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Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine how contemporary authors approached and
understood the communal identity of the inhabitants of the regnum Francorum from
the seventh to the early ninth century. In order to do this, the study takes in a wide
variety of narrative sources — historical and hagiographical — and addresses issues of
both ‘community’ and ‘otherness’, and above all the relationship between the two.
To this end, the study explores three related discourses that emerged and developed
in this period. The first of these discourse concerned the Franks themselves,
especially the way authors imagined a Frankish community composed of a single
gens which overcame inherent divisions within the regnum. The second discourse
involved the relationship between Franks and non-Franks, and how authors relied on
concepts of rebellion and paganism rather than ethnic identity to encourage a sense
of exclusion. Crucially, we shall see this was a discourse that only really emerged in
the eighth century. The third discourse is represented by a case-study of a specific
people — the Frisians that charts how they went from being peripheral pagans at the
beginning of the eighth century to being seen as part of the community by the
middle of the ninth. Above all, though, we seek to highlight the variety between the
different authors who participated in these discourses, emphasising that, while there
were over-arching ideas in each discourse, each author interpreted these ideas in an
individual way. This provides us with a much more ambivalent picture of

community and otherness from the period than we might expect.
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Note on Names, Titles and Translations

When studying the early medieval period, one is confronted with a series of
unfamiliar and often unusual names. Especially in the case of the Merovingian
period, standardised English versions of personal names do not necessarily exist. In
order to provide internal consistency for this study, | have followed the spellings in
Wood’s Merovingian Kingdoms, with the exception of Leudegar of Autun, where |
have followed Fouracre and Gerberding’s Late Merovingian France. Names of the
Carolingian period are — generally — more standardised, with one notable exception,
where | have used Pippin (rather than, for example, Pepin). | have also referred to

the first three Pippins by their ordinal numbers rather than their epithets.

As a rule, | have retained Latin titles such as dux or princeps because modern
equivalents of these (‘duke’, ‘prince’) seem somewhat anachronistic. The exceptions
to this are titles which seem more straightforward; for example rex is translated

‘king’ and episcopus ‘bishop’.

All translations in this study are my own. English translations of many of the
sources exist, however, and | have had cause to consult them in the course of my
research. As acknowledgement of this, and in order to guide the reader towards
further useful resources, | have included translated versions of primary sources in

the Bibliography.
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Introduction

The Franks between the Roman and Carolingian Empires

The Franks were arguably the most successful of the various ‘barbarian’ peoples
who created kingdoms during the contraction and in the aftermath of Roman
political power in Western Europe.! They created a kingdom that, at its height,
stretched from the Pyrenees in the South to the River Elbe in the North-East and
from Brittany in the West to Bavaria in the East. Unlike many of the other barbarian
peoples, Frankish royal power was based on rule over many other peoples and ethnic
groups, although the Franks always remained at the heart of the conception of the
regnum Francorum.? As we shall see in the coming pages, though, the presence of
non-Franks within the regnum created a tension that was often addressed but never

solved.

The chronological scope of this study is the seventh, eighth and ninth
centuries, roughly speaking the period ¢.660 to 840. Already by the start of this
period, the regnum Francorum was well-established, to the point its existence was
never in question, even if it was never quite defined either. Likewise, the existence
of a group of people called ‘Franks’ (Franci) was never questioned; in the first
chapter we shall see how various authors discussed and referred to this group. In the
second half of our period, the regnum transformed into an imperium as the Franks
expanded and consolidated their ruler over peripheral peoples that had long been
their subjects, even if only nominally; in the second chapter we shall see what place

these peoples had in contemporary Frankish discourse. These peoples did not long

! The historiography of the Franks is vast. For general overviews which are particularly relevant to
the present study, see J.M. Wallace-Hadrill, The Long-Haired Kings and Other Studies in Frankish
History (London, 1962); E. Z6llner, Geschichte der Franken bis zur Mitte des sechsten Jahrhunderts
(Munich, 1970); E. Ewig, (ed.), Spatantikes und Frénkisches Gallien: Gesammelte Schriften 3 vols
(Munich, 1976-9); R. McKitterick, The Frankish Kingdoms Under the Carolingians, 751-987
(London and New York, 1983); E. James, The Franks (Oxford, 1988); Wood, Merovingian
Kingdoms; J.L. Nelson, (ed.), The Frankish World, 750-900 (London, 1996); contributions to I.N.
Wood, (ed.), Franks and Alamanni in the Merovingian Period: An Ethnographic Perspective
(Woodbridge, 1998); contributions to P. Fouracre and D. Ganz (eds), Frankland: The Franks and the
World of the Early Middle Ages (Manchester, 2008).

