JOHN OF SALISBURY AND HIS CORRESPONDENTS:
A STUDY OF THE EPISTOLARY RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN

JOHN OF SALISBURY AND HIS CORRESPONDENTS

YOKO HIRATA

Now W

eyl i

A thesis submitted to the Department of History
in the University of Sheffield for the degree of

Doctor in Philosophy

July 1991



CHAPTER TWQ - John’s correspondents whom he came to know

while serving Archbishop Theobald
T Introduction - John of Salisbury in the service of

Archbishop Theobald (1138—1161)1
John Jjoined the household of Archbishop Theobald in

1147 and served him till the latter’s deazth in 1161. John

held no official titlé there. John’s service to Archbishop

Theobald seems to be roughly divided into two distinct

periods. From 1157 to about 1154, he was mainly emploved as

a messenger to the Papal Curia. Along with Becket and John

of Canterbury, John appears to have been involved in the

archbishop’s important diplomatic activities in Rome. It is

difficult to discern the nature of John’s missions as a

messenger to the Curia. Archbishop Theobald had béen trying

to obtain the legateship and he succeeded in doing so 1in
about 1150. Both Thomas Becket and John of Salisbury may
have been involved in the archbishop’s negotiétions at the
curia.2 There had also been a chronic dispute between

Archbishop Theobald and the abbot- of St. Augustine’s at

canterbury. John’s visits to the Curia in 1150--53 and

also in 1155-64 may have been made at least partly in
connection with the dispute between Archbishop Theobald and

St. Augustine’s Canterbury. One of John’s missions at

1. For the activities of Archbishop Theobald and the main
issues of his pontificate, see Saltman, Theobald, pp 3-

y 177.

2. John was at the Curia in summer 1150 and between
November 1150 and the summer of 1151. (JS Letters 1,
pp 254-5.) Becket was engaged 1in the above
negotiation. (Saltman, Theobald, pp 30-2.)

3. Saltman, Theobald, pp 64-75. McLoughlin, pp 236-41.
HP- xliii. -

4. Concerning John’s visit to the Curia, JS Letters i, pp
253-6 and see the section 3-III-1l.
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Ferentino between November 1150 and summer 1151 might have
been concerned with the prohibition of coronation of King
Stephen’s son, Eustace.? Although John spent much time
abroad during this time he may also have been involved in
Theobald’s conflict with Christ Church, Canterbury.6

John’s place in Archbishop Theobald’s household began
to change in about 1154, possibly because of the departure
of some important senior clerks. Archbishop Theobald’s
household is famous for its brilliant clerks.’ Becket
became royal chancellor, then archbishop of Canterbury.
Roger of Pont 17 Evgque, archbishop of York and John of
Canterbury, treasurer of York, bishop of Poitiers, then of
Lyon, all beionged to Theobald’s household. The three left
the household of the archbishop by 1154 or 55,9 John’s
importance as a clerk was increasing. Still utilized as a
messenger to Rome, he began to be employed in the capacity
of writing letters as well.”? However, John was probably not
the only important clerk. With the development of
archiepiscopal chancery, Philip the chancellor and Peter the

Scribe also seem to have held important positions. Peter

5. Saltman, Theobald, pp 36-37, HP - x1lii.

7. JS Letters i, pp xXxvil-xxviii. Barlow, TB, pp 30-1.
Saltman, Theobald, pp 165-77. |

8. Saltman, Theobald, p 168. Barlow, TB, p 30.

9. There is only one letter in the collection of John’s
early letters which can certainly be dated before 1154.
(JS Letters i, pp 1 & 302.) Many letters were written
after 1156. Dr. McLoughlin made further attempt of
dating John’s letters written in the name of Theobald.
(McLoughlin, pp 240-60).
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and Philip witnessed 15 and 17 extant charters

r*u ’-"ﬂ"n.

respectively.lo Philip also acted as an execut;o,_v,;r of
Archbishop Theobald’s wily.1l

Starting in about 1156, John served Archbishop Theobald
as secretary and personal adviser.1? He appears to have
had varied duties. As the archbishop’s chief adviser of
papal affairs, he drafted letters, particularly those of
complicated appeal cases.l3 John often mediated between
the English religious and clerics and their institutions and
the Papal Curia. Both Theobald and John had to take 1into
account the intentions of the new Angevin king, Henry II.1l4
Henry sometimes interfered in the proceedings of
ecclesiastical courts as well as in appealsl® and episcopal
elections. When the Xking 1left England. in 11561°® the
repercussions of his activities on the continent were felt
in Canterbury 1in matters 1like 1levying of scutage.l7
Besides, the distance between the king and the archbishop

caused difficulty particularly at the time of the papal

schism and the Exeter election.l® The archbishop’s illness

10. Saltman, Theobald, p 229.
11. JS Letters i, no. 134.

12. See the section 3-III-3 for the reasons why his duties
were changed.

13. McLoughlin, pp 231-2.

14. On Henry II, see also the section 3-VIIXI-1l & n 7.

15. Saltman, Theobald, p 160.

16. Eyton, p 16.

17. JS Letters 1, no 13 & n 1.

18. JS Letters i, pp 263-7.
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at the end of his pontificate appears to have put much
burden on John’s shoulders, since he was undoubtedly one of
the most trusted and influential clerks.

John made contacts with many people through his duties.
Some of them.appeared as his correspondents during and after
his service to Theobald. In the first part of his service,
he built up his relationships in the Papal Curia and the
people he met on his journey. He also became close to his
fellow clerks who were sent to the Curia with him. After
1154, as he started to lead a more sedentary 1life, he
probably came to know his fellow clerks better. He also
made friends with the monks of Christ Church, Canterbury,
with whom he shared literary interest. They appear to have
played some part in John’s composition of his major works,
the Policraticus, the Metalogicon and the Entheticus.

John’s duty as secretary to Archbishop Theobald brought
him in touch, mostly through various law suits, with English
religious and clerics. He made friends with some of then
and maintained not close but good relationships with others.
- Since 1154, Archbishop Theobald had to deal with Henry 1II.
John also had to take heed of the king and the types of

clerks who surrounded hin.
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Ll Flanders

1. Introduction -- Philip of Flanders during_ the
Becket conflict

Milo, bishop of Thérousanne was John’s only

corr'espondent in this area. He may have been one of the
first churchmen' John made contact with after he joined the
household of Archbishop Theobald, John appears to have kept
in touch with him during his service to Archbishop Theobald
and after he went 1into exile. Throughout the Becket
conflict, Milo appeared as a well~wisher of Becket, who was
'willing to receive the exiles. He was closely associated
with the count of Flanders, who played an important though
not decisive role in the Becket conflict.

Philip of Flanders appears fairly often in Jdohn’s
letters and he met John at 1least once before 1164. In
letter no. 136, John reported to Becket that the count was
sympathetic to Becket and that he promiéed help. The count
pledged to provide ships for the archbishop and to send an
agent to finalize such an arrangement. None of <this
materialized, since Becket did not leave England after the
council of Clarendon. Philip, however, did not translate
his 1initial enthusiasm into action, when Becket fled
Northampton. The royal embassy to Philip requested that he
not give assistance to Becket, or even to forcibly send him
back to England. Therefore, the count was hesitant to meet

Becket’s request for safe conduct,?!

1, Barlow, TB, p 120.
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Count Philip visited King Henry at Rouen in April
1165, 2 According to John, the Empress and the queen had
requested that Philip work to reconcile the king and the
archbishop, and the count had sent a distinguished party of
men to the king. John reported their return to Becket in
late summer 1165, stating that he had not found out their
results yet.3 John wrote probably around this time to Hugh,
abbot of Saint-Amand, in the name of Peter of Celle, asking
him and the count of Flanders to work for |his
reconciliation.?

John’s letters reveal the count’s role as a mediator
between the kings of France and England. At the meeting of
the two kings at Soissons, Philip of Flanders and Henry of
Champagne supported the English Kking‘s cause before the
French.® The meeting was a failure. Both counts mediated
again. Another unsuccessful conference was held near Pacdy
and Mante on 7 April 1168.° Before Jdune 1168, with the
consent of the English king, he tried to invite Becket to a
conference at the abbey of Tiron.’ The conference does not
seem to have taken place there. 1Instead, a conference was

held at La Ferté—Bernard on 1-2, July 1168.° Whereas the

2. Eyton, p 78.

3. JS Letters 1ii, no. 152.

4. JS Letters ii, no. 143. See the section 3-IV-4-a.
5. JS Letters 1i, no. 272.

6. JS Letters ii, no. 272. Eyton, p 113.

7. JS Letters ii, no. 276.
8. JdS Letters ii, no. 279.
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count of Champagne pulled out of the task of mediation,
Philip worked as a mediator, and both the English and the
French kings counted on his support. The meeting of the
kings did not take place, nor did that of Henry II and
Becket.? Count Philip continued to take interest in the
matter and he attended the conference at Montmartre on 18
November 1169.

The count of Flanders was 1initially an ally of Henry
11.10 Henry II and Philip met at Dover in 1163 to confirm
their alliance.l? However, later on he seems to have grown
closer to the French king, as John reported the English
king’s efforts to hinder the conference and the agreement
between the French king and the count of Flanders in
February--March 1170.1¢ Being situated in the nidst of
great powers, the count of Flanders had t0 manoeuvre
carefully keeping balance of power in mind in order to

maintain and increase his own prosperity.l3

Milo, bis of erou e
Milo II of Therouanne was an Englishman and a

Premonstratensian like his predecessor.l4 From 1139 on, he

0. Barlow, TB, p 177.

10. In 1159, Henry arranged the marriage of the abbess of
Romsey, the heiress of Boulogne, to Philip of Flander’s
brother Matthew. (Barlow, TB, p 58.)

11. Barlow,‘Iﬁj p 84.

12, JS Letters i1i, no. 298.

13. de Gryse, L.M., ‘Some observations on the origin of the
Flemish Bailiff: the reign of Philip of Alsace’ Viator,
vol 7, (1976), pp 243-296. For the assessment of
Philip’s achievement esp. pp 243-45.

14. JS Letters i1, no. 108, n 1.
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appears as archdeacon.!® John as well as Thomas Becket may
have met Milo as archdeacon of Thérouanne on a number of
occasions 1if he had accompanied bishop Milo I: at the
céuncil of Rheims in 1148;1® at the consecration of Gilbert
Foliot, bishop-elect of Hereford at St. Omer in 1148;17 in
England on Milo I’s mission by Geoffrey, count of Anjou in
1148.18 John probably had opportunities to cultivate his
friendship with Milo II in the course of his trips to Rome
or other parts of Gallial® since Therouanne is situated
almost en route for travellers from south-eastern England to
France and going further.

Milo II succeeded Milo I and was bishop of Thérouanne
from 1159~69,20 John wrote one 1letter 1in Archbishop
Theobald’s name in connection with Milo II’s election in
1159,%1 It was addressed to Pope Adrian IV and asked him to
15. Moreau, E. de, Histoire de ‘Eglise ¢ Belglique,

Brussels, (1945), p 20.

16. Moreau, Histoire de 1’Eglise en Belgique, p 20.
17. Concerning the attendance of Milo I at the cOuncz.l of

Rheims, Nielsen, L.O., [heology and Philosophy. in the

wellth Cen hert . J

1A 3305 4 11\ «J1® ’E.__?J.._..i : L, N, - p
t x $.01- 21 daurinc

e e .
kB

e 1 Ne o

od  1130-1180, Lelden,

18. HP - xvi. Scholars agree that John was not an eye-
witness to all the accounts made in the HP. The
account of Archbishop Theobald’s exile is classified by
McLoughlin among those which were possible first hand
reports. (McLoughlin, p 158).

19, HP - XVii. Also Tillman, H., Dle papstlichen lLegater
_ lar big 2zu Beendigung . _dexr Legatic nlé¢
.Ll.z_l_B_). P 51-

20. JS Letters i, no. 108, n 1.

21, J8S Letters i, no. 108. Concerning the dispute over

the election of Milo XI, Robert Torigny, p 204. Also
Moreau, Histoire de -’“d..~f o Belgique, p 21.
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end the dispute between the rival chapters of Thérouanne and
Boulogne in favour of Milo IX. John’s whereabouts in 1163
are not clearly known, but both Becket and Milo II attended
the Council of Tours.?22 When John left England in the
latter part of 1163, he visited Saint-Omer which is near
Thérouanne.23 Becket was advised by Jdohn to take the same
route after his flight £rom Northampton in November 1164,
and stopped at saint-Bertin.%44 Milo II came to greet him on
this occasion and presented to him a white horse.??
Together with Abbot Godescal of St. Bertin, he personally
conducted Becket out of Flanders as the count of Flanders
gave an equivocal answer to Becket’s request for safe
conduct.?® Milo was among the French bishops who wrote_ to
the Papal Curia in support of Becket’s action in 1169,27
but he was closer to the count of Flanders than to the
French king.28 He subscribed a good number of charters of
the count, and the count for his part intervened at times in
the affairs of the church of Th.'érouanne.29

John wrote two letters to Hilo.30 One letter was

22, Moreau, Histoire de 1’Eglise en Belgique, p 21.
23. JS Letters ii, no. 136.
24, Barlow, TB, p 119. JS Letters ii, no. 136.

