Louis depart on his
crusade from the general chapter of Sens in 1248, dedicated sparkling pages
in his chronicle to Hugh. Hugh’s talent as a preacher particularly fascinated
him: his voice would ring out like a trumpet and strike his listeners in waves.?

This was the same Franciscan guru who fascinated the young king of
France in the summer of 1254. Joinville was there:

The king had heard about a Franciscan monk called Brother
Hugh. Because of his great reputation, the king sent for this Corde-
lier so that he could see him and hear him speak. On the day he came
to Hyeres we looked out on the path by which he was coming and
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saw that a very large crowd of men and women followed him on
foot. The king had him preach. The beginning of the sermon was on
the members of the religious orders and congregations, and he thus
said: “Seigneurs, I see too many religious members at the king’s court
and in his company.” And with these words, he added, “beginning

296

with me.
However, the sermon was addressed especially to the king:

In his sermon he taught the king how he had to conduct himself
in accordance with the will of his people, and at the end of his ser-
mon he thus said that he had read the Bible and the books that go
with it and that he had never seen, neither in the book of the faithful
nor in the books of the unbelievers, that any kingdom or domain had
ever been lost or transferred from one lord’s seigniory to another’s
ot from one king to another but for lack of justice. So, he said, since
he is returning to France, the king must take care to execute justice
well enough for his people to keep the love of God and in such a way
that God will not take the Kingdom of France away from him with
his life.”

Carried away by the Franciscan, the king wanted him to join his reti-
nue in complete disregard of what he had said in his sermon. Hugh refused.
Joinville, however, spurred the king on, and he pressed his request: the
abbot might accompany him as far and as long as he could. Hugh of Digne
angrily repeated his refusal. He consented at the very most to spend a day
with the king,

Whether it was premeditated or improvised, I believe that his meet-
ing with Hugh of Digne was of the utmost importance in the saintly king’s
life. Weighed down with the failure of his crusade, Louis tried to identify its
causes and asked himself what he had to do to please God to gain his own
salvation and that of his people and to serve Christendom. Hugh showed
him a way: by establishing the rule of justice here on earth in anticipation of
the “last time,” for the promotion of an evangelical city on earth; in other
words, Hugh showed him the possibility of becoming an eschatological
king. I believe that this religious program corresponded to Louis’ deepest
thoughts and wishes and that it ended up defining the political program of
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the final period of his reign. With a message transmitted through less mys-
tical Mendicants in the king’s entourage (Bonaventure preached before him
several times), Hugh of Digne had an inspiring influence on Louis 1X’s
political and religious thinking in the final phase of his life. This influence
lasted long after their amazing meeting and after Hugh’s death, influenc-
ing the king just as Guillaume d’Auvergne, the Cistercians of Royaumont,
and the Dominicans of Saint-Jacques had before the crusade.

It is also possible to connect Hugh of Digne’s influence to an episode
that took place shortly after the Franciscan’s death. The dispute between
the ordinary clergy and the Mendicants was exacerbated in 1255 by the or-
dinary master Guillaume de Saint-Amour’s pamphlet against the Mendi-
cants entitled Zractatus brevis de periculis novissimorun: temporum (Short Treatise
on the Perils of the Last Times). In 1257, Pope Alexander IV condemned
Guillaume de Saint-Amour and asked Louis IX to expel him from France.
The king first tried to reconcile the two parties and received Guillaume, but
it was not enough for him to simply hold his position. He went even farther
in criticizing the friars and even attacked the king of France, accusing him
of acting like a Mendicant instead of a king, In his function as secular arm
of the Church, Louis IX then complied with the pope’s request. Any re-
quests to pardon Guillaume fell on deaf ears until the king’s death, which
was followed closely by Guillaume’s in 1272, exiled all that time in his native

town of Saint-Amour.?

THE RETURN OF A GRIEF-STRICKEN CRUSADER

Departing from Hyeres, Joinville accompanied the king to Aix-en-Provence.
From that point they left on the pilgrimage of Saint-Marie-Madeleine in
Saint-Baume (“we were under a very high column of rock there on which
they said that Mary Magdalene had been on a retreat for seventeen years”).
They then proceeded to Beaucaire where Louis IX reentered the territory of
the Kingdom of France. Joinville left him at this point to return to Cham-
pagne. Louis then stopped at Aigues-Mortes, Saint-Gilles, Nimes, Ales, Le
Puy, Brioude, Issoire, Clermont, Saint-Poutcain, Saint-Benoit-sur-Loire, his
royal castle at Vincennes, Saint-Denis, where he deposited the banner and
the cross that he had kept during the return trip, and finally to Paris, which
he entered on September 7, 1254.
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According to Matthew Paris, Louis was well received by his people but
seemed overwhelmed with sadness:

The king of France, his face and mind disturbed, would not ac-
cept any consolations. Neither music nor any pleasing or consoling
words could please him or make him laugh. Neither the return trip
through his home country and kingdom, nor the respectful greet-
ings of the crowd that came to greet him, or the homage he received
accompanied with gifts given to his seigniory consoled him. His eyes
lowered, frequently sobbing, he thought about his capture and the
general confusion that it had wrought on Christendom. To console
him, one pious bishop who was full of tact said: “My very dear Lord
and king, do not fear falling into a sadness and a state of disgust for
life that annihilate spiritual joy. They are the cruel stepmothers of the
soul. That is the greatest sin, because it wrongs the Holy Spirit. Let
your sight and thought recall the patience of Job and the suffering of
Eustache.” And he retraced their history up to the final rewards that
God granted them. Then the king, the most pious of all the kings
on earth, answered: “If I were the only one to have to put up with
the shame and adversity, and if my sins did not fall upon the univer-
sal Church, I would bear them more serenely. But, unfortunately for
me, it is all Christendom that has been exposed to embarrassment be-
cause of me.” They sang a mass in honor of the Holy Spirit so that
he might receive its consoling, which is stronger than anything. And,
henceforth, through the grace of God, he accepted the salutary coun-
cil of consolation.’

Matthew Paris undoubtedly exaggerates and gives in to the rhetoric of
mourning. However, all of the other testimony is in agreement insofar as it
recognized a profound change in Louis, a kind of conversion to a greater
practice of austerity after the crusade. After this point, he only rarely gave
up the harsh clothing he had adopted as a good crusader, simple clothing
that he did not abandon with the cross at Saint-Denis.

Again, Joinville attests to this:

After the king returned from overseas, he lived so devoutly that
he would never wear furs or vair or Siberian squirrel or scarlet or
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golden spurs or stirrups. His clothes were all of camlet and rough
cloth; the furs of his coverings and clothes were all of deerskin or
hare’s foot or sheepskin. He was so sober in his eating that he never
ordered dishes other than what his cook brought for him, and when
they put it before him he would eat it. He watered down his wine in
a glass goblet, and, according to the strength of the wine, he would
add water in proportion and hold the goblet in his hand while they
watered down the wine behind his table. He always gave his poor
something to eat, and gave them deniers after the meal.’

His confessor, Geoffroy de Beaulieu, goes even further in describing
his behavior:

After his happy return to France, witnesses of his life and con-
fidents of his conscience saw the point to which he strove to be de-
vout toward God, just toward his subjects, merciful toward the mis-
fortunate, humble toward himself, and to use all his strength to make
progress in every kind of virtue. For as much as gold exceeds silver
in value, his new way of living after returning from the Holy Land
exceeded the holiness of his previous life, and, yet, in his youth he
had always been good, innocent, and of exemplary character."

Louis passed from the simplicity that he had always advocated to strict
austerity. He also made this austerity the guiding principle in his politics,
which henceforth followed a program of penitence, purification, and moral
and religious order for the kingdom and his subjects. His attempts to achieve
religious objectives and his actions for reinforcing monarchical power were

once more inextricably entwined.

Tue KiNgpDoM’S REFORMER

The main implement of royal political power consisted in a series of edicts,
in other words, texts issued from the royal posestas that possessed the force
of law. The increasing number of these royal acts attested to the progress
of monarchical power insofar as they tended to apply more and more to the
entire kingdom, even though certain edicts were only applicable to specific
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areas, limited to territories that benefited from a particular status (Not-
mandy' ot the lands of Languedoc, for example).

Beginning in December 1254, Louis promulgated a text that historians
have often called “the Great Edict” due to its completeness and the signifi-
cance of the measures that it decreed. It aimed to reform the practices that
count the most in royal government and thus to thoroughly reform the gov-
ernment. The reform of the Church, which had been a watchword for the
papacy and the clerics for neatly two centuries, seems to be transferred to
the Kingdom of France in the form of a complete program.

However, it has already been shown that the “Great Edict” of Decem-
ber 1254 was in fact an amalgam of several texts issued from Louis IX’s au-
thority between late July and December 1254." Taken together the docu-
ment is so imposing that it comprised a novelty in its very completeness
and to such an extent that it has been considetred as “the first royal edict”"
and as “the charter of French liberties.”" In the Middle Ages it was called
the statutum generale (general statute) of, in the plural, the statuta sancti Ludovici
(the statutes of Saint Louis), while in French it was referred to as the “estab-
lissement le roi.”'®

Shortly after his return to the royal domain, Louis took measures for
reforming the kingdom’s administration in the Midi. There are two man-
dates both local and regional in character that date from his stays in Saint-
Gilles and Nimes; they applied to the cities of Beaucaire and Nimes and to
the seneschalcy of Beaucaire. These measures were issued on the spot and
were probably taken in response to requests from the inhabitants of those
jurisdictions. Louis decided that his decisions should be widely publicized
and ordered that they be proclaimed e place publigue. They took the ear-
lier results of his investigations of 1247 into account. These texts abolished
measures taken by royal seneschals in violation of previously existing local
customs [coutumes des lienx]. The king followed a Capetian practice that con-
tributed significantly to the reinforcement of monarchical power by forg-
ing a curious alliance between tradition and progress. The idea of innova-
tion was generally looked down upon by populations who were attached to
maintaining customs that they considered privileges and that dazzled them
with the additional prestige of having been handed down through the ages.
In fact, the claim that something marked a return to the past was quite often
a means of legitimating and softening administrative and political changes.
This was especially true in the Midi where direct royal government was very
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recent and where the king wanted to make a point not only of stressing
continuity with the past but also of making advances that respected local
and regional traditions. From then on, the royal officers (administrators)
“must render justice without any special consideration for the persons in-
volved.” They could not accept any gifts (bread, wine, or fruit) worth more
than ten shillings and they had to refuse any gifts for their wives or children.
Likewise, they could no longer give any gifts to those appointed to examine
their accounts or to their superiors, their wives, or their children. All of this
amounted to a moralization of royal government.

The Great Edict of December also added a series of measures con-
cerning morality in itself. Blasphemy, any “impious words against God,
the Virgin, and the saints,” dice games, and visits to brothels'” and taverns
were all forbidden to royal officers. The practice of usury by any of them be-
came an offense equal to theft. The edict also contained other measures
for reforming the administrative practices of the royal officers. They were
no longer able to buy buildings in the territory where they exercised their
functions, nor marry their children there, nor leave any of them in con-
vents or monasteries within their territory. They could not imprison anyone
for debts, except for debts owed to the king. They could not level any fines
against the accused until they had been judged, and they had to presume any
accused person innocent if he had not yet been found guilty. They could not
sell their offices. They could not impede the transport of grains—a measure
meant to fight famine and prevent the hoarding of grains. Upon leaving
office, they had to stay within their jurisdiction or leave prosecutors there
for forty days so that they could eventually respond to any complaints about
them. Another article outlawed the abusive requisition of horses.

And these were not the only things the edict dealt with: dice games
and even making dice were forbidden for everyone in the entire kingdom
as were “table” games like backgammon and checkers, which were dually
condemnable as games of chance and of money. Prostitutes were to be
expelled from the “good towns.”'® In particular, they were chased off the
streets at the center of town (“streets that are at the heart of the aforemen-
tioned good towns”) and relegated to places outside the city walls, far from
churches and cemeteries.”” People who rented houses to them wete subject
to a confiscation of one yeat’s rent. Access to taverns was henceforth pro-
hibited for the regular population living in towns, while their free use was
reserved for travelers (the “#respassants”’ those passing through).



160 o The Life of Saint Louis

This legislation, which no doubt expressed Saint Louis’ ideas and
wishes, may seem like it was hard to implement due to its odd combination
of moral prescriptions, rules for good administration, and modern prin-
ciples of justice. The measures repressing blasphemy, gambling, prosti-
tution, and the frequentation of taverns have an archaic aspect related to
the Christian idea of a king’s function and the remarkably strict way that
Louis IX defined it after returning from his ill-fated crusade. The prescrip-
tions against Jews expressed medieval Christendom’s evolution from anti-
Judaism to antisemitism. Our anti-racist societies recognize everything in
this that we must reject in medieval Christianity’s descent into persecutions
and crimes that culminated in the antisemitic crimes of our twentieth cen-
tury whose historical roots we must denounce. The act of requiring people
suspected of delinquency and crime to be granted dependable public jus-
tice and the affirmation of the presumption of innocence are modern prin-
ciples of justice that mark a turning point for ideas and practices in relation
to “feudal” justice. We know that it has always been difficult to assute the
observance of the presumption of innocence for suspects and the accused.
Finally, there was the code of good conduct for “administrators” at the heart
of this legislation, intended to assure the successful workings of the pub-
lic (royal) administration as much as to impress a positive image of it in
people’s minds. This might seem like a concern belonging to another time
and another society if the struggle against the corruption of political rep-
resentatives were not emerging again as one of the primary needs and re-
sponsibilities of our contemporary societies. The Middle Ages are a present
past. If the twenty-first century, among others, turns out to be a century
of ethical urgency, then it will have to draw part of its inspiration from the
long view of historical time. The great ages of history were all periods of
moralization.

Upon returning from his crusade, Saint Louis was influenced by the
trends of his century, and the different texts that made up the Great Edict
of 1254 were a collective work. However, there can be no doubt that this
important text carried the strong imprint of the will and ideas of the king;
He wanted to realize this Christian political ideal that he did not invent but
whose successful implementation appeated to him like a duty and require-
ment of his royal function. This would offer redemption from the failure of
the crusade. His kingdom had to be saved, and he must be, too, body and
soul. If his own salvation did not depend entirely on the success of this po-
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litical program, it could at least be won through his unwavering commit-
ment to the attempt to make it work.

The Great Edict extended measures first decreed for the south of
France to the entire kingdom. It was finally completed with the readoption
of older decrees: in particular with an act from the beginning of Louis’ reign
(December 1230) that had the king ratify measures taken by an assembly of
barons against the Jews and their usurious practices, and with a now lost
edict of 1240 that renewed the condemnation of Jewish usurers and that
banned the Talmud for passages that were blasphemous toward God and
the Vitgin Mary.”

Tue KinGg’s NEw MEN

Louis made the decisions although he also knew how to listen to the opin-
ions of the expert advisors that he was able to keep in his service, whether
they were clerics in his chancery, “grand officers” running his “Adfe/,” mem-
bers of his Patlement, or members of the council.

Some of them formed a group of insiders who were sometimes sum-
moned to the council, but more often they were simply guests with whom
the king liked to speak on familiar terms at the table after meals or at other
times of the day. Two of them were famous, and Louis enjoyed inciting their
jealousy, which was suffused with friendship and esteem: the lord de Join-
ville, seneschal of Champagne,” and Robert de Sorbon, the canon of Notre-
Dame-de-Paris. Another of these insiders was the young count of Cham-
pagne, Thibaud V, king of Navarre, who became the king’s son-in-law when
he married his daughter Isabelle in 1255. Following the tradition of the Cape-
tian court, we also find churchmen and secular lords among them. They were
usually from the lesser nobility, and we know less about them, although Join-
ville is an exception. While speaking about the king, he also spoke a lot about
himself and probably exaggerated his role.

In the first group, there was Guy Foulcois (or Foulques), who joined
the orders after he became a widower, becoming a cleric in the service
of Alphonse de Poitiers. Louis met Guy at Saint-Gilles after his return to
France and took him into his service. He influenced the composition of the
first two texts that formed the Great Edict of 1254. In 1257, he became
bishop of Puy, then archbishop of Narbonne, cardinal-bishop of Sabine,
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and finally was elected pope under the name Clement IV (1265-1268). In
this position he obviously remained favorable to the king of France. Two of
Louis IX’s other advisors became cardinals during the same promotion of
1261: Raoul Grosparmi, keeper of the king’s seals during the crusade, and
Simon Monpris de Brie, a Franciscan who succeeded Raoul as keeper of the
seals and who also became pope under the name Martin IV (1281-1285). 1t
was under his pontificate that the canonization proceedings for Louis IX
made decisive progress. Another Franciscan, Eudes Rigaud, was even closer
to the king. He was one of the “Four Masters” who had drawn up the offi-
cial commentary on the Franciscan rule in 1242. He later became the master
regent of the convent of the Cordeliers in Paris, a master in theology at the
University, and, finally, archbishop of Rouen.”

Finally, there were the Mendicant friars who were the king’s spiritual
advisors. At the head of their ranks was the Dominican Geoffroy de Beau-
lieu, Louis’ confessor. After Louis’ death he was his first biographer in the
hagiographical pursuit of his canonization.

It is also important to mention the beginnings of a change in the size
of the royal council and the Patlement after the king’s return. Certainly, this
change started with the period of the crown prince Louis’ “government”
from 1252 to 1254. A certain number of the “parliamentarians” were quali-
fied as “masters.” Most of them held university titles and were masters in
law or civil law. They invented a monatchical law formed through an appli-
cation of Roman law to customary law. The monarchical law was expressed
more and more in written form. It gradually achieved an efficient synthe-
sis between Roman law, dissociated from the imperial monopoly on it,
and feudal law. This synthesis helped build the monatchical state.”® Their
contemporaries called these “masters” /egists, and they reached the height of
their influence during the reign of Saint Louis’ grandson, Philip IV the Fair.
They were not educated at the University of Paris because the papacy had
refused to give the new university a school of civil (Roman) law. This might
have been at the instigation of the French king who may not have wanted
law that confirmed imperial authority taught in his capital. More often than
not these masters received their formation at the University of Orléans
because the invasion of southern legists formed in Toulouse had not yet
begun, although a certain juridical culture that Guy Foulcois had already
acquired and placed respectively in the service of Alphonse de Poitiers,
Louis IX, and the pontifical throne obviously came from the Midi. Unlike
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the real legists like Jacques de Révigny, a professor at Orléans from 1260 to
1280, these men were practitioners like Pierre de Fontaines, who telied
on his experience as the bailiff of Vermandois to reconcile Roman law and
customary law. At the king’s request, he wrote the Consei/ a un ami between
1254 and 1258 for the heir to the throne, using specific examples from a
bailiff’s administration to show that one could not solely and entirely follow
the written law, #be law ot custom, nor /aw propetly speaking.”

Finally, these new men in the king’s service were bailiffs and seneschals
who represented royal authority in the jurisdictions of the domain and
the kingdom. They worked as both the instrument and the embodiment of
royal justice. In order to avoid the temptations of corruption and favoritism
born from a long frequentation that was capable of leading to friendship
without conscious complicity, changes in assighments or replacements were
frequent among them. Louis IX’s rule went through two “strong periods” in
this respect: from 1254 to 1256 and from 1264 to 1266. The reasons for the
replacements and displacements are hard to identify. The latter were less nu-
merous than the former during the second period. During the first period
they were cleartly the result of the return of the king and his investigations.®

JusticeE IN THE CITIES

The Great Edict was readopted in 1256. The new draft introduced certain
important differences in relation to the texts of 1254. The measures adopted
by the king up to this point were implemented in four different forms—and
even in a fifth beginning in February 1255. They were composed in French
and in Latin, and this was done specifically for the areas speaking langue d'oil
as well as those speaking langue d'oc [langue 0l was the language spoken in
northern France that eventually became modern French; langue d’oc was the
term for the language of southern France including Provencal, Languedoc,
which gave its name to the region, and other regional dialects.—Trans.] and
ultimately for the entire kingdom.

The Edict of 1256 resulted from a change in the texts of 1254 that
transformed them from what they were, essentially a series of instructions
to the bailiffs and seneschals, into an actual general edict for the kingdom.
The new text included only twenty-six articles instead of thirty. The articles
on the Jews and commerce were omitted. The first of these was included
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in anti-Jewish legislation that henceforth comprised a separate chapter in
the kingdom’s acts. The measures governing the circulation of grains were
circumstantial acts more than general rules. The articles calling for religious
and moral order against gambling, blasphemy, and prostitution form a co-
herent whole that may be a better reflection of Louis’ political stance, al-
though he also had to accept the softening of certain measures, especially
the ones against prostitution. Prostitutes were chased from the town centers
and from areas near holy places, but otherwise tolerated. This was an outline
for creating ghettos for prostitution. No doubt Louis had to resign himself
to the advice of his entourage who favored control rather than a strict inter-
diction of prostitution as they thought of it as a necessary outlet for the car-
nal weakness of the sons of Adam. On the other hand, the text omitted the
reference to torture, the first in a French royal edict, which had appeared
in a single text of 1254 addressed to the bailiffs and the seneschals of the
South.?” This is an important detail because it reminds us that the use of tot-
ture that would spread later on came from the Inquisition, the Church, and
the South when the struggle against heresy united with all the means sup-
plied by the rebirth of Roman law. This law inspired the king to insist upon
the recognition of the presumption of innocence as a fundamental judicial
principle: “no one may be deprived of his rights without proof of his crime
and without a trial” (nemo sine culpa vel causa privandus est jure suo).

Here we can sense Louis’ firm position and profound commitment, his
desire for justice, and his resolve to purify the kingdom. The Edict of 1256
extended the instructions of 1254 to the entire hierarchy of royal agents
down to its lowest levels: provosts, viscounts, local judges [viguiers], mayors,
foresters, sergeants, and “others.” We also get a sense of what partially es-
caped his competence and his interest: legal practices and the program’s
application to the concrete conditions of social life.

Tue KING AS INVESTIGATOR

The king virtually transformed himself into an investigator. He expressed
two aspects of his function to his subjects: the judge who traveled the coun-
try to hear cases and who dispensed justice on his path, and the king in all
his majesty who, following the example of divine Majesty, sublimated all
forms of law and sovereignty, of potestas and auctoritas, offering himself to
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pure contemplation. After traveling through part of Languedoc upon his
return from the Holy Land, Louis visited Chartres, Tours, the important
pilgrimage sites (the Virgin and Saint Martin were the dynasty’s protectors),
Picardy, Artois, Flanders, and Champagne in 1255. These were the wealthy
regions of rural and urban prosperity on the important border with the
Empire. In 1256 he visited Normandy, the jewel that his grandfather Philip
Augustus had wrested from the English.

TueE KING AND THE INVESTIGATIONS IN LANGUEDOC

Languedoc presented ideal grounds for legal inquiry. Here more than any-
where else the Capetian monarchy could attempt to undo the traces and
memories of the shameless and unrestrained offenses committed by the
officers of the crown after 1229 and again after 1240—1242. They had taken
advantage of their distance from Paris and the repressive conditions of deal-
ing with the heresy. They had profited to the detriment of the local popu-
lations whom they treated like vanquished people in a conquered land.

Joseph Strayer has painstakingly identified the detailed investigations
carried out between 1258 and 1262 in the seneschalcy of Carcassonne-
Béziers, as they took place under the direction of “the king’s conscience.”*
These investigations were initiated after the ones carried out in Beaucaire
from 1254 to 1257, where the problems were less serious and less diffi-
cult to resolve because there had been few heretics in the region and be-
cause its inhabitants had not participated in the revolts of 1240 and 1242.%
The records of these investigations afford us a fairly clear insight into the
thoughts and actions of the king. It is interesting to examine them in greater
detail.

From the beginning of their mission, the investigating officers encoun-
tered difficult problems on which they consulted with the king. In April
1259, he responded with a long letter.” In this letter he recommended a cet-
tain indulgence, not as a juridical principle but from a moral point of view,
reminding them that mercy should temper strict justice. He admitted that
he had been harsher when he was younger but now tended to be less severe.
This claim may appear strange as he seemed more concerned with moral
order since his return from the crusade. However, there is really no contra-

diction here. His program was to establish the rule of true justice and peace.
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Although justice and peace were to be pursued more zealously, they would
only exist more effectively when justice was moderate and accepted and
peace achieved by reconciliation as much as by punishment. The eschato-
logical king wanted to use consent to purify flawed behavior.

The king reaffirmed the presumption of the innocence of the accused
party who had neither fled nor been tried and condemned. It was particu-
larly important to assure that those suspected of heresy were in fact here-
tics. The rights of women to their inheritances and dowries had to be thor-
oughly respected. Woman was a weak being, and it was the special task of
royal justice to protect the weak including women, widows, and the poor. In
particular, the king refused to allow women to be punished for the offenses
of their husbands. He did not accept collective responsibility when there
had been no complicity.”’ Louis was motre ambiguous about the clergy:
people were supposed to “do it justice” [/ui rendre justice], which can be un-
derstood in different ways. We know that in relation to people of the Church
Louis followed two convictions that led to very different attitudes without
necessarily contradicting each other. He had profound respect for the “Holy
Church” and its members and expected others to show the same considera-
tion; however, he was hostile to the material forms of its power. Hugh of
Digne must have reinforced this attitude in him. In 1247, he supported
France’s secular nobility against the Church. In any case, he believed that the
Church should not be wealthy.*

The investigators’ sentences followed these royal directives. They treated
the plaintiffs with a large degree of understanding. Among the 145 plaintiffs
individually named in 130 rulings, seventy-five received a judgment that
was entirely or almost entirely favorable. Thirty-three received a sentence
that was partly favorable. There were only thirty-three others who received
unfavorable judgments. For the most part, these were declared heretics and
their accomplices. In four cases, the investigators deemed themselves in-
capable of reaching a verdict. Among the sixty-five requests made by men,
thirty-seven received a favorable judgment, and for the fifty-five made by
women, the success rate rose to forty-five.

The sentences pronounced were more favorable to villages than to cit-
ies. Many of the cities had been especially ill treated in the course of the
struggle against the heresy for which many of them had been centers of
resistance. Many of these southern cities were perched on hilltops or hill-
sides. The invaders destroyed these sites of resistance by removing their
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inhabitants to locations on the plains. Cities built high in the hills were
forcibly abandoned in favor of low-lying towns. The wealthy inhabitants
often received an indemnity if they were not heretics. In his letter of April
1259, the king personally intervened to assure that someone would indem-
nify the owners of lands seized for the construction of the new bourg
of Carcassonne. However, most of the urban communities had their peti-
tions “nonsuited.” The bishops received the harshest treatment. The king
had been very upset and even scandalized by the virtual independence and
power of the bishops in the South. Despite a letter from Saint Louis in sup-
port of the bishop of Béziers, the investigators did not reward him the
goods he claimed as his rightful restitution, while the king did not seem to
have kept his agents in check. The same thing happened to the bishop and
chapter of Lodéve, although the bishop produced four charters granted
by Philip Augustus confirming his rights to exercise judicial authority. The
investigating officers claimed that only a general ruling (ordinatio generalis)
from the king could decide such an important matter; however, no royal
decision was forthcoming, depriving the bishop of his former right.

Joseph Strayer assesses the investigators’ judgments and actions in an
overall favorable manner: “They worked cautiously and intelligently. They
sought out all relevant testimony. They passed sentences only after conduct-
ing careful examinations.” However, the American historian adds, “They
were not too indulgent, except perhaps for women, and they would do
nothing that could weaken royal power.” The king’s execution of justice in
Languedoc corresponded to Saint Louis’ general position: submission to
morality and religion went hand in hand with the interests of the king, in
other words, with the interests of the nascent state.

TaE KiNG AND THE TOWNS

Louis IX’s reign occupied a key period in the history of French cities, and
the king seems to have played an important role in this development. In
the thirteenth century—and especially in France— this milieu was the cul-
minating point for the great movement of urbanization in the West. Until
this time, this movement had occurred in a more or less anarchical way,
even though we can also observe a similar process taking place everywhere
along two lines. There was an economic evolution through which the cities
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emerged as markets and centers of artisanal production, and a social and
political evolution through which the “bourgeois” or “citizens,” the upper
and middle levels of urban society, more or less easily and completely seized
power in urban affairs from the lords of the cities whether they were secu-
lar or ecclesiastical (bishops) lotds, o, in the royal domain, from the king
himself.”?

In the twelfth century, the Capetians implemented an urban policy
dominated by three concerns that were not always compatible. They tried
to support economic activity that depended more and more on the towns;
they wanted to garner the support of urban communities against the feu-
dal lords of different domains, great or small; and they were careful not to
alienate the Church. The reign of Philip Augustus represented a turning
point in this regard. First of all, his reign marked the end or what was nearly
the end of the communal movement, the conquest of administrative au-
tonomy by the towns. The last important series in the creation of new com-
munes dates from the decade preceding the battle of Bouvines (1214) in
which military contingents from the cities played an important role. Philip
Augustus laid claim to service from the towns, which was first and foremost
military service in the form of the oszand the chevanchée [the ost, i.c., the army,
the manpower needed to form an army; the chevauchée, horses and tack for
war and transport.— Trans.]. He also demanded their fidé/ité. This feudal vo-
cabulary masked a new reality, the reality of the monarch’s power and the
fact that he now acted as the king of France rather than as a feudal lord in his
domain and a suzerain in the kingdom. Philip Augustus wanted to integrate
the cities into the monarchical “state” system by exploiting the two services
he had a right to demand from nonreligious groups—military service and
economic service.

Under Louis IX, this process reached a new decisive stage. The most
important cities in the kingdom came to form a kind of objective commu-
nity, and this occurred spontaneously in some ways but also under pressure
from royal power. They formed the network of “good towns” [bonnes villes],
a term that appeared at the opening of the thirteenth century and whose use
was becoming common in the acts of the royal chancery and in the texts of
Louis IX himself. “A good town,” as they put it, “is one that represents an
interest for the king,”** Louis was the first king of the “good towns.” As the
same historian describes this relation, the king “sees everything in his good
towns, a real administrative agent, a community that always needs to be con-
trolled, and an incomparable political force that has to be handled carefully
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in all circumstances. . . . Saint Louis treats them as one of the essential ele-
ments of the relations that he wants to establish with the entire country. In
his eyes they are privileged communities that have a right to speak out but
that he must also . . . keep under his control.” A king of cities, Saint Louis
cultivated this element of modernity. He firmly controlled the cities but
gently coddled them. According to a version included in his Ensezgnements
written for his son, not the original version that he wrote or dictated but one
that was retouched by several of his biographers from Geoffroy de Beaulieu
to Guillaume de Nangis without betraying his original thoughts or ex-
pressions,® we read: “I fondly remember that Paris and the good towns of
my kingdom helped me against the barons when I was newly crowned.”
And again we read, “Above all, keep the good towns and communes of your
kingdom in the condition and openness in which your predecessors kept
them, and if there is something to amend, amend it and correct it to keep
them in your favor, and do it with love, for both your subjects and for-
eigners, especially your peers and your barons, will fear to commit any acts
against you because of the strength and the wealth of the large cities.” The
tithe levied on the cities of northern France was intended to pay the hefty
sum promised to King Henry 11T of England in 1257 during the negoti-
ations ending in the treaty of Patis in 1258.77 This sum was compensation
for the territories abandoned by the impecunious English. It provided Louis
with an opportunity to reform the administration of the towns and their
relations with the royal government. The sum owed amounted to roughly
134,000 pounds Zournois, which, according to William Jordan, must have rep-
resented the French crown’s entire revenue for at least a half a year. Many
of the cities refused to pay this tax, arguing that they were too poor and
unable to pay it. The king then decided to launch an investigation into
their finances, and his agents found that most of the towns were unable
to provide their accounts in an acceptable form. The result of the inqui-
ries was recorded in a group of municipal rationes (accounts or reports) in
1259-1260.%* As Jordan supposes, the king in all likelihood was shocked
by the discovery of this disorder, and he then undertook a major reorgani-
zation of urban finances that was the object of two edicts of 1262, one for
Normandy and another for Francia, in other words, greater Tle-de-France.®

One consideration of a social and moral nature probably influenced
Louis IX’s thinking in this matter. The king was always concerned with
protecting the weak. In his Enseignements he advises his son: “If any quarrel
arises between a poor man and a rich one, side with the poor man over the
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rich man whenever possible until you know the truth, and once you know
it, do justice.” He must have been shocked by the typical attitudes of the
rich who ruled over the poor. Shortly after Louis IX’s death, the royal bai-
liff Philippe de Beaumanoir writes in chapter one of his famous Coutumes
de Beanvaisis (which he completed in 1283) a number of observations that
seem to have been directly inspired by the deceased king:

It is necessary, he states, to take care to do no wrong to the cities and
their common people [/ communs peuples] and to respect and assure
respect for their charters and privileges. The lord of a town should
check the “state of the town” [/estat de la ville] each year and control
the action of the mayor and of the people who govern the city so that
the rich be warned that they will be severely punished if they com-
mit any misdeeds and do not allow the poor to earn a peaceful liv-
ing. If there are conflicts in the cities between the poor and the rich
and among the rich themselves, and if they do not manage to elect
a mayor, prosecutors, and lawyers, the lord of the town must name
someone capable of governing the city for one year. If the conflicts
are about the accounts, the lord should summon all those who made
out the receipts and expenses, and they should provide an account of
them to him. There ate cities where the government has been taken
over by the wealthy and their families and whete the poor and middle
classes have been excluded from it. The lord should make them give

public accounts in the presence of delegates of the common people.”