2 H.-W. Goetz, ‘Gens, Kings and Kingdoms: The Franks’, in H.-W. Goetz, J. Jarnut and W. Pohl
(eds), Regna et Gentes: The Relationship between Late Antique and Early Medieval Peoples and
Kingdoms in the Transformation of the Roman World (Leiden, 2003), pp. 307-344; H. Wolfram,
‘How Many Peoples are (in) a People?’, in W. Pohl, C. Gantner and R. Payne (eds), Visions of
Community in the Post-Roman World: The West, Byzantium and the Islamic World, 300-1100
(Farnham, 2012), pp. 101-8.



remain passive participants in the Carolingian empire, though, as various groups
sought to define their history and their place in the Frankish realm; in the third
chapter we shall consider the sources written about and by one of these groups: the
Frisians. Before explaining more about the purpose of this study, though, it is worth
providing some context by briefly outlining the history of the Franks from the
establishment of their kingdom under the Merovingian dynasty to the consolidation

of their empire under the Carolingians.

In addition to the more expansive nature of their power, the Franks differed from
most of the other barbarian peoples in their lack of movement during Late Antiquity
— what for the barbarians is often referred to as the ‘Migration Period’ or
Voélkerwanderung. The Franks expanded from the area around the Lower and
Middle Rhine into central and southern Gaul, but they did not come to the Rhine
from further afield, contrary to what Merovingian authors would claim about the
Trojan origins of the Franks. Unlike the Goths, Vandals or Lombards, for example,
who travelled significant distances over the course of the fourth, fifth and sixth
centuries, there is no evidence the Franks had ever lived anywhere other than around
the Rhine.® The ‘Franks’ of this period appear to have been a confederation
composed of various sub-groups,* of which some, such as the Salians, Ripuarians
and possibly Sicambri, seem to have held an important place in Frankish identity
into the Merovingian period.” At the same time, though, it is not always easy to
distinguish in these sources whether a mentioned group was ‘Frankish’ or not; the
lines between Franks and Saxons are particularly indistinct in the late Roman
sources, with both groups occupying lands between the Rhine and the Elbe and

engaging in raids and piracy across the English Channel and in northern Gaul.® Like

® For the early history of the Franks, down to the reign of Clovis I, see Wallace-Hadrill, Long-Haired
Kings, pp. 148-62; Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 35-41. For example of early references to the
Franks, see Historia Augusta, ed. S.H. Ballou, H. Peter and D. Magie, 3 vols (London, 1921-32),
‘Diuus Aurelianus’, 6; Ammianus Marcellinus, Res Gestae, ed. and trans. J.C. Rolfe, 3 volumes
(London, 1950-2), vol. 3, xv.5.11. See also references to the lost works of Sulpicius Alexander and
Renatus Profuturus Frigiderus in DLH, ii.9.

* E. Zéllner, Geschichte der Franken; R. Wenskus, Stammesbildung und Verfassung: das Werden der
frihmittelalterlichen gentes (K&lIn, 1961), pp. 512-41. See also James, Franks, pp. 35-8.

> The first two groups are evinced by the existence of the Salian and Ripuarian law codes: Pactus
legis Salicae, ed. E.A. Eckhart, MGH Leges, 4, 1 (Hanover, 1962), pp. 1-236; Lex Ribvaria, ed. F.
Beyerle and R. Buchner, MGH Leges, 3, 2. For discussion, see Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp.
102-19. Ripuarians are mentioned in LHF, 38. Sicambrians are alluded to in DLH, ii.31 and LHF, 1.