2b. Barlow, TB, p 119.
26. Barlow, TB, p 120.

27. Barlow, TB, p 185. Mats no. 544, was sent from Milo to
the Pope in 1169.

28. 'MOreau, J's .i_f A & 2 en peigilaue., p 23.

de 1’Eglis : igque, p 23.

29. Moreau,

30. JS lLetters ii, nos, 142 & 214.
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probably written in summer-autumn 1165.21  John expressed
his gratitude to the bishop for having been the first to
help the exiled archbishop when he was in Flanders.>¢ John
also thanked him for helping the exiles and especially for
receiving his kinsman Master R,33

Communication between John and Milo resumed 1in late
1166 or early 1167 possibly through the instigation of the
count of Flanders. The count perhaps wished to know about
Becket’s recent state, his relationship with the French king
and other things pertaining to Becket. The count was
probably seeking an opportunity to mediate between the
English king and Becket as he had tried to do in 1165. Milo
apparently sent a messenger, who returned to the bishop with
John’s letter no. 214. Having heard from the messenger the
bishop’s continued sympathy and support for Becketf’s cause,
John commended his integrity in the changing world. He gave
news of Becket: the French king gave support to Becket noﬁ
at Saint-Colombe at Sens: former members of his household
were scattered in France. John indignantly wrote a detailed
account of John of Oxford’s activities at the Papal Curia.

John’s letters to Milo are somewhat formal and ornate
as was suitable to the dignity of a bishop and they reveal
little intimacy, but John probably knew Milo II well. Milo

was probably also aware of the fact that Archbishop Theobald

31. JS Letters ii, no. 142.
32. JS Letters ii, no. 142,
33. JS Letters ii, no. 142.
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appealed to the Papal Curia for his sake and that John
personally transacted the business, He may have felt
obliged to John and therefore he bestowed a special favour
ori John’s kinsman who was an exile. Milo was also friendly
to Becket. That could be why he went to meet him at Saint-
Bertin and took care of the exiles.

We do not know whether there was any more communication
between John and the bishop of Thérouanne than the sSurviving
letters testify. However, around June 1168, secret news
pertaining to the count of Flanders, concerning a meeting of
the king and Becket proposed to be held at the abbey of
Tiron, was passed to John presumably by someone close to the
count.3% John was certainly grateful for information
related to the archbishop coming from a reliable source 1in
Flanders. John’s information would have been appreciated by
the bishop of Thérouanne, a close associate of the count of
Flanders, whose involvement 1in cross-channel diplomacy was

considerable.

34. See JS Letters ii, no. 276.
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IIT Papal Curia 1

1. Introduction -- John of Salisbury and the Papal
Curia 1 (1147-61)

In the household of Archbishop Theobald, John was

emplioyed nmainly as a messenger to the Papal Curia from 1147
until about 1154. Six of John’s seven visits to the Papal
Curia, which Professor Brooke denmonstrated with positive
proof took place before 1154.1 This period is less well-
documented but important in that it prepared him for his
later career as a letter writer and the archbishop’s adviser
to papal matters. It also helped him formulate some ideas
which he was to express later in his works and letters.

John certainly learned ways of promoting his cases at
the Papal Curila. He came to know the presence of
negotiatores whose support was needed to promote his case
but costly to obtain.< John probably gained experience in
drafting appeal letters to the Curia, as he was able to help
Peter of Celle in his case regarding Saint-Serenus.3

John’s contact with the Papal Curia also broadened his
experience. He was much better placed at the Papal Curia to
be in touch with events in Sicily, the Byzantine Empire
1. Prof. Brooke has discussed seven positive and one

hypothetical occasions of John’s presence at the Curia

down to 1161. (JS Letters 1, pp 253-56). Dr.
McLoughlin further clarified the time and length of
John’s visits. (McLoughlin, pp 189-91).

2. McLoughlin, pp 215-6. JS Letters ii, nos. 136, 234-5,
275, 279.

3. JS Letters i, p 255. JL 977. According to Southern,
John’s letters, more than 1/2 of which were sent to the

Curia, with his personal letters removed, may have been
collected as a kind of formulary, (JS Letters ii, p ix-

X. Southern, R.W., Review of e _ea letters of Jo
of Salisburvy EHR 72, (1967) p 495. See the section 3~
IV-3~b(i)
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or the Holy Land.%? oOn his visits to Apulia, John was
particularly attracted by the sumptuocus wealth of the
Sicilian kingdom and advanced Greek studies in southern
Italy.”

' However, while he was at the Papal Curia, John appears
to have been influenced more than anything else by the
person of Adrian IV (1154-59),® who was John’s sole
correspondent in the Curia. Adrian IV probably met John
for the first time between November 1150 and summer 1151 gt
Ferentino while he was still cardinal bishop of Albano.’ 1In
1152, he was sent on a mission to Scandinavia and returned
late in 1154, Shortly after in December, 1154, he was
elected pope. John’s relationship with Adrian IV becane
much closer when he spent three months at Benevento with
4. He left the description of events on the Second Crusade

in HP xxiji-xxx. Reference to Sicilian affairs also

occur in HP xxxii-iv and in Pol, vii-9, wviii-7. JSs
Letters i, no. 33 and pp 254-5.

5. See the section 3-VII~2~a(iii).

6. For Adrian IV’s pontifloate, see Mann, H.K., The lives

of the popes in the niddle ages, vol 9, London, (1925),
pp 231--340, Ullman, W., ‘The Pontlflcate of Adrian
IV!? in The Papac and  Polj deas Middle

Ages, Variorum reprints, London ; (1976) item iv.

Southern, R.W., ‘Pope Adrian IV’ in Medieval Humanisn,
Oxford, (1970) pp 234-52. Rowe, J,G., ‘Hadrian IV, the

Byzantlne Empire and the Latin Orient’, in mei_ln

nedieva ¢ yresented to Be : ‘ﬂ kinson,
Sandquist, ‘I‘.A.. and Powicke, M.R., Toronto, (1969), pp
3-16.

7. Adrian IV first appeared as cardinal Nicholas of Albano
on the 30 January, 1150.0:lkflThe Early Lives of Robert
Pullen and Nicholas Breakspear’ in Essays presented to
T.F,  Tout, ed. Little A.G., and Powicke, F.M.,
Manchester, (1925) pp 61~-70.) For John’s association
with N:Lcholaa at Ferentino, JS lLetters i, no. 52 & JS8
Letters ii, no. 289, Also Met 1iv-42, Nicholas must
have left for his Swedish mission early 1152, for his
last appearance at the Curia before 1154 1is February
1152. (JL ii, p 20).
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him.8 He was much influenced by his ideas as well as the
way he dealt with events that shook the Curia at that tine.
Under the pontificate of Adrian IV, some fundamental
changes in the papal policy took place. One was the stern
measures taken against the Roman commune and Arnold of
Brescia.® Curial reactions against popular movements and
Adrian IV may have partly been the cause of John’s antipathy
against the citizens’ revolt at Rheims.10 Another was that
he changed the pro-German policy of Eugenius III and made
an alliance with the kingdom of Sicily. Adrian may have had
unfavourable attitudes towards the Germans from the
beginning.ll At the beginning of his pontificate, Adrian
feared a possible cooperation between Frederick and the
Roman commune.l? The turmoil of Rome caused by the commune
which prevented Adrian’s residence there and the retreat of
Frederick after coronation without giving requested help to
the Papacy were among the reasons for the diplomatic volte-
face embodied in the Treaty of Benevento in June 1156. John
was at the Curia just before the time when Adrian made an
alliance with Sicilyl3 and he appears to have been much

8. Met iv-42. Pol vi-24, JS Letters i, nos. 15, 18, 41,
50, 51, 52.

9. ‘Pope Adrian IV’ in Medieval Humanism, pp 239-40.
10. J8S Letters ii, no. 223.
11. Adrian attached the 8Swedish church in the see of

Bremen-Hamburg to the see of TILund and this was
disadvantegeous to the Germans and displeasing to

Frederick. (Pacaut, M., Federick Barbarossa, London,
(1970), p 66).

12. Greenaway, G.W., Arnold of Brescia, Cambridge, (1931),
p 152.
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influenced by the anti-German and pro-Sicilian attitude of
Adrian. John’s visits to the Curia and his association with
Adrian IV probably defined his later opinions on the Germans
and Sicilians.l4
" Pope Adrian’s influence on John regarding ideas and
papal policy is more difficult to assess. John’s strong
belief of the supremacy of spiritual authority over secular
may have been influenced by Adrian 1V. John had already
been introduced to the problem of the relationship between
temporal and spiritual powers while he was a student at
Paris.i? But Adrian IV was the Pope who ‘revived the
high-Gregorian programme for the reform of Church
government’1® and who ‘applied the traditional programme of
the medieval papacy to situations for which it appeared to
have been prepared’ .17  rTherefore what John observed under
Adrian IV was the ideas which were already familiar to him
converted into action. One of such ideas may have been
regarding the way appeals should be made to
Rome.18 Practically speaking the friendship with the
14. In HP xxxii-iii, John recounted Sicilian affairs and
wrote somewhat unfavourably about King Roger’s church
policy. However, he was quite impressed by Robert of
Salesby, the Sicilian chancellor of English origin.
(Pol ii-23, wvii-9, viii-7. JS Letters i, pp 254-55 &
no. 33)., John denounced the Germans for supporting the
anti-pope Victor IV (JS Letters i, no. 124). For
John’s use of the Germans as exempla, Reuter, T., ‘John
of Salisbury and the Germans’ in The World JS pp 415-
25. _

15. Smalley has pointed out that John applied Robert
Pullen’s teaching in politics. Smalley, The Becket

conflict, pp 39, 42-3,.

16. Warren, Henry II, p 192.
17. Ullman, ‘The Pontificate of Adrian IV’ p 236.

18. McLoughlin pp 236-41. See below 3-IiI-2-a.
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Pope was 1lmmeasurably valuable to John. It facilitated his
missions to the Curia. Through Adrian’s favour, John
obtained for Henry II the privilege over Ireland, on which
John prided himself as his dJgreatest achievement while
writing the Metalogicon in 1159.19 The friendship with
Adrian IV alsq strengthened his position at Canterbury in a
sense that he could help his friends by referring their
cases directly to the Pope.20 Until the death of Adrian IV,
John could perhaps hope for promotion from the Pope, since
at Ferentino, he had given John his ‘own ring and belt

as a pledge of things to come.’4L

2. John’s correspondence 154-61

John’s role as Archbishop Theobald’s private secretary
and adviser on papal affairs probably began in about 115422
and conscious efforts to preserve the letters appear to have
been made by John himself after 1156,23 from about the time
when he served less as a messenger of Theobald. Many of his
letters from this period were written in the name of
Archbishop Theobald and therefore excluded from
consideration. However a number of letters written in the

name of Archbishop Theobald appear to disclose John’s own

19. Hﬂ iv_43h

20. McLoughlin, p 231.

21. JS Letters i, no. 52 and p 256.

22. See the section 3-IV-1l.

23. Southern, ‘Pope Adrian IV’ p 246. Southern, R.W.,
‘Review of the early letters of John of Salisbury’ EHR,
vol 72, (1957) pp 493-97,. Further attempt has been

made Dby Dr. MclLoughlin to date hitherto undated
letters. (McLoughlin, pp 240-60, esp, 252-3.)
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relationships with curial officials. Those which
accompanied John’s own letters will be treated along with
them. There is also a group of letters written on behalf of
the archbishop which reveals John’s epistolary strategy as
well as his relationship with the Papal Curia. They will be
given a separate section.
a. John’s letters in the name of Archbishop Theobald
Letters nos. 7-12 were written 1in the name of
Archbishop Theobald, but they seem to reveal John’s own
relationships with the people in the Papal curia4% as well
as the sequence of events that were taking place both at the
Curia and in England. As Professor Brooke has pointed
out,22 these letters are interrelated and ought to be
considered in context. The letters were addressed to Pope
Adrian IV (nos. 7 & 8), Cardinal Roland, the papal
chancellor (no. 9), Cardinal John of Sutri (no. 10) and
Boso, the papal chamberlain (no. 11). Dr. McLoughlin has
discussed these letters in detail?® and pointed out that
tension existed between Rome and Canterbury over the issue
of appeals from Canterbury to Rome and over the success of
St. Augustine’s Canterbury 1in their dispute against
Thebbald. The series of letters were written with the
intention of mitigating the Pope’s anger. In this section,
24. Dr. MclLoughlin has expressed doubt as to John’s
authorship of these letters. (McLoughlin, p 217).
Prof. Brooke 1s in the opinion that with a possibility

of few exceptions, there is little reason to doubt that
lJetters in JS Letters 1 were composed by  John. (JS

Letters i, p xii). The letters nos 7-12 are treated
here with the assumption that they were written by
John.

25. JS Letters 1, pp 258-62.

26. McLoughlin, pp 236-241.
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we shall deal with the letters from the point of view of
John’s relationships with the recipients of letters.

Letter no. 7 from Archbishop Theobald to Pope Adrian IV
was probably written in 1late 1155.27 Archbishop Theobald
was not under the Pope’s displeasure at this time, but
somehow anticipated it.4® In no. 7, Archbishop Theobald
stressed his loyalty to the Roman Church and reported that
he had satisfied ‘the claim of your creditors’/. He briefly
described the case of Hugh, the bearer of the 1letter,
entrusting other messages to be delivered orally.