According to the investigations, what weighed down urban finances were
the excessive travel of municipal officers, the lack of training for employees
who were nonetheless well paid, excessive generosity toward distinguished
visitors, and the burden of debts, which was the cause of usury practices—
one of the king’s bétes noires. The main measure taken by the edicts of
1262 was to require the mayor of every bonne ville to come to Paris each year
with three or four other people of his on Saint Martin’s Day (November 18)
in order to give an annual account of the financial management of the city
to the royal administration. Gifts, expenditures, and salaries were severely
restricted. Usury practices were outlawed, and the city’s money had to be
kept in the communal treasury.

These edicts do not seem to have been strictly observed, but royal in-
tervention in the cities grew considerably as a result of them, and, despite
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its deficiencies, the government of the royal cities appeared as a model to
be imitated at the end of the reign.

Examining the royal interventions that took place in even the most
trivial matters, William Jordan cites the example of an order given by the
king when he assumed authority for the municipal council in the city of
Bourges in order “to drive out the wandering pigs who have been polluting
the entire town.” When the municipality of Beaune consulted the royal
commune of Soissons in 1264 on a point in their communal charter dis-
puted by the duke of Burgundy, this showed the success of royal interven-
tions. In its response, the municipality of Soissons stressed the superior au-
thority of royal government over ducal government in matters like these.
At the very least, this illustrates the case of a “good town” that the king
made proud and happy with his leadetrship.*!

The recognition of the superiority of the “king’s laws,” in other words
of the “state’s laws,” dates from the reign of Saint Louis, although it was
probably only theoretical in certain situations. However, the king also called
for the cities to associate themselves with the “law of state” and to collabo-
rate on its elaboration in economic matters. The towns became indispen-
sable agents in the diffusion and application of royal law, and this law’s effi-
ciency depended to a great extent on the collaboration of the towns. This
was especially true in the Midi, which had only recently been united with the
test of the kingdom.*

Lours aAND PAR1s

Although it could not accurately be called a capital, ever since the Cape-
tians made Paris their primary place of residence in the twelfth century
and set up the central bodies of the kingdom there, and ever since Philip
Augustus built a wall around the city and constructed the fortress of the
Louvte there, a special relationship bound the city and the king.* Louis IX
added his feelings of gratitude toward the Parisians who supported him
and his mother during the tough times at the beginning of his reign. In
consideration of this unique situation, Paris had no bailiff. The king who
usually resided in Paris with his court did not need any separate agent to
represent him there. The chief royal officer was the provost whose au-
thority extended over the provostship and viscounty of Paris, which also
included various domains in the outlying areas. The origins of the Parisian
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municipality are obscure, although it seems that merchants who engaged in
commerce on the Seine, the “water merchants,” exercised some authority
over commercial matters at least since the time of Philip Augustus, and that
a provost represented them. However, the first provost of the merchants
of Paris whose name has reached us is one Evrouin de Valenciennes, men-
tioned in a document dating from April 1263.*

The government of Paris started to cause big problems for the king in
the middle of the thirteenth century. Due to constant immigration, the city’s
population never stopped growing and reached at least 160,000 around
1250.% Crime spread rapidly in these conditions and reached staggering
proportions. The absence of a clearly defined municipality with represen-
tation for the townspeople, uncertainty over who held the royal provostship,
and especially the fact that the provost’s position was awarded to the high-
est bidder, all paradoxically made the king’s main city of residence the least
safe and the most arbitrarily governed city in the kingdom. Upon returning
from the crusade, Louis took matters in his own hands and applied a gen-
eral correction that ended in the appointment of a royal provost paid by the
king, the strong character Etienne Boileau.

Louis TXs Parisian “reform” and the strong character of Etienne Boi-
leau made a strong impression on contemporaries. In his chronicle, Guil-
laume de Nangis writes: “At this time, the provostship of Paris was for sale;
the consequences were that indigents were oppressed, the rich were allowed
to get away with everything, and foreigners could do whatever they wanted
with impunity. The king forbade the sale of the provost’s position and cre-
ated an annual income for the man who would be provost and he named
Etienne Boileau as provost. Boileau took over the position and in a mat-
ter of days made the city 2 much more peaceful place to live.”* This is the
gilded legend of the virtually miraculous transformation of Paris by Saint
Louis and Etienne Boileau.

We can hear Joinville echo the same sentiment in greater detail. In
addition, he was a source here for Guillaume de Nangis and his Grandes
Chroniques de France more than thirty years after Saint Louis” death.

The provostship of Paris used to be sold to the bourgeois of
Paris, or to several of them; when it happened that some of them had
bought it, they supported their children and their nephews in their
misdeeds because the young people could count on their parents and
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their friends who held the provostship. This is why the little people
were always walked upon and could get no justice in disputes with
rich folk because of the presents and gifts that they would give to the
provosts.

At that time, when someone spoke the truth before the provost
or wanted to keep his oath so as not to commit petjury about some
debt or anything else for which he had to answer, the provost would
impose a fine on him, and he would be punished. Because of the great
injustices and rapacious confiscations made in the provost’s jutis-
diction, the little people did not date remain on royal lands and went
to live in other provostships and in the lands of other lords. And the
king’s lands were so deserted that when the provost held court, no
more than ten or twelve people would come.

In addition, there were so many thieves and miscreants in and
around Paris that the entire land was full of them. The king, who was
very concerned about keeping the little people on his lands, learned
the truth. He decided that he did not want the provostship of Paris
to be sold anymore, but he gave great and generous wages to the
people who would hold it. He abolished all the negative impositions
that could burden the little people, and he asked around the entire
country and kingdom where he could find a man who upheld good,
honest justice and who would not spare the rich man any more than
the poor.

Then, they pointed Etienne Boileau out to him, a man who gov-
erned the provostship so well that no criminal, thief, or murderer
dared stay in Paris who was no sooner killed or hung, Neither family
nor lineage, nor silver or gold could save him from justice. The king’s
lands began to change, and the people came back so that they could
benefit from the justice carried out there. Then, its population grew
so much and changed so that sales, submissions of cases to the coutt,
putchases, and other things were worth twice as much to the king as
before.”

One preliminary remark: the last part of the sentence can be under-
stood in two ways. Either it means that economic relations in Paris produced
twice as much as before, which seems to me to be the actual meaning: there
was an economic boom in Paris after peace was reimposed by the king and
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the new provost, Etienne Boileau. Or, if we choose to adopt Natalis de
Wailly’s translation, Joinville is relating two events that had no real connec-
tion, interpreting the doubling of the prices of objects of economic activity
in Paris as a sign of progress, which, on the contrary, would actually be a
sign of crisis. We cannot altogether exclude this possibility because we know
there were eatly signs of the great crisis of the fourteenth century during the
final years of Louis IX’s reign.

In any case, it was during the 1260s that the king dealt with the essen-
tial problems of governing Paris.

He allowed or, more accurately, incited the bourgeois to organize. Every
two years a hierarchy of electors chose four aldermen from the ranks of
the “water merchants,” the “Hanseatic merchants of Paris.” They also se-
lected a merchant provost who, according to Arié Serper, “took over lead-
ership in municipal affairs.” The aldermen and provost had to be born in
Paris. They occupied a city hall called the parloir aux bourgeois. The provost
presided over a tribunal comprising of a certain number of bourgeois who
made decisions about necessary measures for governing the city on a level
that did not directly depend on the king and the various lords who had
rights in different parts of the town. The tribunal also exercised seignio-
rial jurisdiction over a certain number of streets owned by the “hanse”
(corporation) of the water merchants. Still, most of its prerogatives were
of an economic order. The tribunal ruled on cases related to commerce
and navigation. It was the guardian of the corporation’s privileges and
judged the trials concerning the water merchants. It had the right to arrest
offenders and confiscate their merchandise because the water merchants
alone held the right to transport commodities on the Seine from the down-
stream bridge of Mantes up to the bridges of Paris. The bourgeois pa-
trol, still called the “seated watch” or “sleeping watch,” was set up at fixed
positions and enforced respect for the jurisdiction of municipal authority
around the docks, fountains, sewers, rivers, and ports. The merchant pro-
vost also exercised justice over measurements, wine criers, and weighers.
The names for the agents who took orders from the bourgeois plainly in-
dicate the nature of the domain confided to their municipal jurisdiction:
receivers or brokers [courtiers], measurers, weighers, criers, taverners, and
salt porters.

As we shall see, the king was not absent from the “economic” domain,
although it was not what interested him the most. Saint Louis’ third func-
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tion in relation to material prosperity (ranked behind the first two, which
involved his religious, judicial, and war-making functions) was one in which
his presence was the weakest, although it was also one in which he acquired
more and more influence.”®

The provost of Paris was transformed from a “local administrator with
a judicial function restricted to the domain into an administrator function-
ing as a bailiff.” In the second half of the thirteenth century, he adminis-
tered justice and taxation, oversaw the trade guilds, and upheld the privi-
leges of the University of Paris. He was in control of the military, financial,
and police administrations that lay outside the authority of the provost of
the merchants and the lords of the “towns and lands” who occupied lim-
ited territories. The watch [/e guet| was an important part of police activity.
The royal watch [/ guef royal ], created by Louis IX in 1254, had more exten-
sive authority and was more powerful than the bourgeois watch. It was not
located in a certain place but moved wherever it was needed. In 1254, it was
composed of twenty mounted sergeants and forty foot sergeants, all in the
pay of the king. They followed orders given by the knight of the watch, a
royal officer under the authority of the royal provost. The provost’s build-
ing was an imposing keep, the Chatelet, located just a stone’s throw from
the royal palace on the right bank of the Seine.

Etienne Boileau was named provost in 1261. He soon had the repu-
tation of being an excellent administrator and a solid judge. Although the
reestablishment of control over the city did not happen overnight with the
wave of a magic wand, as Guillaume de Nangis would have us believe, Boi-
leau did manage to accomplish this in notable ways. He restored safety to
the city and reorganized its trades [#étiers], in other words its corporations,
in a way that corresponded to the king’s principles, combining protection
and control as was the case for the other towns overall. The tool for imple-
menting this policy was the recording of the customs and statutes of the
roughly one hundred Parisian trade corporations. We still possess this in-
credible document entitled e Livre des métiers

(The Book of Trades) attributed to Etienne Boileau and composed
around 1268. It holds a significant place in the important trend of recording
customs in writing. The king was concerned with the fate of simple work-
ers, but he laid the groundwork for a hierarchical structure that granted a
neatly discretionary power to the masters of the guilds. The first part of Le
Livre des métiers was essentially a guide for policing the corporations, followed
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by a fiscal report including a summary of the various taxes levied on the
corporations and on the populace of Paris as a whole.

Louis IX thus brought the Parisian municipality under royal control
while playing a key role in its organization. The royal provost could re-
view decisions made by the merchant provost. Moreover, the merchants
requested royal intervention in their affairs several times at the end of the
reign. At the end of the 1260s, they asked for Louis’ support against foreign
merchants, and in 1269 he reconfirmed their privileges at their request,
thereby underscoring “royal powet’s control over municipal institutions.”*

As Louis IX shaped it without exactly having created it, the structure of
political power in Paris closely corresponded to the exceptional status of
this quasi-capital among the cities of France. Apart from the hiatus of the
French Revolution, this structure has remained the same until almost the
present day.* The city would to have no bailiff, in other words no prefect,
but instead would have a provost with the functions of a bailiff, in other
words a préfet de police (police chief or commissioner). It would have no
mayor either, but instead would have a quasi-mayor, the merchant provost.
This bicephalous structure actually left power in the hands of a single mas-
ter, the king;

THE UNCOMPROMISING DISPENSER OF JUSTICE:
Two SPECTACULAR CASES

It was not enough for Louis IX to define principles of justice through
edicts and to implement it through his bailiffs, seneschals, investigators, and
the provost of Paris. He enjoyed dispensing justice himself in exemplary
cases. Between the years 1254 and 1260 he did not always display the le-
niency that he mentioned in his letter to his investigators in Languedoc
in 1259, nor the forgiveness that political treatises called for the prince to
provide in order to lighten the burden of justice after the example of the
supreme Judge, the God of justice and mercy. Two cases that made a power-
ful impression on Louis’ contemporaries attest to this. In his 17 de Saint
Louis, Guillaume de Nangis reports events of 1255:

After King Louis IX had established the aforementioned insti-
tutions [the Great Edict] and after they had been published through-
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out the Kingdom of France, it so happened that a man of Paris of
the middle class swore violently against the name of Our Lord and
spoke great blasphemy.” For this, the good king Louis who was very
upstanding had the man seized and branded with a red-hot iron on
his lips so that he would always remember his sin and so that others
would hesitate to villainously swear on their Creator. Many people
[the Latin text calls them “wise men according to the century”] cursed
the king and whispered against him when they learned of this and
saw it. However, remembering the passages from Scripture that state,

52 and,

“You will be happy when men curse you because of me,
“Lord God, they will curse me, and you will bless me,” the good king
said a very Christian thing: that he would be glad to be marked with
a red-hot iron on condition that all vile swear words be removed from
his kingdom. After this, the king granted a new benefit to the people
of Paris, from whom he received many prayers, but when the king
learned of their praise, he stated that he would rather receive more
praise from Our Lotd for the curses that had been addressed to him
on account of the man he had branded with a hot iron for having
scorned God than praise addressed to him from people for what he

had done for the common good of Paris.”

When it came to blasphemy, one of Louis’ worst bétes noites, he con-
fused justice with severity. Some of his contemporaries would even say that
he confused justice “with cruelty.”” Our chronicler-biographer, the monk of
Saint-Denis, Guillaume de Nangis, relates this to the second example:

And because the wise man says that the throne of kings is
adorned and reinforced by justice, we, in order to praise the fet-
vor of justice that he had, are going to tell the affair of the lord of
Coucy. It happened that at this time* in the abbey of Saint-Nicolas
in the woods near the city of Laon, there lived three young nobles
[children] who were natives of Flanders and who came to learn the
language of France.® One day, these young people went to play in
the woods of the abbey with bows and iron tipped arrows made
for shooting and killing rabbits. While following prey that they had
flushed out of the woods of the abbey, they entered a wood belong-
ing to Enguerran, the lord of Coucy. They were captured and held
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by the sergeants who were guarding his woods. When Enguerran
learned what they had done from his foresters, the cruel pitiless man
had these young people hung on the spot. However, when the abbot
of Saint-Nicolas who had them in his care learned of this, and lord
Gilles le Brun, the constable of France who was from the same line-
age as these young people, they went to King Louis and asked him to
execute justice on the lord of Coucy.™ As soon as he learned of the
lord of Coucy’s cruelty, the good upstanding king summoned him to
his court in order to answer in this miserable case. When the lord of
Coucy heard the king’s order, he came to the court and said that he
should not have to be pressured to reply without council, and that
he wanted to be judged by the peers of France according to the cus-
tom of the baronage. But it was proven against the lord of Coucy by
the recorder of the court of France that he did not hold his lands in
a barony, because the lands of Bove and Gournay which conferred
lordly status and the honor of barony were separated from the land
of Coucy due to the division of the lands between him and his broth-
ers; this is why they told the lord of Coucy that he did not hold his
land as a barony. Having heatrd these facts established before him,
King Louis had the lord of Coucy seized and arrested, and this was
done not by his barons or knights but by his sergeants at arms [ gen-
darmes]. He had him imprisoned in the tower of the Louvre and fixed
the date on which he would have to respond in the presence of the
barons. On that day, the barons of France came to the king’s pal-
ace and when they were assembled, the king summoned the lord of
Coucy and forced him to respond in the aforementioned case. Obey-
ing the king’s will, the lord of Coucy then called all the barons of
his lineage to his council, and they almost all came forward and drew
themselves aside, so that the king was practically alone except for
several gentlemen of his council. Nevertheless, the king’s intention
was to remain inflexible and to pronounce a just judgment [ justum ju-
dicium judicare], in other words to punish the lord according to the law
of the talion and to condemn him to a similar death [similar to that
of the young people he had hung]. When the barons realized the
king’s intention, they gently prayed and implored him to have pity on
the lord of Coucy and to impose a fine of his choice on him. The
king, who was itching to do justice |guZ moult fut échaffé de justice faire],
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answered before all the barons that although he believed that Our
Lord had given him the ability to hang him just as well as to release
him, he would hang him without worrying about the barons of his
lineage. The king finally gave in to the humble prayers of the barons
and decided that the lord of Coucy could redeem his life by paying a
fine of 10,000 pounds and by building two chapels in which prayers
would be sung every day for the souls of the three young people
he had killed. He would also provide wood for the abbey where the
young people had been hung and had to promise to spend three
years in the Holy Land.”” The good upstanding king took the money
for the fine but rather than put it in his treasury he put it directly to
good works. This was done promptly and should serve as a great
example for everyone who upholds and respects justice, because a
very noble man of such high lineage who was accused only by poor
people managed only with difficulty to save his life before he who
maintained and upheld justice.”®

This was an exemplary occurrence. The significant commentary by
a monk of Saint-Denis amplifies royal policy with no fear of exaggerating
when it opposes the rank of Enguerran de Coucy and his barons to the vic-
tims presented as “poor people,” though in fact they were young nobles re-
lated to the constable of France who was an intimate of the king, This affair,
however, which had strong reverberations in the historical memories of the
chroniclers and illuminators, truly characterizes the principles and attitudes
of Saint Louis as a dispenser of justice. Among the principles and attitudes
at work here we find the king’s desire to minimize feudal proceedings in
favor of royal justice (the arrest made by royal sergeants instead of knights is
significant in this regard), his insistence on balancing respect for customs
with the royal powet’s superiority in making rulings, and his tendency to
identify justice with severity and then to moderate it with a leniency that cot-
responded to the royal ideals of mercy and the king’s benevolence toward
his barons. We get the impression here that Saint Louis assumed a mask of
inflexibility in order to be able to better force his barons into a position of
humility and to garner more appreciation for his own goodness.

Two value systems—social and juridical—are confirmed and opposed
to one another here. We see feudal justice that was arbitrary as soon as the

crime, however tenuous it might have been, violated the pofestas, the power
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of the lord who exercised or believed that he could exercise high justice on
his land. And we see royal justice, equally arbitrary in the end, but that was
imposed by virtue of the superior judicial power of the sovereign, a fortiori
in the case of Enguerran, since the king personally expressed a rigorous
faith in this ideal of justice. He was a law-abiding king who embodied the
idea of the equality of justice for the powerful and the poor even if mo-
narchical propaganda leaned towatd reality. This progress in terms of jus-
tice could also present a serious threat. In order to prove a more or less fal-
lacious accusation of lese-majesty (the notion of this crime became cleatrer
under Saint Louis’ rule®), royal justice could be even morte frighteningly
arbitrary. His grandson, Philip the Fair, the king of trials of lese-majesty in
the name of reasons of state, got his start under Saint Louis. Under Saint
Louis, these trials had not quite reached this point. Cleatly, what shocked
Saint Louis and provoked his ire were not simply the disproportion and the
cruelty of the punishment, but the fact that the young victims were hung
without any trial or judgment. The king truly wanted to be the guarantor of
justice within his kingdom. Contrary to the arguments of certain historians,
Enguerran de Coucy’s trial did not result from the new inquisitional proce-
dure adopted from Romano-Catholic law,* which royalty employed after
the ecclesiastical inquisition in order to summon the accused without ever
receiving any accusation from a victim or one of his relatives or associates.
On the contrary, the traditional accusatory procedure led to the royal intet-
vention since the abbot of Saint-Nicolas-au-Bois and the constable Gilles
le Brun had appealed directly to the king,

NEwW MEASURES FOR PURIFICATION: AGAINST ORDEALS
AND USURY, AGAINST JEWS AND LOMBARDS

The inquisitorial investigation introduced by Roman canonical law also
differed from other judiciary traditions. It was especially different from the
ordeals or judgments of God. The Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 had
forbidden them. They included trials by fire or water from which the ac-
cused was supposed to emerge unscathed, and one-on-one combats (gages
de bataille, battle wagers) from which the accused or his champion was sup-
posed to emerge victorious. These forms of justice continued to be prac-

ticed, particulatly among the nobles." The Church tried to replace them
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with “rational” proof and, in particular, with evidence established by wit-
nesses. The state in turn embarked on this path under Louis IX. A royal
edict of 1261 outlawed “battle wagers” and replaced them with the proce-
dure of investigation and proof established by witnesses. As an anonymous
chronicler at the end of the thirteenth century says of the king: “Know that
for as long as he lived he would not tolerate any trials by battle of champions
or knights of the Kingdom of France for murder or treason or inheritance
or debt, but he made sure that everything was done by investigations con-
ducted by tribunals ot people of sworn loyalty.”®

While rationalizing judiciary practices, Louis continued to pursue his
correction of usury practices. An edict of 1257 or 1258 named a commis-
sion responsible for correcting the excessive application of measures pre-
viously taken against the Jews.”

The words designating usurers here, with no other defining terms,
seems to signal an important development in royal policy, which no longer
focused exclusively on Jewish usurers usually considered the main specialists
in these practices. The policy now also went after Christian usurers whose
numbers were increasing. Their usurious loans generally represented much
larger sums than those lent by Jewish lenders. They therefore also imposed
interest that had a higher absolute value, sometimes a percentage, than
interest demanded by Jewish lenders. In general, Jewish lenders dealt only in
loans for low-value consumption, although they simultaneously imposed
measures resented as excessively onerous such as the seizure of collateral in
the form of clothing, furniture, or livestock.

The extension of measures taken against non-Jewish usurers seems,
however, to have been limited to Christian moneylenders who were foreign-
ers. An edict of 1268 expelled Lombard (Italian), Cahortsin,* and other for-
eign usurers from the kingdom. According to this law, they all had to leave in
three months’ time. During this period, their debtors were supposed to be
able to earn back their collateral by repaying their loans minus the usurious
fees. Sometimes these merchants were authorized to do business in France
on condition that they abstained from usury and any other prohibited com-
mercial practices. The motive given to justify this edict was not of a moral
order but of an economic and political one: usurious extortion “greatly im-
poverishes our kingdom,” in the king’s opinion. He also articulated a need
to put an end to the misdeeds that these foreigners were suspected of com-
mitting in their homes and workplaces.®® The first expression seems to give
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voice to a nascent awatreness of a “national” economic patrimony and of
the economic borders of the kingdom. This awareness led Saint Louis’
grandson to establish customs barriers and to outlaw the export of certain
collective forms of wealth like precious metals. The second expression is
disturbing since in the name of state interests the king was inviting his sub-
jects to transform rumors into wild accusations. To sum things up, reasons
of state were already taking precedence in making and justifying govern-
ment policies.® In any case, what we must remember about these two edicts,
it seems, is that usury was what was being condemned rather than the mer-
chant, the foreigner, or the Jew.

Tue “Goop” MONEY

The end of Louis IX’s reign saw a number of important monetary re-
forms. They were first of all a consequence of economic development and
the spread of the monetary economy. I will not enter into any detail on as-
pects of these facts that would take us away from the individual history of
the king. I will analyze the psychological, moral, and ideological aspects of
these measures. They comprised a part of the program for cleaning up the
kingdom from a religious perspective. I refer my readers to the subsequent
part of this work where I deal with Saint Louis’ actions and ideas as part
of “the king’s third function,
how the French people in the middle of the thirteenth century—including

%" which involves the problem of determining

the king and the governing and intellectual elites— understood what we
now call the “economy.”

The king’s monetary reforms extended from 1262 to 1270.% They in-
cluded an edict of 1262 that banned the counterfeit of royal coinage and
that established a monopoly favoring the circulation of royal money in the
kingdom with the exception of coins produced by lords authorized to mint
them that could henceforth only circulate on their own lands. There were
two other edicts that banned the use of English coins, the “estetlins” [ster-
ling], throughout the kingdom. The first of these edicts, published between
1262 and 1265, has been lost. It commanded the king’s subjects, including
churchmen, to give up the use of sterlings. The other edict of 1265 set the
final date of their circulation for mid-August 1266. Another edict of 1265
reiterated the measures taken in the edict of 1262 that prohibited the imi-
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tation of royal coins, reserving the privilege of circulation throughout
the entire kingdom to royal coinage. This time, however, a notable excep-
tion was made for the coins of Nantes, Angers, and Le Mans. The expla-
nation for tolerating these coins was that “people do not believe that there
is enough [royal] money in pounds of Tours and Paris.” Another edict of
July 1266, of which we possess only a fragment, ordered the resumption
of the minting of the Parisian denier with specifications for a new weight
and color in precious metal as well as the creation of a new larger pound of
Tours. Finally, another lost edict, issued between 1266 and 1270, created a
new gold coin, the ecu.”” If we stick to a modern “economic” point of view,
these measures have threefold significance.

The return to minting parisis at a heavier weight than before (to 1.2881
grams from 1.2237 for the parisis of Philip Augustus) but with a lower fine-
ness of precious metal (0.4791 grams of silver down from 0.5009 grams of
silver) actually amounted to a devaluation of the currency. This was a more
or less conscious response to what we call inflation, the continued decline
of the coin’s value since at least the twelfth century. This evolution resulted
from the growing need for monetary currencies to respond to growth in the
monetary economy and to the increase in the minting of coins by the king
and the lords who had a right to strike money. This growth in monetary cir-
culation resulted from both a rising economic demand and from the desire
to increase the benefits of seigniorage, the lord’s immediate profit on the
minting of coins.” In the course of the thirteenth centutry, the portion of
seigniorage in the receipts collected by the Royal Treasury never stopped
growing,”' The ban on imitations of royal coins and the limit imposed on the
circulation of seigniorial coins also partly responded to this desire to reduce
or abolish inflation.

Two other measures marked an especially significant date in France’s
monetary history. The most impressive was the readoption of a gold mint
after five centuries, a return to the bi-metal coinage of Antiquity and the
High Middle Ages. This measure admitted Latin Christianity into the exclu-
sive club of two-metal economic and political systems alongside Byzantium
and Islam. Beginning in 1175, King Alphonso of Castile, the last Norman
kings of Sicily, and Emperor Frederick 11 in southern Italy with his augustales
in 1232 also initiated two-metal systems, although more for the prestige than
anything else. The economic importance of these coinages was very weak.

The large merchant cities of Italy were a different case. A number of them
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made a smashing and durable entry into the use of gold coinage for large-
scale international commerce: Lucca a little before 1246, Genoa in 1252 with
the genovino, Florence in 1253 with the florin, and Venice with the ducat be-
ginning in 1284. Some western monarchies also introduced gold coinage
for the collection of public taxes. The two largest of these monarchies, En-
gland and France, sought to enter this group of banking and commercial
powers primarily for reasons of political prestige. In 1257, Henry 111 struck
a “gold penny,” but it was a failure. Its mint and circulation ended some
time around 1270, and England had to wait until 1344 before it had a new
gold coin, the florin. Saint Louis created the golden ecu in 1266, but this
was not a success either. At the end of the century, the ecu gave way to a
variety of gold pieces that met with only mediocre success before taking off
again in 1330.

The denier parisis and the gold ecu were therefore failures, and the very
small number of these surviving coins is evidence of this. On the other hand,
the big fournois was a great success not only in France but also on the inter-
national market. Its long-lasting success continued well into the fourteenth
century, even through that century’s great monetary crisis. It fell right into a
productive monetary niche that corresponded to important needs.

It is also clear that Saint Louis’ monetary policy responded to political
objectives in ways closely tied to economic and financial goals. What people
have sometimes referred to—in disregard of a more complex reality—
as the state monarchy’s struggle against feudalism finds a privileged field
of application here. Saint Louis adopted the traditional idea of money as
a kingly instrument and as an object of state monopoly. In opposition to
the barons and the Church, he had to be happy to proclaim the superiority
of royal money over seigniorial moneys, paving the way for their demise. He
took a decisive step in this direction. The monarchy’s monetary monopoly
began to take shape. Once again, the monarchical state in the process of
forming benefited from three important trends: the formation of canonical
law that was underway, the renaissance of Roman law that was closely tied
to it, and the emergence of an opinion—whose existence in the preceding
period Thomas Bisson has demonstrated so well— that wanted political
powers to guarantee the stability and the quality of money that a growing
number of people were using more and more often. The “conservation” of
money (conservatio monetae) was becoming a more strident demand. As in the
case of justice, wherever the king was strong or getting stronget, he could
only be the main beneficiary of this development. This was even more true
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in the sense that monetary power was evolving toward this supreme image
of power, the majesty or majestas with which royalty identified itself more
and more closely, especially in France. The counterfeit of royal coins soon
joined the list of crimes of lese-majesty, and counterfeiters appeared again
among the first rank of criminals just as in ancient times.

Royal policy in monetary matters arose from its duty with regard to jus-
tice. Royal monetary action lined up on the battlefield on the side of “good”
money against “bad” money, for “pure” deniers, as the edicts of Saint Louis
called them, against deniers that were “bare,” worn down, counterfeited,
or of dubious quality. Saint Louis and his advisors understood perfectly
well that the fight for “good” money, as they would say in the fourteenth
century, comprised a key element in the formation of prices, prices the ide-
ology of the time wanted to keep “just.” The “just price,” the “just wage,”
and the “good coin” were three sides of the same moral concept of socio-
economic life. The canonists and theologians of Saint Louis’ time made
themselves the theorists of this concept. Monetary measures like those taken
by Saint Louis can thus be situated in the context of what people had for
quite some time already been calling the renovatio monetae. For these men
of the Middle Ages, marked by Roman and Carolingian ideology, this reno-
vation had a holy, religious, quasi-eschatological connotation. Monetary re-
form was a pious work; it was even a holy work in the proper sense. The
minters of coins and especially of gold coins understood this when they
placed the figure of Saint John, the patron saint of the city, on the Floren-
tine florin, or when they put Christ in his glory on the Venetian ducat with
the image of Saint Mark passing the standard to the kneeling doge on the
other side of the coin.

Saint Louis understood this, too. He placed a cross and his royal name
(Ludoviens rex) on the large tournois, along with the legend, “Holy be the
name of God, Jesus Christ our Lord” (Benedictus sit nomen Domini nostri Dei
Jesu Christi). The ecu especially proclaimed the glory of Christ and king.
The obverse side showed the Capetian symbol of the shield with a fleur-de-
lis and the legend, “Louis, by the grace of God, king of France” (Ludovicus
Dyt gracia Francorum rex), and on the reverse side a cross boxed between four
fleur-de-lis and the solemn proclamation, “Christ triumphs, Christ rules,
Christ dominates” (Christus vincit, Christus regnat, Christus imperat).

An unexpected document sheds fascinating light on Louis IX’s mone-
tary policy. We like to imagine that the University theologians of the Middle
Ages spent their time discussing abstract, eternal problems. However, on
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Easter 1265, the famous Parisian master Gérard d’Abbeville had to answer
a question asked by the members of the faculty of theology in the guodliber
debate, an exercise administered to the masters of the University twice a year
at Christmas and Easter. The question they asked him: in his recent edict
did the king have the right to impose an oath on his subjects, who were also
the subjects of bishops and other churchmen, to no longer use the English
sterling in their transactions? Wasn’t the king violating their rights by impos-
ing this obligation on them?™ At the same time, the question was being dealt
with in a trial before the pope.

By means of this formulation that placed the problem under the au-
thority of the faculty, this hotly debated question became an invitation to
test the king’s rights in monetary matters. Master Gérard answered that
coining was definitely a royal prerogative and he based his claim on a three-
fold authority: first of all on the authority of the Bible in Jesus’ words about
the silver piece with the image of the imperial effigy “Render unto Cae-
sar that which is Caesat’s” (Matthew 22:21), and those of Saint Paul com-
manding that “each person be subject to the highest authorities” (Romans
13:1); second, on the authority of Aristotle on the subject of the common
good of which the king is the supreme guardian; and finally on the authority
of canon law as it adopted the notion of “public utility” (##litas publica) from
Roman law as it had been formulated in Gratians Decree of 1140 (C.7, q.1,
¢.35) and expressed in the bull Per venerabilens of Innocent 111 (1203). This
bull established the claim that the king of France knew no temporal supe-
rior, and was also included in the letter sent by the same Innocent I1I to the
king of Aragon, recognizing his right and duty to assure that money be
“healthy and loyal,” a principle inserted in the collection of Décrétales in-
scribed in the code of canon law. It did not particulatly matter that Gérard
followed this up by stressing “the return to stetling is useful for everyone,
and that therefore to abandon the measures that have been adopted would
be useful and should take place at the proper time.” The essential thing was
that he corroborated the rights of royalty in monetary affairs. Moreovet, it
seems that Louis IX suppressed his order for an oath to boycott the stetling
when faced with the hostility of the clerics and the intellectuals, while en-
forcing the prohibition of their use in the kingdom at the same time. Pierre
Michaud-Quantin leaves us with this interesting observation on the affair in
light of Gérard’s argument: “the university clerics, the professor’s immedi-
ate audience, and the professor himself all seem completely deprived of the
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intellectual tools needed to conceive of a political policy to deal with the re-
ality of money.” Contrary to the claims of certain historians, at least in the
thirteenth century the scholars remained incapable of developing economic
theories adapted to the realities and problems of the time.

Did the king and the clerics of his entourage therefore have advisors
for economic and, notably, monetary matters? Yes. Their advisors were the
bourgeois and particularly the important merchants in their ranks who were
used to handling money. In 1254 and 1259, Louis 1X had already estab-
lished councils for the seneschalcies of the Midi. They were set up to in-
struct the seneschals about the prohibitions against grain imports and other
commodities in case of widespread shortages in the region. These advisory
groups were made up of prelates, barons, knights, and bourgeois from the
bonnes villes. The edict of 1265 issued at Chartres on the status of coins was
written up after a consultation the king had with the bourgeois of Paris, Or-
léans, Sens, and Laon. They were sworn in, and their names appear in the
text of the edict.” Economic and especially monetaty problems led to as-
semblies of the three social orders. Money thus introduced the bourgeoisie
into the state apparatus. The bourgeoisie became the representation of the
third Indo-European social function.”