% I.N. Wood, ‘The Channel from the 4™ to the 7" Centuries AD’, in S. McGrail (ed.), Maritime Celts,
Frisians and Saxons (London, 1990), pp. 93-7.



most peoples of this period, though, the Franks were in close contact with Roman
authority as allies and auxiliaries, with some individual Franks able to rise rather

high in Roman service.’

At some point during the fifth century, one family rose to prominence among
the Franks, although initially possibly only among the Salians. This family is known
to history as the Merovingian dynasty, the first and longest ruling royal dynasty of
the Franks. Unfortunately, the mid-fifth century represents something of a low-point
as far as references to the Franks go, and so the early members of the Merovingian
dynasty remain shadowy figures known from later legends rather than contemporary
sources. Of the early Merovingians, the first for whom we have significant evidence

is Childeric 1, although accounts of him are somewhat problematic.®

It is with Childeric’s son Clovis I we leave the realm of legend and enter the
realm of history, although even memories of Clovis were not free from legendary
embellishment. Clovis extended Frankish authority across most of Gaul, and gained
significant influence over those areas he did not come directly to rule; indeed, he
was probably responsible for consolidating Frankish royal power in one family and
one person.’ Just as important as his military and political accomplishments, though,
was his decision ¢.507/8 to convert to Catholicism.'® Clovis’s personal conversion
precipitated the wider conversion to Catholicism of his people, although we should
bear in mind it probably also reflected conversions which were already taking place
among the Franks. The rest of Merovingian — indeed, Frankish — history is therefore
Christian. This is important both for the way contemporary authors wrote about their

world and the way we interpret their world and what they said about it.

Much has been made by modern scholars of supposed ‘pagan’ survivals in
the Merovingian world, especially with regard to the kings themselves and the
symbols of their power.'* From the other side, some texts have been interpreted as
primarily ‘secular’ in conception and execution. In truth, such interpretations —

whether they emphasise paganism or secularity — doubtless overstate their cases and

"Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, p. 36.

® DLH, ii.18-19. For discussion of Childeric, his spectacular grave discovered in 1653, and
subsequent historiography, see S Lebecq, ‘The Two Faces of King Childeric : History, Archaeology,
Historiography’, in W. Pohl and M. Diesenberger (eds), Integration und Herrschaft : Ethnische
Identitaten und soziale Organisation in Frihmittelalter (Vienna, 2002), pp. 119-32.

° Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 41-9.

®Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 43-6.

' Crucial for revising older attitudes was Y. Hen, Culture and Religion in Merovingian Gaul A.D.
481-751 (Leiden, 1995), pp. 154-206.



certainly ignore the level to which Christianity permeated the early medieval world.
This is not to say there had not originally been a symbolic pagan element to
Merovingian kingship, but we should not necessarily look for traces of it in sources
written centuries after Clovis’s conversion.*?> Nor should a text such as Liber
Historiae Francorum, which contains references to saints, God and the Devil
throughout — not to mention Biblical allusions — be seen as a ‘secular’ history
because it contains elements of ‘heroic’ literature. We shall return to these ideas
shortly, but for now it will suffice to acknowledge the complexity of texts and

authors who wrestled with a variety of cultural influences.

Clovis’s reign saw the beginning of the apogee of the Merovingian period,
both in terms of the extent of royal power and of what we know about the Franks
before the Carolingian period. Gregory of Tours provides a great deal of information
about the deeds of Clovis, his sons and grandsons, particularly in terms of their wars
against peripheral peoples and against each other, although narrating the history of
the Franks was not Gregory’s sole or even primary purpose, as we shall see.
Nevertheless, while he provides us with an important window on the world of sixth-
century Gaul, we must be careful not to take his word at face value.** What he
shows us, though, is the extension of Frankish power under Clovis, his sons and
grandsons. Not least of these extensions were the conquest of Aquitaine — formerly
held by the Visigoths — in 507,** which remained an annex of the regnum
Francorum into the eighth century, and the conquest of Burgundy c.534, which had

become a stable sub-division of the kingdom by the end of the sixth century.™

Gregory also shows us the consolidation of a tri-partite division of the
regnum which essentially became the model for the sub-divisions of the kingdom for
the remainder of the Merovingian period. But he also narrates the rivalries between