John appears to have been sent to the Curia shortly

after he wrote no. 7.4°2 John may have reached Benevento by

December, where he may have represented Peter of Celle.>"

This mission of John was particularly important in that it

was carried out in a fluid situation®! and that it had a

27. JS Letters i, headnote to no. 7.

28. JS Letters i1, no. 7, n 1.

29. His visit to the Papal Curia at Benevento took place
between November 1, 1155 and July 1156 and he stayed
there for three months. Since we find John as a letter
writer from spring 1156 onwards, as the sequence of his
letters reveals, he must have been back to Canterbury
by that time.

30. Adrian IV 1ssued a bull and confirmations concerning
the monastery of Saint-Aigulf and a cell. of Saint-
Serenus to Peter, abbot of Celle on 19 December 1155
(JL. 10098-10100). John may have taken some part in
this as he had done under the pontificate of Anastasius

IV. (PC Letters i, no. 72). -

31. From about the time of the coronation of Henry II on 19
December, 1154, many changes took place 1in England.
Theobald spent much time in attendance of the king in
1155. One of his clerks, Thomas Becket began to serve
the king as royal chancellor. John of Canterbury and
Roger of Pont 1’Eveque also 1left the archbishop’s
service. In September 1155, the king held a council at
Winchester, where his plan to conquor Ireland was
thwarted by the objection of the Empress.
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special significance to John’s later 1life. John was most
probably sent by Archbishop Theobald, but exact nature of
his mission 1is not clear. Since Archbishop Theobald had
anticipated the Pope’s displeasure possibly on the issue of
St. Augustine’s or that of appeals going to Rome, he may
have been sent to counteract the situation.32 Or his mission
may have been also to obtain the papal grant of Ireland for
Henry I1I.33

During John’s stay at Benevento, the Papal Curia had
other envoys from Henry II’s domains,3% and the papal
attitude against Archbishop Theobald hardened. Direct cause
of this change is not clear, but Arnulf of Lisieux, who was

to be John’s worst enemy, was a member of the royal

32. Dr. MclLoughlin appears to lay more stress on the issue
of appeals going from Canterbury to Rome and its
connection with John’s mission. (McLoughlin, pp 236-
41).

33. See Constable, G., ‘The alleged disgrace of John of
Salisbury in 1159’. EHR, vol 69, (1954) pp 67-76. JS
Letters i, p 257. Southern, R.W., ‘Pope Adrian IV’ in
Medieval Humanism, p 244. However, with regard to the
reception of and reaction to the bull in England,
Norgate, K., ‘The Bull Laudabiliter’ EHR, vol 8 (1893)
pp 18-52, esp. p 48. Concerning Canterbury’s interest
in Ireland and 1its relation to John’s mission,
Flanagan, M.T., I i societ Anglo-Norman settle
Angevin Kingshig nteractio) in Ireland in the Late

Twelfth Century, Oxford (1989) pp 7-55.

34. Nov,Dec./1155: Adrian IV issued priveleges and related
letters to Robert, abbot of St. Albans. (JL 10113-7).
Jan 13/1156: the Pope ordered Sylvester, abbot of St.
Augustine’s Canterbury "“ut professionen faciat" to
Archbishop Theobald. (JL 10124).

Jan 23/1156: the Pope reproached Archbishop Theobald
for his offenses against the Church and instructed him
to order Sylvester, abbot of St. Augustine’s "ut
professionen ei exhibeat", The Pope also gave
privileges to St. Augustine’s (JL 10128-9, see also
McLoughlin, pp 236-9).

Jan 27/1156: the Pope also confirmed privileges and
made favourable decisions regarding the case of the
nonastery of St. Bertin. (JL 10132-4).
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mission to the Curia about the sanme time3° and another

member of the royal mission Robert, abbot of St, Albans,

successfully obtained privileges for his abbey.36 John

devoted nearly a whole chapter in the Policraticus on the

conversation he had had with Adrian IV at Benevento, whose

topic appears to have been mainly the corruption of the

Papal curia.3’ John returned to Canterbury by spring, by

July 1156 at the latest, and he probably brought back among

other things ‘the only letter in our favour which was

brought to us by our messengers’38 and at least one letter

of consolation from cCardinal Roland.3? Upon return, dJohn

wrote
concerned with the displeasure of certain cardinals on
Archbishop Theobald. John could not prevent the Pope from
taking actions unfavourable to Archbishop Theobald on
account of ‘certain cardinals’, possibly negotiatores, who
were politician-cardinals, Roman aristocrats in origin,
and who had family interests 1in the politics both of the
Curia and of the city of Rome.?Y fThe recipients of nos. 8-
11, Pope Adrian IV, Cardinal Roland, Cardinal Jdohn of Sutri

and Boso

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

letters nos. 8-11, which were all essentially

Eyton, p 13.

There 1is an account in the Chronicle of St. Albans of
how the abbot had obtained the privileges and how well
his gifts were rece:.ved at the Papal Court. (ﬁa_tt_ng_;

Parisiensis Monachi sancti ban Chronica Maijora, vol
2, AD 1067-AD 1216, ed. Luard, H.R., RS, London, 1874,
p 71). Also Councils and Synods i, pp 934-5.

JS Letters ii, no. 8.
JS lLetters ii, no. 9.

For neogiatores see Mcloughlin, pp 215-16.
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were new men brought into the Curia about 1148 by Eugenius
IT14l who acted under the influence of the spiritual
leadership of St. Bernard.

The most formal letter of petition was sent to Cardinal
John of Sutri. It is somewhat similar to John’s own letters
of petition which he was to write at the time of his
disgrace and in exile.?¢ It emphasised the former loyalty
and services of Theobald to the Papacy, expressed his
surprise and grief over the displeasure of certain cardinals
and asked to be restored to their favour. The letter also
asked for the petition to be furthered by the cardinals
since the archbishop’s messengers had not been well received
at the Curia. It also referred t0 the Pope’s prospective
visit ta France.

The letter to Cardinal Roland (no, 9) 1is also
essentially a letter of petition. However, it 1is less
impersonal and more detailed. Roland’s letter which was
presumably brought back by John must have given sonme
congsolation and instruction to Theobald, for which the
archbishop expressed his gratitude. Archbishop Theobald
reported how he had done as the cardinal had advised,
emphasising his devotion and obedience to the Papacy.
Stating that some cardinals were against him, he petitioned
that their favour be restored,'since he had done nothing to
deserve their hostility. Since his own messengers were not
received favourably at the Papal Curia, he asked Roland to

present the petition to the cardinals and send him the

41. McLoughlin, p 217.

42. Especially nos. 28, 137-39, 149-51.
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reply. The letter reveals certain familiarity and betrays
the personal relationship which existed between the cardinal
and Theobald’s messenger. Perhaps he influenced the cardinal
to send Archbishop Theobald a more personal message of
consolation and advice along with the formal mandates from
the Curia.

Letter no. 8 to the Pope is a formal one reflecting the
rank and dignity of both the writer and recipient, but in
some ways the content sounds familiar. First of all,
Archbishop Theobald reported that he had paid Peter’s Pence,
stressing his great devotion and service to the Curia. He
also touched on the rumour of the Pope’s visit to France,
and expressed his wish to know the date in advance. Briefly
commenting on the situation in Rome and his own illness, the
archbishop asked the Pope to restore St. Augustine’s
profession to Canterbury. In this letter as in no. 11 to
Bosa, John wrote about the monks of St. Augustine’s securing
many letters. Referring to ‘the only letter in our favour
which was brought to us by our messengers’, the archbishop
stated that for the sake of the Pope’s honour, ‘I have not
thought fit to show to anyone’. Letter no. 8 was written by
someone who was familiar with the current situation in the
Curia. One also gets the inmpression that a certain amount of
John’s own feeling and messages are conveyed through the
archbishép’s manner of speech.

No. 11 to Boso, the papal chamberlain is more familiar
in tone. The letter referred to Boso’s kindness ‘for the
benefits he had bestowed on Canterbury and confided in him
as a friend the problem that the archbishop was faced with,
i.e. the displeasure of certain cardinals -- and asked him
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to help remove it. The reason of their persecution, John
wrote, was because ‘they favour my detractors and support my
adversaries’. In this letter, as in no. 8, John wrote ébout
the Pope’s rejection of the archbishop’s petitions and his
granting those to his adversaries, especially the monks of
St. Augustine’s. John further complained on behalf of the
archbishop that ‘I who have so many and such important
friends in the Roman Church, am not granted even the least
of my requests...’ This letter 1s the most informal and
personal of the four letters. Since Boso had previously
acted on behalf of Canterbury ,43 and Theobald knew him
personally,44  the archbishop felt able to describe his
problems in a more personal manner. However, the letter
also discloses the nature of the problem which John . as his
messenger confronted at the Curia. The four letters allege
that Archbishop Theobald had been mnisrepresented by his
‘enemies’ and had been treated unjustly by the Pope.45
Theobald’s assertion was at least partly based on the
experience of his messengers who were not received well.
When the letter refers to ‘my detractors’ and ‘“my
adversaries’, one 1s bound to feel that John suffered from
their harm as much as the archbishop.

The series of letters nos. 8-11 and part of the matters
described seem to relate to another series of letters,

namely those written in connection with the great disgrace.

43. JS Letters ii, no. 315.

i

44. Geisthardt, F., De erer Boso, Berlin, (1936), p
15.

45, McLoughlin, p 239.
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One of the ‘dectractors’ whom John complained about in no.
11 might have been Arnulf of Lisieux. Along with the abbot
of St. Albans and two other Norman bishops, he was probably
a member of the king’s embassy at the Curia while John was
there. Upon return, he may have spread rumours of John’s
behaviour at the Curia at the king’s court in Normandy,

which brought about the King’s disgrace.46

b. John’s own letters to Adrian IV
Pope Adrian IV was the only person in the Curia to whom
John wrote 1in his own name. Nine letters to the Pope are
extant: an equal number to those addressed to Peter of
Celle. In John’s mind, Pope Adrian IV occupied as important
a place as Peter of Celle, though for different reasons.
Except for one letter which was written in reply to the
Pope’s, most of John’s letters were letters of petition.
When letters were written in connection with some law suit,
" they usually accompanied other letters.?’/ Sometimes John’s
letters served as testimonials of the bearers goinhg to the
Curia, 48 Apparently the Pope had encouraged John to turn
46. JS Letters i, nos. 18 & 30. There may have been a
rivalry between members of the royal and archiepiscopal
missions at the Curia, but the direct cause of disgrace
may not have been the bull Laudabiliter. (See notes 33
& 34 above). At least in 1159, John wrote in Met vi-42
about the charter and the ring which had been granted
to him by Adrian and which were being kept in a
muniment chest at Winchester at the time the book was
written.

47. JS Letters i, nos. 15, 18, 30, 41.
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to him for help.4® John’s letters often included a little
personal touch such as recent news?? or reminiscences of
their days together.2l

No. 15 was written in the summer of 1156 on behalf of
William, bishop of Norwich. This accompanied no. 14. In
this letter the archbishop asked the Pope to issue orders so
that archdeacon Walkelin might end his offences against the
bishop of Norwich, stating the sequence of events which were
causing problems for the bishop. No. 15 is more personal in
tone and concentrated on describing Walkelin’s offences
against the Church and the bishop. John asked the Pope to
prevent Walkelin from going unpunished and for this purpose
to appoint a man of Jjustice 1in place of the bishop of
Worcester who was ‘slothful in the execution of your mandate
and is about to leave England’.

No. 18 was written in autumn 1156 and was probably sent
to Sens with no. 17 addressed to a member of the chapter of
Sens, 22 It was to serve as a testimonial for a bearer who
went to the Curia from Sens. John solicited the Pope to
give a favourable hearing to the precentor of Sens and stop
‘the violence of the archbishop of Sens’. John added news

on the abbot of Reading and of Osbert, archdeacaon of York.23

49. JS Letters i, nos. 18, 50, 51,

50. JS Letters i, nos. 18, 30.

51. JS Letters i, nos. 21, 41, 52,

52. Letter no. 17 has been discussed in the section 3-IV~2~-

a .

53. See also JS Letters i, no. 16.
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He turned to his own problem and appealed to the Pope to
‘repay the bishop of Lisieux’ for arousing the king’s
indignation which had made it difficult for John to leave
Ehgland.54

" The Pope took immediate action and wrote both to the
king and to John.®® John probably wrote no. 21 in autumn
1156 in reply to the Pope’s letter.®® He thanked the Pope
for the consolation that his letter had brought hin. He
referred to ‘Fortune’s rage, which she was venting on both
of us’ and congratulated the Pope on. the peace which had
been brought about by his good work. He remarked that his
situation remained unchanged and described how he bore his
present misfortune.

Letter no. 30 was written 1in early 1157 and
accompanied no. 29 written in Archbishop Theobald’s name.2”
No. 29 succinctly stated the case of William Cumin to whom
the church of Chard was restored by Bishop Robert of Bath
according to a papal mandate. The letter requested the Pope
not to give a kindlyr hearing to clerk A. who was going to
Rome to object to the decision. In no. 30, John presented
the same case 1in a more personal tone. The latter half of
the letter 1s devoted to John’s own problem. He stated that
the bishop of Lisieux had denounced him to Archbishop
Theobald and his chancellor ‘for abasing the royal dignity’

and that he had even tried to discredit the Pope’s letter

54, See notes 33, 34 & 46 in the present section.