THE PEACEMAKER

Two important responsibilities faced the Christian king, two ideals whose re-
alization was supposed to assure the eternal salvation of the king and his sub-
jects. These two responsibilities wete peace and justice.” Louis IX’s actions
here were twofold. On the one hand, he worked to establish peace in all mat-
ters involving his authority. He had to set an example and give his preference
to solutions to the great centuries-old conflicts he had inherited. He tried to
eliminate the causes of the conflicts and establish peace, if not forever, for as
long possible. Between eternity and the present time, he worked for the fu-
ture as well. On the other hand, his prestige led his opponents to approach
him as recourse for a procedure that was highly valued by the men of the
Middle Ages—arbitration. Louis’ actions and their renown spread beyond
the borders of the kingdom. He was the arbitrator and the peacemaker
of the Christian world. What follows is an account of the most important
and the most spectacular arbitrations he made and peace treaties he sealed.
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TueE FLEMISH INHERITANCE

Flanders was one of the largest and probably the richest fief of the king-
dom. According to a feudal custom that was different from the royal Ca-
petian traditions of exclusively male inheritance, a woman there could in-
herit the county if birthright played in her favor. However, for neatly thirty
years there had been an ongoing conflict arising from the matrimonial situ-
ation of the countess Marguerite. The situation persisted both in favor and
in spite of a number of twists and turns. I will discuss this imbroglio only to
the extent that it will allow us to understand Louis IX’s intervention.”

The countess Jeanne was the widow of Ferrand de Portugal who had
been defeated at Bouvines. She died in 1244 and, having no children, left
the county to her younger sister Marguerite. Marguerite had wed Bouchard
d’Avesnes, the bailiff of Hainaut, in her first marriage. However, this mar-
riage was not valid because Bouchard had been designated to join the
Church and was already ordained as subdeacon. Jeanne obtained an annul-
ment of her sister’s marriage at the court of Rome in 1216. Marguerite and
Bouchard d’Avesnes did not immediately split and had two sons together.
In 1223, Marguerite remarried with Guillaume de Dampierre and had three
sons with him. Thus began the struggle between the Avesnes, who insisted
on their inheritance rights as a matter of birthright, and the Dampierres,
who received their mother’s support and who denied their half-brothers’ in-
heritance rights on the grounds that they were illegitimate children.

Louis IX was called upon a number of times to intervene in this affair,
cither at the behest of one of the two parties or by his own decision as a
suzerain concerned about one of his most important fiefs. In 1235, he
secured an agreement between Jeanne and Marguerite that called for an
unequal division of the inheritance that granted two-sevenths of it to the
Avesnes and five-sevenths to the Dampierres. The whole matter was com-
plicated by the fact that the inheritance was partially situated in the King-
dom of France (the county of Flanders) and partly in the Empire (the duchy
of Flanders). To make matters even more complicated, the marquisate of
Namur was added to this in 1245 when Frederick II conferred it upon
Countess Marguerite, although the king of France held it as a gage for the
considerable loan he had made to the Latin emperor of Constantinople,
Baudouin II of Flanders. The lack of an emperor after Frederick II’s death in
1250 left the king of France more freedom to maneuver. He was, moreovet,
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cautious to remain impartial toward the various pretenders to the throne
who benefited from only limited authority even though they were recog-
nized as the kings of the Romans, albeit without ever having been crowned
as emperors.

In 1246, in the framework of the attempts at pacification on the eve
of the crusade, Louis IX and the pontifical legate, Eudes de Chéiteauroux, ar-
ranged an agreement on the basis of giving Hainaut to the Avesnes and Flan-
ders to the Dampierres. Marguerite accepted the title of count of Flanders
for her son, Guillaume de Dampierre, who left with Louis IX on the crusade
and came back with the most important barons in 1250. He died in an acci-
dent the following year. Marguerite recognized his younger brother, Guy,
as his successor for the county of Flanders. While Saint Louis was still in the
Holy Land, absent from his kingdom, Guy went to Paris to swear allegiance
to Blanche of Castile in February 1252. However, the court of Rome had fi-
nally recognized the Avesnes as the legitimate successors in 1249.

Countess Marguerite refused to grant the title of count of Hainaut to
Jean d’Avesnes, leaving him only the marquisate of Namur, whose homage
she had surrendered to him in 1249. Moreover, she urged her Dampierre
sons, the count of Flanders and his brother, and a number of French bar-
ons to seize the islands of Zeeland that she claimed for the county of Flan-
ders. Their descent upon Walcheren was a disaster, and in July 1253 the
count of Holland, a brother of the king of the Romans, took the Dam-
pierres and several French barons prisoner. Countess Marguerite then ap-
pealed to Louis IX’s younger brother, Charles d’Anjou. She promised him
the Hainaut in return for his assistance. Chatles accepted and came to oc-
cupy Valenciennes and Mons, although his advisors managed to convince
him to avoid an armed conflict with the king of the Romans who had excel-
lent relations with the king of France.

After his return from the crusade, Louis IX decided to intervene. He
had three good reasons for choosing this course of action. His vassals, the
count of Flanders and his brother, were being held prisoner. (The count
of Holland had released the other French barons.) His own brother was
mixed up in the conflict. In addition, he wanted to reimpose the agreement
of 1246. Quite upset with his brother’s careless initiatives, he began by re-
calling Chatles d’Anjou to Paris.

Proceeding with caution, he first went to Gand to find Countess Mar-
guerite as a show of support and to explain his plans to her. As the countess
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and her Avesnes sons had already accepted the previous arbitration, Louis IX
reinstated most of the treaty of 1246 with the “declaration of Péronne”
[Ze dit de Péronne] (September 24, 1256), which granted the Hainaut to the
Avesnes and Flanders to the Dampierres. However, Marguerite had already
given Hainaut to the king’s brother. The king of France gave it all back while
allowing his brother to save face at the same time: Countess Marguerite
bought the Hainaut back from him at a very high price. She also had to pay
a large ransom to the count of Holland in order to free the Dampierres.
Shortly thereafter, her surviving Avesnes son, Baudouin, the count of Hai-
naut, reconciled with her, and peace was restored along the northeastern
border of the Kingdom of France.

Saint Louis’ attitude in this affair was typical of him. He wanted to rec-
oncile peace and justice with the interests of the kingdom and the familial
relations that were so important to him. In the text called the “declara-
tion of Péronne,” he stated that he did not want to favor either party, the
Avesnes ot the Dampierres, to the detriment of the other, because they were
all relatives of the same blood [consanguinei nostri]. He expressed the same
balanced sense of justice and familial duty in his attitude toward his brother.
Finally, he also refused to intervene in Namur and favored the definitive
solution that called for the surrender of the marquisate to the county of
Flanders (1263). The peace was certainly worth abandoning the lands held
as collateral. Public opinion in Flanders nevertheless remained hostile to
the king of France; the bourgeois frequently blamed him for the heavy
taxes that were imposed on them. He was heckled when he visited Gand in
1255. The king’s prestige could not outweigh the population’s long-standing
opposition.

PEaceE wiTH ARAGON: THE TREATY OF CORBEIL (1258)

The Pyrenees did not extend along the northeastern border of the King-
dom of Aragon and Catalonia to separate France and Spain. Theoretically,
the Capetians had inherited the old Carolingian march of Spain, although
Hugh Capet had been unable to answer the calls for help from the Chris-
tians of this region against the Muslims at the end of the tenth century. The
council of Tarragon subsequently decided to date its acts in the years of
the Christian calendar and not in the years of the rule of French kings.
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The counties of Barcelona, Roussillon, Cerdagne, Conflent, Besalu, Ampur-
dan, Urgel, Gerone, and Osona followed suit, and this contributed to the
distancing and disappearance of ties between the two regions. When the
counts of Barcelona became kings of Aragon in 1162, they stopped swear-
ing allegiance to the king of France. Furthermore, both before and after
their promotion as kings of Aragon, the counts of Barcelona had gradually
expanded into the French Midi.

Although it was part of the Capetian kingdom, the Midi sometimes
seemed ready to break apart from it in order to form an independent state
set up around the three political centers predominant there: Poitiers led
by the dukes of Aquitaine, Toulouse and its counts, and Barcelona with
its counts and, later on, its kings. However, the formation of a southern
state had failed to occur throughout the Pyrenees. The counts of Batcelona,
however, still claimed suzerainty over the viscounty of Carcassonne, as the
Trencavel had sworn allegiance to them, and over all the domains of the
counts of Toulouse of the house of Saint-Gilles. In addition, for the period
lasting until the end of the twelfth century during which the kings of Ara-
gon had also been the counts of Provence, they pursued their claim to the
succession of Douce de Sarlat, the wife of Raimond Bérenger I11. These
territories included part of the Massif Central including Gévaudan, Sarlat,
and Millau. The crusade against the Albigenses put an end to the Aragonese
expansion, without, however, getting them to abandon all their claims in
the region. Simon de Montfort, who had at first recognized the suzerainty
of Pierre II of Aragon over Carcassonne, concluded that the king of Ara-
gon had lost all his rights and domains in the Kingdom of France after the
French victory of Muret in 1213. The conflict between the two kingdoms
had arisen around three towns: Millau, Carcassonne, and Montpellier.
Millau had been occupied by Aragonese forces for a short time in 1237
and nearly set off a war between the Aragonese and the French in 1234 and
again between 1240 and 1242. In order to protect Carcassonne, Louis IX
built massive fortifications, surrounding the city with a crown of royal keeps
(Peytepertuse and Quéribus) occupied by a royal garrison with the permis-
sion of the local lords. Montpellier presented a more delicate situation.
The last heiress had brought its seigniory to her husband, the king of Ara-
gon, at the end of the twelfth century, but it was also a fief of the bishop of
Maguelonne, who claimed the suzerainty of the king of France in 1252 in
order to protect himself from the Aragonese.
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Tensions rose again when the king of Aragon, Jaime I, reasserted his
claims to Millau, the county of Foix, Gévaudan, and Fenouilledes. The
princes of Aragon led incursions into the region of Carcassonne, and trou-
badors in the service of Jaime I led the call to war against the king of France.
In response, the seneschal of Beaucaire placed an embargo on foodstuffs
destined for Montpellier and other Aragonese lands.

In the end, the two kings’ interest to put an end to these old quarrels
carried the day. Louis did this out of respect for his ideals and also to better
establish his power over a Midi that was still pootly integrated into his king-
dom. Jaime I was interested in expansion elsewhere, toward the south and
the Reconquest against the Muslims and to the west for domination of the
western Mediterranean. Jaime I the Conqueror had captured the Balaeres
between 1229 and 1235, Valencia in 1238, followed by Alcira and Jativa. In
1255, the two kings selected two ecclesiastical arbitrators, one French and
one Catalan, and accepted their peace proposals. Jaime I’s envoys came to
sign the treaty of Corbeil on May 11, 1258. It was ratified in Barcelona on
July 16. The king of France renounced his claims to the Spanish march,
and the king of Aragon renounced his claims to the lands of Carcassonne,
Peyrepertuse, Lauragais, Razes, the Minervois, Gévaudan, Millau, and Grizes,
and also to the counties of Toulouse and Saint-Gilles. During the passage
of the treaty, he added a renunciation of his claims to the Agenais and the
Comtat Venaissin. The king of France received Fenouilledés in exchange
for Roussillon and Besalt. The treaty did not resolve the status of Mont-
pellier, and Louis IX used force to reassert his claim to the town in 1264.
Roussillon remained a source of conflict between France and Spain until
Louis X1V secured it through the Treaty of the Pyrenees in 1659.

ThaeE Franco-EnGrisH PEacE: THE TREATY OF PARIs (1259)

Louis IX’s greatest achievement to establish peace for the Kingdom of
France was the resolution of the age-old conflict with England. The English
possessions in France and Gascogny were the most serious threats to the
unity and independence of the French kingdom. An enormous mass of
territory—much larger than the Capetian royal domain— fell under English
rule in France through the ascension of Henry Plantagenet, the count of
Anjou, to the throne of England in 1154. Duke of Normandy in 1150, count
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of Anjou, Maine, and Touraine in 1151, Henry II marrtied the famous Elea-
nor of Aquitaine in 1152. She had previously been the somewhat freewheel-
ing and divorced spouse of Louis VII, and in marriage brought Henry II all
of Aquitaine (Poitou, Limousin, Périgord, Quetcy, Saintonge, Guyenne™)
and Gascogny, which, despite any Capetian pretensions, remained inde-
pendent from the Kingdom of France. In 1202, Philip Augustus used the
French court’s condemnation of the English king, John Lackland, for for-
feiture as a pretext for declaring all bonds of vassalage broken between the
king of France and the king of England. In 1204-1205, Philip Augustus
conquered Anjou, Maine, Touraine, and Normandy and reunited them with
the royal domain, although Normandy received special privileges. During
the dubbing of his younger brother Chatles in 1246, Louis IX granted him
full possession of Anjou and Maine in the place of an older brother for
whom Louis VIII had originally designated this holding and who had died
young. We have already seen how, in 1242, King Henry 111 of England’s at-
tempt to reclaim the lands to which he still held rights in western France led
to his defeat. The truce agreed to by the two kings on March 12, 1243, left
matters where they stood for five years. The crusade prolonged the condi-
tions of the truce.

In 1253 and 1254, Henry 111 came to Bordeaux to put down a revolt
by the Gascon barons. With this business taken cate of, he wanted to return
to England by way of the Kingdom of France in order to visit the abbey of
Fontevrault in Anjou that held the necropolis of his ancestors, the abbey
of Pontigny that contained the relics of Saint Edmond Rich, the archbishop
of Canterbury with whom he had a disagreement and who had died in exile,
and the cathedral of Chartres, a Marian sanctuary. Louis IX was happy to
grant Henry 111 authorization for his passage through France and invited
him to Paris. They celebrated Christmas together there in 1254 along with
the four sisters, the daughters of the deceased count of Provence: Margue-
rite, the queen of France, Eléonore, the queen of England, Sanchie, the wife
of Richard of Cornwall who was Henry I1I’s brothet, and Beatrice, the wife
of Chatles d’Anjou who was Louis IX’s brother. A warm friendship devel-
oped between the two kings. Louis’ constant desire to respect family ties in
his political relations was strengthened. He accompanied his brother-in-law
all the way to Boulogne, where the English king boarded his ships. Shortly
thereafter, he also gave him an elephant that he had received as a gift from
the sultan of Egypt.”
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Later that year, Henry I1I requested a renewal of their truces, which
Louis IX granted willingly. In 1257, Louis gave only halfhearted support to
King Alphonse of Castile, Richard of Cornwall’s rival for the throne of the
Empire. Henry III’s brother was elected king of the Romans and crowned
with Sanchie at Aix-la-Chapelle on May 17, 1257. However, he never wore
the imperial crown, and the long interregnum continued.

In 1257, Henry III sent the bishop of Winchester to Louis IX. His
mission was to convey the dual intention of reassuring the king of France
about the English policy toward the Empire and to propose an actual treaty
to replace the truces that kept a precarious peace between the two king-
doms. Although Louis IX specialized in making peace, he did not have a
monopoly on it, and Henry III was trying to solidify his image as a Christian
king alongside him. However, he had not renounced his claims to the lands
his ancestors had held in France, insisting that the heirs of his father, John
Lackland, were not responsible for the mistakes of their ancestor. The two
kings clearly had the intention of making peace, but Henry I1I was also still
at odds with the English barons who imposed new limits on his powers
with the “Oxford provisions” in 1258. The negotiations were long and la-
botious.” The treaty was finally concluded in Paris on May 28, 1258. It was
sworn according to custom on the Holy Gospels by the procurators of the
king of England and the king of France in the presence of the latter and
his two oldest sons, Louis and Philip, who were respectively fourteen and
thirteen years old at the time.

The king of England definitively renounced his claims to Normandy,
Anjou, Touraine, Maine, and Poitou, but retained his rights to Agenais and
Quercy. He also had to secure a renunciation from his brother, Richard of
Cornwall, and his sister, Eleanor, countess of Leicester, of all their claims
in the Kingdom of France. From the king of France, who was easily ca-
pable of paying generous sums provided by the docile and prosperous cit-
ies of the kingdom, the king of England, who was short of money, was to
receive the amount necessary for the upkeep of five hundred knights for
two years. He was also to receive the revenue from the Agenais each year
until the status of this land could be resolved. In addition, the king of France
would give the king of England his domains in the dioceses of Limoges,
Cahors, and Périgueux, with the exception of the lands held by the bish-
ops of these towns and the fiefs that he had conferred on his brothers Al-
phonse de Poitiers and Charles d’Anjou. He promised to give the king of
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England the part of Saintonge located south of the Charente after the death
of Alphonse de Poitiers. However, the king of France held on to his sene-
schal in Périgord and kept the right to build new towns there across from
the walled English enclaves. Above all, Bordeaux, Bayonne, and Gascogny
returned to the French sphere of influence as the king of England recog-
nized that he held them as fiefs from the king of France and in this respect
became a peer of France with the obligation of swearing homage as vas-
sal to the Capetian.

Richard of Cornwall and his son ratified the treaty on February 10,
1259. It was ratified on February 17 in the name of the king of England by
his procurators. It took them a long time to persuade the count and count-
ess of Leicester, Simon de Montfort and his wife Eleanor, to agree to
the treaty. They only ratified it i extremis on December 4, 1259. Invited by
Louis IX, Henry III set foot on the continent on November 14 accompa-
nied by his wife, his second son Edmond, and a large and magnificent es-
cort. On November 25, Louis IX went to greet him at Saint-Denis and
housed him in Paris in his own Palais de la Cité. On December 4, 1259, the
king of England swore homage to the king of France in the palace garden.
Here, in front of a large number of prelates, English and French barons,
and a crowd of commoners, Henry III knelt and placed his hands in the
hands of Louis IX. This ceremony had been preceded by a solemn reading
of the treaty by the chancellor of France, the Franciscan Eudes Rigaud,
the archbishop of Rouen.

The treaty gave rise to heated debate among the advisors of the
two kings. Joinville offers reliable testimony about what was said on the
French side:

It happened that the holy king negotiated when the king of En-
gland, his wife, and children came to France to arrange the peace
between him and them. The people on his council were strongly op-
posed to this peace, and thus told him: “Sire, we are quite astounded
that you would want this and that you would want to give the king
of England such a large part of your land, which you and your for-
bearers took from him by your conquest and his forfeiture. For this
reason, it seems to us that if you believe you have no right to these
lands, your restitution to the king of England is insufficient as long
as you don’t give him back everything that you and your ancestors
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have conquered from him, but if you believe you have a right to these
lands, it seems to us that you are losing everything that you are giv-
ing back to him.”

The holy king answered them in the following way: “Lords, 1
am certain that the ancestors of the king of England have fairly and
squarely lost the conquests that I hold, and that I am not giving him
the land I am giving him as something I owe to him or his heirs, but
as something that will bring love between my children and his, who
are first cousins. It also seems to me that I am making good use of
what I am giving him because he was never my man before, and by

this gift he is entering into my homage.”®

Joinville approves of the king’s conduct, and concludes with the follow-
ing observation:

He was the one man who worked more than any other to estab-
lish peace among his subjects, and especially between our rich neigh-
bors and the princes of the kingdom.*'

Joinville then gives numerous examples of conflicts that Saint Louis
resolved both inside and outside of the Kingdom of France. He ends this
passage on the peace-making king with some of his interesting proposals.

On the subject of these foreigners that the king had reconciled,
some of the men on his council told him he was not doing a good
thing by not letting them continue to fight, for if he let them im-
poverish themselves, they would not come running up against him
as quickly as they would if they were rich. To this the king answered
and said that they were not speaking well: “Because if our neighbot-
ing rulers saw that I let them continue with their wars, they would
conspire amongst themselves and say: ‘It is by sheer malice that the
king allows us to go on battling” Then, due to the hatred they would
hold against me, they would join forces and attack me, and I could
very well lose, not to mention that I would earn the hatred of God
who says, ‘Blessed are all peaceful men’.”

From all of this, it came to pass that the Burgundians and the
Lorrainians whom he had pacified loved him and obeyed him so
much that I saw them come to plead their cases before the king at
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his courts in Reims, Paris, and Otléans for the trials that they had
amongst themselves.

Nothing explains Saint Louis’ motives for establishing peace and the
general principles behind his policies as well as these two pages from Join-
ville and the king’s declarations they contain. An inseparable union between
the interests of the kingdom and the accomplishments of the ideal Chris-
tian formed the basis of his politics. He returned certain lands to the king
of England but made a vassal of him in exchange. In this period, homage
was no trifling matter to be broken with impunity. In 1274, Primat of Saint-
Denis stressed the importance of this allegiance for Gascogny in his French
version of the Roman des rois, translated at Saint Louis’ request before his
death, and which became Les Grandes Chroniques de France. Modern histori-
ans confirm his assessment: “Before 1259, as Primat says, ‘Gascogny was
neither part of the French kingdom, nor within the sphere of influence of
the kings of France, and, therefore, Henry I1I was not ‘the man’ of the king
of France any more in law than in reality. By swearing homage to Louis IX
for Gascogny on December 4, 1259 —something none of his predecessors
had ever done—Henry I1I transformed a land that had been independent
to this point as part of his own royal domain into a fief. Instead of ending
at its border with Gascogny, the Kingdom of France now extended all the
way to the Pyrenees.”®

Another of Saint Louis’ motives we have already come across was fa-
milial sentiment. Here, we must ask ourselves again whether the argument
served a political program with other purposes, or whether the politics
themselves were determined by the familial imperative? We must answer that
it was both, without really being able to distinguish the affective impulses of
political realism in Saint Louis’ character, as is usually the case for him.

Wias it the hatred of his enemies Saint Louis feared out of a sense of
political realism, or the hatred of God he feared due to his religious faith?
We can discern the religious faith behind his political realism, making any
choice between these two impossible to maintain. The Christian’s duties
duplicated and served the interests of the king.

Did the treaty of Paris of 1259 really put an end to the Franco-English
conflict on the continent? In 1271, Alphonse de Poitiers and his wife Jeanne
died childless, a scenario covered by the treaty of 1259. Nevertheless, the
king of France was in no hurry to return the Agenais and the south of Sain-
tonge to the king of England. When this restitution finally took place in
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1280, it reintroduced a number of unresolved questions about the actual
borders and the rights of the two sovereigns there. Two incidents provided
Philip the Fair in 1294 and Chatrles IV the Fair in 1324 with pretexts for
military intervention in Guyenne, allowing them to proclaim their right to
confiscate the fief. In both cases, pontifical mediation easily resulted in
the king of France’s return of the duchy to the king of England (in 1297
and again in 1325). However, the ease with which the French had occupied
it gave them the impression that an eventual reconquest of the English pos-
sessions in France would be a cakewalk. And this was not even the most
dangerous problem confronting them here. Henry III’s successors swore
homage to the king of France with increasingly less good grace. Edward 1
did it in 1274 and 1286, Edward II did it first in his father’s name in 1304
and again in 1308 after becoming king of England, Edward III did it for his
father in 1325 and again in his own name in 1329. This last act of homage
took place under different circumstances. In effect, the king of France was
no longer a direct descendant of the Capetian line, but the Valois Philip VI,
who was from a younger branch of the family. The French nobility had ac-
cepted him specifically in preference to the young king of England who
was the grandson of Philip the Fair through a wife, his mother Isabelle,
who was the widow of Edward II. Isabelle continued to claim the crown of
France for her son. Capetian tradition reserved it exclusively for male heirs
of the masculine line, and Isabelle’s claims were made in vain. The young
Edward came to Amiens in 1329 to swear homage to Philip VI only be-
cause his position was too weak to refuse. From this point on, the king of
England’s recognition of his vassalage to the king of France became highly
problematic for at least three reasons. First, although it had been presented
as a “final peace,” the territorial and juridical status of Guyenne had not
been definitively decided by the agreement of March 31, 1327 between Ed-
ward III and Chatles IV the Fair. Second, the dynastic change in France
created a new relationship between the two kings with the English king as
a pretender to the French crown. Finally, perhaps because of the evolution
of the French and English monarchies into “modern” and “national” states,
the subordination of one king to the other in terms of feudal relations was
becoming more fragile and more contestable. The condition that Louis IX
had imposed to resolve the problem of the English presence in France once
and for all henceforth became the main obstacle to a Franco-English peace.
If T have mentioned this series of events that extends far beyond Saint
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Louis’ reign, it has been to allow us to survey Saint Louis’ ideas and his in-
fluence on the development of French political problems and the course
of the following events. The treaty of 1259 had actually been a success for
Saint Louis in his dual and complementary intentions of achieving peace
between England and France through the strongest existing tie at the time,
vassalage, which, in addition, established the preeminence of the French
king. The subsequent evolution of structures and events had been hard to
predict and eventually transformed the Treaty of Paris into a justification
for war. This war was the Hundred Years” War, but the saintly king was no
prophet or fortuneteller.

THE “M1SE” [JUDGMENT| OF AMIENS

Among the various arbitrations that he conducted, I will only deal with one,
which has had a particulatly strong effect upon historians: the one Saint
Louis negotiated between the king of England, Henry 111, and his barons. In
England, the entire thirteenth century had been marked by the aristocracy’s
attempts to limit and control royal power. Their efforts led to the granting
of the Magna Carta (1215) and the Oxford provisions (1258). Henry III’s
own brother-in-law, Simon de Montfort, the count of Leicestet, led the op-
position. The king managed to have his oath to observe the Oxford provi-
sions dissolved by two popes, Alexander IV (1254—1261) and his successor,
Utrban IV, but the barons refused to accept the pontifical decision. In De-
cember 1263, Henry III and his barons appealed to Louis IX as an arbiter,
agreeing to accept his “mise,” his arbitrational decision.

He made his ruling in Amiens in January 1264. For the most part, it
was favorable to the English king. First of all, he ratified the pontifical bull
that did away with the Oxford provisions. He then declared that the king
should exercise the full power and untestricted sovereignty he had in the
past. He added, however, that they all had to respect “the royal privileges,
charters, freedoms, institutions, and good customs of the Kingdom of
England as they had existed before these provisions.”

Some have tried to prove that the “mise” of Amiens was not a real ar-
bitration but a judgment made by the king of France as the lord of the king
of England and, therefore, as the suzerain of the English barons consid-
ered as his rear vassals. The ruling of Amiens should be interpreted in a
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purely feudal framework, and not in the context of a modern conception
of monarchy.®” According to other historians at the opposite end of the
spectrum, Louis IX refused to grant the barons the right to limit the king’s
powers because he considered the king as the source of all power. I believe
that Louis IX made his ruling in accordance with two convergent prin-
ciples. One of these principles was his respect for the function of the
king, which should only be limited by respect for justice. When the king
of France stated through his investigating officers [enguétenrs] that agents
acting in his name had committed an injustice, the offense had to be cot-
rected. In this case, though, Henry III could not be blamed for committing
any injustice. The other principle was that the king did not have to observe
“bad customs.” A feudal king, Louis IX combined the new spirit of royal
sovereignty inspired by Roman canonical law with customary law. It was
with a traditional attitude that he associated the Oxford provisions with
“bad customs,” reminding everyone on the other hand that the king of En-
gland was supposed to respect the good ones. As for the authority on which
his decision was based, it was not his authority as the king of France nor as
lord and suzerain of the king of England and his barons. Instead, he exet-
cised the authority the two parties had placed in him by approaching him as
a mediator and by agreeing to accept his ruling, As a just and peace-making
king, Louis IX relied on all the juridical practices available to him, including
arbitration, in order to impose his authority. At the same time, he gave these
practices the religious and moral ideal of the Christian king as their com-
mon basis and foundation.

Of course, the circumstances made things easier for him. After the
death of Frederick II (1250), there was a long interregnum when there was
no emperor. During the same period, the king of England faced opposition
within his own kingdom, and the Spanish kings were wrapped up in the Re-
conquista against the Muslims. Louis IX’s material power was augmented
by his moral prestige. He was the one ruler the Mongol khan Hiilegii con-
sidered “the most eminent of the Christian kings of the West.”** He was not
only “the greatest king of the West,” he was the true moral leader of this
erratic Christendom to which he briefly gave the illusory impression of ac-
tually existing, because he was respected everywhere within it and because
he embodied its ideals in government.

The peace-making king wanted to go even further and tried to exet-
cise strict control over war and peace within his kingdom. One mandate
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given at Saint-Germain-en-Laye in January 1258 declared that, in delibera-
tion with his council, the king banned all war within the kingdom, all arson,
and any attacks on plows, threatening to send his officers out against any
offenders.®”” Some have disputed the importance of this text and refused to
give it the same status as an edict, which it had traditionally been granted.®
It was addressed to the bishop of Puy, Guy Foulcois, a member of the king’s
inner circle, and was probably made at the request of this jurist-prelate.”’
Some historians therefore conclude that the mandate was only a tempo-
rary measure granted to reinforce the bishop’s authority and to help him
keep the peace on his land. Certainly, it is obvious that Louis IX and his
successors had to make sustained and repeated efforts to stamp out private
wars in the Kingdom of France. Nevertheless, this text still holds a special
interest. It shows how the king of France “patched together” the con-
struction of monarchical power. It reveals the French monarchy’s dream
of having a king who would be in charge in war and peace. Louis IX con-
ceived of the king’s role as that of a peaceful king with the function of de-
ciding whether a war was just or not. His jurist advisors conceived a royal
power that would completely fulfill one of the most important attributes
of sovereignty: the right to decide to make war and peace. The two dreams
became one.

Louis IX also attempted to determine what cases constituted infrac-
tions of the peace. The text of this mandate has been lost. There is one
reference to it in an edict made by Philip IIT in 1275.% Louis IX tried hard
to secure assensements instead of truces, in other words, to obtain oaths from
opposing parties never to use violence against a designated individual or
group. Once this oath was taken, no one could retract it. Truces, then, were
provisional, while assensements were perpetual at least in theory. The Parle-

ment guaranteed more and more of the assensements.

Lours IX AND THE FUTURE OF THE CAPETIAN DyNASTY
AND THE RovarL FaMmiLy

During the last phase of his reign, Louis IX’s eschatological desire drove
him to carry out what would be any rulet’s duty with the most possible zeal.
This duty was to achieve his own salvation and that of his kingdom, first of
all by assuring the future of his dynasty and his family.
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BirTHS AND DEATHS

We must first give an account of his extensive bereavement. When Louis IX
returned to France in 1254, two deaths had submerged him in the throes of
mourning. There was the death of his second-born brother, Robert d’Artois,
who died on the crusade in 1250. Then, there was the death of his mother
in France in December 1252.

Robert d’Artois had been the victim of his own hotheaded chivalry and
carelessness. He was killed at the battle of Mansourah on February 9, 1250.
Louis, who felt special affection for his entire group of brothers, was strongly
affected by his death. Fortunately, there were no problems with Robert’s
succession. He left a young son, also named Robett, who succeeded him.”
Louis IX knighted him in 1267. Louis tried to have his brother recognized
as a martyr for having died on the crusade, but the papacy turned a deaf ear
to this request, as it would later do for Louis himself whom it recognized as
a saint but never as a martyr. In the eyes of the papacy, crusading opened
the door to salvation but not to martyrdom; moreovet, the Church wanted to
avoid creating any impression that saintliness was inherent within a dynasty.

The death of Blanche of Castile afflicted Louis IX with incredible pain.
Joinville and many of his contemporaries blamed the king for the excessive
nature of his emotional reaction. Saint Louis bore the brunt of two great
losses in his life: his mother and Jerusalem. The memory of Blanche, how-
ever, was all in the past and, as the king wished, she had been sent to await
the Resurrection outside of the royal necropolises of Saint-Denis and Roy-
aumont to the Cistercian abbey of Maubuisson that she had founded and
which was her Royaumont.

Another unexpected death dealt a cruel blow to Louis IX, a death with
the most serious implications. This was the death of his oldest son, Louis,
who was prince and heir to the throne. He died unexpectedly in January
1260. The king suffered deeply from this death and announced it himself
with incredible emotion according to his main advisor, the chancellor and
archbishop of Rouen, Eudes Rigaud, who made note of it in his journal.
The king of England and the young English prince who had just spent
Christmas in Paris with the royal family doubled back on their journey home
in order to attend the funeral ceremony. The young prince was buried at
Royaumont because the king decided that Saint-Denis would be reserved
exclusively for the kings and queens of France who had actually worn the
crown. Royaumont became the necropolis for the children of the royal
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family who never ruled. His death hit the family even harder since it seems
that he had already come close to assuming royal power. In addition to his
status as heir to the throne, he had already exercised a theoretical and specific
kind of lieutenantship to the king in governing the kingdom with the title
of “first-born” ( primogenitus) during the last stage of his father’s time in the
Holy Land. Moreover, the chroniclers all agree in describing him as a man
who was already full of brilliant virtues and royal capacities, the worthy son
of his father. The problem of a king’s successors held an important place in
the Mirrors of the Princes of the time. The ultimate reward that God granted
good kings was to give them a good successor. Saint Louis must have felt
that this death was a divine warning. He must not yet have earned salvation
for himself and his subjects. He concluded that he had to intensify the moral
reform of the kingdom once again, which, as we have seen, was exactly what
he would do.