Clovis’s grandsons and perhaps even more so between Brunhild and Fredegund, the

2 |.N. Wood, ‘Deconstructing the Merovingian Family’, in R. Corradini, M. Diesenberger and H.
Reimitz (eds), The Construction of Communities: Texts, Resources and Artefacts (Brill, 2003), pp.
149-71, at pp. 149-55. For a refutation of the supposed pagan and sacral elements of Merovingian
kingship, see M. Diesenberger, ‘Hair, Sacrality and Symbolic Capital in the Frankish Kingdoms’, in
R. Corradini, M. Diesenberger and H. Reimitz (eds), The Construction of Communities: Texts,
Resources and Artefacts (Brill, 2003), pp. 173-212.

13 For a recent overview of the state of scholarship on Gregory, see E.T. Dailey, Gregory of Tours
and the Women in His Works: Studies in Sixth-Century Gaul, (unpublished doctoral thesis, University
of Leeds, 2011), pp. 1-3.

“Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 47-8.

> Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 51-4.



wives of Sigibert | and Chilperic | respectively.'® These rivalries dominated the
second half of the sixth century, although external interests were not neglected, with
wars undertaken against the Visigoths and Lombards,’” and Frankish authority
maintained east of the Rhine.

By the turn of the seventh century, though, we can detect a change in the
nature of the regnum Francorum. The tripartite division of the regnum crystallised
into three sub-kingdoms: Burgundy, Austrasia, and Neustria. These sub-kingdoms
are known to modern scholarship as the Teilreiche,'® and they shall be one of our
main focusses in the first chapter. In the 590s both Austrasia and Burgundy came
into the hands of Sigibert’s son Childebert Il, who in turn passed them onto his sons;
the eldest, Theudebert II, got Austrasia, while Theuderic Il got Burgundy.* This
consolidation left Chilperic’s son, Chlothar II, with only a tiny strip of land along
the Channel coast to call his kingdom. Yet despite all the odds, it was Chlothar who
emerged triumphant from these civil wars, and with his victory and re-unification of
the regnum in 613 we enter the period which shall be the focus of our present study.
We shall examine the circumstances that led to Chlothar’s triumph in the first
chapter, but for now it will suffice to say Theudebert and Theuderic turned on each
other, with the latter Kkilling his brother and taking his kingdom. But the following
year he died of dysentery and when his grandmother Brunhild attempted to set up
his son Sigibert 11 as his successor, a sizeable section of the nobilities of Austrasia
and Burgundy abandoned her and sided with Chlothar, who subsequently conquered
the kingdoms and sentenced Brunhild and three of Theuderic’s four surviving sons

to death.?

Chlothar’s triumph led to an important re-alignment of the political structure
of the regnum Francorum. In 623 he appointed his son Dagobert | as sub-king of
Austrasia, keeping Neustria and Burgundy for himself. This division remained the
standard for the next sixty years: Neustria and Burgundy continued to exist as
separate entities, but they shared kings and political processes, while Austrasia had

its own kings and nobility for most of the century, until the death of the last

18 Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 88-101. On Brunhild and Fredegund, see Dailey, Gregory of
Tours, pp. 100-74.

" Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 164-74.

'8 The most important study of the sub-kingdoms remains E. Ewig, ‘Die Frinkischen Teilreiche im 7.
Jahrhundert (613-714)’, in E. Ewig (ed.), Spatantikes und Frankisches Gallien, vol. 1 (Minchen,
1976), pp. 172-230, although some aspects of his argument are now outdated.

¥ Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, p. 91.

% Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 91, 140-4.



independent Austrasian king, Dagobert 1I, in 679 (although there was a brief
resumption of independent Austrasian royal power in 717-18). For the seventh and
early eighth centuries we are dependent on two historical narrative sources: the
Chronicle of Fredegar, which continues Gregory’s narrative down to the beginning
of the 640s; and Liber Historiae Francorum, which also continues Gregory’s
narrative, but down to the beginning of the 720s; these sources are also
supplemented by the information that can be gleaned from the various saints’ Lives
written during the seventh century. We shall have more to say about these sources
shortly.