55. In no. 28 to Thomas Becket and no. 30 to the Pope,
nention is made of the Pope’s letter to the king.

56. JS Letters i, no. 21, n 1.
57. See Saltman, Theobald, pp 145-6.
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written 1in his defence. He further asked the Pope to help
him retain the king’s favour. Perhaps John wrote no. 30
more for his own sake than for William Cumin.>8

No. 41 was written 1in mid-December, 1157 and
accompanied letter no. 40 written in Archbishop Theobald’s
name. No. 41 1s also related to nos. 39, 42 and 43.29 Botnh
nos. 40 and 41 asked for the relaxation of the sentence of
suspension imposed on Nigel of Ely who failed to carry out
the papal mandate concerning the restoration of alienated
property of his see. No. 40 is written in a tone which is
well-suited to the rank and dignity of both the sender and
recipient. The letter emphasises both the former and
prospected service of the bishop of Ely and requests the
Pope to 1‘turn vyour cehsure’ to those who ‘keep the
possessions of the Church in their grip‘. No. 41, written
in John’s own name stated that he was writing to the Pope
at the request of the bishop of Ely. For the bishop had
been faithful to the Pope and had been helpful to John in
carrying out the papal mandate. John reported that he had
deposited with the archbishop the sum of money transferred
to him by the bishop for the execution of the papal mandate.
John wrote at the same time to Master William, who was
presumably at the Curia, instructing him to negotiate the
matter with the_papal chamberlain Boso.©0
58. On 12 May 1157, the Pope gave a privilege to Robert,

bishop of Bath, but we do not know whether this is

related to the present case. (JL 10272).

59. Their contents and background have been discussed 1in
headnote to no. 39.

60, JS Letters 1, no. 42.
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Four more letters of John have survived which are
considered to have been addressed to Pope Adrian IV. These
do not seem to have accompanied lettérs written in the nanme
of Archbishop Theobald. They can only be dated roughly
between 1154 and 1159. Perhaps they belong to the later
part of these vyears, as they do not reveal any close
relationship between John and the Papal Curia. No. 46 may
have been written in 1157.°%1 John solicited the Pope not to
allow Baldwin, archdeacon of Norwich to renew his suit over
the church of Yelverton. John recounted hils disobedience
against the bishop of Norwich and related his boast and the
unbelievable rumours he was spreading regarding his
relationship with the Papal Curia. Professor Brooke has
identified the archdeacon as Baldwin of Boulogne with some
reserve for Baldwin later appears as John’s close friend and
comrade. ©2 When John’s letter was written, however, this
archdeacon was a menace to the bishop of Norwich, for whom
John wrote to the Pope.

Nos. 50 - 52 were meant to serve as testimonials. No.
50 was written for the monks of Merton Priory who were sent
to the Papal Curia because of their problems over the'church
of Effingham and the church of Upton. Referring to the
Pope’s encouracjement to write and to the request of his
friends he briefly described the problems and commended the

bearers, mentioning the Augustinian abbey of St. Ruf where

61. JS Letters i, headnote to no. 46.

62. JS letters i, no. 46, n 1.
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was abbot before he joined the Papal cCuria.®3 No. 5194 was
made for one William, who was going to the Holy See for the
second time because of ‘the malice of his adversary’. This
letter also refers to the Pope’s encouragement to write and
the request John received from his friend. No. 52 was
written on behalf of a religious who was going to Rome to
seek a dispensation to transfer to a stricter order.®® John
stated that his friendship with the religious dated back to
John’s meeting with the Pope at Ferentino and asked the Pope
to grant his request. John expressed his confidence in the
Pope’s Kkindness reminiscing about the time ‘when at
Ferentino you gave me your own ring and belt as a pledge of
things to come’.

We do not know what effects John’s testimonials had on
the bearers’ reception at the Papal Curia. What we see in
them 1s a sure sign of John’s settling down in Canterbury.
His ties with the English clergy and religious were
strengthened as he started to live a more settled 1life.
John’s friendship with the Pope impressed his friends in
Canterbury and John took advantage of it in' helping themn.
As John’s new service to Archbishop Theobald started,
however, his ties with the Papal Curia weakened. After nos.
40-42, whidh were written in December 1157, somehow there
are no letters to the Papal Curia which reveal the

strengthening of John’s relationship with his friends there.

63. JS Lettres i, no. 50, n 2.

64. Dr. McLoughlin has suggested that no. 51 was written
probably 1156-7. (McLoughlin, p 252).

65. JS Letters i, no. 52, n 6.

172



Judging from letters alone, it 1is unlikely that John ever
visited the Papal Curia after his three months stay at
Benevento in 1155-56. While his importance as Theobald’s
secretdfy increased, John perhaps never forgot Adrian’s
‘pledge of things to come’.®® John’s testimonials for his
friends may have had dual purposes -- to help his friends in
England at the same time as to remind the Pope of his far

off presence in Canterbury.

3, Conclusions

As discussed above, it is hard to detect in John’s
letters signs of his further visits to the Curia after
Benevento in 1155-56. One 1is bound to wonder why, after
thlis date, John served as Archbishop Theobald more as a
secretary and letter~writer than as an envoy to the Papal
curia, It is true that around 1154, Archbishop Theobald
needed to make changes in his household and his own
political aligmment, A secretary and adviser who could
handle papal affairs with confidence would certainly have
been useful for the archbishop. But he also had to send
- messengers to the Papal Curia. He does not seem to have
enployed John in that capacity in spite of his experience
and connections. Ironically, he was considered unfit to be
a mnmessenger to the Curia because of his too close
association with the Pope.

John was a capable and reliable servant of the
archbishop at the Papal Curia. The relations that John had

established and contacts which he had developed had served

66. JS Letters i, no. 52.
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him well. But whatever John’s mnission was 1in 1155-56, it
was not a success. Archbishop Theobald’s ‘messengers’ were
not received well at the Curia and they could not regain
papal favour for the archbishop on account of the detractors
and adversaries. Moreover when John came back to
Canterbury, he found a detractor at the Kking’s court.
Arnulf of Lisieux, who appears to have been at the Papal
Curia at the same time as John, spread evil rumours so that
John’s name might be closely associated with Rome. John was
accused of encouraging appeals to Rome, defending the
freedom of election and the Church’s right to jurisdiction
in ecclesiastical causes, John was even considered to be
an instigator of the archbishop’s pro-papal policy.®” In
the situation in which the new Angevin king started to
develop his own diplomacy towards the Curia,: a’ndl when a
difference of ideas between Canterbury and royal court was
reflected at the Papal Curia, 1t was easy to pin the blame
on the archbishop’s mnessenger. - Even though wrath of the
king did not actually fall on John in 1156-7, it was
difficult for Archbishop Theobald to send him as an
archiepiscopal envoy to the Curia again for fear of
provoking the king. Therefore Theobald employed John’s
other talent -- his skill of writing letters, particularly
to the Holy See.

John’s experience at the Curia served him much less as
a letter-writer. His friendship with the Pope could no
longer serve him on his missions, but he wrote testimonials

for his friends instead, hoping that the Pope might help
67. JS Letters i, no. 19.
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them. He also wished to remind the Pope of his own presence
at Canterbury. With a hope that promotion might come from
that direction, as the Pope once hinted, John waited in vain

until he heard the news of Adrian’s death in 1159.

Metalogicon iv-42, which John wrote as he heard the news of
Adrian’s death must have been an expression of John’s grief
over the loss of his friend the Pope as well as that of his
shattered hope for a career in the Curia.

While John served the archbishop as secretary, John’s
arch~enemy Arnulf of Lisieux visited the curia in 21158,6%
and had personal contact with the Pope and Chancellor
Roland.®® He also maintained friendship with cardinals like
Walter, cardinal bishop of Albano,’? and Henry of Pisa.’l
Arnulf of Lisieux wrote enmphatically in support of Alexander
ITI at the outset of the schism.’? It appears that Pope
Adrian IV and his sympathizers at the Curia favoured more
than one person from Henry II’s realm. Walkelin of Suffolk
felt himself favoured by the Pope.73 Baldwin, archdeacon

of Norwich claimed that he had been entrusted by the Pope

68, ne Letters of Arnulf of Iisleux, ed. Barlow, F.
London, (1939), pp 18-21.

69. The Letterg of Arnulf c isieux, nos. 14-17.

70. The Letters of Arnulf of Lisieux, no. 25.

71. The lLetters of Arnulf of Lisieux, nos. 27, 30. Arnulf

also wrote a letter addressed collectively to John of
Naples, William of Pavia, Henry of Pisa and Hyacinth
Orsini. (no, 23).

72, One of John’s sources for his letter no, 124 was
Arnulf’s letters to Pope Alexander III and to the
English bishops. (JS Letters i, no. 124, n 1.)

73. JS Letters i, no. 15.
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to collect a sum of money from the earl of Warenne.’% Among
the visitors to the cCuria, it was not John but Arnulf of
Lisieux who succeeded in maintaining his tie with the ruria

until after the death of Adrian IV.

74. JS Letters i, no. 46.
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IV  Archbishop Theobald’s clerks

1 ohn of Salisbury and Archbishop Theobald’s cler

How did John associate with his fellow clerks in the
household of Archbishop Theobald? How did he keep his ties
with them after the death of Theobald and the subsequent
disintegration of his household? Episcopal clerks are
relatively small figures in history. Unless they came to
hold important ecclesiastical offices later on, as some of
them indeed did, or they had other causes for renown such as
the composition of books, the lives of episcopal clerks have
little chance of surviving in theé record of history.
However, through John’s letters, we can get a glimpse of
their friendships. John wrote only one or two letters to
each clerk, but with all the letters to JdJohn’s fellow clerks
collected together, they may present before us the careers,
activities, and interests of the clerks in the household of
Archbishop Theobald. They also testify how John associated
with them while in the service of Theobald, and later on,
how he tried to cultivate his former friendships in order to
gain support for Becket. Sometimes John!s former colleagues
became members of other episcopal households, 1in which
capacity they helped him facilitate his communication with
their masters.

John made many friends 1in the household of Archbishop
Theobald. He appears to have been on missions to Rome
together with John of Canterbury and Thomas Becket! and he

also wrote to them, 2 Perhaps dJohn was not close to Roger

1. See the sections on 3-III-1, 3-VII-2-b, 4-VI-2.

2. JS Letters i, no. 28 to Becket, nos. 39 & 43 to John of
Canterbury.
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of Pont l’Engue. He wrote to Roger 1in the name of
Archbishop Theobald and later in the name of the clerks of
Becket . 3 While he was serving Archbishop Theobald, John
wrote to Master Ralph of Sarre, and probably Master William
and ‘Master Ralph of Lisieux.4 After he went in exlle, he
wrote to former <colleagues of Archbishop Theobald’s
household: Master Ralph of Lisieux, Peter the Scribe, John
of Tilbury, William of Northolt, Hugh de Gant and Ralph of
Wingham.5 A number of letters whose recipients have not
been identified may have gone to people who had some

connections with Theobald’s household.

John‘’s _c¢ dent

~a. (1) Ralph of Sarre
Ralph of Sarre is a recipient of one letter which is
unique 1in the collection of John’s early letters -- a
commentary of the council of Pavia. John wished to gain the
support of Ralph and the archbishop of Rheims on behalf of

Pope Alexander III.

Ralph of Sarre was an Englishman6 and was probably a

native of Sarre in Kent.’ He was a member of Archbishop

3. JS Lettexrs i, nos. 203 & 307.

4, JS Letters 1, no. 124 to Ralph of Sarre, no. 42 to
Master William and no. 110 to Master Ralph of Lisieux.

5. JS Letters 'ii, nos. 155, 202-4 to Master Ralph of
Lisieux, nos. 225 & 250 to Peter the Scribe, no. 256 to

John of Tilbury, no. 255 to William of Northolt, no.
290 to Hugh de Gant, No. 258 to Ralph Winghamn.

6. MIB 1ii, p 526.
7. JS Letters i, no. 42, n 1 & no. 124, n 1.
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Theobald’s household, but since we do not find his name
among the witness lists of extant charters of Archbishop
Theobald, he may have been in Theobald’s service for a short
périod or spent much of his time on missions abroad. He
also served Archbishop Thomas but he did not belong to his
household?  ' __ - ST He 1is
nevertheless 1included 1in Herbert of Bosham’s 1list of
eruditi.”? He appears to have made some connection with
Rheims by June 116010 and he was living in the chapter there
by 1165.11  1In 1176-7, he succeeded Fulk as dean of Rheins
and died about 1196.1% After his removal to Rheims, he
continued to have connections with Canterbury and he was
probably the Ralph of Rheims who left some books to Christ
Church including those by St. Denis.l3

John probably made friends with Ralph in Archbishop
Theobald’s household and they had friends in common such as
John of Canterbury and Bartholomew of Exeter.l4 He was

probably sent on a mission to the Papal Curia together with

Master William in December 1157.1° It may have been on that

8. JS Letters ii, pp xxi-xxii. See also p xvi & no. 235.
9. MTB i1iii, p 526.

10. JS Letters i, no. 124.
11. Mats no. 146.

12. JS Letters i1i, p xvi.
13. JS Letters il,. P XXXvVi, n 3. Also James, M.R.,

Ancient ILibraries of Cantegbu;y and Dover, Cambridge,
(1903) pp 86-88.

l14. JS Letters i, nos. 124, 118 & n 4.