Young Louis’ death appeared as such a painful event for the king that he
received extraordinary messages of sympathy and consolation. Pope Alex-
ander IV sent him a letter. The most important intellectual in his entourage,
the Dominican Vincent de Beauvais, composed an “epistle of consolation”
for him that historians of the “Christian consolation” rate as the medieval
masterpiece in this genre alongside Saint Bernard’s consolation sermon on
the death of his own brother.”” Of course, Louis IX still had other sons.
Philip, the second-born, was only one year younger than his dead brother.
On certain occasions such as the swearing of the Treaty of Paris the king
had already associated him with his oldest son. The dynastic succession did
not seem to be threatened by the young prince’s death. Vincent de Beauvais
emphasized this by reminding the king that this situation had already arisen
in the history of the Capetian dynasty without ever leading to any harmful
results.

Louis and Queen Marguerite had succeeded in producing abundant
progeny following the Christian monarchical tradition in which God ide-
ally grants the royal partners the grace of being naturally fecund. The royal
couple had eleven children. Their first daughter, Blanche, was born in 1240
and died in 1243. She was followed by Isabelle (born in 1242), Louis (born
in 1244 and deceased in 1260), Philip (born in 1245), another son who died
shortly after his birth, Jean (born in 1248), and three children born during
the crusade and the stay in the Holy Land: Jean-Tristan who was born in
April 1250 during his father’s captivity and whose name recalled the sad-
ness of those circumstances, Pierre who was born in 1251, and another
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Blanche born at the beginning of 1253. There were also three children born
after their return to France: Marguerite (born in late 1254 or early 1255),
Robert (born in 1256), and Agnes (born in 1260). The large number of
descendants was a source of prestige and power, all the more insofar as
Louis IX, unlike his father Louis VIII, did not give any important lands
to his younger sons. When he made his inheritance in 1269 on the eve of
his departure for Tunis, he only granted them small dukedoms but mat-
ried them to women who were the heiresses of extensive lands.” Through
the intermediary of his sons, Louis IX became the ancestor of all of the
subsequent kings of France. They would all be able to call themselves the
“sons of Saint Louis,” and the priest in attendance said the same thing to
Louis XVI on the scaffold.

The younger sons made good marriages, as did the older sons and
daughters, all according to the customs of the time: they were engaged at a
very young age and married at a young age to partners selected in harmony
with royal politics.”

In the thirteenth century, a young noble only became a man when he
became a knight. In a royal family where the king, his brothers, and sons
had to be knighted in order to attain their full status and assume their func-
tions, the dubbing of young men took on special significance. The normally
austere Louis IX made an exception for the brilliance of these formal cer-
emonies. Philip’s was the most brilliant of these dubbing ceremonies. He
was the future Philip III, henceforth heir to the throne. His dubbing took
place on June 5, 1267, which was also Pentecost, the day that Christian feu-
dalism had made into the great festival day of the monarchy and the aris-
tocracy as it replaced the traditional festival of spring. The celebration took
place in the palace garden in Paris in the midst of a great throng of nobles
and commoners at the same time as the dubbing of a great number of other
young nobles. By vowing to take up the cross for a second time, Louis IX
had recently made such a strong impression that many people predicted that
his poor health would prevent him from surviving the crusade. The new
knight was not just the heir to the throne, but neatly a king.

His SisTER AND BROTHERS

Following the typical example of the important noble families, Louis IX
wanted some of his children to join the Church. He would have been happy
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to have seen Jean-Tristan become a Dominican, Pierre a Franciscan, and
Blanche a Cistercian at Maubuisson, her grandmother’s monastery. The
three children successfully resisted this pressure from their authoritarian
father. The most resistant was undoubtedly Blanche, who offered a model
of behavior very different from the usual one in the great royal, seigniorial,
and even bourgeois Christian families. Typically, daughters revolted in order
to join a convent against their parents’ will and especially against fathers who
were hostile to a vocation that deprived them of the advantages of matri-
monial alliances to be made through their daughters. Blanche even asked
Pope Urban 1V for the privilege of being released from her vows if she
were ever to give in to her father’s will. The pope granted her wish before
she had even reached the age of cleven, although we do not know who
her intermediary was. Even a pope could sometimes find Saint Louis’ reli-
gious zeal excessive. Nevertheless, the king did not force his desires upon
his children.

On the other hand, he was certainly happy with the conduct of his sis-
ter Isabelle. Born in 1225, she led a life comparable to his, independently
of their different genders and functions. She took a vow of chastity and,
notably, refused to marry the son of Emperor Frederick II, Conrad de
Hohenstaufen, after having been promised to the oldest son of the count
of the March. She lived at the court, dressed modestly, and practiced exer-
cises of rematkable piety. She founded the convent of the Clares of Long-
champ to which she retired in 1263. She died there in 1270 shortly before
Louis IX’s departure on the crusade. The king devoutly attended his sis-
ter’s funeral rites, and the Church beatified her although not until 1521. The
convent of Longchamp seems to have been the center of an attempt to
create a monastic cult based on Isabelle’s character. For example, Philip V
the Tall came there to die in 1322; however, quite different from the way
things happened in Central Europe, the Church seems to have blocked the
development of a royal cult dedicated to princesses who were recognized
as saintly or blessed.” According to Joinville, Blanche of Castile had devel-
oped a particular devotion for Saint Elisabeth of Hungary (of Thuringia)
whose son had served her during the great feast given by Louis IX in
Saumut in 1241 for the dubbing of his brother Alphonse.”* As the story
goes, Blanche kissed the young man on his forehead, in the same place
where she thought his sainted mother had kissed him. Isabelle had to wait
until the sixteenth century for her exceptional piety to be recognized by the
Church.
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Of Louis’ two brothers who survived the crusade, Alphonse, the eldest,
became count of Toulouse in 1249 as stipulated by the treaty of Paris of
1229 that had put an end to the crusade against the Albigenses. Louis IX had
already given him possession of Poitou and part of Saintonge and Auvergne
in 1241 as called for in the will of their father, Louis VIIL A large part of the
inheritance of his wife, Jeanne, the daughter of Raimond VII the count of
Toulouse, also fell under his control. Although his health was fragile, he was
very close to his royal brother and followed him on both of the crusades. He
rarely resided on his own lands, usually staying in Tle-de-France or in Paris
itself where he had a palace built for himself near the Louvre. He never-
theless administered his vast domains with remarkable skill. They stretched
from the south of France into the west, and he governed them according to
the model of the royal domain with the help of good bailiffs and seneschals.
He may have even provided the royal administration with certain models.
The ties between the two brothers reinforced the similarities between their
two governments. This goes a long way to explain why, after the deaths
of Alphonse and Jeanne, who were childless, in 1271, when Alphonse’s do-
mains reverted to the royal domain in conformity with the rules of succes-
sion for the royal tertitories, their integration was remarkably peaceful.”

Louis’ second brothet was the family’s enfant terrible.”® He assumed con-
trol of his territory of Anjou-Maine-Touraine in 1246. From his wife, Beat-
rice, he received the county of Provence, which they inherited from her fa-
ther, Raimond Bérenger who died in 1245, although Marguerite, the queen
of France, Raimond Bérenger’s oldest daughter, maintained her claims to
Provence. Chatles’s lands, then, were not only divided in two separate parts
but one of them was in the Kingdom of France and the other in the Em-
pire. This situation fed his ambitions and careless tendencies. He had major
disputes with his Provencal subjects, notably with the towns, and especially
with Marseilles, which considered him a foreigner. Louis IX retained his
brother’s services for a long time. We have seen the role he played in the
Hainaut affair; Chatles threw himself into it when his brother was still in the
Holy Land. Acting on the papacy’s request, Louis finally accepted Frederick
1I’s Italian inheritance for his brother. It included southern Italy and Sicily.
Charles conquered his kingdom with the victories of Benevento (February
1266) and Tagliacozzo (August). Thus the Capetian dynasty came to rule
in the Italian Mezzogiorno, independent of Louis IX’s Kingdom of France
though still with a fraternal bond.
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Michael VIII Palaeologus and the Greeks had dispossessed the Latin
emperor of Constantinople. Beginning in 1261, he had tried to secure
Charles of Anjou’s support for the reconquest of Constantinople. After
numerous reversals, Charles accepted and concluded a treaty at Viterbo
on May 27, 1267 under the auspices of Clement I'V. He received suzerainty
over Morea, the islands of the Aegean Sea, Epirus, and Corfu in addition
to a third of the lands to be reconquered in common. At the beginning of
1270, Chatles sent some of his troops to Morea. Louis IX disapproved of
his brothet’s new enterprise. At this point, he had only a single goal: his new
crusade. He thought that the conflict over Constantinople could be resolved
by a peaceful compromise. Michael Palacologus clevetly requested his me-
diation, hinting at an end to the schism between Greek and Latin Christians.
Charles d’Anjou had no other choice than to first participate in his brother’s
crusade. He admired his brother and respected his authority.

Thus Louis IX settled his family affairs by applying his principles and
by following the interests of the Kingdom of France and Christendom.
These matters did not concern only the living. They required peace, ordet,
and solidarity with the dead. Georges Duby has brilliantly shown how lin-
eage is a site of memory, and how genealogical passion demands the atten-
tion of dynastic memory.”” The meeting of the living and the dead of the
great families of the time took place in the necropolises.

SaiNT Lours AND THE RovarL Bobpiks

Toward the end of his rule, probably in 1263—1264, Saint Louis had the
tombs of the royal necropolis of Saint-Denis reorganized and carried out
the largest funerary project of the Middle Ages: sixteen tombs for the dead
queens and kings from the seventh to the twelfth century represented by
as many recumbent statues aligned together alongside the tombs of his
grandfather Philip Augustus (who died in 1223) and his father Louis VIII
(dead in 12206). At the same time, he arranged to have the sepulcher of Saint-
Denis reserved exclusively from this point on for the persons of the royal
family, for the men and women who actually wore the crown.

This ambitious and impressive program not only raised the question
of the Capetians’ funerary politics. It can only be understood in terms of
along-term change in Christianity’s prevalent attitude toward the dead and
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the profound transformation in this attitude that took place between the
cleventh and thirteenth centuries. The new artistic theme of the recum-
bent statue bears witness to this transformation. A phenomenon of pri-
mary importance can be glimpsed behind this development: the placement
of the body in medieval Christian ideology or, rather, the placement of a
particular body, the body of the king.

From its origins, Christianity bore the seeds of the peculiar paradox
of the ambiguous status of the body.” On the one hand, the body was
condemned as the evil part of man: “For if ye live after the flesh, ye shall
die; but if ye through the Spirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall
live” (Romans 8:13). In the barbaric manicheanization of the High Middle
Ages, the body became “the abominable clothing of the soul” (Gregory the
Great). However, resurrection was promised to the body and eternal life to
the saints and the people who would join them after their purification in the
fires of Purgatory. Again, it was Saint Paul who asserted: “For our conver-
sation is in heaven; from whence also we look for the Savior, the Lord Jesus
Christ: Who shall change our vile body, that it may be fashioned like unto his
glorious body” (Philippians 3:20—21). Dead or alive, the Christian’s body
awaited the body of glory it would assume if it did not sink into the body
of misery. All Christian funerary ideology played out between this body of
misery and this body of glory, and it organized itself around this tug-of-war
between the two.

The funerary ideology of the Ancients was entirely oriented toward the
memory of the dead.” Of course, this was clearest in the case of the most
important dead figures. In Mesopotamia, dead royalty assured the order and
prosperity of their society and its harmony with the heavens through the
intermediary of their vertically standing statues. They assured its harmony
with the earth through the mediation of their horizontally butied bones."”
In Greece, the glorious dead were heroes whose commemoration reminded
people of their “unique personal fates,” the cohesion of a military group like
the army in the epic age or even the city itself in the civic period."” Then,
there were the accomplished dead [évergetes| whose funerary munificence was
rather meant to quell “the torment of the afterlife” and to perpetuate their
“ostentation.”'” This ostentation was intended to perpetuate the power
of their social category of notables through their memory.'” Finally, in the
case of royal statues it is important to note that in ancient Mesopotamia,
because the king was “the mediator for the heavens, instead of laying his
corpse out at the bottom of the tomb, they raise him upright after his death
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in the form of a statue erected in the palace or the temples,” and this statue
was “the dead man himself made into a statue.”!™

In the Hellenistic period, the king became a cultural object and his
tomb a hierothesion, a sanctuary tomb.'™ At the same time, however, and this
ambiguity exists in most ancient societies and especially in Greco-Roman

t.1% It was excluded from

societies, the cadaver was an abominable objec
civic space and confined to the outer edges of the city, although tombs, or
at least the tombs of important families, were freely placed alongside sub-
urban roads or in other commonly visited places so as to better perpetuate
the memory and the worship of the dead.

Christianity changed all of this. Although the dialectic between the body
of misery and the body of glory seems essential to Christian conduct to-
ward the dead, in practice, the Christian revolution in funerary ideology re-
sulted from one of Christianity’s great novelties—the cult of the saints.'”’
This cult was primarily based on the worship of the dead. It was the only
form of worship of the dead that survived in the Christian wotld, although
itinitiated a rupture with the practices of pagan Antiquity. The tombs of the
saints became main attractions for Christian communities. For the Church,
the remains of saints established their power to intercede at God’s side,
while the mass endowed them with a positive, immediate, magical force. Just
as the tombs of saints were ideal places for miraculous healing, sepulchers
ad sanctos—““near the tombs of saints”—benefited those who could derive
some kind of reassurance from them about their salvation in the future life.
During the Resurrection, these privileged individuals would be well posi-
tioned to receive the help of these special beings. As Peter Brown explains,
the saint’s tomb was “the place where heaven and earth touch and come to-
gether,” whereas for the Ancients and especially the Greeks death was the
great line separating men and gods: when a man was about to die, the gods
had to move away from him.'®

One important change in Christian funerary ideology tied to the at-
traction of the saints’ tombs was the urbanization (the Italians call it the
inurbamento) of the dead, their reinsertion into the space of the living, the
installation of cemeteries in cities near holy bodies whenever possible or at
least near churches.!®

A second change in Christian funerary ideology occurred with the dis-
appearance of the commemorative character of the tomb and its person-
alization. Erwin Panofsky has stressed that Christian funerary art excluded

the “retrospective” or “commemorative” principle and was dominated by
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the “eschatological” principle: the tomb should announce the Resurrection
and call out for eternal life.!” Philippe Ariés has insisted that from around
the beginning of the fifth century the Christian tomb became anonymous.
It no longer bore any inscription or portrait. Still, we must not exaggerate
the extent of the rupture with ancient funerary ideology. The Christian sep-
ulcher still upheld an idea of remembrance. The monument or the part of
the monument where the body of a saint was placed was generally called
the memoria, yet it is also true that the Christian funerary monument had the
special function of reminding the living that the body is dust and must re-
turn to dust. The memory it incited was oriented toward the final end of
man rather than toward his past and what he was on earth.

Among the illustrious dead that required special treatment, though in-
ferior to and different from that reserved for the bodies of saints, were the
people who held power and, foremost among these posentes, those who had
been distinct from others since the dawn of Antiquity: dead royalty.""! They
managed to slip into the ecclesial space defined by the division between the
clerics and the laity. Buried 7# sacrario, in other words in the choir or an ad-
jacent sanctuary, beginning in the High Middle Ages kings had a tendency
to consider a specific church as their own necropolis, as the “pantheon” of
their dynasty.

In Gaul, the tendency to select royal funerary churches became estab-
lished around the beginning of the Merovingian dynasty.'"* Before their con-
version to Christianity, the Franks followed funeral customs for their lead-
ers that were very similar to those of the Romans. Thus Childeric I, Clovis’s
father, was interred under a burial mound at the side of an ancient road near
Tournai. It was a solitary tomb situated outside of any urban space and,
of course, it bore no resemblance to any monument of Christian worship.
Clovis brutally changed this custom. From that point on all Merovingian
kings were interred in Christian basilicas, although they were suburban ba-
silicas extra muros. Is there any more or less latent connection in this choice
(that can be found later—and for centuries—at Saint-Denis) between the
king and the space, a consequence of the absence of any real capital city and
the attraction of the suburban monasteries?'"?

Clovis chose to be buried in the Church of the Saints-Ap6tres that he
had built on a hill above Paris on the left bank of the Seine to house the
relics of Saint Genevieve, who probably died shortly after 500. The queen
Clothilde joined him there upon her death in 544, but the son of Clovis
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who had acquired Paris for his kingdom, Childebert, decided to be buried
in a different suburban monastery in 558, Saint-Vincent-Sainte-Croix. He
had established this monastery himself to hold the relics that he brought
back from Spain, especially the tunic of Saint Vincent, and probably also
to serve as a necropolis for himself and his family. The bishop of Paris,
Saint Germain, was also buried there in 576. He later gave his name to this
church when it was rebaptised Saint-Germain-des-Prés. Most of the Mero-
vingian rulers of Paris, their wives, and their children were actually buried
in Saint-Vincent-Sainte-Croix, although this church had no more of a mo-
nopoly on royal tombs than Saints-Ap6tres (which later became Sainte-
Genevieve). There was no single and definitive royal necropolis for the
Merovingian kings.

The selection of an original sepulcher for one of the Merovingian kings
ended up having important future consequences. Since the end of the fifth
century, a church and a monastery that interested Saint Geneviéve existed
at Saint-Denis. Denis, the first bishop of Paris who had been martyred in
250 and the martyrs Rustique and Eleuthére were said to have been buried
on this site. The Merovingian kings of Paris gradually established close ties
with this abbey, and between 565 and 570 Queen Arnegonde, the widow
of Clotaire I, was buried there. Although magnificent jewels were recently
discovered in it, her tomb was placed anonymously among othets, so Saint-
Denis did not seem a likely choice for a royal necropolis. Everything changed
when Dagobert I had the church rebuilt and was buried there in 639. In the
throes of fatal illness, he had himself carried there, which indicated that it
was the site he had chosen for his tomb.

Under the Carolingians, Saint-Denis seems to become the necropolis
of the new dynasty. Charles Martel, who founded the dynasty although he
never had the title of king, chose Saint-Denis to house his sepulcher and
was buried there in 741. His choice seems to result from his particular de-
votion to the saint, although it also probably related the political objective
of establishing a close rapport with one of the abbeys previously devoted
to the Merovingians, which he had not been able to do in Paris with Saint
Vincent. He wanted to be interred alongside the kings of the dynasty he
ended in favor of his own descendants. Thus the choice of a necropolis was
politicized even more. The interment site was a claim to legitimacy and con-
tinuity for the dynasty. In effect, Charles Martel’s son, Pepin the Short first
chose Saint-Denis as the site for his coronation by Pope Stephen II in 755
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and then as his burial site in 768. His widow joined him there in 783, re-
uniting the royal couple in death, just like the former couples of Clovis and
Clothilde and Dagobert and Nanthilde. Pepin’s son, however, broke the
royal funerary succession of Saint-Denis. Charlemagne, who made an em-
pire of the Merovingian kingdom unified by his father and grandfather,
chose Aix-la-Chapelle as his new capital. This attempt to forge a new tradi-
tion had no future. Most of Chatlemagne’s descendants chose to be buried
in other churches. A return to the traditional sepulcher of Saint-Denis took
place under Charles the Bald who had very close ties to the abbey, so close
that it practically considered him its second founder after Dagobert. He was
buried there seven years after his death in 884.

It was under a new dynasty, the Capetians, that Saint-Denis definitively
became the “cemetery of the kings.” Once again, the ambitions of achieving
dynastic substitution and continuity expressed themselves eatly on through
the choice of a funerary site. Eudes, the king of the Franks, took the abbey
under his wing and was buried there in 888. His nephew, Hugues I the
Great, was also buried there in 956. It was under Hugues I’s son, Hugues 11,
known as Hugh Capet, who changed the Robertians into the Capetians
who would be the kings of the Franks and then the kings of France for
centuries to come, that Saint-Denis definitively became the royal necropo-
lis. Down through Louis XI at the end of the fifteenth century, there are
only two kings who did come to lie at Saint-Denis: Philip I who was buried
at the monastery of Fleury (Saint-Benoit-sur-Loire) in 1108 and Louis VII
who was buried in 1180 in the Cistercian abbey of Barbeau that he founded
near Melun.

This long digression can help us to understand how royal funerary
politics emerged through a large number of hesitations and the extent to
which the choice of a “cemetery of the kings” had been slow to develop as
it passed through a number of incarnations. The political and ideological
tool that the royal necropolis held out to the French monarchy was fully uti-
lized by Saint Louis. With him, Saint-Denis became a site of monatchical
immortality.

There are two texts that inform us about Saint Louis’ funerary politics
at Saint-Denis. The first can be found in the official chronicle the abbey
kept for itself, the Annales de Saint-Denis: “1263. This year on the day of Saint
Gregory, they carried out the transfer of the kings Eudes, Hugh Capet,
Robert, his wife Constance, Henry, Louis the Fat, Philip the son of Louis the
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Fat, and Queen Constance who came from Spain. 1264. They transferred
King Louis the son of Dagobert, the king Charles Martel, Queen Bertha
the wife of Pepin, King Pepin, Queen Ermentrude the wife of Chatles the
Bald, King Carloman the son of Pepin, King Carloman the son of Louis
the Stammerer, and King Louis the son of Louis the Stammerer into the
right side of the choit.” In his own Chronigue written immediately after 1300,
for the year 1267 Guillaume de Nangis notes: “At Saint-Denis in France
the holy king of France Louis and the abbot Mathieu carried out the si-
multaneous transfer of the kings of the Franks who were lying in different
places in the monastery; the kings and queens descended from the race of
Charlemagne were raised two-and-a-half feet above the ground and placed
on the right side of the monastery along with their sculpted images, and the
ones descended from the race of Hugh Capet were placed on the left side.”
The difference between the reported dates matters little for our purposes.
The dates of 1263—1264 given in the Annales de Saint-Denis seem to me to be
more accurate than that of 1267 indicated by Guillaume de Nangis. Only
Guillaume de Nangis mentions the eminent role Saint Louis played in this
operation along with Abbot Mathieu de Vendéme. The abbot’s agreement
was obviously necessaty for the transfer to take place. He and the king got
along very well, although I do not doubt that this was Saint Louis” own idea
and his own desired action.

It was a political decision of a dual nature. First of all, the royal ne-
cropolis of Saint-Denis had to express the continuity between the two lines
of kings who ruled in France since the beginnings of the Frankish monat-
chy. The only distinction made was the division between Carolingians and
Capetians. This not only served to respect the right-left symmetry that di-
vided the kings and queens between two dynasties but also to efface the bi-
ological discontinuity between Merovingians and Carolingians, whether
intentionally or due to indifference to that change. Besides, the Merovin-
gian presence at Saint-Denis was very weak. From the moment Dagobert
and Nanthilde were set apart, as we shall soon see, the only Merovingian to
be found in Saint-Denis was Dagobert’s son, Clovis 11, whom the Annales
errantly name Louis. It was probably also, at least in part, the weak Mero-
vingian representation that allowed Charles Martel to be identified as a
king by encouraging a certain ignorance of the rupture between Mero-
vingians and Carolingians.'™* In any case, the essential thing for Louis IX
was to affirm the continuity between Carolingians and Capetians. Here
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we find the most important articulation of the French monarchy in its
ambition to affiliate itself with the most imposing figure of medieval, mo-
narchical ideology— Charlemagne. The goal was to establish the legiti-
macy of the Capetian dynasty, which had long been vilified in the figure of
its founder Hugh Capet whom Dante alluded to with scorn. The goal, in
other words, was to establish what Bernard Guenée has called “the pride of
being Capetian.”'"®

Louis IX’s second important decision was to make Saint-Denis into a
royal necropolis in the strict sense according to which only people who have
ruled—or rather who have been crowned or who are imagined to have been
crowned—only kings and queens in other words, would have the right to
be interred there. This was the case for sixteen of the deceased who were
kept there under Saint Louis’ program.

Proceeding on the right from west to east, from the nave to the choir,
we find Charles Martel (d. 741) transformed into a king, and Clovis 11 (under
the attributed name of Louis) who became king in 635 (in Burgundy and
Neustria) and king of the Franks in 657, the year of his death; then, Pepin
the Short, king from 751 to 768, and his wife Bertha (d. 783); Ermentrude
the wife of Chatles the Bald, and Carloman (who was actually buried at
Saint-Rémi in Reims), Charlemagne’s brother, king of Alemania, Burgundy,
and Provence from 768 to 771; Louis 111, king from 879 to 882, and his
brother Carloman 111, co-king from 879 to 882 and sole king of the Franks
from 882 to 884.

On the left, there is Eudes, king from 888 to 898, and his grand-nephew
(Hugh Capet) who was king from 987 to 996; Robert the Pious, co-king with
his father Hugh Capet and then sole king from 996 to 1031, and his third
wife, Constance d’Arles who died in 1032; Henry I, co-king from 1027 and
sole king from 1031 to 1060, and his grandson Louis VI, co-king from 1108
to 1137; Philip, the son of Louis VI, co-king from 1129 to 1131, and Con-
stance de Castille, the second wife of Louis VII, who died in 1160.

The provisions Saint Louis made for the sepulcher of Royaumont con-
firmed his will to reserve the necropolis of Saint-Denis exclusively for kings
and queens. He had founded Royaumont with his mother Blanche of Cas-
tile, and it was consecrated in 1235. The evidence indicates it was his pre-
ferred religious domain, and he also turned it into the necropolis for children
of the royal family. Even before the consecration of the church, he had al-
ready transported the body of his younger brother Philippe Dagobert there
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after his death in 1233 or 1234. He later interred his daughter Blanche
(1240—1243) there, his son Jean (1247—1248), and his eldest son Louis who
died at the age of sixteen in 1260. The most surprising thing was that upon
learning of the death of his much loved son Jean-Tristan, count of Nevers,
born twenty years eatlier at Damietta during his father’s first crusade, who
died from a case of dysentery to which his father too would soon succumb,
Saint Louis commanded that he be buried at Royaumont, thus excluding
him from Saint-Denis.!!¢

What is even more striking is that Saint Louis articulated a specific and
grandiose funerary plan. What it affirmed was neither the king himself, nor
the royal family, but the dynasty or rather the fiction of dynastic conti-
nuity, the monarchical state, and the crown. The queen was closely associ-
ated with the monarchical state here, as the arrangement expressed the

17 \Whenever

triumph of the Church’s model of monogamous marriage.
possible, Saint Louis’ edict for the tombs at Saint-Denis stressed the signifi-
cance of the royal couples such as Pepin and Bertha, and Robert and Con-
stance. Acquiring new force under Saint Louis, the monarchical ideology
went on display and became ostentatious whether in its theoretical ex-
pressions of, especially, in its ceremonial of crowning, This ceremonial was
minutely regulated by new ordines® and paralleled the new ceremony of
Corpus Christi instituted by Urban IV in 1264 as well as the ceremonial rites
for funerals and mortuary ostentation. God had more than ever become
the great model for the king. Dead kings henceforth displayed the perpe-
tuity of the monarchy’s existence. They had been enrolled for eternity in the
ideology of the monarchy and the nation, a nation that still knew how to as-
sertitself only through the regnum, the kingdom.

What was particularly new was that Saint Louis was not content simply
to regroup the royal bodies; he had to display them and celebrate them. He
had them exhumed from the basilica and “elevated” in tombs two-and-a-
half feet above the ground. Better still, he presented them to viewers’ eyes
in the form of sculpted statues placed upon their tombs. An artistic pro-
gram expressed and reinforced the ideological program.

This program was first of all expressed in its own particular space.
Originally, as was usually the case for the sepulchers of great figures in
churches, the kings of Saint-Denis were buried in the choir close to the
great altar (the altar of the Holy Trinity) and the altar of the relics (of Saint
Denis, Rustique, and Eleuthére) in the back of the choir. When Suger had
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the choir rebuilt between 1140 and 1144, he clearly had the altar of the
Trinity moved without disturbing the royal sepulchers because, as he wrote
in his V7e de Louis 171, when they had to bury the king in 1137, they first
thought they would have to move Emperor Chatles the Bald’s tomb,'”
which shocked Suger as “neither right nor custom allow anyone to exhume
kings.”'*" A century later the attitude toward the royal bodies had changed.
The idea of monarchical power henceforth took precedence over respect
for royal cadavers. Under Saint Louis the choir was reconfigured, and a new
exceptionally large transept was built as well. Specialists often discuss the
date of this transept. In any case, it seems very likely to me that it was con-
structed to house the royal tombs.'?!

It was already quite an impressive feat to arrange the bodies of sixteen
kings and queens belonging to three successive dynasties in a designated
place and according to a rational organization that stressed their continuity.
The program reached extraordinary proportions when Saint Louis com-
pleted it with the execution of sixteen recumbent statues placed on the al-
ready glorious tombs. We must therefore examine the place of this great
figure of the recumbent statue in royal funerary ideology.'* First, howevet,
we must return to the origins of the tradition.

Philippe Ariés has brilliantly analyzed the evolution of tombs from
Antiquity to medieval Christendom. For wealthy families (in the Middle
Ages as in ancient times these funerary programs only existed among the
higher social classes) the tomb was a monument, a memorial that included
a portrait of the deceased and an inscription and, for the richest families,
sculptures. After the advent of Christianity, the tomb became anonymous;
the portraits, inscriptions, and sculptures disappeared. Coffins of lead and
later of wood gradually replaced the sarcophagus. The tomb was dug into
the surface of the earth, so the typical Christian funerary monument be-
came the tombstone. Beginning at the end of the eleventh century, there
was a return to the commemorative tomb and a renewed concern for the
identity of the deceased. This change was one aspect of the great expan-
sion of western Christendom that lasted from the eleventh to the middle
of the thirteenth century. For the clerics, the apparent rebirth of an ancient
custom was only a means for capturing the forceful innovation of this de-
velopment. One of its most important aspects was the return to the use of
a visible tomb, which, as Philippe Ariés tells us, was “often dissociated from
the body.” Christianity effectively maintained an ambiguous attitude toward
the body that shifted between polite reverence and indifference. The body
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was only a pretext for a more important lesson that was separable from its
perishable origin. At the same time, however, the men of expanding Chris-
tendom were investing more and more in their own worldly existence that
they were in the process of transforming. The contemptus mundi, the “scorn
for the world,” the great slogan of the monastic spirit, was retreating before
worldly values. Sculpture rediscovered the methods of figuration and three-
dimensional representation in this revival of earthly existence. Statuary art
exploded. It was applied to the living as well as the dead. Upright, living stat-
ues became detached from columns, and statues of laid out dead figures
emerged from the flatness of their tombstones.

Here, we must note the variety of artistic methods and solutions. Al-
though the dead person seated or standing had little chance of coming back
to life, the walled vertical tomb and the great monument rediscovered ver-
ticality in funerary commemoration. The use of stone underwent a fabu-
lous transformation in England. Enamel plaques decorated the tombs of
Geoffrey Plantagenet in England in the second half of the twelfth century
and of Saint Louis’ children Jean and Blanche at Royaumont.'®

The most original creation was the recumbent statue. Here, with Erwin
Panofsky, we must stress one of the great cultural and ideological breaks
in the medieval West. In southern Christendom, in Italy and Spain, the so-
lution of the vertical tomb'* and the great monument carried the day, es-
pecially when the recumbent figures were dead individuals: the drapings
of their clothing were wrinkles in their shrouds, they did not express the at-
tributes of power placed beside them, they made no gestures, and their
eyes were shut or half-closed. On the other hand, in the Nordic version of
gothic art, although the recumbent figure was not quite portrayed as living,
it at least appeated in the scenario of an eschatological vision: its eyes wete
open to eternal light. Erwin Panofsky has done a fine job evaluating the bal-
ance that exists in these recumbent figures between the desire to express
the power of worldly values, the glorification of the memory of these pow-
erful figures, and the desire to represent them in the eschatological perspec-
tive in which they were meant to be seen: “The funerary sculpture of the
northern Middle Ages, while essentially ‘prospective’ or anticipatory in its in-
tentions, differs from that of early Christianity in that terrestrial values are
no longer ignored in it.”'?

Beginning in the eleventh century, the theme of the recumbent statue
expanded in a way that favored two well-known figures of power in the
Middle Ages: bishops and kings. The oldest surviving recumbent statue in



218 A The Life of Saint Louis

northern France is of Childebert. It was completed shortly before 1163
for Saint-Germain-des-Pres. The first funerary arrangement of recumbent
statues carried out in the medieval Western wotld seems to be the one
that represented the Plantagenet kings at Fontevrault in the first years of the
thirteenth century. Despite the close relations binding Henry I1I and Saint
Louis, the French and English monarchies were locked in ongoing compe-
tition throughout the Middle Ages. They struggled over political power but
also competed for its symbols and insttuments.' It is not impossible that
the example of Fontevrault could have inspired the royal funerary arrange-
ment at Saint-Denis, although the French achievement was on an entirely
different scale.

Philippe Ariés has explored the question of the relation between the
sculptural theme of the recumbent figure and the ritual of exposing the de-
ceased between their death and their funeral rites. In order to stress the ele-
ment of ideological innovation, he has claimed that the recumbent statue was
not a copy of the exposed figure but instead the display of the dead person
was based on the model of the recumbent statue. I would more cautiously
venture that between the middle of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries a
habit formed for the ceremonial of funerals of important people, for the
description of the deaths of heroes in literary works, and for the represen-
tation of recumbent figures in art, which involved showing the illustrious
dead in new and identical poses, laid out with their heads on cushions and
their feet resting on symbolic objects, holding the distinguished signs of the
power they had when they were still alive. His documents inform us that
Philip Augustus was the first king of France whose body was displayed with
scepter and crown from his death at Mantes on July 14, 1223 to his burial
the next day at Saint-Denis.'”

What place do the recumbent statues of the royal tombs at Saint-Denis
have among all the other “real” and literary dead figures of the time?