The joint reign of Chlothar 1l and Dagobert | has traditionally been seen as
something of an Indian Summer for the Merovingians before the long, slow decline
and decadence of the so-called rois fainéants who succeeded them. Between them,
Chlothar and Dagobert consolidated the achievements of the sixth century, imposing
new order on the Teilreiche and cultivating a court culture of learning and
education.”* At the same time, they appear to have maintained Frankish authority
over the peripheral peoples, at least initially. Certainly, they still engaged in wars
across the Rhine.?> As we shall see in chapter two, non-Franks were increasingly
released from Frankish rule or fought for their independence in the seventh
century;®® why this happened is not always clear, but by the end of the century
Frankish rule over non-Franks was not what it had been in the sixth century.

Dagobert’s sons, Sigibert 111 and his half-brother Clovis I, have been seen as
the first of the so-called rois fainéants, the ‘do-nothing’ kings who cast a shadow
over the end of the Merovingian period. According to traditional scholarship,
Dagobert’s descendants were kings in name only, actually being puppets of the
over-mighty noble factions and nothing more than tools in the factional in-fighting
that supposedly dominated the late seventh and early eighth century; above all other
nobles — and the ‘real’ rulers in this period — were the mayors of the palace.?* Most
prominent and important of these were the Pippinids, who had come to monopolise

mayoral authority in Austrasia by the end of the seventh century, and had added

2L Y. Hen, Roman Barbarians: The Royal Court and Culture in the Early Medieval West
(Basingstoke and New York, 2007), pp. 94-123.

“2 For example, LHF, 41.

% Fredegar, iv.68, 74-5, 87.

24 See, for example, Wallace-Hadrill, Long-Haired Kings, pp. 231-48, although he does have some
reservations. For a recent re-statement of this view see T. Kdlzer, ‘Die Letzten Merowingerkdnige:
rois fainéants?’, in M. Becher and J. Jarnut (eds), Der Dynastiewechsel von 751: Vorgeschichte,
Legitimationsstagegien und Erinnerung (Munster, 2004), pp. 33-60.



Neustria-Burgundy to this in the first decades of the eighth century;® their ascent
would eventually see them seize royal power in the person of Pippin Ill, who
ushered in the Carolingian dynasty by overthrowing the last Merovingian in 751,
and whose son Charlemagne would go on to be crowned emperor in 800.

In fact, as important recent scholarship has shown, the shadow over the end
of Merovingian rule was actually cast by later Carolingian historians who rewrote
the late Merovingian kings in order to justify Pippin’s usurpation.”® Rather than
being dominated by factional squabbles that often erupted into civil wars, the
regnum Francorum of the late Merovingian period was incredibly stable, while the
Merovingians themselves continued to occupy a central place in the political and
cultural life of the kingdom, and the dynasty continued to produce effective and
impressive rulers, some of whom we shall meet in chapter one.?” The late
Merovingians probably wielded less influence outside the Frankish heartlands than
their predecessors had done and leading armies seems to have been a less important
part of their role within society, but we should not over-emphasise either of these
points. Both Fredegar and the LHF-author show us a world which still revolved
around the Merovingians, and the political processes of the regnum could not take
place without them. It is important to read these and contemporary sources for what
they tell us about the nature of Merovingian kingship in the period, not simply to see
them as confirming later Carolingian misconceptions of Merovingian kingship.

Little is known about the reigns of Dagobert’s sons because Fredegar’s
account ends in 642 and the LHF-author did not have much to say about them. They
seem to have maintained the internal peace of the regnum, at least, even if Sigibert
witnessed the decline of Merovingian power across the Rhine.?® In events which
have perhaps received more attention than they deserve,? Sigibert was succeeded by
a king known as Childebert ‘the Adopted’, who may or may not have been his son,
under the influence of the mayor of palace Grimoald I, while his definite son,
Dagobert 11, was sent to exile in Ireland. The Neustrians invaded Austrasia to

remove Grimoald from power, taking him back to Neustria and executing him:

? Gerberding, Rise, 92-145; P. Fouracre, The Age of Charles Martel (Harlow, 2000).