15. JS Letters i, nos. 39 & 42.
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occasion that Ralph of Sarre became friendly with Peter of
celle.l6

John’s letter no. 124 was written to Ralph of Sarre in
June or July 1160 in reply to Ralph who probably lived in
Rheins. At that time, diplomatic, political situation
regarding the schism was fluid and whether to support
Alexander III or Victor IV was the greatest concern among
the churchmen. Ralph wished to know the English reactions
and John wanted to influence Ralph and the archbishop of
Rheims for the support of Alexander. The letter is mostly a
commentary on the imperial council of Pavia held in February
1160 and the official rescript which contained the
announcement of 1its decision in favour of the anti-pope
Victor IV, John appears to have gathered information mainly
through the letters and encyclicals issued by rival groups
of cardinals, and popes and their supporters.il?

Analysing the docunents he had read, he denounced
Frederick’s policy and Victor’s election and declared his
support of Alexander. He criticised the behaviour of
William of Pavia, at the time of the council of Pavia. John
also informed Ralph who were the supporters of Alexander,
who were not and who remained ambivalent: he described how
the archbishop of Canterbury was carried in the 1litter to
the synod of London to ensure the English bishops’ support
of Alexander: he informed Ralph that the bishops of
Winchester and Durham might join the party of Viector IV and

that the archbishop and treasurer of York were supporters of

16. PC Letters i, no, 74.

17. JS Letters i, no. 124, n 1.

180



Alexander. Praising the French king’s firm support of
Alexander, John expressed his fear that Henry II might be
influenced by the German Emperor to support the anti-pope.l18

No. 124 appears essentially to be a testimony of a
discussion between two intellectuals who were concerned
about the most Iimportant event of the day, the papal
election., Ralph of Sarre was personally close to John and
their interest and ways of thinking were similar, so he
wrote to find out the situation in England. John, who was
already firmly in favour of Alexander, tried to secure the
support of Ralph and the archbishop of Rheins. John’s
support of Alexander may be partly owing to Theobald’s, but
he had his own reasons to prefer Alexander to Victor.2l?
John felt hostile to negotiatores and the Germans. Since
Count Henry of Ché‘mpagne was initially pro-Octavian, John
would have wished to ensure that at least the archbishop of
Rheins be on Alexander’s side,<49 In June or dJuly 1160,
Peter of Celle was not in Rheims yet, so John had little tie
with Rheims except through Ralph of Sarre.

The relationship between John and Ralph continued,
although we do not possess any other letter between themn.
Since John spent most of his exile in Rheims, they saw each

other there. Along with Peter of Celle and Master Fulk,

18. See also JS Letters i, nos. 121-3.

19, John felt hostile to negotiatores and the Germans. See
the section 3-III-1l.

20, Mun2z, P., Frederick Barbarossa, London, (1969) pp 228~
32.
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Ralph was John’s and Becket’s trusted friends.?2! Ralph and
John also had friends in common. Gerard Pucelle asked
for John’s advice through the agency of 'Ralph.z"'2 And
Wwilliam Brito denounced John in his letter to Ralph.23

"John and Ralph of Sarre were tied to each other both in
ecclesiastical business and academic interests while in the
household of Theobald and afterwards. They cooperated with
each other in work. They were personal friends. They
belonged to the same circle of friends including Archbishop
Theobald’s clerks and monks of Christ Church such as William
Brito. After Ralph found his way into the chapter of Rheimnms,
he appears to have found his_ place in the circle of friends
who had spiritual and academic interests. Ralph’s interest
in St. Denis and negative theology was shared by Count Henry
of Champagne as well as John who 7joined Ralph 1in exile, 24
Ralph probably shared John’s opinions of the relationship of
the church and state and ecclesjiastical politics in general.
While secretary to Archbishop Theobald, John counted on him
to support Alexander. After John’s exile, Ralph was a
supporter of Becket’s cause. As a friend John wished to do
2l1. John consulted him on the gquestion as to whether Becket

should follow the advice of the Pope and allow the

mediation of the Empress. (JS Letters ii, no. 179).

22. JS Letters ii, no. 184. However, Gerard’s friend may
have been Ralph Niger and not Ralph of Sarre. (8ee the
section 4-I11I-2~b, 4-1II-2-C),

23. JS Letters 1ii, no. 245.

24, For Ralph’s interest in St. Denis, see Luscombe, D.E. ;
‘The reception of the writings of Denis the pseudo-

Areopaglte into England’ in Tradition and Change

Says ono of Marijorie Chibnal presen ad L

iends on the occasion o er _seventieth birthday, Ed.
Greenway, D., et al, Cambridge, (1985) pp 115-43, esp.
140-41.
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what he could for the interests of his former colleague and
friend -- he tried unsuccessfully to use his influence at

the Papal Curia for Ralph’s promotion to dean of Rheims, 22

~a. (ii) Master William(?)<®

John wrote letter no. 42 1in mid-December 1157 to
someone who was on a mission to the Papal Curia, giving
further instruction on the business to be carried out there.
The letter has no heading but since the recipient was a
companion of Master Ralph, he was probably Master William
who appeared 1n no. 39 together with Ralph.27 This sane
William may be the one who had been expected to go on a
mission passing through Champagne before April 1157 with
John of Canterbury.28

Letter no. 42 was written to Master William to instruct
him on business concerning the bishop of Ely. In letter no.

39 written to JdJohn of Canterbury in about November 1157,

25. JS Letters ii, no. 235.

26. Evidently there were several Williams in Archbishop
Theobald’s household. Prof. Brooke has named three:
William of Pagham, William Northall and William de Ver.
(JS Letters 1, no. 39, n 9 & no. 46, n 3). From the
analysis of Archbishop Theobald’s charters and witness
lists, Saltman 1listed in Theobald five clerks or
chaplains whose names were William; William (charter
no. 281), William of Clare, monk (nos. 77 & 78),
William Cumin (nos. 147 & B), William of Northall,
master (nos. 77, 78, 83, 84, 125 & 263) and William de
Ver (nos. 46, 100 & pp 215-6). William of Northall
appeared as ‘master’ in charter no. 77. William de Ver
was chaplain of Henry II. (JS Letters i, no. 125, n 7).
Since the recipient of John’s letter no. 42 was Master
William, he may perhaps have slightly more chance of
having been Master William of Northall, who was also a
recipient of no. 255.

27. JS Letters i, no. 39, n 1 & no. 42, n 9.

28. JS Letters i, no. 31.

183



John 1inquired after the way of collecting money from the
bishop of Ely.29 Since the bishop had paid the sum of money
demanded by the Curia, William should negotiate with Boso so
that the bishop might obtain the letters of absolution as
had been promised. John gave news of events in England and
mentioned the rise of food price 1in London, in whose
connection he mentioned Master Ralph. Two letters to Adrian
IV, no. 40 from Archbishop Theobald and no. 41 from John
probably accompanied this letter. ‘

Master William and Master Ralph probably stopped at
Celle on the way to the Curia. On the commission of Abbot
Peter, they stood for him at the Papal Curia to save the
marriage of his niece.3? Master William was a good friend
and comrade of John. They cooperated in business and they
shared friends both in and out of +the household of

Archbishop Theobald.

a. (iii) Ralph of Lisieux, Master3l

In Master Ralph of Lisieux, we have an interesting
correspondence between John and a clerk of the archbishop of
Canterbury which continued from the pontificate of Theobald
to that of Thomas. In their communucation, we can observe
how a dramatic change of social and political circumstances
29. Concerning the case, a detailed explanation has been

made by Prof. Brooke in the headnote of nao. 39. See

also letters nos. 40 & 43.

30. PC Letters i, no. 74. See also the section 3-IV-3-
b(i).

31. Prof. Brooke i1dentified the recipient of John’s letter
no. 110 with Ralph of Lisieux with some hesitation.
(JS Letters i, p 175, n 1l). The following discussion
will be made on the assumption that the recipient of
letter no. 110 is Ralph of Lisieux, who is the same as.
the recipient of John’s letters nos. 155 & 202-4.
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affected their sentiments and topics of conversation while
thelr friendship remained intact.

While in the household of Archbishop Theobald, Ralph
appeared as witness to three extant charters which are dated
between 1139 and 48.32 By 1159, he appears to have stayed
at Lisieux for some time33 and have been in close contact
with the bishop and other Lexovians.3% Ralph was one of the
most trusted servants of Archbishop Theobald in the last
years of his pontificate. Together with the bishop of
Rochester, chancellor Philip and John of Salisbury, he was
designated as execut%ner of Archbishop Theobald’s will in
1161, 3° One letter survives from the period of John’s
service to Theobald and four from the period of exile.
Ralph was learned in ‘philosophy’ and well-versed in canon
law.30 .

Letter no. 110, which was written in July-August 1159,
may be <classified as an example of ‘the humanist’s
letter’.37 John and Ralph had not been together for 1long '
but apparently they had been 1in correspondence for sonme
time. John heard from Ralph ‘last autumn’, and more
recently William the physician, who was presumably in the

company of Henry II’s troops on the way back from Toulouse,

brought him Ralph’s greetings.

32. Saltman, Theobald, pp 215, 284, 310, 369.

33. JS Letters i, no. 110.

34, JS Letters i, no. 110.

35. JS Letters i, no. 134.

36. JS Letters i, no. 110 & JS Letters ii, no. 204.

37. JS Letters i, pp xxxviii-lii.
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The theme of the letter no. 110 is John’s pralse of
Ralph’s elogquence made through the metaphor of spiced wine
and his refutation of Ralph’s criticism of his silence. It
is ‘made through rhetorical embellishment to be understood
only' by someone of equal literary knowledge and learning.
The letter was primarily written for the sake of enjoyment
of 1literary exchanges. Even though the correspondents
appear to be bickerinyg, there is an underlying love for each
other,.

Ralph must have been at Canterbury at the time of
Theobald’s death in April 1161, but what happened ta him
afterwards is not known. He does not appear to have served
Archbishop Thomas, but he was possibly in Kent where the
King’s persecutiqn of Becket’s followers was severe.
Evidently JdJohn had tried to communicate with him after exile
before his first surviving letter was written. Before the
summer of 1155, when John tried to contact bishops of
London, Hereford, Worcéester, cChichester and other English
friends, he prohably tried to communicate with Ralph without
success, 38

The four surviving letters to *Ralph after John’s exille
are totally different hoth in tone and in topics. They were
written by &an exile who was fighting for the cause of the
exiled archbishop to his former colleague who lived in the
area where the supporters of the arqhbishop were most
severely persecuted, John wrote no. 155 most probably in
1165 or 66, expressing his concern for Ralph who had been
38, In letter no. 152, in which he reported the result of

his attempted communications with his English friends,

izlr:ﬁ. reported to Becket that he I}&d heard nothing from
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silent and would not reply John’s frequent letters.?? Since
John had heard of Ralph from travellers but not from Ralph,
he presumed that Ralph refrained from writing out of
precaution, But his anxiety for Ralph and his other friends
made'him send a personal courier, from whom Ralph could hear
the news of John ‘if you are at leisure and are permitted to
and cared to’.

John heard from Ralph and wrote back no. 202. No. 202
is not datable but Prof. Brooke has suggested an early date
from the references to .the cath and Jdohn’s peace.40 Whether
John wrote any letters between nos. 155 and 202 is not
clear. No. 202 clearly stated John’s standpoint and appears
to have had a fairly distinct political intention. Ralph
had obtained the information on John’s peace and he appears
to have stated anbptimistic opinion on the ocath proposed to
and refused by John. The main difference of John’s and
Ralph’s opinions regarding the oaths was that whereas Ralph
was of the opinion that one should seek for peace for the
sake of hig relatives and friends, John believed that he
should obey God’s counsel rather than act on behalf of
friends and relatives. John advised Ralph to ignore the
rumours that Ralph had mentioned, expressing faith in God
and the victory of ‘Christ’s poor’. At this point, John
appears to believe that peace was near and knowing the
possible difficulty, he urged Ralph ‘to be a defender of
God’s law’ as much as he could without danger. John
39. Professor Brooke has dated this letter between 1164 and

70, but he had pointed out the probability that it was

written around 1165 or 66. (JS Letters ii, p xxvii).

40. JS Letters 1i, no. 202, n 1.
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referred ta the Dbearer for some personal news and asked
Ralph to give regards to his friends whose names he had
entrusted to the courier.

This letter was written with full consideration of the
situation in which Ralph was placed. John carefully avoided
mentioning the king and eXxplained deliberately in vague
manner the reason why he was agailnst taking the oath. Just
as he was to do with the monks of Christ Church, John
explained his opinion that it was more important to adhere
to certain basic principles than to act on behalf of friends
and relatives who were persecuted. dJohn also tried to stop
Ralph and his friends from taking the king’s propaganda at
face value. John informed him that Thomas’s cause also had
a chance and that ‘those who have been wretched and given up
for lost will come‘to his assistance’.