First, the recumbent statue remained a Christian figure, a creation that
was merely a creature, however glorious one may have been. As Willibald
Sautlinder has explained so well, in contrast to the ancient statue, whether
standing or lying the medieval statue “is not prayed to or venerated. It is not
the object of any cult. It is never anything but a representation, the reflec-
tion of a figure from the history of salvation, an image (é7ago) and not a
statue (sZatua).” An image, a double, an archetype, an imago in the psycho-
analytic sense, almost a complex, an imaginary schema establishing relations
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between the person represented and the one who viewed him. Since they
were not supposed to appeal to the realm of domination by the sacred, these
relations evoked the realm of domination by powet. The recumbent figure
also recaptured an old aspiration of Christians facing death that was very
common in funerary inscriptions and death liturgies from the first centuries
of Christianity. The recumbent statue was a requierz in stone. The sculp-
tor only represented the idea that contemporaries had about the transfer
of bodies. We have already seen Guillaume de Nangis speaking of a “trans-
lation of the kings of France who lay [reposaient] in different places in this
monastery.” Far from the dead who were set upon by demons, or better yet
like Dagobert on the monument of the choir of the abbey church, the six-
teen kings in the royal necropolis calmly lived out the time that separated
them from the Resurrection. The bodies of the kings and queens were
shielded from the danger of hell.

The recumbent figures were represented in their age of strength and
maturity. Funerary sculptures of the time ignored the age at which the de-
ceased passed away. On their tombstones at Royaumont, Saint Louis’ chil-
dren, Blanche and Jean, are represented as fully grown children, almost ado-
lescents, although they died at the respective ages of one and three. Because
old age was excluded from these idealized representations, there were only
two abstract categories for it: youth approaching adulthood and adults at
full maturity, the only age that the Middle Ages really recognized as positive.
Perhaps the sculptors were inspired by the idea that the dead would resus-
citate with their thirty- or thirty-three-year-old bodies, the age of Christ at
his death. I believe, however, that the ideal of mature age suffices to ex-
plain the depiction of individuals in recumbent statues in the thirteenth
century.

Like Gothic statues representing positive characters (God, the Virgin
Mary, angels, the virtues, biblical kings and queens), the royal recumbent
figures were all peaceful and beautiful even though they could be distin-
guished according to the stylistic variations in the work of three different
artists. It is therefore pointless to look for any realist intention in the faces
of these figures that would have reproduced their physical individuality.
They were already long dead by the end of Saint-Louis’ reign. Along with
Alain Erlande-Brandenburg, I do believe that the artists who could have
known him or who could have questioned people who knew him did not
represent Saint Louis with his actual physical characteristics. Certainly, the
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recumbent figures reveal Saint-Denis’ program’s attempt to restore the
individuality of their human faces, but this was not yet any form of real-
ism. The recumbent statues were a product of royal ideology, not of any
quest for the unique individual semblance of kings.

Finally, and not least of all, the recumbent figures at Saint-Denis have
their eyes open, open to all eternity. While describing Louis VI’s funeral rites,
Suger already evoked their anticipation of the Resurtrection although he also
stressed the importance of Saint-Denis and the proximity of the king’s body
to the saint’s relics: “It is there [between the altar of the Holy Trinity and
the altar of the relics] that he awaits the moment to play a part in the future
Resurrection, all the closer in spirit to the assembly of the holy spirits for
having his body interred closer to the holy martyrs in order to benefit from
their help.” The scholarly abbot quotes Lucain for support (Pharsalus 4.393),
although he alters and modifies the quotation:

Felixc qui potuit, mundi mutante ruina,
Qo jaceat preacisse loco.

[Happy he who could know in advance
When the world threatens ruin
The place where he will be lyingl]

Saint Louis’ funerary plan for Saint-Denis definitively assured that the
monarchy and the Capetian dynasty would have absolute power over time.
From the Merovingians to the age of Louis IX, the continuity it affirmed
handed the reins of the past to the monarchy. For as long as kings of the
Franks existed, power belonged to them. The simultaneous arrangement
of all these kings and queens whose lives extended over six centuries, each
of whom never knew most of the others, put them all together in an eter-
nal present from that time forth.

With open eyes expressing hope and anticipation for the Resurrec-
tion, the extended hotizontal positions of these figures at rest'®® tied them
to the future and the hereafter. It would be a peaceful future in the time that
would expire between their deaths and the Last Judgment, which people be-
lieved was drawing nigh,'” and, finally, the eternity that they tried to glimpse
with empty pupils and open eyes. These living dead lay ready to convert

their evet-present wotldly glory into the celestial gloty of eternal life."
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Lours IX CRUSADING FOR THE SECOND TIME

In 1267, Louis IX decided to leave on a new crusade. He announced this to
an assembly of barons and prelates on Annunciation Day, March 25, 1267.
During a new assembly on February 9, 1268, he added that he would leave
in May 1270. His decision was made in the summer of 1266 because he
secretly informed the pope of it in October of that year. Jean Richard has
effectively shown how developments in the military and political situation
in the eastern Mediterranean explain this decision. He calls this “the return
toward the Mediterranean and the Orient.”

First, there was the establishment of his brother, Charles d’Anjou, in
Sicily and southern Italy. Sicily was capable of being used as a more secure
base of operations than it had been under the whimsical Frederick II and his
heirs. It was also closer than Cyprus.'!

Then, there was also the definitive renunciation of any attempt to make
an alliance with the Mongols, although a letter written in 1262 from the khan
Hiilegtii to Saint Louis offered a cleatly defined alliance against the Muslims
and promised to give the Christians Jerusalem and the holy sites. However,
the Mongols’ recent conquest of Syria from the Muslims cast serious doubt
on their intentions in the Holy Land. The repetition in Hiilegii’s letter of the
condition that the Christians recognize Mongol suzerainty provided them
with a reason or a pretext to reject his offer.'*

Third, there was the military and political situation. The Greeks had
reconquered Constantinople in 1261 and put an end to the Latin Empire in
Byzantium. The land route and the northern shores of the eastern Medi-
terranean were under their control. Access to them had become risky.

Last and not least, the Mameluke sultan Baybars’ victories in Palestine
and the Latin reconquest of a part of the coastal region of the Holy Land
signaled an exacerbation and an acceleration of the Muslim threat against
the holy sites.

How should we understand Saint Louis’ choice of Tunis as his first des-
tination for the crusade? Historians have often pointed to pressure placed
on him by his brother, Chatles d’Anjou, who had become king of Sicily and
who was anxious to control the two shores of the Straits of Sicily which
were the main passage between the eastern and western Mediterranean. My
impression is that it was rather the convenience of using Sicily as a base that

influenced Saint Louis’ choice, and not any direct pressure from Charles
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who was above all interested in the Byzantine Empire. In my hypothesis
that the crusade was supposed to be more one of expiation and conversion
than of conquest, the sultan of Tunis probably appeared as a favorable re-
ligious target because their illusions of converting a great Muslim leader
seem to have shifted from the sultans and emits of the Orient to the chief of
Tunis at some time in the 1260s. Finally, the ignorance of geography Saint
Louis and the French shared with all of their contemporaries may have
played a role as well: they may have believed that Tunis was much closer
to Egypt than it actually was and therefore that they could have used it as a
good land base for a subsequent attack against the sultan.'”

FinAL PURIFICATIONS BEFORE THE CRUSADE

With the approach of the departure date in 1270, new calls for acts of puri-
fication multiplied. An edict of 1268 or 1269 again forbade and repressed
“villainous swearing,” blasphemy in other words. It represented an act of
divine lese-majesty to which the king was particulatly sensitive because of
the importance that he, like his century, gave to the more and more wide-
spread expression and idea of lese-majesty for the construction of the mo-
narchical state. The king specified that the edict must be observed “on the
king’s lands, on the lands of his lords, and in the cities of the commons,”
in other words throughout the entire kingdom.'*

In 1269, another edict obligated Jews to attend the sermons of convert-
ing preachers and to wear strips of felt or scatlet cloth. This degrading mark
was the forerunner of the yellow star. It corresponded to other medieval
practices that applied signs of infamy and characterized a society steeped in
symbolic denunciation. Louis IX was obeying a call from the papacy asking
Christian rulers to apply this measure that had been adopted by the Fourth
Lateran Council (1215) at the behest of a Dominican who was probably a
converted Jew.'”

Finally, one week before setting sail, Louis sent a letter from Aigues-
Mortes dated June 25, 1270 to his “lieutenants,” the abbot of Saint-Denis
Mathieu de Venddme and Simon de Nesle. In the letter, he advised them
to deal harshly with the “polluters” of the kingdom, which included blas-
phemers, prostitutes, criminals, and other villains.

The campaign for preaching the crusade was also very active.”* Addi-
tional encouragement was probably needed insofar as feelings of hostility
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toward the crusades were growing.' Joinville himself refused to take patt.
He alleged that during the crusade in Egypt sergeants of the king of France
and the king of Navarre, who was also the count of Champagne, “destroyed
and impoverished his people,” and that if he were to crusade again, he would
be opposing God’s will, because God had given him the responsibility of
protecting and “saving his own people.”'?

Thus Christendom turned inward upon itself. Serving God no longer
meant going overseas but working inside of Christian Europe. The Holy
Land lay beyond the borders of Christendom, and rare were those like
Saint Louis who viewed the Mediterranean as a sea that lay within the
Christian wotld. The poet Rutebeuf, a partisan of the crusades, praised
Saint Louis’ attitude, although elsewhere he attacked his devotion for the
Mendicant friars. His poems, particularly “La disputaison du croisé et du dé-
croisé,” cleatly express the debate that was stirring throughout the Chris-
tian world."

The material preparations for the crusade were as rigorous as for the
previous one. The financial preparations again depended on the raising of
urban “failles” and ecclesiastical tithes. The king also relied on loans made
through the intermediary of the Templars. His brothers and Alphonse de
Poitiers also made intensive preparations.""

Their diplomatic preparations were less successful than they had been
for the Egyptian crusade. After Pope Clement I'V’s death on November 29,
1268, the vacancy on the pontifical throne lasted until 1271. On the eve of
the crusade of Tunis, Christendom had no pope. King Jaime I of Aragon
wanted to be the first to leave in 1269, but for Acre. His flotilla was caught
in a storm and he abandoned the project. Only the eldest son of the king of
England took up the cross, but he left from Aigues-Mortes three months
after Saint Louis.

The crusade of Tunis was nonetheless an event marked by significant
innovations. Annoyed with the conditions that the Venetians wanted to im-
pose, Saint Louis relied mainly on the Genoese for building his fleet. Instead
of renting the ships as he had previously done, he had them build boats that
he would own himself. Instead of giving the command of the fleet to two
Genoese as he had done in 1248, he named a Frenchman admiral for the
first time in French history. His admiral was the Picardian lord Florent de
Verennes, although it was not until the rule of Philip the Fair that the French
military navy was born on the northern seas in service against the English
and the Flemish.
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The crusade of Tunis also introduced an attempt to better organize
royal administration in the king’s absence. They created a special royal seal:
Si(gillnm) Ludovici Dei G{ratia) Francor(um) reg(is) in partibus trans-marinis agentis
(Seal of Louis, king of the French by the grace of God on an expedition
overseas). The reverse side had an image of the crown whose newly ac-
quired symbolic relevance was aptly emphasized: ““The adopted design [for
the seal] says a lot about the meaning that the symbol of the crown had as-
sumed thanks to the work of the jurists in the royal entourage.”'"! Again,
Louis wanted to put as many things as possible in order before his depat-
ture. He made his will and testament at the beginning of 1270. It was basi-
cally a list of bequests to religious houses. He drew up his list of advice (£x-
seignements) for his son Philip and his daughter Isabelle at an unknown date.
In the previous year he had taken a tour of the royal domain just as he had
done before the crusade of 1248: he thus obtained the favor of prayers in
exchange for the gift of relics, for instance to the bishop of Clermont, the
Dominicans of Rouen, and a convent in Dijon. He sought out opportuni-
ties to repair injustices in places that he had rarely visited like Ham in Pic-
ardy, Meaux, Vendéme, and Tours. In March, he made arrangements for
the government of the kingdom in his absence. With his royal seal, he en-
trusted “the upkeep, the defense, and the administration of the kingdom”
to the abbot of Saint-Denis Mathieu de Vendéme and Simon de Nesle, his
oldest and closest advisor. Although it is surprising that there was no men-
tion of Queen Marguerite and the highest-ranking prelates in this docu-
ment, | think we must draw the same conclusion as Jean Richard that “the
king of France was bent on confiding government leadership to the people
who were the most closely involved in exercising it in order to assure the con-
tinuity of its actions; this is probably a sign of the importance that the State
had assumed in Saint Louis’ time.”'** To the recently appointed bishop of
Paris, Etienne Tempier, he entrusted the right of granting ecclesiastical hon-
ots, prebends, and benefices. These were all at the king’s disposal upon the
advice of the chancellor of the church of Paris, the prior of the Domini-
cans, and the guardian of the Franciscans of Paris— the chapter of Notre
Dame, the Preaching Friars, and the Minors. Together they formed Saint
Louis’ trio in charge of religious affairs in Paris.

His departure repeated the one he made in 1248. On March 14, 1270,
the king went to Saint-Denis to take the banner and the pilgrim’s staff. Their
raising signified the royal army’s departure on a campaign. On March 15,
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he marched barefoot to the Palais de la Cité at Notre-Dame-de-Paris. He
bade Queen Marguerite adieu at the castle of Vincennes and left from there.
The stages of the voyage were punctuated by stops at important sanctuaries
including Villeneuve-Saint-Georges, Melun, Sens, Auxerre, Vézelay, Cluny,
Micon, Vienne, and Beaucaire. The other crusaders joined the king and his
three sons at Aigues-Mortes. With them was his powerful son-in-law, Thi-
baud de Navarre. While waiting for the ships, a battle broke out between
the Catalans and Provencals on one side and the French on the other. There
were a hundred casualties. Louis had the individuals found responsible for
the fracas hung. He finally set sail on the Monzjoie on July 1, 1270.

As we already know, the “passage to Tunis” was Saint Louis’ last march
with the cross. The nightmare of Egypt happened all over again, but this
time it was worse. After a brief stop in Sardinia, instead of Sicily as originally
planned (it was a sectet they kept until the last minute'*), the king landed
at La Goulette near Tunis on July 17. The landing was a success,'* but any
hope of converting the Muslim emir was very quickly wiped out for every-
one but Louis who refused to give up hope. Once more, an outbreak of
dysentery or typhus, the Mediterranean scourge, spread among the army of
crusaders. Following the death of his son, Jean-Tristan, on August 3, Saint
Louis died in turn on August 25.

There are many more ot less official accounts of his death. I refer you
to the one given by his confessor, Geoffroy de Beaulieu, who was an eye-

witness:

Shortly after [the death of his son Jean-Tristan on August 3,
which everyone tried to conceal from him, but which he learned
of with great sadness'**], God’s will that wanted his tribulations to
end happily and to give him the glotious fruit of those good tribula-
tions felled him under the stroke of continuous fever, and, as the ill-
ness grew worse, he received the final sacraments of the Church very
Christianly and very devoutly in full consciousness and of sane mind.
When we showed him the sacrament of the last unction while recit-
ing the seven psalms with a litany, he recited the verses of the psalms
himself and named the saints in the litany, very devoutly invoking
their aid. While the outer signs indicated that he was reaching the
end, he had no concerns other than the affairs of God and the exal-
tation of the Christian faith. As he had trouble speaking and could
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only speak to us in a hushed voice as we stood around him with ears
turned to hear his words, this truly Catholic man full of God said:
“Let us try, for the love of God, to preach and implant the Catho-
lic faith in Tunis. Oh! What skilled preacher could we send there!”
Then, he named a Preaching Friar who had gone there under some-
what different circumstances and who was known to the king of
Tunis. This is how this truly faithful man of God, this steady and en-
thusiastic practitioner of the Christian faith finished his holy life in
confession of the true faith. As the strength of his body and voice
gradually faded, he still did not stop asking for the support of the
saints to whom he was especially devoted for as long as his strength
allowed him to speak and especially for Saint-Denis, the patron saint
of his kingdom. In this condition, we heard him repeat the prayer for
Saint-Denis several times in a soft murmur: “We pray to you Lord,
for your love, and to give us the grace needed to reject earthly pros-
perity and to not fear adversity.” He repeated these words several
times. He also repeated the beginning of the apostle Saint James’s
prayer several times: “Be, O Lord, the sanctifier and the guardian of
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your people,”* and he devoutly recalled the memory of other saints.
This servant of God, laid out on a bed of ashes spread out in the
form of the cross rendered his last joyful breath to the Creator, and
it was at the exact time that the Son of God expired while dying on

the cross for the world’s salvation.'’

Thus the Christ-king died in the eternal present of Jesus’ salvational
death. According to one tradition, the night before his death he murmured:
“We will go unto Jerusalem.”



Toward Sainthood

From Death to Canonization

(1270-1297)

TuaE TRIBULATIONS OF THE RovaL Bobpy

There was King Louis IX, dead in the land of the infidels. There was no
question of leaving his remains on these hostile grounds outside of Chris-
tendom and far from his Kingdom of France. They had to repatriate his
cadaver. To do this they used a procedure employed since the time of
Chatles the Bald in the ninth century whenever a ruler died far from the
royal necropolis and either they could not or did not want to bury him near
the place where he died. They preserved his body. Because they had not
yet mastered embalming techniques, they boiled the body in wine mixed
with water so that the flesh came off the bones, which were the most pre-
cious parts of the body to be saved.

The technical problem in this case was accompanied by an even motre
serious political problem. Chatles d’Anjou, the king of Sicily, arrived with
his fleet and army shortly after his brother’s death. (One legendary story
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has it that he set sail at the very moment of the king’s death.) He tried to
impose himself as leader of the army in opposition to his younger inexpe-
rienced nephew Philip II1. Spurred on no doubt by his father’s advisors
who were there, the young king did not hesitate to assert his own authority.
Just as they could not bury his father quickly at Saint-Denis, it would be
months before the young king could be crowned at Reims. He therefore
made the barons and other military leaders around him swear an oath of
loyalty on August 27. On September 12, he sent two messengers to Mathieu
de Vendome and Simon de Nesle to confirm the powers his father had en-
trusted to him. He also sent them Louis IX’s testament and authorized them
to continue using the seal the dead king left them but to replace his father’s
name in the inscription with his own. In fact, people began to date the acts
of his rule starting from the date of his father’s death on August 25, 1270.
Thus they resolved the delicate problem of the interregnum by following
Louis IX’s provisions and the established means of assuring the continuity
of the French monarchy that had already been worked out.

The fate of the royal cadaver then became a political stake between
Chatles d’Anjou and his young nephew Philip II1. Each first proposed his
own solution to the problem, and each solution corresponded to a differ-
ent but reasonable point of view. Philip wanted his fathet’s remains to be re-
patriated to France as quickly as possible. However, the voyage of such an
important “cadaver” could not be taken lightly. Charles proposed that they
send his brother’s remains to be kept in his Kingdom of Sicily. The at-
gument seemed practical. The island was nearby, and the voyage would be
quick. He and his successors could watch over the king’s remains. Of course,
there was also a certain political calculation behind this commonsensical ar-
gument. Political rumors had it that Louis IX had a good chance of becom-
ing an official saint. It would be an incredible source of prestige and mate-
rial gain for the Angevin dynasty in Sicily to have these relics on its soil. The
chroniclers inform us that the two kings, the uncle and his nephew, finally
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wotked out a more sensible [“sage,” “saine” “sanior”] solution. Fitst, the two
monarchs agreed to a compromise: the king’s flesh and entrails would be
given to the king of Sicily, while his bones would go to the royal necropolis
in Saint-Denis. No doubt supported by the prelates and important French
leaders, the young king put up a good fight. He won the most important
prize, the bones that were likely to become relics in and of themselves, the
hard part of the cadaver in opposition to the soft flesh and guts in this cot-

poral dialectic of the hard and the soft, which symbolically reprersented
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a dialectic of power. There was still a question about the heart. According
to certain witnesses like Geoffroy de Beaulieu, Philip I1I would have been
happy to let his uncle take it to Monreale along with the entrails. Accord-
ing to other more credible testimony, he brought it along with the bones
to Saint-Denis. We actually do know that the monks of Saint-Denis believed
that kings’ hearts were supposed to stay together with their skeletal remains,'
and a seventeenth-century inscription on Saint-Denis’ tomb attests to the
presence of his heart inside. According to Louis Carolus-Barré, who inter-
prets the texts in a way that I think is a bit forced, “the army demanded that
his ‘heart’ remain in Africa among the combatants, and we do not really
know what became of it.”* Anothet highly questionable hypothesis claims
that the sainted king’s heart was deposited in the Sainte-Chapelle.®

Philip also rallied behind the idea that they should not send his father’s
cadaver ahead and risk exposing it to all kinds of dangers. He wanted to wait
until he, the new king, was able to accompany it himself in a military convoy,
with an army of men who already felt that it was “holy” [“sains” saintly], and
that it would be a form of protection and, if I dare say, a good luck charm.

They then proceeded to dismember the royal cadaver. The various tes-
timonies converge at this point, although some of them differ in their de-
tails. According to Geoffroy de Beaulieu: ““The fleshy parts of his body were
boiled and separated from his bones.”* According to Primat: “The king’s
valets and all his servants [ministres] and those whose job it was to carty
out this task took the king’s body and cut it apart member by member and
cooked it in wine and water so long that the bones came out all white and
clean of flesh so that they could be taken apart cleanly without using any
force.”

After several military skirmishes and diplomatic exchanges, the Chris-
tians signed an accord with the emir of Tunis on October 30. The emir re-
ceived a guarantee that the crusaders would leave his territory and give back
the lands they occupied in exchange for a war indemnity, the freedom of
Christian merchants to trade in Tunisia, and the right of Christian priests to
preach and pray in the churches there.

THE RETURN TO FRANCE

On November 11, the Christian army re-embarked, and the fleet dropped
anchor in the port of Trapani in Sicily on the fourteenth. The king and
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queen of France set sail on the fifteenth with a large number of other pas-
sengers on board. Then, on the night of the November 15 or 16 a terrible
storm broke and destroyed most of the fleet. The return trip was made
under the protection of the skeletal remains of Louis IX and his son Jean-
Tristan whose body had been boiled in the same way. Their bones were
placed in small coffins. Louis IX’s was transported on two bars suspended
between the backs of two horses. A third coffin contained the body of the
deceased king’s chaplain, Pierre de Villebéon. New grief descended upon
the royal family at Trapani. Louis IX’s son-in-law, Thibaud de Champagne,
king of Navarre, died in turn. The cortege grew by one more coffin. They
soon made a fifth coffin for the new queen of France. The young Isabelle of
Aragon, Philip III’s wife, fell off her horse on January 11, 1271 while cross-
ing a flooded river in Calabria. She prematurely gave birth that day to a still-
born child and died on January 30.

The young king and his army slowly rode up the Italian peninsula with
their coffins, passing through Rome, Viterbo where the cardinals had not
managed to elect a new pope, Montefiascone, Orvieto, Florence, Bologna,
Modena, Parma, Cremona, Milan, and Vercelli. They crossed the Alps near
Mount-Cenis at the feet of the Susa. They ascended the valley of Mauri-
enne and then passed through Lyon, Macon, Cluny, Chalons, and Troyes
before finally arriving in Paris on May 21, 1271. The new king left two more
coffins behind him. They were those of his uncle Alphonse de Poitiers and
his wife Jeanne who died a day apart in Italy. They were buried in the ca-
thedral of Savona. They put Louis IX’s coffin on display at Notre-Dame-
de-Paris and the funeral ceremony took place at Saint-Denis on May 22, al-
most nine months after the king’s death and at a time of disturbing conflicts
between the Parisian clergy and the monks of Saint-Denis.

TowARD CANONIZATION

A new period commenced in the saga of the dead and buried king’s exis-
tence. His body had already accomplished miracles. His entrails had also
accomplished numerous miracles in devout Sicily, a land rich in popular
miracles. The Church recognized two of them. It accepted two others that
occurred during the coffin’s passage through northern Italy in Parma
and at Reggio d’Emilie, along with a third that took place at Bonneuil-sur-
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Marne on the outskirts of Patis. Other miracles proliferated at Saint-Denis
following the traditional occurrence of miracles accomplished at the tombs
of saints.

For almost a century, however, renown alone was not enough to earn
saints lasting recognition in Christendom. The Roman curia reserved for
itself the right to make saints. In the words of Jean-Claude Schmitt, it be-
came a “saint-making factory.”” It made them (or refused to make them) in
the course of a long process, the canonization proceeding. This was a pro-
cedure of juridical inquiry that often took on a political character because
the Roman curia was a political force whose decision to canonize an indi-
vidual was an instrument of power. In order to open and close a canoniza-
tion proceeding it was necessary to have solid lobbying groups in addition
to a good record. Three factors acted in support of Louis IX’s canoniza-
tion: his fame (bona fama, vox populi), the Capetian house, and the Church
of France. To these we must add the religious orders he had supported
and with whom he had maintained close relations: the Cistercians, the Do-
minicans, and the Franciscans. This was a lot of support, and yet Louis IX
had to wait twenty-seven years after his death until he was canonized. The
waiting period was extended by the deaths of a number of popes, none of
whom stayed long on the pontifical throne. After the death of each pope,
they had to start the proceeding anew from its earliest phases. The length
of time also grew longer as a result of the switch between pontiffs who
were favorable and others who were less receptive and moved slowly on
the record.®

The first move to canonize Louis IX fell upon Gregory X, who was
elected on September 1, 1271, after the office had been unoccupied for quite
some time. Theobaldo Visconti de Plaisance was not a cardinal. He was in
the Holy Land at the time. After his arrival at Viterbo, his first pontifical act
was to write to the Dominican, Geoffroy de Beaulieu, Louis IX’s confessor,
on March 4, 1272. He wrote to ask him to provide as much information as
possible about his royal penitent whom he admired intensely and considered
a “true model for all Christian rulers.” A pontiff obsessed with the crusades,
Gregory X was fascinated by the royal crusade. In several weeks or months,
Geoffroy de Beaulieu wrote up a report that had fifty-two chapters on Louis’
life and conduct. He concluded that in his opinion the deceased king was
worthy of being officially recognized as a saint.” Gregory X undoubtedly
also spoke with Philip III about his fathet’s proceeding that he wanted to
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open soon when the king came to visit him at Lyon in March 1274 before
the opening of the Second Ecumenical Council of Lyon (May 7—July 17,
1274). For the time being, however, the Council occupied all of the pope’s
attention. Pressure groups became more active in the following year. We
possess three texts sent to the pope to ask him to hasten the opening of
Louis IX’s canonization process. One was from the archbishop of Reims
and his suffragan bishops (June 1275). Another came from the archbishop
of Sens and his suffragans (July 1275). The last was from the prior of the
Dominicans of the “province” of France (September 1275). The whole
affair took on a “national” dimension that became more and more acute.
Gregory next asked his cardinal-legate in France, Simon de Brie, Louis IX’s
former advisor and chancellor, to open up a secret inquiry on the deceased
king. Simon de Brie proceeded quickly, too quickly, because he would be
blamed for botching the affair, which required a minute examination. Then,
Gregory X died on January 10, 1276.

Three different popes succeeded him on the pontifical throne in less
than a year-and-a-half. At the end of 1277, Nicolas I1I asked for the records
on the miracles. When Philip III sent him an urgent embassy on the mat-
tet, he responded that he needed more detailed documentation, however
persuaded he may already have been about Louis’” sainthood. He ordered
Simon de Brie to conduct a new supplementary investigation, which would
be public this time. Simon de Brie recruited the help of two priors, one a
Franciscan, the other a Dominican, the prior of Saint-Denis, and two other
religious. They sent the results to the pope who confided the examination
to two cardinals. However, the new pope died in turn on August 22, 1280.
Simon de Brie succeeded him as Pope Martin IV. He decisively injected the
proceeding with new life. A new assembly of the Church of France sent him
an urgent supplication. He answered by assuring the prelates of his good
intentions and reminding them of the importance of proceeding by the
rules in an orderly fashion. Then Louis IX’s sainthood could be established
all the more firmly. On December 23, 1281, Martin IV entrusted the final
[solenelle] investigation into Louis’ life, manners [conversatio], and miracles to
the archbishop of Rouen and the bishops of Auxerre and Spoleto. He asked
them to go on location to Saint-Denis to investigate the miracles people said
had been taking place at Louis’ tomb and he sent them the outline for a ques-
tionnaire to use in interrogating the witnesses. The interviews lasted from
May 1282 until March 1283. The investigators would hear testimony about
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the miracles from 330 witnesses, most of whom were poor folk. They heard
testimony from thirty-eight people about his life, and these witnesses were
powerful figures, starting with his brother King Charles of Anjou (whose
deposition was taken at Naples), his two sons King Philip III and Count
Pierre d’Alengon, Mathieu de Vendéme and Simon de Nesle the kingdom’s
two regents during the crusade of Tunis, a number of knights including the
king’s friend and future biographer Joinville, religious, and even three Hos-
pitaler nuns.

The records were all sent to Rome, but the affair took another turn
when Martin IV died on March 28, 1285. His successor, Honorius IV, read
and discussed some of the miracles in his consistory, but he passed away
on April 3, 1287. Nicolas IV (1288-1292), a Franciscan, nominated a new
commission of three cardinals (the ones on the former commission had
all died) to undertake a minute examination of the miracles, but the ex-
amination did not conclude before his death. The pontifical throne stayed
empty for more than a year-and-a-half when the Benedictine Celestin V
was elected due to an inadvertence. He soon realized he was not cut out
for the job, resigned, and returned to his hermitage after several months in
1294. This unique situation that Dante called “the great refusal” tacked on
several more lost months.

The situation changed for good with the election of Cardinal Benoit
Caetani on December 24, 1294. He took the name of Boniface VIII. He de-
cided to bring the proceeding to a close. As a cardinal, he had taken the
deposition from King Charles d’Anjou and had been a part of the com-
mission that examined the miracles. He seems to have sincerely believed
in Louis’ sainthood, but the main motive for his decision was political. He
wanted to establish good relations with Louis IX’s grandson, King Philip IV
the Fair of France, who became his worst enemy several years later.

On August 4, 1297, at Orvieto, which was one of the pope’s residences
as it had been for his predecessors, fearing the rivalries between the great
families and the outbursts of the populace in Rome, Boniface VIII an-
nounced his decision to canonize the king. He dedicated a second sermon
to Louis IX on August 11, and the papal bull, Gloria, lans, pronounced the
official canonization. It fixed Saint Louis’ celebration day on the anniversary
of his death, August 25. Now all the individual efforts in the king’s life and all
the hopes upheld by the Capetian dynasty for more than two centuries were
finally crowned with success. The Kingdom of France had a sainted king.
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Born during a period of mourning, dead in a foreign land of infidels,
the king had full glory at last. On August 25, 1298, an official ceremony was
held at Saint-Denis in the presence of the king, the new saint’s grandson,
Philip IV the Fair, many of the people who testified in the canonization
proceeding including Joinville, and as many prelates, barons, clerics, knights,
bourgeois, and common people as the basilica could hold. During the cere-
mony, Saint Louis’ bones were “elevated” and placed in a shrine behind
the altar.

Tue History OF THE RELICS

I have no intention of recounting the fate of Saint Louis’ memory and image
from 1297 to the present day. That is a vast and beautiful subject that may
explain the history of another memory, the active memory of the French
nation.® However, I would like to discuss the curious and dramatic fate of
Saint Louis’ bodily remains.

The sainted king’s bones were deposited in the shrine behind the main
altar at Saint-Denis on August 25, 1298. Following a custom of the time, the
kings of France who succeeded Saint Louis made gifts of these relics by
offering one of their ancestor’s bones to various churches or important
persons. Philip the Fair pursued this political use of the relics in an almost
maniacal way. Saint Louis’ grandson wanted to have his grandfather’s relics
transferred from Saint-Denis to the Sainte-Chapelle so that he could enjoy
them more in his royal palace, which he was putting through a magnificent
expansion.

The relics of saints were objects of impassioned worship in the Middle
Ages.” While a critique of “false” relics had been developing in the Church
for a long time, at least since the end of the eleventh century, belief in the
virtues of “true” relics remained fervent and widespread regardless of one’s
social class or education. They healed people. They achieved their effects
when people touched the tomb or the shrine that contained them. When he
was alive, Saint Louis only healed the scrofulous by touching them. Touching
the relics could heal anything, at least in theory. Their power was not simply
thaumaturgical; it was miraculous. The prestige of Saint-Denis grew consid-
erably as a result of being the site for this royal miracle renewed, extended,
and perpetuated. Philip the Fair, however, wanted to confiscate these ex-
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traordinary relics for his own private chapel and personal gain. From the ori-
gins of its march toward absolutism, the French monarchy wanted to keep
the people away from the virtues of Saint Louis’ relics. Pope Boniface VIII
always tried to maintain good relations with the king of France. He authot-
ized the king to go ahead with this transfer, specifying that he leave an arm
or a tibia behind for the monks of Saint-Denis. The monks, however, would
not be had. Philip the Fair had to renounce his project, although he did get
a part of what he wanted. After the violent conflict with Boniface VIII, re-
lations improved between the king of France and the new pope, Clement V,
the Frenchman Bertrand de Got. Philip attended Clement’s coronation
ceremony in Lyon in November 1305 and got him to agree to approve the
transfer of Saint Louis’” head to the Sainte-Chapelle, minus his chin, teeth,
and lower jaw, which were left to the monks of Saint-Denis as a consolation
prize. The heart may have been transferred to the Sainte-Chapelle as well.