Ralph’s view point on the conflict between the king and
the archbishop may have been altered by John’s letter. For
he showed ‘kindness’ to John, for which John wrote no. 203,
a short letter of thanks. John also asked Ralph ¢to
‘persevere in the course you have begun’. The expected role
of Ralph was to ‘comfort the scattered children of Israel,
show mercy for the poor, serve the needs of the outlawed and
discharge all the duties of your ministry as you have
learned from the Apostle’. Letter no. 204 is also
undatable. Ralph had presumably indicated through adam4l
his willingness to give further assistance to John. John
41. 2Adam here is not identified, but the nephew of Osbert

of Faversham called Adam was sent presumably to Kent

with a mission. For Osbhert of Faversham and Adam, see
below notes nos. 80 & 81.
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praised Ralph for his good works and encouraged Ralph to
continue his work to help the followers of the archbishop
asking him to send urgently ‘a kind, swift and fruitful
answer to those to whom vyou are bound by o0ld and Jjust
affection...’. Ralph who was ‘educated in philosophy and
proficient in Christ’s law’, was expected to act according
to the instruction of the bearer of the letter. Ralph was
probably perhaps &a secret supporter of Becket at a place
where royal control was strongest. Perhaps he gave
financial help to John at first. Then he probably consentd
to take on a more important mission. He may have served as
part of the link of communication between John and places in
Kent.

In the three correspondents who have been discussed
above, we can observe how John communicated with his fellow
clerks while he was serving Archbishop Theobald. He enjoyed
literary exchanges, discussed current topics and cooperated
in works. Among these three correspondents, John maintained
contact with at least two of then. Ralph of Sarre, who
lived in Rheims was a supporter of Becket’s cause and
belonged to the academic and religious circle of friends
around Rheims. Ralph of Lisieux seems to have stayed in
Kent and remained there as a secret supporter of Becket, We
do not know whether William of Northolt, who appears as
John’s later correspondent was in fact Master William ¢to
whom he wrote in 1157. If he was, that would mean that John
kept in touch with all three of his early correspondents.
WhileJJohn*was in exile, two of them appear as recipients of

John’s appeal letters.
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"b. (i) John’s appeal letters 1n 116842

What with the removal of the Curia to Benevento,
with the cessation of French financial aid and with the
suspension of Becket, 1168 was a difficult year for the
Becket party..““]’3 John wrote a series of letters to his
English friends with the purpose of gaining thelr support
and financial assistance, partly because wétch over English
ports was not in the tightest at that time.%% Apart from
letters sent to Christ Church and Exeter, about 25 such
letters are extant. This number cannot be precise, because
some letters cannot be dated and some recipients cannot be
identified. Some letters are not appeal letters, but were
written in connection with them, regarding messengers or
other related matters. They mostly belong to the vear 1168,
but some letters containing similar references belong to
earlier dates. Since Professor Brooke has already picked
out some themes found in common in these 1etters,45 the
attempt here is further clarification and association with

other letters éndwith political situations at the time.46
42. The phrase ‘appeal letters’ is rathér ambiguous and may
be used in various meanings. Here it may be understood
to mean the letters which were written to John’s
friends in England around 1168 asking for their

support, mainly financial.

43. For the political situation of 1168, see Barlow, TB, pp
175-78.

44. English ports were watched particularly carefully after
the council of cChinon in spring 1166, around Easter
1169 when Becket’s repeated’' excommunication of the
bishops was feared and just before the coronation of
the young king. There is not much reason to suspect
that the royal officials made a tight watch over
English ports in 1168.

45, JS Letters ii, pp xl-x1li.
46. See Appendix ii, tables II-l1-a, II-1-b.
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The central theme of this group of letters 1s that the
archbishop was fighting exile and outlaw on his own
resources%’ for the Church’s 1liberty, particularly for the
bernefit of the English church. 48 Some letters included
references to the Emperor’s defeat in Italy.49 In most of
the appeal letters, John expressed his feeling that peace
was near.2? sSome of them®! contained a reference to Peter’s
oarsmen toiling and coming into port{..t_’2 Another popular
theme was John’s material prosperity and strong denial that
he was ‘begging’ on his own behalf .23 They sonetimes
appear with expression on the misery of exile.”®? 1In some
letters, John expressed his love to the recipients55 and in

others, he asked for charity.56 John often asked for

47. From I Corinthian 9:7.

48, JS Letters 1i, nos. 220, 250, 252, 255, 259, 260, 261,
262, 263, 264, 266. No. 253 only refers to Becket’s
lone fight. '

49. JS Letters ii, nos. 250, 251, 253. Nos. 220 to Prior
Richard of Dover and no. 221 to Master Laurence of

Poitiers, and no. 262 to William Brito contain similar
reference, but the first two are dated sumnmer-autumn

1167. (JS Letters ii, p xxxvii,)

50. JS Letters ii, nos. 220, 237, 250, 251, 253, 255, 256,
257, 258, 262, 263, 282.

51. JS Letters ii, nos. 250, 253, 257, 258, 260, 262, 282,
283.

52. Mark 6:48.

53. JS Letters ii, nos. 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 257, 258,
259, 260, 261, 263, 266, 283, 284.

54. JS Letters ii, nos. 252, 256, 261, 282.
55. JS Letters ii, nos. 251, 252, 254, 255, 258, 268.

56. JS Letters ii, nos. 250, 252, 255, 257, 258, 262.
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material help, sometimes suggesting ways of sending it

undetected Dby royal officials.2” References to his
messengers are also frec_:{ue.-nt‘..f’8 Some letters were written
in *JdJohn’s fifth vyear of exile®? and in two letters, John
stated that his sixth year of exile was about to start. 60
To some correspondents, John expressed possible fear on the
part of the recipients.®l with others, John felt that it was
for their own good to show _charity to the archbishop.62
Professor Brooke has pointed out that the letters were not
of one date but written over a period of time. 63

In some cases further clarification 1is possible,
occasionally leading to a possibility of closer dating. In
JS Letters ii, there are a number of letters referring to
the defeat of the Emperor in the summer of 1167. The
reference appears in the summer or autumn of 11674 and the
Emperor’s fate continued to be John’s favourite topic until

about May 1168°° and even later.®® In some letters written

57. JS Letters ii, nos. 257, 258, 261,

58. JS Letters ii, nos. 255, 259, 265, 268, 269, 270, 282,
283.

59. JS Letters i1i, nos. 237, 240, 252, 253, 254, 260, 284.
60. JS Letters ii, nos. 282, 283.

61. JS Letters ii, nos. 251, 252, 257, 258, 261, 262, 282.
62. JS Letters ii, nos. 257, 258, 262, 263, 264 and some

letters to Christ cChurch cCanterbury which will be
treated under the respective section.

63. JS Letters 1i, p xl.
64. JS Letters ii, nos. 220, 22Z1.

65, JS Letters ii, no. 273 to Baldwinh of Totnes.

66. JS Letters ii, no. 290.
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in 1167-8, John used expressions such as ‘the schism’s head
was broken,’%7 Among them, nos. 250, 251 and 253 are
considered to belong to the turn of 1167 and 68.98 John
prebably wrote them because he anticipated financial
difficulties for Thomas when he heard of John Cumin’s boast
of having succeeded in desuading the French king and nobles
from helping Becket.®? we may presume that the carrier of
at least one of them, no. 250, to Peter the Scribe, was
Baldwin of Boulogne.70 John wrote to Baldwin between about
December 1167 and March 68.71 This letter was written in
the fifth year of John’s exile and 1t also mentioned the
catastrophe of the Emperor. Since this letter and no. 250
to Peter the Scribe are the only letters 1in John’s 1later
letter collection that contain allusions to Exodus 16:7 and
4 Kings 4: especially 18-20, it is not unlikely that they
were written at the same tine.

Another feature of John’s letters that needs closer
attention is Jdohn’s hope for ‘imminent peace’. In geheral,
Becket’s party had no reason to hope for it except during a
brief period at the end of 116672 and possibly shortly

before the conference of Montmirail in January 1169. There

67. JS Letters ii, nos. 220, 221, 243, 250, 251, 253.

68. JS Letters 1i, p xl.
69, Barlow, TB, p 176.

70. JS Letters ii, no. 240. For Baldwin see the section 4-

71. JS letters ii, pp xxxv, xxxvii and no. 240.

72. JS Letters ii, p x:xii.
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are a number of letters that do not include this comment. /3
Among them, five 1letters concentrate on the diocese of
Winchester.”4 No. 259 to Robert Limeseia’?® asked him to
heélp the bearer and see to 1t that he get some financial
help from Henry of Winchester. No. 260 to the bishop of
Winchester asked for financial help. In no, 261 to Robert
of Inglesham, archdeacon of Surrey, John asked him to
present his wishes to the bishop'and suggest to him that one
can send money secretly. Nos. 265 and 266 were written to
Prior William of Merton. No. 266 is a typical appeal
letter. No. 265 1is a more ©personal 1letter and
congratulating the prior for his promotion, it asked him to
go with the bearer of the letter to the bishop of Winchester
and help him if possible. The letter was written later than
4 August 11677% and probably in the 1latter part of 1168,
judging from the content of the lettr to the bishop.77
Perhaps John could rely on the support of Henry of
Winchester and the prior of Merton without expressing his
hope for ‘imminent peace’, which would have helped urge

half-hearted supporters to turn to Becket.

73. JS Letters ii, nos. 252, 254, 256, 269, 270, 284,

74. For the five letters, see 3-VI-4.

75. For Robert of Limeseia, see the section 3-Vi~4-b.

76. JS Letters 1i, no., 265, n 1. Heads, p 175.

77. The reference to sending money secretly seems to appear

in later appeal letters when the Becket party was in
greater difficulties.
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Apart from the lack of mention of ‘imminent peace’, one
may also note that John hardly referred to fear of the king
in his letters to Winchester and Merton. He merely made a
passing remark in no. 261. On account of Henry of Blois’s
specially strong position and the distance from the centre
of the king’s persecution, the recipients of John’s letters
did not need to fear the king as much.

John‘s reference to the recipients’ fear was expressed
most strongly in his letters to Kent and Norwich. It appears
particularly in no. 257 to Walter, bishop of Rochester and
in no. 258 to Ralph of Wingham. In both letters, John
mentioned the archbishop’s fight for the Church’s liberty,
his hope for imminent peace, Peter and other disciples
coming into harbour, John’s own prosperity and the way to
send money secretly. In both letters, John expressed his
understanding of difficulties and probable fear on the part
of the recipients, but he emphasised their own benefit in
doing the work of charity. Judging from the similarity of
tone, the letters may have been written about the same tine.
Becket’s party was perhaps particularly in straits when John
wrote these letters. Fully aware of the recipients’
difficulties, John still had to write to them. Ralph of
Wingham, dJohn‘’s former colleague 1in the household of
Archbishop The‘:)bald,""8 probably lived in Kent where fear of
the king was greatest.

John appears to have written to his correspondents in
the Norwich area more than once. No. 251 fo Gerard,

78. Saltman, Theobald, p 453. McLoughlin, List A --
Recipients of letters written in John’s name.
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cellarer of Norwich and no. 253 to Walkelin, archdeacon of
Suffolk, which 1include references to the defeat of the
Emperor, were probably written at the turn of 1167 and
carried by Baldwin of Boulogne together with no. 250. No.
262 to William de Turba asked for the bishop’s charity.
This 1s a typical appeal letter and contains usual features
such as Peter and his fellow disciples having ‘toiled at the
oars’ and the - archbishop still soldiering on his own
resources and those of a foreign people for the benefit of
the whole English church. The letter has some semblance to
nos. 257 and 258 which probably went to Kent in that it
reveals an urgent state of need, They all urge the
recipients to send money secretly, trying to convince them
of the benefit of doing so with the prospect of ‘imminent
peace’. No. 262 along with nos. 257 and 258 may have been
written when the prospects of Becket’s party were at their
worst and when they were much in need.

Among John’s appeal letters, there are two letters
which have little in common with others, namely no. 254 to
William de Diceia and no. 256 to John of Tilbury.79 No. 254
refers to John’s five yvears of exile and his own prosperity.
The letter mainly concentrates on the discussion of charity
and John’s complaint that his friends did not pay him back
for his former favours. William de Diceia is not identified
and we know about him only through John’s letter. John
probably did sofue favour to William while he was in office

and hoped that William would pay him back.

79. See below 3-IV-2-b-(v) for John of Tilbury.
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Finally, a number of letters have references to
couriers. As discussed above, Baldwin of Boulogne was
probably a bearer of no. 250 and some other letters. Osbert
of Faversham’s nephew 2Adam, who had some missions probably
in Kent8© may have been a bhearer of some letters to that
area.®l John also mentioned his messenger in his letters to
Winchester,®¢ to William of Northolt who was probably 1in
London,83 and to Norwich and Bury which were sent probably
about the end of 1168.8%4  John asked Baldwin of Vale
Darii,85 Nicholas Decanus,36 and Prior William of Merton®’
to assist the bearer. Since these letters have not been
dated precisely, it 1is not certain whether they were written
to assist carriers of John’s appeal letters. Apart from
Exeter®8 to which John maintained constant and reliable
route of communication, John had to rely on ad hoc measures
to deliver letters to their destination.

Anmong his former colleagues of Archbishop Theobald,

John sent appeal letters to William of Northolt, Master John

80. JS Letters ii, no. 267. See also the section 3~V-2-h.
81. JS Letters ii, no. 204.
82. JS Letters 1ii, no. 259.

83. JS Letters ii, no. 255.

84. JS Letters ii, nos. 268, 282, 283,

85. JS Letters ii, no. 270.

86. JS Letters ii, no. 269.

87. JS Letters 1ii, no. 265.

8B8. Although Exeter is one of the farthest places fron

Rheims, John did not complain of difficulty of
communication or scarcity of travellers.
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of Tilbury, Ralph of Wingham and Peter the Scribe. For
whatever reason, they are the ones whose support of the

archbishop John felt he could hope for.

“b. (ii) Peter the Scribe

We do not know where Peter was and whom he was serving
during the Becket conflict, but he appears as a recipient of
at least two of John’s letters. One 1is a rare propaganda
letter addressed to a non-Exeter cleric and that in 1167.
The other is an appeal letter of 1168.

Peter the Scribe was probably a chancery scribe under
Henry I, Stephen, the Empress, and Henry II from about 1130
to 1160.89 He also worked for Archbishop Theobald and
Canterbury Cathedral pr:"u::ry...‘-"’0 Iin the household of
Archbishop Theobald, Peter was clearly a man of some
importance. Archbishop Theobald requested the monks of
Canterbury to grant him an income, which they did.°1 He
witnessed fifteen charters between 1149 and 1161 and
appeared as co-witness to John in six of them. 4 In the
household of Archbishop Theobald, his function appears to
have been to draft charters.?3

In 1167, much of John’s and Thomas’s attention was

centred on the coming of the papal legates. Becket’s party

89. JS Letters ii, no. 225, n 1.
90. JS Letters 1ii, no. 225, n 1.
91. Saltman, Theobald, pp 267-8, charter no. 40.

92. Saltman, Theobald, pp 214-5, 230-1, charters nos. 34-5,
46, 57, 125, 175 and A, pp 535-6.

93. Cheney, C.R., English bishop’s anceries 1100-1250,
Manchester (1950) pp 30-31.
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was not sure what kind of power they were delegated with and
since William of Pavia was known to be partial to the king,
it was feared that matters such as the absolution of the
excommunicate would be settled in his favour. John’s
campéigning which had been directed heavily to Exeter 1in
1166 was Singularly lacking this year. Instead, John wrote
one letter to Peter the Scribe. Wherever he may have been
situated at the time, John probably believed that Peter
should be inforrﬁed of the archbishop’s standpoint and his
intentions as well as the news.

In about October 1167, John wrote a letter to Peter the
Scribe 1in which he attempted an apology of Becket’s
behaviour and announced the archbishop’s intention not to
submit to the legates’ decision.®% After referring to the
difficulty of communication, John wrote, taking Peter’s
situation into consideration, that ‘it is not permissible to
preserve or to defend the Church’s freedom’, but that he
felt himself permitted to state the principles to which he
devoted himself. John expressed his hopes for peace to be
brought about by the cardinals but suspected the possibility
that the archbishop might refuse their conditions unless the
freedom of the English church was obtained. John defended
the archbishop’s behaviour since the Council of Clarendon in
January 1164 attributing the cause of his action to his
decision to defend the Church’s liberty. As a sure sign of
God helping the Church, Jdohn gave the news of the Emperor’s

flight from Italy and deaths of Rainald of Cologne and other

94, JS Letters ii, no. 225.
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German prelates, expressing his faith that God would direct
Henry II to the right path.

In October 1167, nobody Kknew exactly with what
authority the cardinals were to perform their missions.
Sincde John knew that the archbishop was reluctant to obey
the Jjudgement of the pro-Henrician William of Pavia, he
could expect a postponement of reconciliation. To the
English clerics, John wished to appeal that it was on
account of Becket’s persistence to the freedom of the
English church. John praobably wanted Peter the Scribe to
spread the news and publicise Becket’s standpoint as he had
wished Bishop Bartholomew and Archdeacon Baldwin of Exeter
to do when the bishops’ appeals were made. John must have
been fairly confident of Peter’s support. Perhaps Peter’s
position was such- that he could comply with John’s request
without much difficulty.

Whether John had heard from Peter the Scribe or not,
John’s expectation of his sympathy continued and he wrote
another letter to Peter at the turn of 1167 and 68.2° fThis
was one of the earlier appeal letters. 1t referred to the
defeat of the Emperor, which was considered to be a good
sign for peace in the English Church. John expressed his
hope for peace in the near future explaining at some length
the reason for his confidence in this ‘prophecy’. Referring
to his own prosperity, John hinted at the need for help for
the archbishop.

Peter the Scribe was probably considered to be one of

the best available help for the archbishop’s campaign.
95. JS Letters ii, no. 250.
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While in the service of Archbishop Theobald, John probably
worked in close touch with Peter the Scribe as both of then
played an important role in the household. Being a scribe
who possibly dealt with papal bulls and charters, he would
have been more exposed to the upsurde of papal suprenmacy,
which made it easier for him to accept some of Becket’s
contentions. From the two letters, we may gather that Peter
was situated at a place where the king‘s power was felt but
that he was still able to be a supporter of Becket without
grave danger. John counted on his support when there was

need, in spite of the difficulty of communication.

b. (iii)i William of Northolt

Master William of Northolt, a colleague of John in the
household of Archbishop Theobald, was a recipient of John’s
appeal letter.?® He appeared in six extant charters issued
between 1150 and 611..97 and John was a co-withess to three
of them,2® He was a canon of St. Paul’s under Gilbert
Foliot®? and was present at Mass when the letters of
excommunication were delivered to the bishop of London on 20
May 1169 at St. Paul’s.100  william of Northolt served
Archbishops Richard and Baldwin of Canterbury from 1175 to

86.101 He was archdeacon of Gloucester from 1177 to 86 and

96. Saltman, Theobald, pp 214-6.

97. Saltman, Theobald, pp 276, 301-2, 307-8, 347, 496.

98. Saltman, Thecbald, pp 307-8, 347.

99, Le Neve i, p 64. G, Foliot, p 208.

100. DNB, vol 41, p 184. Barlow, TB, p 185. Mats, no. 508.

101. JS Letters ii, no. 255, n 1.
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bishop of Worcester from 1186 until his death in 1190.10<
If the recipient of John’s letter no. 42 and ‘Master
william, a clerk of the archbishop of Canterbury’ in no. 46
was William of Northolt, his relationship with John in
Archbishop Theobald’s household was that of an associate in
the archbishop’s business.193

Letter no. 255 appears to be the first 1letter John
wrote to William after exile and contains features of appeal
letters. John had refrained from writing to William, but
since he felt anxious about William and his other friends
and since he felt that ‘the storm is easing’, he decided to
enquire by the carrier of the letter how they were. He
entrusted the carrier for the exchange o©f personal news.
Stating that the _archbishop toils for the general good at
his own cost, John reminded him in a detour-'- manner that it
was for his own benefit to give on behalf of the archbishop.
No. 255 was probably an early appeal letter. For dJohn
appears to be fairly confident of William’s support and
financlal need seens to be less pressing at this stage.

Although a canon of 5t. Paul’s under Gilbert Foliot,
and in a good relationship with the king as his later career
proves, William seems to have been synpathetic to Becket’s
cause. Whether William of Northqolt was the Master William
of no. 42 or not, he must have been a good friend and
reliable comrade, Except for his'friends in Exeter, William
was probably one of the first English clergy to whom John

wrote for support, for he was fairly certain of receiving

102. G, Foliot, pp 208, 284. Le Neve 11, pp 100, 107.

103. See the section 3-IV~2~a(li).
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it. Whatever help William gave or did not give, he was
basically obedient to the archbishop, for he refuséd to be

present at Mass after Gilbert Foliot was excommunicated.l04

b. (iv) Ralph of Wingham

Ralph of Wingham came from Wingham in Kent.l9® He was
a clerk or chaplain in Archbishop Theobald’s househol1dl06
and appeared as a witness to one extant charter bhetween 1151
and 1160.107 rpetter no. 258 to Ralph is an appeal letter
which was probably written when Becket was in most pressing
need. In this letter, particular emphasis was laid on the
good prospects for peace and on the benefits of helping the
archbishop. Having heard that Ralph was promoted to be a
priest, John wished him well in his new office. He
discussed the importance of charity and advised him to help
the archbishop. He urged Ralph to get others to help the
archbishop in case he could not do it hinmself. He also
hinted that fear could not be Ralph’s excuse for he was not
under suspicion and therefore he could send money unnoticed
if he wished to. This 1letter is more forceful and
compélling than some of the others written for the purpose.
From his letter, it 1is difficult to conceive John'’s
relationship with Ralph of Wingham while they served
Archbishop Theobald. Pefhaps the archbishop’s situation was
so strained that John had to try to persuade or even compel.

someone whose support he was not sure of.

104. DNB vol 41, p 184. Mats no. 508.
105. JS Letters ii, no. 258, n 1.

106. Saltman, Theobald, p 215.

107. Saltman, Theobald, p 453.
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b. (v) John of Tilbury

John wrote letter no. 256 to John of Tilbury sometime
in 1168, but the letter has 1little in common with John’s
appeal letters. John of Tilbury served Archbishop Theobald
as a scribe and notary.l%® He was one of the senior clerks
of Theobald and witnessed eight extant charters between 1150
and 61 and he was co-witness with John in six of then.10°
He and Jdohn were the only principal clerks of Archbishop
Theobald who served Archbishop Thomas as well. John of
Tilbury appears as witness in two out o0f six extant charters
of Archbishop Thomas issued between 1162 and 64 which have
witness~1ists110 and his name is included in Herbert of
Bosham’s list of eruditi.'}! He was probably the author of
Ars Notaria Aristotelis dedicated to Henry 11112 and he
appears to have composed three works on stenography by 1174~
5.113 He @did not accompany Archbishop Thomas in exile
partly because of old age.114 We do not know whare and how
he lived afterwards.

From this letter, however, we may get a flavour of the

thoughts exchanged between John and John of Tilbury and

108. Barlow, TB, p 31.

109. Saltman, Theobald, pp 215, 242, 246, 273, 317, 347,
363, 453, 382. Barlow, TB, p 31l.

110. Barlow, TB, pp 81 & 84.
111. MTB iii, p 527.
112. JS Letters ii, no. 256, n 1.

113. Martius, M. sschichte der lateinischen Literatur des
Mittelalters iii, Munich, (1931) pp 311-12.

114. JS Letters 1ii, no. 256, n 1,
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possibly others, especially concerning philosophy and ways
of life.!1® 1In no. 256, John seems to feel that he should
not praise his former days of prosperity during his present
hardship. For it is against the ‘philosophy’ of life he had
acquired to ‘be distressed by the loss of temporal goods’.
In the Metalogicon John discussed pagan philosophers such
as the Stoics and the Epicureans.'!® and described the
person who was Ymost truly philosophizing'.117 Perhaps 1in
their ‘philosophical musing’ in the household of Archbishop
Theobald, John of Salisbury and Jdohn of Tilbury discussed
such matters as were incorporated into the Metalogicon.
There are oOther letters in which John refers to philosophy
and the philosopher’/s way of life.118 But no. 256 is the
only one in which philosophy and philosopher’s way of life
is associated with John’s ihﬁellectual life in Arc¢hbishop
Theobald’s household. In about 1168, John probably
regarded John of Tilbury as a friend and former colleague
who used to enjoy intellectual exchanges. He may have hoped
that John of Tilbury could d¢ something for him, but perhaps
expected little by way of political support.

Of the four recipients of John’s letters in 1168 wha
were his former colleagues under Theobald, John was more
115, For John’s use of the word philosophy in his letters,

see the section 4~-III-~-2-cC.

116. Met ii-2, iv-31, iv-35, iv~-40.
117. Met iv-40.
118, JS Letters ii, nos. 158, 159, 194, 204, 256 -- to

Gerard Pucelle, Master Nicholas, John the Saracen,

Ralph of Lisieux and Osbert Faversham, and perhaps some
others.
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hopeful of support from Peter the Scribe and William of
Northolt. John associated with them in business matters
while he was in the household of Archbishop Theobald. They
were probably in some ecclesiastical service and were not
out of the favour of the king. Their previous relationship
and present situation made John feel more certain of their
support. John was not as close to Ralph of Wingham. They
do not seem to have cooperated much 1n business nor to have
had deep spiritual relationship. Perhaps sometime in 1168,
when Becket’s party was in straits, they had to seek out
anyone who might possibly help. The only way of persuasion
was to appeal to their charity and possible benefit they
might have in case of the archbishop’s early return. John’s
relationship with John of Tilbury was essentially different
from the other three. They were friends who shared
academic, philsophical, and perhaps spiritual interests.
John of Tilbury may have been able to help John not out of
political or ecclesiastical concern or calculation, but out
of their o0ld friendship. Their relationship probably

remained basically personal.

c. Hugh de Gant

Hugh is a recipient of one extant letter of John
written in 1169 in reply to or in connection with Hugh’s
greeting sent to Becket , 119 The letter is essentially a
news Jletter and was written after John’s encounter with
papal commissioners Gratian and Vivian, which made him
hopeful of imminent peace.

Hugh was a clerk in Archbishop Theobald’s household.