Elizabeth Brown has judiciously remarked that numerous peoples
considered the head as the most important part of a person’s body and
the center of one’s strength and identity. For many of the same peoples,
the lower jaw was often considered the second most important part of the
human body. From the fourteenth century on, a macabre pun justified the
transfer by claiming that it was a good and legitimate thing for the sainted
king’s head to have been transported to a place (the holy chapel of the royal
palace) that was itself considered to be “the head of the kingdom” (caput
regni’). Betraying his unflinching intention, in 1299 Philip the Fair ordered a
magnificent shrine from a reputed Parisian goldsmith, Guillaume Julien, to
hold the skull in the Sainte-Chapelle. The ceremonial transfer from Saint-
Denis to Paris took place on May 17, 1306. Notre-Dame-de-Paris also had
its consolation prize, receiving one of the holy king’s ribs.

The monks of Saint-Denis received certain forms of compensation. In
1300, Boniface VIII allowed them to celebrate the anniversary of the saint’s
death on August 25 with a ceremonial festival each year. Philip the Fair tried
to attend on a regular basis. After the skull’s transfer to the Sainte-Chapelle
in 1300, the one person that the monks reviled as the king’s damned soul in
this affair, the bishop of Auxerre Pierre de Monay, suddenly died on May 29.
In the meantime, Philip the Fair was unable to attend the ceremony of Au-
gust 25 due to a leg wound he received while hunting. The Dionysians
interpreted this as a sign of divine punishment. They had a superb reli-
quary constructed for the parts of Saint Louis’ head that were still in their
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possession, and it was formally inaugurated on August 25, 1307 in the pres-
ence of Philip the Fair and a crowd of prelates and barons.

Despite all this, the division of Saint Louis’ skeleton had not ended.
Philip the Fair and his successors gave parts of his finger bones to Haakon
Magnusson, the king of Norway, for the church dedicated to the sanctified
king that he had built on the isle of Tysoen near Bergen. Among the first
beneficiaries were the canons of Notre-Dame-de-Paris, the Dominicans of
Paris and Reims, and the abbeys of Royaumont and Pontoise. The queen
of Sweden received a reliquary containing several fragments bound for
the monastery of Sainte-Brigitte in Vadstena during a visit to Paris made
between 1330 and 1340. During his voyage to Paris in 1378, Emperor
Charles IV received several other pieces that he sent to the cathedral of
Prague. In 1392, they placed Saint Louis’ remaining bones in a new shrine.
On this occasion, Charles VI gave a rib to Master Pierre d’Ailly to take to
the pope, two ribs for the dukes of Berry and Burgundy, and one bone for
the prelates who attended the ceremony to share among themselves. Around
1430, Louis VII, the duke of Bavaria, received some of the remains for the
church in his capital, Ingolstadt. In 1568, all of the remaining bones were
brought together in Paris for a formal procession against the Protestants.
In September 1610, Marie de Medici was given one bone, but remorse
plagued her and she gave it back during Louis XIII’s coronation ceremony.
Anne of Austtia only received a small piece of a rib in 1616. She complained
and was given an entire rib the following year. She later solicited Cardinal
de Guise in order to obtain another rib and an arm bone for the Jesuits of
Paris and Rome. During the exhumations of the royal cadavers at Saint-
Denis and the destruction of their remains, people found that Saint Louis’
tomb was empty, obviously because his bones had already been moved to
the shrine in 1298." This shrine must have been destroyed and whatever
was left of the bones dispersed or obliterated.

What is left of Saint Louis’ relics? Only a small enamel fragment still
remains from the shrine that held Saint Louis” head in the Sainte-Chapelle.
It is preserved in the cabinet of Medals in the National Library in Paris.
The lower jaw and the rib kept at Notre-Dame-de-Paris did not escape the
fragmentation of the relics. In 1926, the archbishop of Paris offered an-
other piece of the rib to the Church of Saint-Louis-de-France in Montreal.
The basilica at Saint-Denis displays one of Saint Louis’ bones in the apsi-
dal chapel of the Virgin. The date and conditions of its acquisition are un-
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known. In 1941, the Memorial Society for Saint-Denis ordered a new reli-
quary to house it, and the relic’s transfer in its new shrine was occasion for
another formal ceremony in 1956."

The fate of Saint Louis’ heart has been of interest to scholars since the
nineteenth century. During work on the Sainte-Chapelle in 1843, pieces of
a heart were found near the altar. Some came out with the hypothesis that
these were fragments of the sainted king’s heart, and a sharp polemic on
the subject divided the main scholars of the time.'* I have adopted Alain
Erlande-Brandenburg’s opinion on this matter: “The lack of any inscription,
the fact that none of the chronicles ever mentioned this burial, the com-
plete forgetfulness in which this precious relic would have to have fallen,
all justify our rejection of this identification.”"? He adds that there is no rea-
son to doubt the inscription that could still be read on Saint Louis’ tomb at
Saint-Denis in the seventeenth century: “Enclosed here are the viscera of
Saint Louis, king of France.”"* Moreover, as the entrails had been sent to
Monreale in Sicily, this inscription can only refer to the heart, which, as we
have already seen, Philip 111 had decided to send to Saint-Denis with the
bones when he was in Tunisia. Because it had not been transferred with the
bones in the shrine in 1298, it must have fallen apart in the tomb before
the Revolution when any remaining fragments might have escaped the at-
tention of Dom Perrier and the destroyers of 1793.

Finally, the fate of the entrails is rather surprising. They had remained
at Monreale in Sicily until 1860. Then they were taken away into exile by
Francois 11, the last Bourbon king of Sicily, when he was thrown out by
Garibaldi’s Thousand. He took the precious entrails to Gaeta where he re-
tired, and then to Rome. When he had to leave Rome for Paris, stopping in
the castle that Emperor Franz-Joseph of Austria let him use, he deposited
the relics in this castle’s chapel. In his testament written in 1894, he be-
queathed the reliquary with the entrails to Cardinal Lavigerie and the Do-
minican fathers for their cathedral in Carthage. Thus Saint Louis’ entrails
made theit way back to the site of the saint king’s death.'

The partition of Saint Louis’ cadaver took place in 1270. With the bull
Detestandae feritatis, Pope Boniface VIII forbade such practices in the fu-

ture, describing them as barbarous and monstrous.'®

A new feeling of re-
spect for the integrity of the human body, even reduced to a cadaver, began
to appear, although in France, notably, it conflicted with another growing

sentiment concerning the bodies of kings and important figures: the desire
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for multiple sepulchers (a tomb for the body, a tomb for the heart, a tomb
for the entrails) in different locations that would multiply the presence of
their physical memory. The desire for prestige in Old Regime society, fed
by a taste for the macabre and an excessive funerary art that prolonged
pagan traditions, prevailed for a long time over a concept of respect for the
human body that the Church failed to impose on the upper echelon of the
social ladder. This monarchical custom favored the distribution of Saint
Louis’ bones once they became relics.
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INTRODUCTION

Now that we have seen Saint Louis live and die, we have reached the point
where we have to ask ourselves whether we can go any further and try
to know who he was. I have told the story of his life as the historian must
do, solely with the help of the only existing original documents of the time.
Still, the memories of witnesses offer varying degrees of uncertainty, shaped
as they are by individual and collective interests. Although it was still full of
banter in the eighteenth century, even history that tries to be truthful or
“scientific” voluntarily or involuntarily depends on the situation and objec-
tives of the people who write it. History is still dependent on the people who
produce and construct it in order to write it and on their act of writing it.
Because this is the history of a king and, moreover, the history of a saint—
of a king whom many people wanted to have recognized as a saint—the
force and extent of their manipulations must have been considerable. To
be sure that we have some hope of reaching an adequate understanding of
the individual (saint) Louis IX, we have to conduct a careful study of how
and why his memory was produced.

The project that I am proposing to my readers extends beyond what
professional historians traditionally call “criticism of sources.” The goal is to
determine whether we can know anything more than the expressions of the
interests of the different individuals and milieus who produced historical
memory in thirteenth-century Christendom and the means of its produc-
tion at that time. We can only attempt to learn this by means of documents,
the only authentic material available in the historian’s work. Is it really Saint
Louis that we understand as an outcome of this research, or can we learn
only about how the people who had the reasons and the material and intel-
lectual resources to bequeath him to our memory had neither the desire
nor the ability to allow us to know Saint Louis as an individual person, the
person whom today we have a legitimate desire to know and understand?
Did they just construct a model of a king, an ideal type of saint, or this spe-
cific king and this specific saint, a person who actually existed? Therefore, in
order to continue our quest for Saint Louis, we have to radically question
our endeavor. Did the Saint Louis of our documents exist? Did Saint Louis
exist at all if the Saint Louis of the tecords is the only one we have?

However I try to explain Saint Louis and reach an adequate understand-
ing of him, whatever my efforts to approach him as a historian—and as a
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historian who benefits from the significant progress that this profession
has made since the Middle Ages—1I cannot pretend that this Saint Louis
from the sources is not also “my”” Saint Louis. Not that the purpose of this
work is to propose a subjective image of Saint Louis. I will not discuss the
problem of historical truth here. However, I do believe that the historian’s
profession is a profession that deals with truth and that utilizes “scientific”
methods, in other words methods that are demonstrable and verifiable. Still,
I am neither so naive or vain as to believe that “my” Saint Louis is the “real”
Saint Louis. Without wanting to bore my readers with this implicit self-
criticism, throughout this book from beginning to end I have striven to ac-
count for my own situation, my own professional formation, and my own
personal tendencies in the production of “my Saint Louis.”

In the second part of this book I also implicitly apply one of Matc
Bloch’s statements to myself in this work: “The historian is nothing like a
free man” (/bistorien n’a rien d'un homme libre).!

We have to try to answer a seties of questions now. What documents
involuntarily provide us with information about Saint Louis? Which docu-
ments result instead from a desire to convey a certain image or a certain
idea of him to posterity? What did his contemporaries consider “memo-
rable” about him? What information about him did they think was worthy
of entering our collective memory? What were the main centers involved in
the production of royal memory? What were their conscious and uncon-
scious interests? What networks of tradition relayed Saint Louis’ memory?
And what do these documents fail to mention that we would want to know?
This last question appears today on any typical questionnaire about impot-
tant people or even any typical individuals. What is the particular formation
of the propaganda and omissions in which the memory of Saint Louis that
has been handed down to us has been embedded?






The King from
the Official Documents

HISTORY HAS RELEGATED THE USE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SOURCES TO
approach rulers and governments to the background for a long time, limit-
ing it to the secondary role of history’s so-called “auxiliary” sciences along
with chronology, diplomatic history, and sigillography. Without meaning to
make a bad pun, however, it constitutes a royal path to understanding the
realities of power through its routine practices. The relationships that kings
had with writing, with the customs of the chancery, with the rules for estab-
lishing and using expressions for their will and sovereignty, with the conser-
vation of archival records that provided one of the major foundations for
their power, are part and parcel of their personalities and biographies. Saint
Louis’ person expressed itself through this administrative activity. He ex-
isted through it and it is at least in part thanks to it that he continues to exist
for us. Through all these witnesses he does not appear as the same king as
his grandfather Philip Augustus ot his grandson Philip the Fair.!

The first category of information about Saint Louis is made up of the
official documents that bear his mark or name. Today, rulers write or at
least sign some of the important official acts of government and delegate
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their signatures for the less important documents. In the thirteenth cen-
tury, people did not sign documents. A king had no signature, but a seal car-
ried out the signature’s function.? Just as the king was the only sovereign, the
great royal seal was the only one that could confer full authority upon the
acts that it sealed. There was only one in existence at any given time. Even
if they used the matrix from the seal of the preceding king, the inscription
with the sovereign’s name appeared on it as soon as the new king assumed
power and only stopped being used when he died, unless for some excep-
tional reason the king decided to change seals in the middle of his reign.
The fabrication of the matrix for a royal seal was a “long, costly, and deli-
cate labor” (M. Pastoureau). A great seal is also called a “seal of majesty”
[scean de majesté ] because the king appears on it seated in a pose that art his-
torians have identified with majesty— the supreme and mysterious power
of the king alone. When a great seal was no longer used, normally after the
ruler’s death, they destroyed it. Saint Louis was the first king to have a seal
made for his absence from the kingdom, which was used while he was on
the crusade. The seal of the distant king manifested the continuity of his
power which could only be used by those to whom he had delegated that
power. The seal remained in the chancellot’s possession as he was normally
the one who accompanied the king in all his travels through his kingdom.
Another subaltern yet important officet, the chauffe-cire (wax-warmer), always
followed the king, the chancellor, and the great seal during the ruler’s travels.

The multiplication of the chancery’s acts and the need to speed up the
bureaucratic process led to new administrative practices. This happened spe-
cifically under Saint Louis around 1250. A hierarchy for the acts of the royal
chancery took shape; it rated their importance by the way they were sealed.
The charters or patent letters in the form of charters were acts sealed in
green wax on a pattern of red and green silk.” Less official were the patent
letters sealed in yellow wax on a double stem. Around 1250, patent letters
sealed more easily in yellow wax on a single stem were usually called “wzan-
dements” from the word mandamus, which marked the royal decision in the
initial pronouncement of the act. They constituted a diplomatic category of
acts.* Finally, at the very end of the reign, they began to feel the need to add
mentions of service that were noted “hors de scean” (sic signatum extra sigillum
[outside the seal]), and that diplomats called “wzentions hors de la teneur” (out-
side the terms, i.e., off the record). The oldest existing example dates from
December 30, 1269. It is a letter sealed with a single stem that Saint Louis
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used to announce a shipment of relics to the bishop of Clermont trans-
ported “by Friar Guillaume de Chartres.” This last indication appears “hors
de la tenenr.”®

It is obviously very difficult to determine whether the production of
royal acts resulted from the simple functioning of institutions or from a
declared decision that was the sovereign’s personal action. At best, we can
determine that Louis IX was actually present in the places where the royal
acts were dated, which would no longer be the case under Philip the Fair.®
From this we can deduce that the king in all probability was at least aware
of the content of these acts, and that they in turn allow us to follow the
king’s movements and visits.

One thing is certain here. The royal bureaucracy underwent a new phase
of growth under Saint Louis. Saint Louis was a king of the written word.
This increase was not only tied to the development of royal institutions, it
also expressed Saint Louis’ conception of his function, his duty to intervene
in the kingdom’s affairs, and his confidence in the efficiency of written acts
as evidence of the official royal will.”

A quantitative leap marked the qualitative progtess in royal administra-
tion under Philip Augustus. We can see this as a result of the better pres-
ervation of the royal archives brought on by the disastrous battle of Fréteval
in 1194 when the records of the king of France fell into the hands of Rich-
ard the Lion-Hearted. It was probably also an effect of the increase in
the number of acts due to the growth of the royal domain. We currently
possess 701 of Philip Augustus’s original acts that have been preserved
(from his rule lasting forty-three years) compared to 96 for his grandfather
Louis VI (who ruled for twenty-nine years), and 197 from the forty-three year
reign of his father Louis VII. We have roughly 1,900 acts of all kinds from
the reign of Philip Augustus, neatly double the number left by Louis VIL
We should also remember that the number of preserved acts is only a frac-
tion of those produced overall. In this respect, the French monarchy still
lagged behind the pontifical monarchy, the most important and most pre-
cocious producer of written acts. They also trailed the English monarchy,
which did a better job of preserving its records, although they continued
to use the impractical roll for writing them down. The French had to wait
for Philip the Fair to catch up with these others. Saint Louis’ reign can be
placed in the middle of this period during which the French were closing
the gap.
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Catalogs of the records of the acts of Henri I and Louis have been
published in an unsystematic fashion; the records of the acts of Philip Au-
gustus and Philip the Fair have been published in an exhaustive form. Un-
fortunately, the periods of Saint Louis and his son, Philip 11, form a gap.
In any case, it is not my intention to study these documents that teach us
more about the institutions than about the king, but it will still prove useful
to examine these official acts issued in his name and marked with his offi-
cial seal. They yield valuable information about Saint Louis.

A majority of the acts of the chancery can be found in a record book
called the registrum Guarini after the name of the chancellor Guérin, Philip
Augustus’s main advisor who died at the beginning of Saint Louis’ reign.
In 1220, Guérin decided to create this record book in order to combine
and complete the two preceding ones.

The acts transcribed into a registry form a chronological sequence.
They situate the activities of the institution or individual figure, the royal
chancery in this case, in time. Divided into seventeen chapters with blank
folios for subsequent additions (which proves that the royal administration
had a sense of the future), the Guérin registry was used until 1276. It thus
covered all of Saint Louis’ reign. We can sense the close personal tie between
the king and this book of royal administrative memory when the sovereign
took the record book with him on his crusade but only after wisely having a
copy of it made, which was completed in May 1247 more than a year before
his departure. As a symbol of his desire for governmental continuity (which
also called for certain nuances in the depiction of the distant king), he had
the acts of all the decisions he made between 1248 and 1255 in Egypt, the
Holy Land, and the first months after his return to France copied down
into it. Gérard de Sivery has suggested that Saint Louis brought it with
him on his second crusade to Tunis because it contains acts dated in 1270.°
Sivery recovered the evidence from this “patchwork” that represented royal
pragmatism for a long time. By examining the registry he detected “addi-
tions, corrections, and innovations,” but, most of all, roughly sketched out
attempts to adapt royal politics to the evolution of socioeconomic struc-
tures, which can be seen for example in the attempts to substitute an as-
sessment of fiefs’ revenues in monetary terms for the simple enumeration
of feudal charges. Saint Louis was king of the ineluctable emergence of a
monetary economy. The unfinished condition of their attempts to enumer-
ate royal resources is another sign of these failed efforts. The lists were left
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unfinished and they had to use the old lists."” The king was running behind
and could not slow time’s acceleration of this process.

Along with the record books, where Saint Louis basically continued the
practices of Philip Augustus despite any vague attempts at innovation, there
were also the chests called /ayeszes that held the charters. The entire group
of charters formed what people in the thirteenth century began to call the
“Treasury” of the charters [77ésor des chartes]. The name is not lacking in sig-
nificance. Saint Louis carried out an important accomplishment in this do-
main. After Fréteval, Philip Augustus decided to house the royal archives
in a fixed location. Saint Louis gave them a sacred residence in the Sainte-
Chapelle of his palace just above the treasury of the sacristy. The authentic
written act became a precious object in the fashion of gold and gems.

The /ayettes contained the records of the king’s relations with foreign
rulers, important feudal lords of the kingdom, and other vassals in the form
of treaties, declarations of allegiance, promises, and lists of food supplies
[cantines], in other words all the titles that classify and authenticate the hold-
ings of the crown, the king’s active and passive correspondence —letters
sent and received, copies, the reintegrated acts sent back from the Treasury
under the name of /Jitterae redditae ot recuperatae, acts related to the great po-
litical affairs like Saint Louis’ canonization, and records of the king’s ac-
quisitions.

It seems difficult to draw information about Saint Louis’ person from
these documents, although it is still possible to note the classification of
acts concerning a patticular problem." This suggests that the documents
were grouped together in files, or at least that a special effort was made to
archive materials that were of particular interest to Saint Louis or on top-
ics that we could even call his obsessions. For instance, we find documents
about the Holy Land and the preparations for his second crusade grouped
together as this was a privileged subject. Documents pertaining to the king’s
arbitrations, especially to his mediation between the king of England and
his barons and between the barons of his own kingdom, appear together,
expressing the peace-making king’s concern for explaining and supporting
his decisions. Finally, the groupings express the king’s interest in his family,
which held such an important place among his preoccupations as a man
and as a sovereign, despite the various oddities in his behavior. This was al-
most an echo of some premonition on the eve of his new absence and death.
He particularly wanted to deal with the problem of the entitlements of his
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last children in a way that would set up a stable balance between their inter-
ests and those of the kingdom. In this period dominated by morality and
eschatology, we find something like a bureaucracy of dynastic and monar-
chical scruples in him.

The reign’s most important innovation in matters of preserving royal
acts was the constitution of the acts of the Parlement of Paris starting in
1254. The record books containing these acts were given the name “olim”
(yore) in the fourteenth century, because one of the registries began with
the wortds, “Olim homines de Baiona . . .” (in days of yore, the men of Bay-
onne . . .), and the word was subsequently applied to seven of the oldest
record books. The date of the beginning of these records is significant:
1254, the year of Saint Louis’ return from the Holy Land, his meeting with
the Franciscan Hugh of Digne who focused the king’s attention on his duty
toward justice, and the year of the Great Edict of 1254, which inaugurated
the period of moral order. This period has also been called “the opening
of an age of improvement in the activities of the Parlement.” During this
period, the Parlement definitively distinguished itself from the royal curia
(Cluria regis) by specializing in judicial affairs.

Of course, the Parlement functioned more or less independently of the
king. The king, however, almost always attended the three or four annual
general meetings, which he presided over on the day after or the eighth day
after Pentecost, All Saints’ Day or Saint Martin’s Day on November 11,
Candlemas, and the Nativity of the Virgin. The appearance of these records
corresponded to Saint Louis’ strong desire and to the unyielding inflexibility
in his behavior and politics after his return from the crusade. It constituted
an affirmation of the primacy of royal justice over seigniorial justice and
other forms of justice (urban, for example) through the procedure of appeal
to the Parlement (a court of appeals), in other words, by appeals to royal jus-
tice. This was also a period of decisive advances in recourse to written pro-
cedure. The o/im form the bureaucratic face of Saint Louis the dispenser
of justice.” The record inscribed the king’s will and presence in writing, in
recorded memory, this new cog in the machinery of the monarchical state.
In order to fulfill his function, he needed to establish continuity. The first
titled recorder of the o/m that some have seen as a “grefier” of the Patle-
ment, Jean de Montlucon, exercised his duties from 1257 to 1273.

We can guess that the king intervened in some particular way when-
ever the mention “de mandato regis” (on orders of the king) appears in the
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record. Although the royal officers and especially the bailiffs were capable
of making decisions in the king’s name most of the time, we sometimes
find a distinction between guantum ad consilium (in that which concerns the
council) and guantum ad regem (in that which concerns the king). For ex-
ample, there is an act relative to the investigation carried out in 1260 on
the subject of a palfrey the royal chamberlains requested from the abbot of
Colombe when he entered into service. In this act, they note that the inves-
tigatory expedition had been made in this Patlement guantum ad concilinm,
but not guantum ad regem, because someone still had “to speak” with the
king aboutit." The particular interest that Saint Louis had in these archives
can be seen in 1260 when he ordered the original pieces to be deposited in
the Sainte-Chapelle. Here again, we can observe the formation of records
on subjects that attracted the king’s interest at one time or another. Thus,
although Saint Louis sometimes seems interested in the affairs of Langue-
doc and sometimes indifferent to the south of France, in 1269 he flooded
the patliamentary archives with documents related to the conquest of Lan-
guedoc and, in particular, with letters and sealed acts concerning the former
fiefs and rights of Simon de Montfort.

Beginning around the end of Saint Louis’ reign, the archives of Patle-
ment were inundated with documents. The clutter did not facilitate the
maintenance of political order, which the nascent royal bureaucracy was
only establishing in fits and starts. For example, there was no clear division
between the archives of the Parlement and the 7#ésor des chartes. Records of
parliamentary investigations were all mixed up with the acts of the 77ésor.
Saint Louis’ image fades amid the documents of the archives.

The one significant gap that Saint Louis’ royal documents share with
those of the other kings of France arose from the loss of the books and ac-
counting records destroyed in the fire at the Chamber of Accounts in Paris
in 1737. The only records from Saint Louis’ reign that survived were several
“important” tomes, the accounts of the hotel, in other words the record of
all the sovereign’s domestic services preserved on wax tablets, for example
the tablets on which the hotel accountant, Jean Sarrasin, noted the daily ex-
penses for the hotel for 638 days from Candlemas 1256 to All Saints’ Day
of 1257." The accounts for the years 1231, 1234, 1238, 1248, and 1267 wete
also saved. Eatlier, we saw the recorded figures for the expenses for Saint
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Louis’ wedding in 1234 and the listing of expenses for the crusade.' Certain

sums for servicing the army have also been preserved,'” and the records of
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the investigators, especially for the investigations of 1247."® The archives
thus convey the image of a Saint Louis who wrote a lot (in other words,
who made others write), who recorded more and more, but who counted
little. He was not surrounded by numbers. This is probably a result of the
lost records of the royal accountancy because the monarchy was counting
everything more and more in the thirteenth century, which some have de-
scribed as a century of arithmetic and calculus.”

The edicts are of the utmost importance when it comes to the inves-
tigations. I remind my readers that this term [ordonnance, edict] only appeared
after the Middle Ages and that the denomination of this type of act and the
diplomatic form resulting from its juridical nature were still not set under
Saint Louis. We are talking about acts of legislative and regulatory import
that the king alone had the right to decree. Sometimes they were called
“Ctablissements” (stabilimenta), sometimes “statuts” (statutes, statuta), “défenses”

2 <¢

(interdictions, znbibitiones), or for coinage, “attirement,” “ordonnement,” and
“Ctablissement.” These were important texts that generally applied to every-
one, valid in the royal domain or in only a part of the kingdom. Under Saint
Louis, they applied more and mote often to the entire kingdom.” The first
ordonnance that applied to the entire kingdom was decreed during Saint Louis’
minority.?!

In the absence of any suitable edition of the edicts of the kings of
France, we have to stick with the undoubtedly correct impression that an
approximate list can give us.” For the six edicts of Philip Augustus we can
identify twenty-five for Louis IX, without counting eight regulations that
were associated with the edicts. These acts of sovereign authority concerned
both essential domains of expanding royal power and certain questions that
obsessed Saint Louis: Languedoc, coinages, and cities in the case of the first,
the Jews and usurers and the reform of manners in the case of the second,
as well as private wars and God’s judgments, which also pertained to royal
authority.

Whatever uncertainties surround these acts, we can see that in the midst
of a certain confusion but with a will that became clearer and clearer, Saint
Louis’ reign was characterized by a new (or at least rediscovered since the
Carolingians) assertion of the king’s “legislative power.” To a certain extent,
Saint Louis was and wanted to be the first law-making Capetian king,

Finally, time has preserved several of Saint Louis’ letters for us, whether
printed in editions of scholatly publications of the Ancien Régime or in for-



The King from the Official Documents L 251

eign collections. This is the case for the letter sent to his subjects from the
Holy Land in 1250 after his capture® and for the letter sent from Carthage
to the Church of France after his landing.* The Office of Public Records in
London possesses thirteen of Saint Louis’ letters addressed to Henry ITT1.»

Despite a few personal touches, the official royal acts of Saint Louis
originate primarily in the collective monarchical memory. They are relatively
“objective,” usually lack any personal character, and offer us an image of a
king that is abstract, although they show that he was more and more present
in his kingdom and in history.



The King of the Mendicant
Hagiographers

A Saint King of Resurgent Christendom

SAINT LOUIS’ LIFE WAS INTIMATELY RELATED TO A NEW CHURCH
institution in the first half of the century: the Mendicant orders. Since the
middle of the eleventh century the Church had attempted to react to pro-
found changes in Western society. The most remarkable of these changes
was prodigious economic expansion, which culminated in the spread of
coinage in which Saint Louis played an important role. The king also played
a significant role in the impressive urban growth of this period by control-
ling the governments of the “good” towns and increasing the extent to
which Paris played a leading role in this movement. There was also the fabu-
lous flowering of Romanesque and Gothic art, which, from the Sainte-
Chapelle to Notre-Dame-de-Paris to the cathedral of Amiens, provided
Saint Louis with his sites of worship. Finally, there were changes in mentali-
ties and practices that inaugurated a new alignment in values that favored,
for example, a stronger attraction to the things of this world alongside the
ever-present fear of the aftetlife, the new lure of material gain and the re-
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newed call for a spirit of poverty, and the emergence of the individual
within a reorganization of community structures. The Church responded
to these challenges with an initial reform movement between the middle of
the eleventh and twelfth centuries. This was the so-called Gregorian reform
of Pope Gregory VII (1073—1085). This reform created a stricter sepa-
ration between clerics and laymen around the widening moat of sexuality
with virginity, chastity, and celibacy emphasized on one side of the divide,
monogamous and indissoluble marriage on the other. It also defined a new
relationship between the spiritual and the temporal. A second reform move-
ment began around the beginning of the thirteenth century. The Church
was spurred into action by heretical movements, which questioned it as
an institution and criticized its growing wealth, its increasing distance from
simple laypeople, the distance it maintained between worshippers and the
Gospel, and its inability to formulate a discourse that was accessible to the
mass of Christian believers. Clerics and laypersons reacted to these condi-
tions by trying to return to the spirit and the letter of the Gospel, by prac-
ticing and setting an example of humility and poverty, and by preaching the
word of God.

THE MENDICANT ORDERS

In 1215, the Fourth Lateran Council forbade the creation of new otrders
outside of the already existing rules. The two main orders that already ex-
isted were the Order of Saint Benedict and the Order of Saint Augustine.
In response to the influence of two outstanding personalities— the regu-
lar Spanish canon Domingo de Guzman and the Italian layman Francis of
Assisi—the Church accepted the establishment of the Preaching Friars,
whose name indicated the importance they attributed to predication, and
the Friars Minor who took this name for the emphasis they placed on
humility. The Preaching Friars were called “Jacobins” in France at the
time, after the name of their Parisian convent under the patronage of Saint
Jacques. They were also called Dominicans after the name of their founder.
They adopted a rule of regular canons similar to the rule of the Premont-
strants, with specific constitutions drafted in 1216 and 1220 that were codi-
fied as a “rule” in 1226. The Minorites were called “Cordeliers” due to the

knotted cotds they wore as belts. They were also called Franciscans after the
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name of their founder. The pope granted them a special authorization to
obey a new rule that Saint Francis drew up in 1221 despite his reservations
about transforming his community into an order. It was accepted by the
pontifical curia only in a corrected form in 1223. Rejecting all property and
income from property, the two orders lived on the income from their col-
lections and donations, and for this reason they were called the Mendicant
orders. Francis of Assisi died in 12206, the same year Saint Louis became
king. He was canonized in 1228. Dominic died in 1221 and was canonized
in 1233. Under pressure from the papacy, other religious, the Carmelites,
joined the Mendicants in several stages, first in 1229, then later in 1247 and
1250. In 1256, the pope united several anchorite congregations to form a
fourth Mendicant order, the Hermits of Saint Augustine.'

The Mendicant orders founded their convents in cities amid other men
rather than amid solitude. Their members were friars, not monks. They were
joined by a second order (of sisters or nuns) and a third order (of laymen).
Their reach thus extended to all segments of society. They were instruments
of the Church deployed to christianize the new society emerging from the
prosperity that was spreading from the eleventh to the thirteenth century.
Some of the orders united around the reaction of the spirit of poverty con-
fronted with economic growth, the spread of money, and the development
of a desire for profit. In reaction to these phenomena, they invented ethi-
cal and religious solutions—though not free of paradox— that justified the
merchants. By validating certain financial operations, they effectively facili-
tated the development of capitalism. In the thirteenth century, it was under
their influence that the great debate on money and religion that Max Webet?
associated with Protestantism took place—in theory and practice. What the
Mendicants proposed and partially managed to impose was a moralization of
economic life and especially of money.’ As Saint Louis’ main advisors who
depended on his influence and who benefited from his support, they left
their mark on French attitudes with their disdainful, moralist validation of
money and business that still characterizes French society today. This is the
common mark that Saint Louis and the Mendicants left upon the economic
behavior of a majority of the French people and especially on their most im-
pressive leaders in the twentieth century from De Gaulle to Mitterand.*

The success of the Mendicant orders and above all of the two most
important orders, the Dominicans and the Franciscans, was brilliant. France
was one of the countries where they established themselves very eatly. The
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Franciscans’ first establishments date from 1217 at Vézelay and Auxerre
and from 1219 in Paris. The Dominicans moved in eatlier with the female
monastery of Prouille in 12006, the convent of Toulouse in 1215, and their
establishment in Paris in 1217. The great period for the foundation of con-
vents of Preachers and Minorites in France lasted from 1230 to 1260. This
almost precisely corresponded to the period of Saint Louis’ reign.® At the
time of Saint Louis’ death, there were nearly 200 Franciscan convents and
almost 100 Dominican convents in France. The Preachers usually set them-
selves up in larger cities than the Minorites.

Saint Louis was surrounded by Mendicant friars from very early on in
life. The first friar he met was most certainly Jourdain de Saxe, Saint Domi-
nic’s successor as master general of the Preachers from 1222 to 1237. During
his stays in Paris, he seems to have cemented close relations with Blanche of
Castile. After the death of Saint Francis in 1226, the Minorite friars were said
to have sent the pillow that he used all his life to the young king and the
Queen Mother.® If the report is authentic, the child king had to have kept a
strong memory of this gift as he later became a great collector of relics.

He signaled his predilection for the Mendicants well before his de-
parture on his first crusade. He confided two enterprises that he held most
dear almost exclusively to them. First, he entrusted them with the Sainte-
Chapelle and the worship of the exceptional relics that he deposited there
and the three special services dedicated to them every yeat, one led by the
Dominican convent of Paris, the second in the charge of the Franciscan
convent, while a third was conducted by the other Parisian religious orders.”
For the most part, he also entrusted them with the investigations conducted
throughout the kingdom in preparation for the crusade in 1247. The Fran-
ciscan convents in Paris, Rouen, Jaffa, and Compiegne, and the Dominican
convents in Rouen, Mécon, Jaffa, Compiegne, Béziers, Carcassonne, and
Caen were all built thanks to the king’s generosity. Royal donations also paid
for the expansion of the convent of Saint-Jacques in Paris and the convent
of the Dominicans in Rouen. After the king’s return from the Holy Land
in 1254, the Franciscan Eudes Rigaud, the archbishop of Rouen, was his
closest friend and advisor.