He appeared as witness to four extant charters of Archbishop
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Theobald between 1154 and 1161. In two of them, he was co-
witness with John, his brother Richard, canon of Exeter, and
Bartholomew, then archdeacon of Exeter.120 His later career
is unknown.

" Letter no. 290 was written about the end of August
1169. The letter 1s packed with news. John expressed his
delight in the better prospect of peace as a result of the
defeat of the Germans. He related news from Italy and the
Papal Curia and reported that the conditions of the mission
of papal messengers, Gratian and Vivian and the terms of
peace which had been revealed and proved satisfactory to
Becket. Hugh was advised not to be disturbed by information
from other sources. John wrote that he had not heard what
reception the Pope’s messengers got from the king, but that
the king had bound himself to follow the Pope’s advice.
Hugh was told that Becket answered his greeting ‘very fully
and affectionately’.

No evidence has been found of Hugh de Gant in the
service of Becket either at Canterbury or in exile,l21
Although only one extant letter was written to Hugh, he
appears to have been someone Jdohn could trust. Almost all
the other news letters of this kind went to Bartholomew, or
Baldwin of Exeter, whom John fully trusted and relied on.

Except for some letters which cannot be dated or can
only be dated loosely between 1164 and 1169, there are only

eleven extent letters written 1in 1169. Three letters were

119. JS Letters ii, no. 290.
120. Saltman, Theobald, pp 214, 273, 307, 308, 347.

121. Barlow, TB, p 310.
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written in the aftermath of the conference of Hontmirail,122
five about the end of the vyear.!43 The three remaining
letters were written about late August.124 Unlike 1168,
John’s correspondence was limited in 1169 and in 1170. He
only wrote to persons and areas he knew well and where he
was sure of support. Letters also went to places where John
had less difficulty of sending then. Since the oaths to
observe the supplement to the Constitutions of Clarendon was
about to be extracted, communication with Engiand was
getting difficult. The letter to Baldwin of Totnes
concentrated on the legal ground of the archbishop’s
exc:.:ommunication of the bishops of London and Salisbury and
the problem of taking the oath to obey the supplements to
the Constitutions of Clarendon which the bishop of Exeter
was about to face. The letter to Hugh de Gant was the only
extant news letter that JdJohn sent to England at that time.
John was fairly certain that Hugh would benefit by the news,
if not propagate it. It may even be possible, considering
the limited areas Jdohn’s letters were sent to in that vear,
that the letter went to Exeter together with no. 289. There
is no evidence, however, that Hugh had any relations with
Exeter except that he appeared once as co-witness to
Theobald’s charter with John, his brother Richard and
Bartholomew of Exeter.

122. Nos. 285 & 287 to John of Canterbury. No. 286 to Simon

and Engelbert. No. 288 to Bartholomew of Exeter.

123. Nos. 292-295 to Christ cChurch. No. 296 to Master
Herbert.

124, No. 291 to John of Canterbury. No. 289 to Baldwin of
Totnes. No. 290 to Hugh de Gant.
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3. conclusions
Roughly speaking, John appears to have had two types of

friends in the household of Archbishop Theobald -- 1) those
with whom John shared spiritual and acadenic interests and
2) those with whom he cooperated in business. The former
group probably included some monks of Christ Church. Ralph
of Lisieux, John of Tilbury and perhaps Ralph of Sarre
belong to the former group. Peter the Scribe, William of
Northolt, Master William as well as John of Canterbury and
Thomas Becket belonged to the latter. The two types are not
clear-cut, and appeared to merge when the situation
required. John of Tilbury, with whom John must have
discussed philosophy, probably sent him a friendly greeting
and John replied with a letter reminiscing about their old
friendship. John expected 1little from him by way of
political or financial support. Ralph of Lisieux, who was a
‘humanist’ like John and enjoyed literary exchanges, became
a secret supporter of Becket in an area where the king’s
persecution was harsh. Ralph of Sarre who was probably a
good comrade as well as a friend who shared intellectual
interests with John probably remained as such while John
stayed in exlle in Rheims. Ralph was a supporter of
Becket’s cause and belonged to a spiritual and intellectual
circle around Rheims. It i1s difficult to detect to which
group Ralph of Wingham and Hugh de Gant belonged. We know
too 1little about then. Ralph may have belonged to those
who were 1interested 1in spiritual matters, whereas from
John’s letters we find that Hugh was not disinterested in
news and political events. Peter the Scribe, William of

Northolt and Master William were probably less interested in
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spiritual or 1intellectual pursuits. They were more
concerned about ecclesiastical politics and international
relations. Peter the Scribe and Master William were more
susceptible to ideas of papal supremacy. Peter’s position
in Archbishop Theobald’s household, which probably gave him
the chance to deal with papal bulls and mandates, must have
made him more conscious of growing papal authority. Master
William and Ralph of Sarre, as well as John of Canterbury
and Thomas Becket had opportunities to feel this growing
authority in the Papal Curia and perhaps they also saw that
royal control of the Church was not strong in some places
outside England. 2aAmong Theobald’s clerks with whom John had
business dealings, he probably had better relationships with
those who were familiar with or interested 1in papal and
foreign situations such as the clerks who were educated
abroad or sent on missions abroad or had dealings with papal
or foreign matters. Himself a cosmopolitan, John would have
more easlly communicated with them and shared opinions on
ecclesiastical principles. Learned in letters and
- interested in cultivating a philosopher’s way of life, John
was inclined to choose friends with whom he could share such

thoughts.
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Vv Christ Church, Canterbury

v X 1) QUC f'n - Joh Ol -~ :S! | ] d h-: t
Church ante T

As Archbishop Theobald’s clerk, John could not be
totally unaffected by the events at Christ Church especially
when there were struggles betweén the archbishop and the
monks of Christ Church. The archbishop of Canterbury was
the abbot of the monastery of the cathedral church, but the
prior under the archbishop was virtually regarded as the
head of the monks. Therefore, there was a tension inherent
in the relationship between the archbishop of Canterbury and
the monks of the monastery of Christ Church. The monks
wanted a degree of autonomy from the archbishop, who in turn
guarded his authority over the monks.t  Four priors served
under Archbishop Theobald. Two of them maintained good
relationships with him, but Theobald had fierce struggles
with the other two.

Theobald’s relationship with Prior Jeremiah (1137 - c.
1143)2 was initially amicable, but a conflict started
hetween them which seemed to have its root in Jeremiah’s
election to the priory sede vacante. > After a series of
bitter actions including the monks!’ appeal to Rome, the
conflict ended with the resignation of Jeremiah.4 The

next prior, Walter Durdent (c. 1143—49),5 maintained good

1. Concerning the status of the archbishop, Saltman,
Theobald, p 56. Le Neve 1ii, p ix.

2. LLe Neve ii, p 9.

3. Saltman, Theobald, p 57.

4., Saltman, Thegbald, pp 57-9.
5. Saltman, Theobald, p 59. L.e Neve 1ii, p 9.
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relationships with the archbishop. During the exile of
Theobald after the Council of Rheims in 1148, he was
probably responsible for retaining the obedience of
Canterbury to the archbishop while the archbishop failed the
b:'i.s:h"ops,...6 Walter was consecrated bishop of Coventry in
1149.7 Then, the archbishop appointed his chaplain Walter
de Meri, alias Walter Parvus (1149-52/3) .8 Since the
estates of the monastery suffered and the monks ran into
debt under his administration, the monks advised the prior
to ask the archbishop to manage their estates. There was a
conflict between the monks and the archbishop over their
management. After an unsuccessful effort by the monks to
appeal to Rome, Archbishop Theobald placed an interdict on
the cathedral and deposed the prior.? Wibert (1152/3-67),
the sub-prior, was chosen to .be the new priorulo No
conflict was apparent during the time of Theobald!!l nor
possibly during that of his successor Thomas Becket until
Wibert’s death on 27 Septmber 1167.

While John sometimes had to deal with the community of
Christ Church on behalf of the archbishop, he also had

friendly contacts with the monks. The archiepiscopal palace

6- m - XViii-
7. Saltman, Theobald, p 59.

8. Le Neve 1i, p 9, n 5. Saltman, Theobald, pp 59-62. JS
Letters ii, p 302.

9. Concerning the conflict between Walter and Archbishop
Theobald, see Saltman, Theobald, pp 59-62. For the
date of deposition of Walter, Le Neve ii, p 9 n 5, JS

Letters 11, p xvii. JS Letters i, p 302. Heads p 34.

10. Saltman, Theobald, p 62.
1l1. Saltman, Theobald, p 62.
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was situated in the precincts of the Cathedral Church of
Canterbury,12 so they had an easy access. John and some
other clerks had friends among them with whom they shared
interest and exchanged books .13

"John knew Prior Wibert and sub-priors William Brito and
Odo. He knew such monks as Richard of Dover, Ralph of
Arundel, Azo, and Raobert, the sacrist. Jdohn also met some
people who did not belong to Christ Church, but lived in the
vicinity or had some relationships to the monastery such as
Baldwin of Vale Darii, Thurstan of Acolt and Osbert of
Favershan. During the Becket conflict, John was also to
write to a royal official Robert de Broc on behalf of the

monks of Christ Church.

2. n’ res t

a. The community of Christ Church

John came into the service of Archbishop Theobald when
the prior was Walter Durdent. After the period of happy
cooperation between the archbishop and the prior was over,
John observed a bitter struggle between them. He spent much
time at the Papal Curia in the years 1150 and 51, but he was
back at Canterbury for the concluding phase of the struggle.
In 1152/3, after the deposition of Walter de Meri, dJohn
wrote to the community of Christ Church in the name of
Archbishop Theobald announcing his sentences on the deposed

prior and his accomplices.14 The archbishop commanded

unde: ne Angevin Kings, London,

12- Urry’ W- r il _Slt.!l
(1967) map 1.

13. JS Letters i, no. 111, JS Letters 1ii, nos. 245, 270.
14. JS Letters i, no. 1.
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obedience to the monks and reminded them not to err but to
keep the peace, Since the letter was written on behalf of
Archbishop Theobald, John’s personality 1is not revealed
much. Whether the monks are conscious of John as the author
of this 1letter or not they probably regarded him as the

archbishop’s agent.

b. Prior Wibert

Prior Wibert (1152/3-67) was the fourth prior of Christ
Church under Theobald. He maintailned good relationships
both with Theobald and Becket and with the monks until his
death in September 1167. Prior Wibert is knowrt for his
extensive acquiéitions of holdings in Canterbury.l® He must
have been interested in books and studies.l1© He probably
knew John of Salisbury and other c¢lerks, but not much is
known about the nature of his relationships with then.
During the Becket conflict, one extant letter was addressed

possibly to Wibert and 0Odo.

c. Prior Odo
Odo was & nephew of Prior Wibert.1/ He was a monk of
Christ Church and clerk to Prior Wibert.l1l8 He was sub-

prior in 1163 and was sent by Becket to the Curia as his

15. Concerning Wibert’s acquisitions, Urry, Canterbury
under the Angevin Kings, pp 407, 28-34,204-7,.

16. Prior Wibert 1left a book to the 11brary of Christ

Church. James, M. .R., Ancient Librarie of
Canterbury and Dover, Cambrldge, (1903) p 96.

17! Urry; 'l* UL fiei~ t e --L_l'-l 2 .S’ p 69.

18. Urry, Canterbury under > _Angevin kings, p 69.

214



envoy in the dispute with the archbishop of York.1l® He was
elected prior after 16 May 1168 and probably before October
or November 1169,<%0 but without recognition by Becket. At
the béginning of Lent 1169, when Gilbert Foliot tried to get
the English religious and clergy to support him and to join
in his appeal to Rome 0Odo complained to Richard of Ilchester
that the monks of Canterbury had been forced to join in the
appeal of the bishops against their father and archbishop.<?i
After his return to Canterbury, Thomas attempted to depose
Prior Odo who was firmly supported by the monks.%4 In fact
after the murder of Becket, they wanted to elect him as
archbishop in September 1172 and again after the death of
Archbishop Richard in 1184.43 In 1172-3, Odo played an
important part in the election of Richard of Dover as
successor of Becket.24 In 1175, Odo was elected abbot of
Battle after much persuasion and received the blessing not
from the bishop of Chichester as would have been usual, but
from Archbishop Richard. > According to the Battle
chronicle, he was ‘a man of exceptional holiness’. Besides

his other virtues, he was renowned for his eloquence

19. DNB wvol. 41, p 427. MIB- v, p 4b.
20. Le Neve i1, p 10. Heads, p 34.

21. Foreville, L‘Eglise et la Rovauté, p 192. Mats no.

552-
22, Barlow, TB, p 249. MTB i, p 542, MIB iii, p 89.

23, Barlow, TB, p 271.

24, Foreville, L’Eglise et la Royauté, pp 375-8.
265. Heads, p 29. DNB. vol 41, p 427.
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with which, as one learned in divine studilies, he knew how to
bring forth at the right moment new teachings as well as
01d.2® As abbot of Battle, he was involved in a law suit
against Godfrei de Luci. He asked for assistance first from
Bartholomew of Exeter and then from John of Salisbury. Both
of them refused on the ground that Godfrey was a member of
the chapter of Exeter.2’ Gerard Pucelle, a clerk of
Archbishop Richard,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>