Contrary to what Geoffroy de Beaulieu, his Dominican confessor,
claimed, I do not believe that Saint Louis ever seriously considered becom-
ing a Mendicant friar himself. According to Geoffroy, his inability to choose
between the Dominicans and the Franciscans was the only thing that kept
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him from making his desire a reality. He was really much too strongly im-
bued with his sense of duty as a king and his vocation as a pious layman to
desert the position in which God had placed him, even if it were for a more
honorable one that involved less responsibility. On the other hand, it is
credible that he wanted his second and third sons to take up the robe, one
for the Dominicans and the other for the Franciscans.

Saint Louis and the Mendicants basically had the same objectives, and
they often employed the same methods of using power for society’s reli-
glous and moral reform. Most of the time, these efforts assumed the aspect
of what we would now call political reform. Saint Louis used the Mendi-
cants for his investigations, and sometimes the Mendicants directly took on
a political role—in the Italian cities, for example, where there was no strong
central power as in a monarchy and where the reform of the cities’ statutes
was what they tried to undertake,® investing royal powet so as to inspite its
action and reforms.

Finally, the Mendicants formulated a new model of sainthood.” They
had become the papacy’s most zealous agents, and thus it was perfectly nor-
mal for the papacy to entrust them with a major role in Saint Louis’ can-
onization. Both before and after his canonization, the memory of the king
was first and foremost the one provided by the Mendicants on the scene.
Whether he was already a saint or had not yet become one, in their writings
about Saint Louis the Mendicants were not satisfied with simply express-
ing their gratitude toward their benefactor. Instead, they seized on the oc-
casion to assert the ideals of their orders through his memory. The saint
they described was a Mendicant friar who happened to be a king. Three
Mendicants had exceptional importance for Saint Louis’ memory. Two of
them are important for having written biographies of Saint Louis before
his canonization. They wrote with the specific intention of having him rec-
ognized as a saint. The third is important for having written his Zife, which
in some ways is his official biography, using the records from the canoniza-
tion inquiry which have since been lost.

GEOFFROY DE BEAULIEU

The first of these important Mendicants was Geoffroy de Beaulieu. He was
the king’s confessor, in his own words, for “almost the last twenty yeats of
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his life.” He accompanied him to Tunis and attended to him in his last mo-
ments of life. Even before his consecration on March 27, 1272, the pope-
elect Gregory X asked him to “inform them as quickly as possible about the
king’s conduct in each and every one of his actions and practices in matters
of religion.”"” What Geoffroy wrote up and sent to the pope, probably near
the end of 1272 or the beginning of 1273, was an exposé (/bellus) of fifty-
two chapters entitled V7a et sancta'" conversatio piae memoriae Ludovici gnondam
Regis Francorum (The Life and Holy Conduct of Louis of Pious Memory,
Formerly King of France).!? This was actually a succinct hagiography as
it was intended to set the whole canonization process in motion. Geoffroy
recounted exactly what God deigned “to inspire with his memory.” He re-
lated everything memorable that he could recall about the deceased king.
He was not only acting on the pope’s orders but out of obedience to his
superiors—no doubt his superiors in the Dominican order, including its
leader. The whole enterprise therefore began with the pope and the Order
of the Preachers.

The praise (there was almost never anything but praise for the king)
developed in a somewhat disorganized way in which we can nevertheless
recognize certain general tendencies. Louis is compated to Josiah in chap-
ters 1 to 4, which also allowed the author to slip strong praise for Blanche
of Castile into chapter 4 in the form of a mention of Josiah’s mother in
the Old Testament. Praise for Louis’ virtues and piety fill most of the trea-
tise (chapters 5 to 24), including two chapters (12 and 14) on his desire to
abdicate and become a Mendicant friar, his wish to see two of his sons
become Mendicants, and for his daughter Blanche to join a convent of
nuns. The fifteenth chapter essentially repeats his Ewnseignements (Instruc-
tions) to his son and heir presented as his “testament.” Another chapter
recounts his pilgrimage to Nazareth. A generally chronological section
next evokes his first crusade, chapters 25 to 28, which includes a long de-
scription of his mourning upon learning of his mothet’s death. Geoffroy
would have had to insert the chapter on the pilgrimage to Nazareth into
this section in order to maintain the story’s chronological order. This is
followed by his return to France (chapters 31 to 36), his preparations for
the second crusade (42 to 50), and two concluding chapters. The conclu-
sion brings us back to the point of departure with a comparison to Josiah
and the direct, conclusive statement: “He is worthy of being listed among

the saints.”!?
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Following the custom of Lives of saints, the text was not dated.
Geoflroy juxtaposed a thematic section with an essentially chronological
section that corresponded, on the one hand, to the period during which he
was the king’s confessor and, on the other, to the part of Saint Louis’ life
and reign after his first crusade and visit to the Holy Land. That moment
represented a turning point for almost all his biographers. This division
also seemed to justify as fitting for a canonization proceeding the compari-
son with Josiah whose rule, according to the Old Testament, also knew two
contrasting periods."* Overall, Geoffroy’s text was a testimonial intended
to help Louis IX enter the category of saints, and it therefore depicted him
in conformity with the models that defined the saints.

There is only one short chapter several lines long on Saint Louis” ac-
tions as a king. This is chapter 6 on his conduct in governing his subjects."
We can summarize Geoffroy’s Jbel/us with these words: “He had the pious
manners of a very devout layman who very much loved the Mendicant or-
ders and his mother and who went on the crusades two times, where he
was taken prisoner the first time and where the second time he died a very
Christian death.”

GUILLAUME DE CHARTRES

As far as we can tell, Saint Louis’ second biographer and hagiographer du-
plicated and continued the work of the first. Guillaume de Chartres was a
Dominican, too. He was Saint Louis’ chaplain during his first crusade. They
were captured and imprisoned together, and during that time Guillaume
comforted Louis with religious services authorized by their Muslim captors.
Five-and-a-half years after their return to France, in 1259 or 1260, he joined
the Dominican order, although he was still part of the royal entourage. Dur-
ing the crusade of Tunis, he was present when Saint Louis died and accom-
panied his remains on the cortege through Italy and France to Saint-Denis.
He wanted to write a complement to Geoffroy de Beaulieu’s treatise after
Geoffroy died, but he himself must have died shortly thereafter because he
did not testify for the inquiry for Saint Louis’ canonization in 1282. Othet-
wise, we would expect to find his name there as his presence alongside the
king in so many special circumstances would have made him an important

witness.
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His rather short /Zbellus was composed in two parts like the other typical
hagiogtraphies of the thirteenth century.'® The first part was called the Life
(Vita), although it usually dealt with the saint’s virtues rather than his bi-
ography. The second part covered the saint’s miracles. Having actually lived
a little longer than Geoffroy de Beaulieu, Guillaume de Chartres had more
miracles to report, particulatly the ones that occurred at the king’s tomb
at Saint-Denis and in a few other places. He also wanted to fill in some of
Geoflroy’s omissions.

As a former chaplain, he mentioned the construction of the Sainte-
Chapelle and Saint Louis’ practices of worship. He recalled certain memo-
ries from the crusade to Egypt and the Holy Land and reported meaning-
ful anecdotes about the king’s virtues. He spoke much more than Geoffroy
de Beaulieu about the kingdom’s government viewed as a body reinforcing
royal authority with the king cast in the specific role of serving the Church,
justice, and peace. We find this in his emphasis on the king’s respect for the
Church, his support for the inquisitors, his abolition of “bad” customs, his
punishment of dishonest officers, his measures against the Jews and usurers,
his struggle to suppress private wars, and his replacement of judicial proce-
dures “par gages de bataille” (by battle wagers) with the procedure “par témoins”
(by witnesses) and “par arguments” (by arguments), per festes and per rationes.
He insisted every bit as much as Geoffroy on the king’s humility, charity,
practice of “works of mercy,” frugality, and asceticism. His /Zbellus tesembles
a Mitror of Princes.”

As a Dominican like Geoffroy, he too stressed Louis’ predilection for
the friars of the Mendicant orders and the generous donations he made to
their convents. One of his rare personal contributions to the story was the
way he narrated the king’s death, which he viewed. He described it at great
length and with certain details that do not exist in the other accounts.

When the king died, he praised him as an ideal Christian king, a king
to uphold as a model for other kings, a sun-king for the world.'®

The originality of Guillaume’s account primarily consists in his nearly
five-page (36—41) report of detailed miracles, seventeen of them in all, duly
verified and authenticated. These miracles took place from 1271 to 1272.
They are all dated. They were, in fact, the only events on which Louis IX’s
sainthood could be established. His life became worthy of sainthood only
through virtues whose value arose through their habitual exercise; the king’s
sainthood did not depend on any human chronology.
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GUILLAUME DE SAINT-PATHUS

Saint Louis’ third important hagiographer was a Franciscan, Guillaume
de Saint-Pathus. He was Queen Marguerite’s confessor from 1277 to some
time around her death in 1297. After that he was confessor to her daughter
Blanche, the widow of the infante Ferdinand of Castile. He a priori seems
to be the least reliable, if not the least interesting, of the three Mendicant
hagiographers. He wrote after Saint Louis’ canonization, probably in 1303,
more than thirty years after his death. Obviously, he never knew him. How-
ever, he was probably the one author who provided us with the best infor-
mation about the image that Saint Louis’ contemporaties had of his saint-
hood and on what actually made the king memorable for them. He seems
to have used and closely followed the records from Louis IX’s canonization
proceeding, a document that has not survived for us except in several frag-
ments that allow us to appreciate exactly how faithful Guillaume was to this
essential record.”” Guillaume thus gave us an image of Saint Louis that was
more in the process of being developed than one that had come to him al-
ready made. Following the thirteenth-century custom, Guillaume de Saint-
Pathus composed Saint Louis’ Life alongside the completely indispensable
catalog of the official miracles that had been confirmed by the canonization
commission.”

In fact, the Franciscan could not have used the complete text of the
depositions of the 330 witnesses. He used a summary that comprised the
official Lzfe approved by the curia (17a per curiam approbata) which has been
lost. The queen’s confessor then arranged this official summary in rather
short sections, and an unknown translator translated the original Latin text
into French. The same was done for the Miracles. 1t is this translation that we
now possess.”! The Miracles thus form a separate collection and are sixty-five
in number. This indicates that Saint Louis” hagiography had struck a balance
at this point between his life and his miracles. According to the evidence,
Saint Louis did not accomplish any miracles before his death; this complied
with what the Church expected since the papacy of Innocent I11. This led
to an imbalance in favor of the Life (in other words, the account of his vir-
tues and piety) in the earlier testimonials for the canonization process. In any
case, we can observe that the canonization made Saint Louis’ image shift
from one of spiritual and moral prestige toward thaumaturgical accomplish-
ments. And yet, the Mendicants who wrote down Saint Louis’ Life were very
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sensitive to miracles, and the pontifical curia held this L in the highest es-
teem. The “life supplement” added between 1270 and 1297 privileged the
image of Saint Louis as a maker of miracles.

We still have to take another look at the witnesses for the proceeding
because Guillaume de Saint-Pathus transmitted their image of Saint Louis
even more clearly than any image of Saint Louis he could have formed
on his own by reading them or by hearing other testimonies. Guillaume de
Saint-Pathus’s Saint Louis was the collective creation of the witnesses for the
proceeding. His work obviously contained only the witnesses’ ideas about
Saint Louis’ life, all thirty-eight of them.”

The hierarchical order in which Guillaume cited them is of particular
interest. He began with the two kings who were closest to the saint— his
son and successor Philip III and his brother Charles d’Anjou, the king of
Sicily. Next, he gave the testimony of two bishops, the bishop of Evreux
and the bishop of Senlis. Then came the three abbots of the saint’s favorite
abbeys: the abbot of Saint-Denis—a Benedictine who was the kingdom’s
regent during the crusade of Tunis—and the two Cistercian abbots of Roy-
aumont and Chaalis. After them came the accounts of nine barons begin-
ning with the saint’s son Pierre d’Alengon, the son of the king of Jerusalem
Jean d’Acre, the saint’s cousin and master cupbearer of France Simon de
Nesle who was the other regent during the crusade of Tunis, Philip III’s
constable Pierre de Chambly, and Jean de Joinville, the seneschal of Cham-
pagne and a close friend of the saint whose famous life he would end up
writing. These were followed by two of the king’s clerics, five Benedictine
friars, a Cistercian, seven of the saint’s servants including two of his cooks,
three bourgeois, three monachal sisters, and the king’s surgeon. Although
they were all close to the saint, we can classify twenty-four of the laymen
into three main groups— the king’s relatives, the barons, and the servants
along with several bourgeois. There are fourteen clerics for the twenty-nine
laymen, including two prelates, three abbots, two clerics of the royal curia,
five Dominican friars, as well as three nuns.

This saint was a secular saint and a king, so the number of laymen and
people close to the king was preponderant here, although we must add that
we know about the mentality and piety of these laymen, which was very
close to the spirituality and devotional practice of the clerics with whom
they lived. We can also observe that this saint was presented as a saint by a
disproportionately large number of Dominicans. They numbered a third of
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all the ecclesiastical witnesses along with the Franciscan author of the Lzfe.
In addition, although Louis benefited from the testimony of three nuns,
no women from his family were called upon to testify.

It is also interesting to observe where the witnesses came from and
where they lived, as this also reveals where the king lived. Although many of
the figures on the list are there because they accompanied the king on his
two crusades, if we exclude his family members, we find that the others
came from the dioceses of Evreux, Senlis, Beauvais, Noyon, Paris, Chalons,
Sens, Rouen, Reims, Soissons, Compiegne, and Chartres. Two of the valets
were Britons from the diocese of Nantes. To sum things up, this was a saint
of the fle-de-France, its neighboring regions, and the crusade.

Guillaume de Saint-Pathus carefully organized the information drawn
from the canonization record.” The Lifeis framed by three truly biographi-
cal chapters in chronological order. The first two present the saint’s child-
hood and adolescence. They do not offer any great details, emphasizing the
influence of his mother and the decisively inseparable pair of Louis and
Blanche. These chapters also stress his good education. The final chapter
recounts his death and accredits the version of it that has the dying king
exclaim, “Oh, Jerusalem! Oh, Jerusalem!”

Eighteen chapters focus on Saint Louis’ exercise of the three theolog-
ical virtues (faith, hope, and charity, which is love), the triple form of his
piety (worship, study of Scripture, and prayer), the two ways he took care
of his fellow man (love and compassion), his practice of works of mercy
(pity); the five main virtues in his conduct (humility, patience, penitence,
self-control, and “beauty of conscience”), his three great virtues as a king
(justice, honesty, and clemency), and his most consistent personal charac-
ter trait— his “long” perseverance. The eighteenth chapter leads into the
story of the saint’s death.

The most important element of what the hagiographers called his Life
was therefore his habitual practice of worship and the virtues. This con-
cept of the Life, which was actually a literary genre, is very different from
our own conception of biography. Although it contained events in the life
of a saint, they did not form any chronological sequence. In each chapter
the hagiographer gave specific information about the saint’s habitual con-
duct and only more rarely would he use an anecdote to illustrate his points.
Thus in chapter 8, when he speaks again of the king’s habits of praying,
Guillaume de Saint-Pathus tells us:
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.. and in addition to his other prayers, the saint king knelt fifty
times each evening and each time he would stand up again and kneel
back down and then he would very slowly say an Ave Maria, and
after that he did not drink at all** but would go straight to bed.?

Here is another story of the king’s habitual actions that had the Cister-
cian abbey of Chaalis for their backdrop:

And the holy king held the saints in such great reverence that once
when he was in the church of Chaalis, which is of the order of the Cis-
tercians in the diocese of Senlis, he heard someone say that the bod-
ies of the monks who died there would be washed on a stone that was
there. And the saint king kissed this stone, exclaiming, “Oh, God! So

many saintly men have been washed here!”

Of course, the Franciscan highlighted the special affection the saint
had for the Mendicant orders. He reminded his readers that each time the
king visited a town that had Mendicant convents he had some food and
alms passed out to the friars.?” His generosity toward them was often expe-
rienced in Paris where the king often stayed and where the Mendicant fri-
ars lived in large numbers. This generosity even extended to the friars of
the lesser Mendicant orders, to those “who had no possessions.”

We must add another closely related document to this record of Saint
Louis, the saint of the Mendicants.?® This is a sermon composed by Guil-
laume de Saint-Pathus. It was written after his 17 de Saint Lonis and his Mir-
acles of Saint Louis some time after 1303 and after the lost itz approbata,
the official summary of the canonization proceeding, After having served
as Queen Marguerite’s confessor until her death in 1295, Guillaume be-
came her daughter Blanche’s confessor. She was the widow of the infante
Ferdinand de Castile. Guillaume was still her confessor in 1314—-1315, and
Blanche finally died in 1323. Guillaume’s sermon was a panegyric to Saint
Louis. It corresponds perfectly to the genre of the scholastic sermon as it
was defined and practiced at the end of the thirteenth and the beginning of
the fourteenth centuries. The text seemed “insipid” even to its scholarly edi-
tot, the same one who edited Guillaume de Saint-Pathus’s 17e de Saint 1ouis,
Henri-Frangois Delaborde.” He only published what he called its “histori-
cal passages,” along with “the beginning and the peroration.” This gives a
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false impression of Guillaume de Saint-Pathus’s sermon, which was pootly
edited as a selection appearing as a group of texts. The author was not try-
ing to respond to the interests of people of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. He composed a hagiographical sermon based on a theme. Accord-
ing to the rules of the time, this theme was necessarily drawn from the Bible
and chosen for its relevance to the sermon’s purpose. The sermon’s objective
was to praise Saint Louis, and the theme was an expression from the first
book of Maccabees (2:17): ““Princeps clarissimus et magnus es” (You are a very
great and illustrious ruler). From this point it was clear that the preacher’s
work consisted in placing Saint Louis in the framework of the scholastic de-
velopment of this theme, and not the other way around. The definition of
Saint Louis as “generosus, famosus, virtnosus” (of noble origin, of good renown,
of great virtue) produced a series of scholastic subdivisions applied to Saint
Louis’ virtues and grouped around the “dignity of his royal preeminence”
and the “sublimity of his fundamental perfection.” This justified the appli-
cation of the three words— princeps, clarissimus, and magnus— that were used
to characterize him.

Then, each of the saint’s qualities was subdivided in turn into a group
of others defined either by the “authorities” (other biblical verses) ot by
“reasons” (rational arguments). For example, “the dignity of his royal pre-
eminence” broke down into four virtues: the “splendor of his wisdom il-
lustrated by the verse from Kings, “David sedeus in cathedra sapientissimus prin-
ceps” (David seated on the throne, the very wise prince); the “sweetness of
his compassion” illustrated by the verse from Ezekiel, “Servus mens David
erit princeps in medio eram” (My servant David will be their prince); the “bril-
liance of his countenance” and the “fervor of his devotion,” which were
demonstrated with proofs instead of authorities.

In fact, this sermon was a real Mirror of the Prince in the form of a
homily. Guillaume de Saint-Pathus had a model of the ideal ruler in mind
and he adjusted Saint Louis’ Life (in other words the habitual exercise of
his virtues) to fit this model more than he made the model correspond to
the Life.”” The gente of the sermon came together here with the gente
of the Mirror of the Prince in Saint Louis’ case because what interested
the thirteenth-century “memorialists” was first of all to impose a model
of the ideal Christian ruler and, second of all, to show us that Saint Louis’
life corresponded to this model. In Saint Louis, it was not the man but the
model that interested them. The larger part of the record of Saint Louis’
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contemporaries’ memories of him form an organized group of texts that
refer to one another because they were produced by the same manufactur-
ers of memory: clerics working in the same production centers (abbeys,
convents), and with the same gentes that were replicated over time: “lives,”

PEN14

“mirrors,” “sermons,” etc. Thus we are taken within a mass of memory in-
side of which an image takes shape for us, a largely stereotyped image, of
Saint Louis.

The sermon referred to anecdotal events from Saint Louis’ life that
amount to little in the end. They were general episodes that already ap-
peared in the Life and the Miracles. There were only four passages in the set-
mon that had no equivalent in the Z7f.”!

Guillaume mentioned Queen Marguerite herself as the source of the
first episode that did not appeat in the Life. It showed Saint Louis in an in-
timate scene with his family, his wife, and children.”? The second, also con-
veyed by Marguerite, told how the queen threw a piece of cloth over her
husband’s shoulders when he got up at night to pray. A third anecdote re-
lated that Saint Louis continued to pray after matins for a period of time as
long as the service. The fourth passage described the punishments that he
inflicted on himself and that he liked to offer to God,; it does not actually
appear in Guillaume de Saint-Pathus’s Z7fe but corresponds to a passage in
the Life by Geoffroy de Beaulieu.”

Guillaume applied the etymology for the word ‘king’ to Saint Louis:
“rex a recte regendo” (king comes from governing rightly). He also applied the
etymology for ‘prince’ “princeps qui primms capiat” (he who takes the first).**
He “took the first because he reached the dignity of royal majesty due to
primogeniture.”

The sermon is plainly a Mirror of the Prince adapted to Saint Louis
and the French monatchy. Although the sermon followed scholastic meth-
ods in its form, its content was not influenced by them. The Mendicants of
the royal entourage were not familiar with the great scholatly Mendicants
like Alexandre de Halés, Saint Bonaventure, Saint Albert the Great, and
Saint Thomas Aquinas. Saint Louis was the saint of devotion, but not of
Mendicant theology. He was a pre-scholastic saint.*®



The King of Saint-Denis

A Dynastic and “National” Saint King

THE ROYAL IMAGE THE CLERICS APPLIED TO SAINT LOUIS HAD TWO
sides: the one fashioned by the friars of the Mendicant orders that presented
the saint as a top model, and the one shaped by the Benedictine monks of
Saint-Denis that focused on the king himself. For the first group, the king
was primarily treated as a saint king, and Guillaume de Saint-Pathus made
this the theme of his sermon. For the second group, the king was a saint king
whose sainthood enhanced his royal image. Although the pressure group of
the Mendicants represented a new force born around the same time as Saint
Louis, as a site of memory Saint-Denis’ origins extended almost as far back
as the French monatchy. Their patron saint was Denis, the first bishop of
Paris who was martyred in the third century. A tradition spread by Abbot
Hilduin in the ninth century confused him with Denys the Arcopagite, the
Athenian who was converted by Saint Paul. Saint-Denis originated with
a church constructed on the site where people in the Middle Ages thought
that Saint Denis had been buried. In a number of convincing arguments,
Anne Lombard-Jourdan has demonstrated that the place had a very long tra-
dition. According to her, it was a major site where the Gauls gathered for re-
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ligious rites their tribes held in common. It was situated on an important
trade route for tin in the Middle Ages that ran from the British Isles to Italy,
and it was associated very eatly on with the Gallo-Roman city of Lutéce that
later became Paris. Saint-Denis formed a pair with this city, and together they
wete destined to become the inseparable twin capitals of France.!

There were three men who made Saint-Denis’ glory and built up its
role as a site of “national” memory that its subsequent history would con-
tinue, confirm, and entich.” The first was the Merovingian Dagobert who
transformed the church into a Benedictine abbey in the seventh century. He
rebuilt it and was buried there, initiating what would become the “cemetery
of the kings” under the Capetians after serving only intermittently in a fu-
nerary role. The second was the Carolingian Chatles the Bald. He reestab-
lished the traditions of his ancestors Charles Martel and Pepin the Short,
refurbishing the abbey in magnificent fashion. In accordance with his will,
he was buried there in 884, seven years after his death in the Alps. The third
was Suger, the abbot of Saint-Denis from 1122 to 1151. He introduced
Gothic art when he rebuilt the church. He also definitively associated the
abbey with the Capetian dynasty. He became the main advisor to the kings
Louis VI and Louis VII and made the royal army’s oriflamme the stan-
dard of the abbey. Suger also revised Histoire de Charlemagne, which became
“one of the most frequently read books in the West” (Colette Beaune). He
brought together a library that allowed Saint-Denis to recapture its role
as France’s historical center from Fleury (Saint-Benoit-sur-Loire), which
had become the site of the Capetian monarchy’s historical memory in the
eleventh century.’ Saint-Denis usurped this role in the twelfth century, suc-
ceeded it, and fulfilled this role in its entirety.*

Saint-Denis’ function as a site of royal memory was strengthened under
the reign of Philip Augustus (1179-1223). He officially entrusted the abbey
with the royal insignia used for the coronation in Reims. He was also the
hero of a Life written by the monk Rigord who was the author of a short
chronicle of the kings of France that later became a guide for visitors to the
abbey. In his Gesta Philippi Augusti, Rigord enfolded the ruler in a miracu-
lous aura that the royal entourage later used in an attempt to support their
project of having Philip Augustus recognized as a saint after his death. Their
project, however, came up against the negative image that the Church had
spread of a bigamist king who challenged pontifical authority by refusing
to honort his marriage to Ingebutrg of Denmark.’
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We have seen how Saint Louis took great care to maintain close ties
with the abbey, especially toward the end of his reign at the time Mathieu de
Vendéme was the abbot. He made him one of the kingdom’s two regents
before leaving for Tunis. We have also seen how he redesigned the royal ne-
cropolis in a way that displayed the Capetian dynasty’s great project, which
had been completed under his father, Louis VIIL. This great project that
Saint-Denis served so brilliantly was to impose the idea of a dynastic con-
tinuity running from the Merovingians through the Carolingians to the Cape-
tians, while above all claiming that the Capetians represented a return to the
“race” of Chatlemagne (reditus ad stirpem Karoli), the prestigious dominating
figure that the French monarchy disputed with the German Empire.

PRIMAT

Saint Louis’ reign saw the continuation of the Gesta Francorum usque 1180
(History of the Franks up to 1180) beyond 1180 in the form of various
Latin chronicles. King Louis took the main initiative by asking Saint-Denis
to write a chronicle of the kings of France in French using the previously
existing chronicles in Latin. This decision was influential for two reasons.
First, it marked a decisive step toward the composition of a quasi-official
history of France, regrouping and reorganizing the earlier chronicles in
a single body. Second, it marked the emergence of historical memory in
French, extending beyond the milieu of the clerics and accessible to at least
a minority of educated laymen who were interested in the history of kings,
which represented “national” history in its embryonic form.

The abbot of Saint-Denis entrusted this work to the monk Primat,
who completed the work only in 1274. He ceremoniously handed the book
over to Philip III, Saint Louis’ son, and this scene was immortalized in a
miniature.

The Roman anx rois (Story of the Kings)® stopped before Saint Louis’
reign. However, it conveyed a very strong impression of the king who com-
missioned it. It gave the French royal tradition that produced Saint Louis
such a grand and long-lasting expression that we have to give Primat full
credit here.

Bernard Guenée has reminded us that modern scholarship initially be-
lieved that Primat was only the copyist for the manusctipt given to Philip 111
in 1274 because he was also a modest translator of Latin Christian works.
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Today, along with Bernard Guenée, we have finally recognized him as one
of the best historians of the great Dionysian school of historiogtaphy,” a
truly “great historian.”® Of course he was a historian in the fashion of the
Middle Ages, in other words a compiler who tried to integrate everything
that seemed important to him in the sources that he used while respect-
ing these materials as the literal truth. A “serious” historian, Primat used a
large number of different sources including all of those he thought were
likely to contribute to the image of the history of France that he wanted
to produce. His main themes were the dynastic continuity running from
Clovis’s baptism to the reign of Philip Augustus, the Carolingian glory that
continued to shine on all of the subsequent rulers in the French monarchy,
and the favor that God had always shown toward France— for instance
with the “miraculous” birth of Philip Augustus, who was born to Louis VII
very late in life after all his various wives had given birth only to girls. France
appeared alongside the kings as a “lady renowned above all other nations.”
She was heir not only to the Catholic faith, which first came to her with
Clovis, but also to ancient culture, because “clergy [knowledge] and chivalry
came to France from Greece and Rome.” Primat also adopted and spread
the legend of the French monarchy’s origins in ancient Troy. After 1196,
Primat was hardly bothered by Philip Augustus’s matrimonial conduct.
As the creator of an image of Saint Louis, Primat gave Roman anx rois the
coherence and patriotic tone of a history of France. Primat’s history of
France laid the groundwork for the French grandeur in which Saint Louis
appeared as the crowning achievement. French history seemed to be wait-
ing just for him.’

GUILLAUME DE NANGIS AND THE L 7FE oF SAIiNT L ouis

The main Dionysian source for our knowledge of Saint Louis was the work

19 Some scholars have

of the great historian, the monk Guillaume de Nangis.
showered him with ambiguous praise. On the one hand, they have recog-
nized his “irreproachable objectivity,” pointing out how he abstained from
making judgments of praise or blame. On the other hand, they have insisted
that it is impossible to find in his work “any general idea other than that of
submission to civil and ecclesiastical powers” and that he reported “the
greatest faults of the kings of France without comment.”" I think that we

have to make a distinction here between Guillaume de Nangis the biographer



270 A The Production of Royal Memory

of Saint Louis and Philip I1I the Bold, and Guillaume de Nangis the author
of a universal chronicle in which Saint Louis’ reign occupied an important
place. The disparity results mainly from the difference between these literary
gentes, which were governed by strict rules in the Middle Ages.

Born around 1250 and having joined Saint-Denis at a young age, Guil-
laume began to work as Saint-Denis’ archivist at an unknown date. He
wrote his Life of Louis IX there, probably after 1285, and completed it
before Louis’ canonization in 1297. He also wrote a Life of Philip III and
the Universal Chronicle in which he continued the work of the early twelfth-
century chronicler Sigebert de Gembloux. The chronicle has no originality
up to 1113 and becomes more personal after this date. The Saint Louis offers
second-hand information, but Guillaume was the primary and original
source for Philip III and for the first years of the reign of Philip IV the
Fait.!> He probably died in 1300.

GUILLAUME DE NANG1S’S Universar CHRONICLE

The Chronicle is actually “objective.” It is presented in the traditional form of
“Annals,” presenting main events year by year in a dry manner. Narrative
developments, general ideas, judgments, and events considered secondary
were excluded from the narration. Thus, for the year 1231, the episode of
the loss of the Holy Nail disappeared completely from the Chronicle. The
Chronicle did follow the Life but only by reducing it to its basic sequence
of events. Guillaume had covered this episode in great detail in his Lz of
Saint Louis, where he also made a number of interesting remarks about
the young king’s piety and the way his expressions of piety were received
by his entourage.” Saint Louis still held an important place in the universal
chronicle, although other states and important persons appeared in it too. A
specific idea of history appears in the structure of the Chronicle. Guillaume
de Nangis was especially interested in men and most of all in the great men
who shaped history. Although they did not make history because God was
the only true maker [#zdtenr], they were at least the heroes of this human his-
tory. These men, however, could also act collectively. Sometimes Guillaume
also stressed the locations of events because he had a sense of the “places”
where history was made and where memory was constructed.

Here are two significant examples of this conception of the history as
chronicle and the place that Saint Louis occupied in it.
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Thete are four events mentioned for the year 1229, and Guillaume
committed four paragraphs to them."

The first episode is the count of Brittany’s revolt and its suppression
by the young Louis IX. It begins with the wotds, “The count of Brittany”
(Clmes Britanniae) and passes directly to the king of France’s intervention:
“The count of Brittany, upset by his loss of the castle of Bellene [ Belléme],
began to invade Louis the king of France’s lands again.” The king immedi-
ately grabs center stage from the count of Brittany who started the war.
“Refusing to tolerate this attitude, the king reassembled a new army. . . .”
The paragraph then concludes with the victorious king of France: “and
for four years and even longer the king of France governed his kingdom in
peace” (Ludovicus Franciae rex regnum gubernavit). The allegedly “objective”
Guillaume who “abstains from judgment” actually condemned the count
of Brittany simply with the way he organized the story and with his choice
of words. To express the fact that the count had invaded royal lands he used
the word snfestare. The most common meaning of this word, “to infest,” was
extremely pejorative. The count was the bad guy and he was punished not
only by being defeated but also by being “humzilie” (humiliated, humbled)—
“Et sic, Petro Britanniae comite humiliato” (And thus Pierre the count of Brit-
tany was humbled). The count’s rebellion against the king was very harshly
condemned. In addition to the vassal’s revolt against his lord that occurred
here, it was the insult to the king that was condemned."

Writing at the beginning of the reign of Philip the Fair roughly twenty
years after Saint Louis’ death, Guillaume de Nangis tended to make the king
of France appear even more powerful than he actually was: “The king’s
presence there was stronger than evet.”'® Guillaume de Nangis’s Louis IX
was a precocious Philip the Fair—not in character (Philip the Fair was al-
ready an enigma for the chroniclers of his time), but through the depiction
of the power that he exercised. Thus, if 1 dare say, after Primat, Guillaume
de Nangis made the Saint Louis of Saint-Denis into an even more royal king.

The second paragraph for the year 1229, less than half as long as the
preceding entry, is about the king of Aragon, Jaime I the Conqueror. A men-
tion of the king begins the paragraph: “The king of Aragon. ...” Guillaume
recalled his conquests against the Saracens: the Baleares and Valencia,
the site of Saint Vincent’s martyrdom. He increased the size of Christen-
dom. Guillaume’s story was a chronicle of Christendom, and Saint Louis’
predominant place in it was exactly what made him the most powerful ruler
in Christendom.
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The third paragraph— three lines long—is dedicated to two other im-
portant figures in Christendom whose renown for saintliness emerged in
that year: Saint Elizabeth, “the daughter of the king of Hungary and wife
of the Landgrave of Thuringia,” and Saint Anthony of Padua “of the order
of the Minorite friars.” Guillaume thus situated his reader within an atmo-
sphere of saintliness.

The last paragraph (of fourteen lines) is about the important event in
Christendom in which Saint Louis played an important part later on, the
crusades. The first hero of the crusades was collective, the entire mass of
crusaders. Guillaume also had a sense of the role of the masses in history,
describing “a great crowd of crusaders” (multitudine magna peregrinorum crus-
esignatorunt). Next came Christendom’s two “official” main characters, the
pope and the emperor. The emperor did not come off so favorably. After
the departure for the crusade, Frederick II secretly (“en cachette” furtive)
abandoned the crusaders and returned to Brindisi. The pope excommuni-
cated him. One last important figure that appeared here was the Muslim
sultan. Guillaume was very attentive to events in the Orient and still shared
the traditional conception of Christendom as one that encompassed Latin
European Christendom and the Holy Land. He thus took an interest in
mentioning the sultan’s death.

The following year, 1230, is even more interesting from the point of
view of writings about Saint Louis.

The year begins with a mention of the king: “Ludovicus rex Franciae.”
He founded the abbey of Royaumont in the bishopric of Beauvais near
Beaumont-sur-Oise. Guillaume thus showed him in one of his most mem-
orable activities, as the founder and benefactor of churches, abbeys, and
convents. And, as we now know, Royaumont was the abbey deatest to the
king’s heart, his favorite place.

The second paragraph of three lines reintroduces the emperor, whose
image continued to deteriorate. ““The Roman emperor Frederick sent am-
bassadors to the sultan of Baghdad and, according to what people say, made
a pact of friendship with him, which seems suspect to Christendom.”"” This
is followed by a long development (thirty-seven lines, twenty of them added
later by Guillaume) that is of the greatest interest for Saint Louis’ memory.

Guillaume began with a place, but it was not just any place. The sec-
tion begins with the image of the young king’s capital. The actors in the
event were the two groups that dominated Paris: the bourgeois and the
clerics of the young university.
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In Paris a large quarrel broke out between the schoolmen [schol-
ares refers to both masters and students] and the bourgeois. In effect,
the bourgeois had killed some of the clerics, and, for this, the clerics
left Paris and spread out through all the regions of the wotld."

The young king soon appeared; he was sixteen years old:

When he saw that the study of letters and philosophy by which
one acquires the treasure of knowledge that prevails over all others"
had left Paris [a treasure that first came from Athens to Rome and
then from Rome to Gaul under the name of chivalry after the time
of Denis the Areopagite] the king was profoundly upset by this. And
fearing that such a good and important treasure would leave his king-
dom, because knowledge and wisdom ate the riches of salvation,?
and because he did not want God to be able to say to him some day,

“As you have rejected science, I will reject you,”!

the very pious king
ordered the clerics to return to Paris, greeted them with great clem-
ency upon their return, and had them quickly compensated by the

bourgeois who had committed offenses against them.

The text that follows is an addition that did not appear in the oldest
existing manuscript of the Chronicle. The scholatly editor could not decide
whether it was written by Guillaume de Nangis or a continuator. In cither
case, it is useful for our understanding of the image of Saint Louis that
was cultivated in the milieu of Saint-Denis.

In effect, if the precious treasure of the knowledge that saves
had been taken away from the Kingdom of France, the emblem of
the fleur-de-lis of the kings of France would have been strangely ru-
ined. For, as God and our Lotd Jesus Christ wanted to decorate the
Kingdom of France more distinctly than the other kingdoms with
faith, wisdom, and chivalry, the kings of France have traditionally
painted their arms and their flags with a three-leaved lily as though
they wanted to tell the whole universe that faith, knowledge, and
chivalric prowess serve our kingdom more than any of the others by
providence and the grace of God. These two identical leaves actu-
ally signify the knowledge and the chivalry that protect and defend
the third leaf placed higher up between them that signifies faith. For
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faith is ruled and governed by knowledge and defended by chivalry.
For as long as these three virtues are held together [szbz invicen cobaer-
entia] in the Kingdom of France by peace, force, and order | pacifice,
Jfortiter et ordinatim], the kingdom will solidly hold up [s/abit]. If they are
ever separated or torn from it, the entire kingdom divided against
itself will be made desolate and collapse.?

With extraordinary depth, this text summed up the philosophy of the
“national” history that gradually emerged in France from the beginning
of the twelfth century. Three essential themes came together here. The first
was the theme of the franslatio studii, the transfer of science and knowledge
from Athens to Rome and from Rome to France. Just as Germany had
been the benefactor of a franslatio imperii, a transfer of power, France re-
ceived the heritage of knowledge. In France, Christianity insepatrably united
the prestige of the scholar with the glory of the warrior. Already in the
twelfth century, the pairing of the clergy and the knighthood that was
blessed by the Church expressed the kingdom’s high position in Christen-
dom. In his courtly novels, Chrétien de Troyes praised this prestigious pair
as more brilliant in France than anywhere else. In the thirteenth century,
a third power, university education, asserted itself in Paris, which became
the center of the highest knowledge, theology. This third power arrived on
the scene, reinforcing the secular power embodied in the monatrchy and the
spiritual power represented by the priests. A new three-functioned triad—
sacerdotinm, regnum, studinm— expressed this new figure of power.” It was
under Saint Louis that this new system of values found its highest incarna-
tion in France. Louis IX favored a rise in the power of the priests, the king,
and men of science. While his mother was insensitive to this new power
represented by the intellectuals and had no idea how to control the masters
and students in Paris, a youthful intuition enabled Saint Louis to end the
strike and the secession that could have killed the institution. By bring-
ing stability to the University of Paris, Saint Louis assured the preeminence
of the Kingdom of France. Because he was also the one ruler who raised
the fleur-de-lis to its highest level of prestige as an emblem of the French
monarchy, it was possible to use the allegorical method of interpretation
that was fashionable at the time to interpret the three leaves of the fleur-
de-lis as the symbol of these three powers. Faith was anchored within it in
wisdom and knowledge. This corresponded to the great intellectual move-
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ment of the age that sought to make things intelligible— from Saint Anselm
to Thomas Aquinas, from the centers of monastic learning to the urban
center of Paris— the foundry of scholastic science: fides quaerens intellectum.
A political and ideological triad corresponded to this social-ethical three-
some: the unity of peace, force, and order that Saint Louis embodied. This
was the image that Saint-Denis gave of Saint Louis on the threshold be-
tween the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Whether this development
in the chronicle was the work of Guillaume de Nangis or of another Di-
onysian continuator matters little.* Louis was the king of the fleur-de-lis
whose particular merit consisted in the fact that the two leaves of the clergy
and the knighthood, of faith and force, had not had the third leaf torn away
from them. The third leaf provided the whole with its coherence: knowl-
edge. Louis IX was king of the knowledge that structured the social and
political system.”

The essential role that Saint-Denis played can be found at the origins
of France’s great rise to power because it was thanks to Saint-Denis that
wisdom and chivalry came from Greece to France. Now, we can better un-
derstand the outrage of the Dionysian monks against Abelard in the preced-
ing century. Abelard confronted the abbey with intellectual criticism in his
search for historical and scientific truth. He wanted and was able to prove
that the patron saint of the abbey had never been the Areopagite, while the
great abbey was helping the French monatchy set up a different system of
knowledge, a system of stable power anchored in traditional history and
the symbolic imaginary.® Abelard probably did not understand that his ob-
stinacy in seeking out the historical truth as we understand it today under-
mined the foundations of this system. Thus we end up with peace, force,
and order. If there is a relevant application for the Gramscian notion of the
“organic intellectual,” it may very well be in thirteenth-century Christen-
dom among these monks of Saint-Denis, these great ideologues, who made
Saint Louis the king of the French monarchical state.

Beyond this reminder of Saint-Denis’ historical role, as a member of
the Dionysian lobby Guillaume de Nangis never failed to emphasize the
privileged ties that Saint Louis maintained with the abbey, just as all of his
Mendicant hagiographers highlighted his preferential treatment of the fri-
ars. For the year 1231, Guillaume de Nangis noted that “upon the advice
of Louis the king of France and the religious, the church of Saint-Denis in
France? is renovated under the abbot Eudes Clément; none of the monks
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had dared to do this before because of the sacted [#ysterinm] character of
the dedication that this church received from God, which is well known.”?*
Let us note in passing that Guillaume took advantage of the situation by
mentioning that God did not accomplish miracles solely in favor of the rival
abbey of Saint-Rémi de Reims, which he did not mention by name, but also
in favor of Saint-Denis. Although Guillaume has been accused of lacking
any original conception of history, we should appreciate the remarkable di-
alectic that he set up between tradition and renewal, and, even more, his
sense of the historicity of the sacred that grew richer with time.

Now we can obsetve how the Saint Louis of Saint-Denis made use
of the Saint Louis of the Mendicants. The Saint Louis of Guillaume de
Nangis’s Chronicle was the king of a preeminent France. He was immersed
in universal history, as the genre required. The Chronicle often followed the
Life word for word, although it eliminated many details that would be im-
portant in an individual biography but that were superfluous in a universal
chronicle that aimed for a more general perspective. On the other hand,
it related facts in ways that the monk omitted from the Zsfe. It included no-
tations on unusual climatic disturbances, symbolic signs, omens, and mar-
vels. For instance, here is the first noted event for the year 1235: “A famine
of great magnitude [ fames valde magnal struck in France, especially in Aqui-
taine. It struck so hard that men ate grass from the fields like animals. A ses-
ter [setier] of wheat actually cost one hundred pence in Poitou, and many
people in this region died of hunger and suffered from convulsions” (187).
Similatly, for the year 1266 he wrote, “In the Kingdom of France, in Au-
gust, just before dawn, a comet [cometes horribilis] appeared and directed its
rays toward the East” (230). These two events that affected the Kingdom
of France did not appear in the Zife of Saint Louis under whose reign they
took place. Guillaume de Nangis separated Saint Louis from the realm of
the marvelous. He bathed him in the light of the religious but distanced
him from the fantastic.

GUILLAUME DE SAINT-PATHUS’S L/FE OF SAINT Louis
Vita et Gesta would be a better title for the [7¢ of Saint Louis, which was

written before his canonization. The first term generally applied to the
Lives of saints and was later used for people who were similar to them due
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to the fact that their functions had a certain sacred character—kings, for
example, especially if they had been officially sainted but also if they had
only a reputation for saintliness. The particular uniqueness of this Life con-
sists in the fact that it was written before the canonization but without its
author ever having personally known the king. He mentions that he merely
attended the arrival and the burial of Saint Louis’ bones at Saint-Denis. He
had to have been a very young monk at that time. The term Gesza referred
to the “deeds and actions” [ faits et gestes| of its hero. It was a history. Guil-
laume presented himself as a simple monk lacking in any literary culture, a
claim that resounds with excessive humility. He acknowledged that he had
copied much of his work from other sources. Some critics have observed
that he never claimed to have been an eyewitness of the events he narrated,
which ran contrary to most of the biographers of his time. He did not pre-
tend and say “vidi” (1 have seen). One reason for this was that he obviously
never knew Saint Louis, but there was also the fact that he considered him-
self a “historian” and not a “chroniclet” [mémorialiste]. He compiled infor-
mation, arranged it, and tried to explain it. He used two primary sources for
his work: the Z#fe by Geoffroy de Beaulieu and another Z#fe of Louis IX by
Gilon de Reims that has been lost. Because we can measure Guillaume de
Nangis’s fidelity to the first of these sources, we can guess that he also used
the second one in the same way and thus probably saved the essential infor-
mation that it contained. However, as Bernard Guenée has astutely pointed
out, a compiler in the Middle Ages was still an author as a result of the way
he arranged his sources and the interpretations he suggested.

Guillaume distinguished the major events in the 177 and Histoire of Saint
Louis that formed the sequence of the plot from the secondary events that
were only indirectly related to it. He called these secondary events “iucidentia”
(digressions).

His Saint Louis was a warrior, and the military was one of the major
forces in the kingdom. He called attention to the fact that even the Tar-
tars had heard that “the French were incredibly tough fighters.” His text
abounds in details about the unrest during Louis’ minority, military opera-
tions, and the births of the sons of the king who were likely to assure his
succession. He also understood the logic behind their first names: the first-
born took the name of his father, and the second-born took the name of
his grandfather, which gave us “Louis” for his first-born who died in 1260,
and Philip for his second-born who became King Philip III. The text is
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also rich in details about the crusades, particularly the crusade of Tunis that
was more recent. He also brought remarkable attention to bear on Chatles
d’Anjou, first as count of Provence and then especially as king of Naples
and Sicily. This was because one of his main motives as a historian was to
sing the praise of the French. As a result of his brilliant political and mili-
tary career, Chatles deserved a good spot in the story alongside his brother.
Guillaume even had him proclaim an appeal to French pride before the
battle of Tagliacozzo (1268): “Chivalrous lords born in France, renowned
for your strength and prowess. . . %

God, of coutse, was the master of history. The barons who revolted
against the young Louis renounced their rebellion once they perceived that
the “hand of God” was on his side. In 1239, the king saw that the Lord
had finally shielded him from his enemies’ machinations. However, when
Guillaume was astonished by the ease with which Louis bought his free-
dom from the Muslims for a modest ransom soon after they took him pris-
onet, he divided the responsibility for the event between God who made a
“miracle” and the “good king” whose qualities enabled it to occur. In this
history where conflicts and wars held such important place, the psychology
of great men was the main cause of events. It was almost always the pride
(superbia) of one great man or another that disrupted the state of peace and
tranquility.” Of all expressions of this pride or “presumption,” the worst
was the one that turned against the king. The count of Brittany and the
count of the March, the most treacherous of the king’s great vassals, were
respectively “proud and haughty” and “full of vanity and odious presump-
tion.” Guillaume stuck with reasons of character because he had trouble
discerning that these intrigues needed to be judged in relation to the code
that governed relations between a king and his vassals. He was not com-
fortable with juridical vocabulary, and this was a time when concepts of
public law were rapidly evolving, especially the ones that applied to royal
power. He did not seem to make a clear distinction between royal majestas,
that supreme and mysterious sacred character, and potestas, which was sov-
ereignty. He also judged Saint Louis in psychological terms and had trouble
distinguishing between the role that feelings played in his behavior and con-
duct related to institutional politics. Like others, he noted that Saint Louis
returned from his first crusade a changed man. He saw that the king was full
of remorse and bad conscience and that he began to lead a more repentant,

more ascetic life, while also applying his power more harshly. He did not
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seem to notice that the king’s real remorse drove him to assert his power
for political reasons. Guillaume gave a version of the Great Edict of 1254,
which instituted the reign of moral order: “The barons and knights and all
the others, great and small, who saw and heard and knew the divine wisdom
that existed and ruled in King Louis’ acts and measures when he issued righ-
teous justice, honored and feared him more and more with each passing day
because they saw and knew that he was a holy man and a gentleman,; there
was no one left who would dare oppose him in his kingdom, and if anyone
rebelled, he was immediately put down” (401). This was the period of Louis
the peacemaker. God made the peace that he imposed in France and abroad
last through the reign of his son Philip III as a reward for his father’s mer-
its. “In comparison with the other kingdoms, the throne of France shone
in the time of King Louis like the sun that casts its rays of light every-
where” (ibid).”!

So, here was the Saint Louis of Saint-Denis, a sun-king, or rather this
sun was the throne that diffused its rays and benefits. The king had been
absorbed within the royal insignia, by the crown on the seal and the throne
in historiography. Saint Louis’ metamorphosis after his return from the
Holy Land also provided Guillaume de Nangis with an opportunity to in-
sert most of Geoffroy de Beaulieu’s treatise into his Gesta for the reason
that it contained proof of his sainthood. A Mendicant king now appeared
in the sun-king’s shadow, as Guillaume made his contribution to the ap-
proaching canonization of his hero. He sang his praise and told of his first
miracles. In order to promote France through its kings, Saint-Denis used
any materials at its disposal.

In Saint Louis we find a saint who was capable of destabilizing Chris-
tian society in the same way as the Mendicants by extolling poverty, hu-
mility, and a peace that represented eschatological justice. According to the
vision of Saint-Denis, there was also a Christian king in him who helped
stabilize Christendom through the cohesiveness of faith, force, and order.
He was a saint king with two faces. By striking a balance between these two
tendencies, the Mendicants of the university saved Saint Louis’ image from
a certain schizophrenia. The monks of Saint-Denis anchored the Mendi-
cant king’s image firmly within the channels of royal power and national
sentiment.

Guillaume de Nangis synthesized an idea of Christian monarchy with
his portrayal of Louis IX. He integrated other images of the king that had
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appeared during the early period of his rule with the image of the Sun-
King atits end. At the end of the thirteenth century, the king was not an ab-
solute monarch. Among the reciprocal obligations between vassal and lord
in feudalism, he upheld his duty to protect his subjects in return for their
loyalty. From the earliest period of his reign, Saint Louis “thought in his
heart that the loyalty that subjects owe their lord calls for comparable assis-
tance from the lord for his subjects.”** (Guillaume combined the vocabulary
of sovereignty that spoke of “subjects” with that of feudalism that spoke of
“lords.”) At this eatly stage he was already the same “very good and very
noble” king and led a “saintly life,” which explained why God granted “pros-
perity”” to him and his kingdom. He stood out against the model of bad rul-
ers like the barons who rebelled against him or even Emperor Frederick 11
who was “suspect” without necessarily being bad. There was also the op-
posing model of the ruler inspired by “the devil, who is always jealous of
good men” (325).

In his Life as in his Chronicle, Guillaume was very interested in the Ori-
ent, an essential space in Saint Louis’ life and preoccupations that we can-
not forget. It was in the Orient that Guillaume discovered the anti—good
king and the anti—Saint Louis. The anti—Saint Louis was not a Muslim, a
Saracen, or a Turk. He was the Old Man of the Mountain, the king of an
extremist Shiite sect, the Assassins. Saint Louis came into contact with him
in the Holy Land. This “very bad and very mean” king who was counseled
by the devil actually became good through God’s intetrvention.*® Maybe this
was Guillaume de Nangis’s way of justifying Saint Louis’ diplomatic rela-
tions with infidel rulers. If this was his intention, he joined the Mendicants
again insofar as they were the king’s privileged intermediaries in the Orient.
Both historians, the Mendicant and the Dionysian, highlighted Saint Louis’
oriental horizon.



The King of the Exempla

IN THIS PERIOD HISTORY DID NOT YET ISOLATE EVENTS VERY CLEARLY
in the form of human time, as a literary genre, or even less as a discipline of
knowledge. For want of history, the thirteenth century was fond of stories
and anecdotes.! People at that time wete also eager to learn. The Church
knew this and its didactic efforts were intensive. It furnished its main peda-
gogues, the preachers, with anecdotes. These edifying little stories with which
the preachers peppered their sermons were known as exezpla.

The medieval exenzplum was “a short story given as true and meant to
be inserted within a speech (usually a sermon) in order to persuade the au-
dience with a salutaty lesson.”? This kind of natrative also attempted to
captivate its audience with its pleasing or striking character. It was a rthetori-
cal device, an anecdote intended to convey some lesson. As the lessons of
the exempla were meant to assure the listener’s salvation, some writers have
called the medieval exemplum “an eschatological gadget.””® “The exemplum
introduces the pleasing and realistic quality of a story that breaks the ser-
mon’s general mode of enunciation and seems to establish a furtive com-
plicity between the preacher and his audience. But, we should not be fooled.
Far from being an isolated unit or foreign body in the sermon, the exemplum
is tied in with all of the other arguments, and the momentary interruption
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that it introduces into the sermon reinforces its ideological function as the
speech of authority.”* It often resembled the popular tale, which was one
of its sources or one of the forms to which it referred. The exensplum also
showed a hero, which could be an animal as in the fable. The ancient exen-
plum frequently drew its seductive power from the fact that the subject in
its story was often a hero who was himself a living example whose words
and actions had exemplary value. When Christians took to the exemplum
along with most of the other forms of ancient culture, they tended to link
it to the great Christian models of sacred history, to Jesus, who was the
model par excellence, the Virgin Mary, and other characters from the Old
Testament. This type of exemplum was not revived in the Middle Ages,
which separated literature from sacred history and kept holy and biblical
figures out of these little tales.

The medieval exemplun was not usually suited to include historical char-
acters. First of all, because it was addressed to all Christians it tended to use
the “common’ man for its stories, the type who did not surpass the ordinary
in his usual acts and accomplishments. Some have said that the collections of
exenpla made up the “bible of daily life.” In addition, because the exemplum
tended to objectify the anecdote, in other words, to withdraw the hero’s sta-
tus as a subject in order to make an object out of him, a simple tool of the
lesson that the story presented, the lesson itself became the story’s subject.
The historical character in a medieval exenzp/um was often nothing more than
a front and a borrowed name. He became stuck within the “sermon’s ideo-
logical function,” absorbed by the use that it made of him.

However, as the Lives of saints and important figures were often writ-
ten up in the form of a string of edifying anecdotes and, more particularly,
miracles, the preachers and compilers of exempla sometimes slipped a frag-
ment from a Life into a sermon and passed it off as an exemplum. (Miracles
comprised a genre that was entirely separate and distinct from the exenpla.)
The temptation to do this may have been even greater if the hero of the
vita was a prestigious person. In this case, the status of the genre shifted
from the exemplum that used an average or anonymous Christian as its main
character to a heroic or personal exensplum. Some people have even thought
that it is possible to identify a “biographical” exemplum that originated from
a vita and “based its structure on the original form of the /74, although
the anecdote was supposed to have been taken from the biography of a
historical figure.’
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We should also note that the exemzp/un usually relied on negative ex-
amples to deter Christians from sin. The historical figures best suited for
exempla were the bad ones. Their best heroes were the bad kings Theodoric
and Charles Martel (identified as a king) who persecuted Catholics and the
Church and who, according to legend, had been thrown down into hell. In
the thirteenth century, however, the kings of France sometimes appeared
as the heroes of anecdotal tales that circulated and sometimes ended up in
collections of exempla. It was the ambivalent character of King Philip Au-
gustus who seems to have been the first of these and who seems to have
inspired mote of them than any other king.®

Although Saint Louis was a potential source of exezpla because of his
virtues and the edifying anecdotes that people told about him, he paradoxi-
cally ended up being suspected, and then officially sanctioned, as a bad hero
for exempla because of his holiness. Judged a saint, he exhibited none of the
condemnable behaviors that could be given as negative “examples.” Once he
became a saint, he escaped this genre and was relegated to the Lives and
the Miracles.

THE Li1MITED TESTIMONY OF THE EXEMPLA

We do, however, know of several exenzpla that had Saint Louis as their hero.
They are very few in number if we exclude, as we should, the anecdotes in
which he was only mentioned in order to date one of these little stories
“from the times of King Louis” or in order to give it an additional stamp of
authority. In general, they explain a lot about Saint Louis’ image and the pro-
cesses of memory that dealt with him.

Here are two of them taken from a treatise written for preachers by the
Dominican Etienne de Bourbon. His life and activities were centered at
the Preaching Friars’ convent in Lyon after he finished his studies in Paris.
The treatise was composed sometime around 1250, and he died in 1261.”
His work and his death predating Saint Louis’ testify to the rapid transfor-
mation of anecdotes circulating as exenpla, even while their protagonists
were still alive. In this work dealing with the Dons du Saint-Esprit (Gifts of
the Holy Spirit), the first anecdote about Saint Louis was used to illustrate
the “third title” of the fifth section on the gift of advice (donunz consilii). The
section explained the strength (de fortitudine) that supported the gift of good
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judgment by means of which man could choose the virtues that lead him
to salvation. Charity was one of this strength’s supporting elements as it
was given through the love of God (elemwosina data pro Deo). The youthful
Saint Louis was the hero of this “positive” exenplunms.

One day, King Louis of France, the same who is still ruling now,
made an excellent statement that was reported by a religious who was
there at the time and who heard it straight from his mouth. One
morning, when this prince was still very young, a group of poor
people gathered in the court of his palace and waited for alms. Tak-
ing advantage of the early hour when everyone was still asleep, he left
his room by himself and went down with a servant carrying a large
sack full of deniers under his squire’s outfit. He next began to pass
them all out with his own hands, giving more generously to the ones
who seemed to be the poorest. When this was done, he was return-
ing to his quarters when a religious who had witnessed this scene
from a window’s embrasure where he had been talking with the king’s
mother went up to him and said: “Lord, I had a perfect view of your
misdeeds.” “My very dear brother,” answered the embarrassed prince,
“those people are in my pay; they fight for me against my enemies
and keep the peace in the kingdom. I still have not yet paid them the
amount that is their due.”®

This exemplum illustrated the importance of charity. It exploited Saint
Louis’ reputation—already well established in his lifetime—as a genet-
ous giver of alms. The story also echoed the legendary image of the preco-
ciousness of the king’s virtues and charitable practices. The exempluns’s les-
son was both moral maxim and witty remark, but it was placed in the young
king’s mouth, which was not very realistic. Saint Louis was used to stage a
tgpos, a commonplace idea. The exempluns used an image of the king and re-
inforced it with an anecdote that was destined to succeed. It thus helped to
credit the memory of an exceptionally pious ruler. It also helped counter
the image of a weak child king and in order to build up the memory of
an outstanding man it relied on a customary strategy of the hagiographers
by demonstrating that even as children saints and exceptional men had the
mentality and behavior of adults. Saint Louis had no childhood; he was an
enfant prodige who resembled an adult very eatly in life.
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Etienne de Bourbon’s second exemplum refers to the episode of the
king’s serious illness in 1244 and his subsequent vow to crusade:

The king of France was sick, near death, and beyond the help
of any doctors. He lay down on the ashes and called everyone there
around him and told them: “Look! I who was the wealthiest and
most noble lord in the universe, I who was more powerful than any
other man, who presided over them by my rank, my fortune, and the
number of my friends, I cannot even snatch the shortest delay from
death nor a single hour of rest from sickness! So what are all of these
things worth?”” When they heard him speaking like this, all the people
there began to sob. Yet against all expectations, the Lord healed him
at the very moment that everyone thought he was dead. He got up
from his bed and gave thanks to God, and it was after this that he

took up the cross."

This exemplum llustrated the seventh “title” of the first book, Du don
de crainte (De dono timoris, Of the Gift of Fear). More specifically, it appeared
in the section on the ninth reason for a Christian to fear death, which was
that one can fall prey to serious illness.

Departing from the real historical facts about Saint Louis’ illness and
vow to crusade, the author of the example exploited it for the purpose of
introducing another commonplace, the #gpos of the impotence of the rich
and powerful in facing death. The speech and the specific detail that Saint
Louis had been placed on a bed of ashes cannot be found in any other tes-
timony about this episode. Lecoy de la Marche sees “new details” in it that
had been “reported first-hand,” which is not impossible. I think it is prob-
ably more of an invention forged or simply collected by the author who ex-
ploited it—within the logic of the ideology of the exemplum and outside
any considerations of historical authenticity—in order to introduce the al-
lusion to a habitual practice among important persons: the act of laying the
body zn articulo mortis upon a bed of ashes as a form of penitence #n extremis
that adopted a traditional zgpos of Antiquity. As for the historical veracity
of Saint Louis’ speech, my skepticism not only arises from the banality of
this commonplace, but also because the idea and its formulation seem very
different from what we know about the king’s vocabulary and way of think-
ing. The flamboyant allusion to his power and wealth, the personification
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of death, and the lack of any Christian reference all lead me to consider
the speech apocryphal. Once again, a known fact, in this case Saint Louis’
sickness and taking up the cross, worked to confer a false semblance of au-
thenticity on the simple historical staging of a common lesson. Etienne de
Bourbon did not care about what Saint Louis “really said.” He cared about
whatever he could have said that corresponded to the Dominican’s classi-
cal culture and didactic purpose. Saint Louis is no more present in this exen-
plum than in the last one we examined. These anecdotes were only byprod-
ucts of the precociously stereotypical image of the future saint king;

The king is even less conspicuous in a thirteenth-century manuscript
from Tours! that contains exempla involving Gregory of Touts, among oth-
ers. He was the bishop of Paris from 1228 to 1248, and one of the king’s
close advisors. It also contains one exemplum presenting Saint Louis. The
scene took place during the birth of the king’s first child. This must have
been Blanche who was born in 1241 and who died at a very young age.

Marguerite, the queen of France and King Louis’ wife, first had
a gitl, and no one dared to announce it to the king. They summoned
the bishop Guillaume to break the news to him. He went to the king
and announced the news to him in these terms: “Sire, rejoice, for I
will bring you young cattle, as today the crown of France has gained
a king; in effect, you have a daughter whose marriage will bring you
another kingdom, whereas, if you had had a son, you would have
had to have given him a large county.” This is the way he made him

happy.'

Let’s skip over the dubious elegance with which the bishop mentioned
the king’s daughter alongside his heifers and the inaccuracy with which he
stated that the king would have to give a son a large fief when, in fact, the
son in question®® would have been the oldest and therefore would have re-
ceived the royal crown after his father’s death and not a large fief, which
was what the sons born after received. As we know, Louis VII suffered the
misfortune of having only daughters for a very long time, and the late birth
of Philip Augustus had been heralded as a miracle. However, even if Saint
Louis was concerned about having male heirs (he later had six sons), he
is presented here as someone capable of reacting pootly to the news of

his daughtet’s birth, so pootly that his entourage had to call on a venerable
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spokesman to announce it, who, in turn, had to manufacture a witticism
just to pacify the king. It is clear that this story was an invention that al-
lowed the preacher to slip a joke into his sermon. It recalled the way that
daughters were scorned in a traditional society more than the hereditary
customs of the French monarchy. Here, Saint Louis was merely a name bor-
rowed for the purposes of the exernzplum.

Another exemplum, which I find more interesting, could appear in our
chapter on Saint Louis’ system of justice:"

The king Saint Louis had taken to reading the entire prayer book
from beginning to end in the evening each year on Good Friday. One
year, a certain person who belonged to a noble family was impris-
oned in the Chételet for the many offenses he had committed. When
Good Friday came, the king withdrew to his chapel and became ab-
sorbed in his pious exercise. However, accompanied by the king’s
own son and his brothers the princes, the family and friends of the
prisoner came all the way into the sanctuary to pester him. When he
saw them, he placed his finger on the verse where he had stopped
reading so that he would be able to resume his interrupted reading in
the same spot. One of the lords who had been nominated to speak
for the group approached him and said, “Very illustrious sire, today
is a day of mercy and thanks. It was on a day like this that our Lord
redeemed us and pardoned the thief from high on the cross; he died
while praying for his tormentors. So, all of us present here, we throw
ourselves at your feet, most illustrious sire, and humbly beg you to
follow Christ’s example by having pity on the noble captive who is
pining away in the dungeons of the Chitelet.” The pious king heard
them with goodness; he was ready to exercise his clemency when,
while lifting the finger that he held pressed in the prayer book, he
read the verse that goes: “Happy are those who uphold justice and
render their judgments each day of their lives.” He thought for a mo-
ment and, then, his only response was to tell the supplicants to bring
the provost of Paris and returned to his reading. The group thought
that they were going to get their pardon for the guilty party and rushed
off to send for the provost. The magistrate soon arrived before his
lord. Louis requested him to read off the crimes committed by the
prisonet, if he knew about them. With this demand, the provost, not
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daring to hide the truth, obeyed the order and rattled off a long list
of crimes horrendous enough to make one shudder. After hearing
him, the king ordered him to let justice take its course and to lead the
criminal to the gallows on that very day with no regard for the occa-
sion they wete celebrating.®

Again in this case, nothing guarantees the authenticity of the anecdote
as the genre of the exemplum for the most part arose either from hearsay,
meting out both true and false, or from pure and simple invention. Still,
the little story effectively illustrated things that we can assess through other
sources such as the struggle in Saint Louis between harshness and forgive-
ness. This struggle was closely related to the royal ideology of the Mirrors
of Princes, which advocated a balance between those two attitudes, and
which also seemed to have divided Saint Louis’ entourage and the opinions
of the time between a camp that favored indulgence and another that fa-
vored severity. The anti-leniency movement could very well have produced
this exemplum. The king’s tendency to have a violent temper could turn into
repression; his mercy resulted from his desire to create a milder Christianity.
This was basically the same goal of the Mendicants’ spirituality, although it
did not prevent them from acting as pitiless judges throughout the Inquisi-
tion. The exenplum also illustrated the disposition of the king’s conscience
when facing situations of potential non-respect for the letter of ecclesias-
tical prescriptions. Saint Louis did not consider these prescriptions sacred.
Moral urgency could justify the transgression of religious taboos. A death
sentence could be handed down on Good Friday just as fasting on Friday
could be suspended for the banquet with Henry IIL.'"

There are two other exezzpla that seem to me to illustrate the use that
the greatideological currents of the thirteenth century made of Saint Louis
by exploiting events from his life in a plausible fashion. The first places
Saint Louis in a situation involving the promotion of laymen in religious

matters:!’

A learned cleric was preaching before King Louis and in his set-
mon he had the opportunity to pronounce these words: “During the
Passion, all the apostles abandoned Christ, and their faith faded from
their hearts. The Virgin Mary alone preserved him from the day of
the Passion to the Resurrection. In memory of this, at matins during
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the week of penitence, we put out all the lights one after another, all
but one that is used to relight them at Easter.”” Upon hearing this, an-
other cleric of a higher rank got up to correct the speaker: “I hold
you,” he said, “to affirming only what is written; the apostles actually
did abandon Jesus Christ in body, but not in heart.” The misfor-
tunate fellow was about to be forced to retract his words right on
the pulpit, but at this point the king stood up and intervened: “The
proposition that has been advanced is not false at all,” he said. “It can
be fo