% p_ Fouracre, ‘The Long Shadow of the Merovingians’ in J. Story (ed.), Charlemagne: Empire and
Society (Manchester, 2005), pp. 5-21.

%" For a summary of such re-assessments, see Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 234-8.

%8 Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 155-8.

? The most recent assessment may be found in LN. Wood, ““There is a World Elsewhere™: The
World of Late Antiquity’, (Forthcoming).



Childebert’s fate is unknown.*> We shall explore these events further in the first

chapter.

The Neustria, meanwhile Clovis Il was succeeded in 657 by his eldest son,
Chlothar IlI. Five years later, Chlothar’s brother Childeric Il was made king of
Austrasia.®* Again, though, this period of joint rule by two brothers seems to have
been peaceful.® In 673 Chlothar died.*® Initially, he was succeeded by a third
brother, Theuderic 111, but for reasons we shall return to, the Neustrians overthrew
Theuderic and his mayor, Ebroin, and brought in Childeric from Austrasia, who
enjoyed a brief rule over a re-united regnum before he was murdered. Theuderic was
then made king of Neustria again,>* although this did not end the struggles which led
the Austrasians to bring Sigibert III’s son Dagobert II back from exile as their king

before murdering him in 679.%

No heir was found for Dagobert 11 by the Austrasians, though, and this led to
another re-alignment of the political structures of the regnum. The Austrasians,
under the leadership of their mayor, Pippin Il, now attempted to integrate themselves
into the political sphere based on Neustria.*® Pippin’s mayoralty was traditionally
seen as the point at which the ascent of the Pippinid-Carolingians became inevitable
and irreversible, his victory over the Neustrians at the Battle of Tertry in 687
traditionally signalling the beginning of his dominance over the entire regnum. In
fact, Tertry was not so significant as Carolingian historians would make it out to be,
and the integration of Pippin and the Austrasians into Neustro-Burgundian politics

remained a drawn-out process.®” But this process of integration changed things.*®

In 695 Pippin appointed his son, Grimoald Il, as mayor of Neustria-
Burgundy, and after the latter’s death in 714 Grimoald’s son, Theudoald, was briefly

mayor even though he was probably still a minor. After Pippin’s own death later in

%0 Most, but not all of these details can be gleaned from LHF, 43.

31 Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 224-9.

%2 ate Merovingian France, pp. 112-14.

% The subsequent events can be learned by combining the information from Passio Leudegarii and
LHF, 45.

% Late Merovingian France, pp. 210-14.

% P. Fouracre, ‘Forgetting and Remembering Dagobert II: The English Connection’, in P. Fouracre
and D. Ganz (eds), Frankland: The Franks and the World of the Early Middle Ages (Manchester,
2008), pp. 70-89.

% H. Stegeman, The Growth of an Austrasian Identity: Processes of Identification and Legend
Construction in the Northeast of the Regnum Francorum, 600-800 (Meppel, 2014), 80-2.

%7 Gerberding, Rise, pp. 92-115; Fouracre, Charles Martel.

% LHF, 48-53.



714, though, the Neustrians turned to one of their own, Ragamfred, as mayor, and —
after the death Dagobert 11l in 715 — found an adult Merovingian, Chilperic I, to
lead them in their war against the Austrasians.®® Pippin’s last remaining adult heir,
Charles Martel, now took up the reigns of leadership in Austrasia, and the rest of
Merovingian history essentially belongs to him and his sons Pippin Il and
Carloman. Charles defeated the Neustrians and made himself mayor of the entire
regnum. After Chilperic II’s death in 721, Dagobert III’s son Theuderic IV was
made king, but he seems to have been a roi fainéant in truth. After Theuderic’s
death in 737 Charles even took the momentous step of not allowing the succession

of a new king, and effectively took the royal power — but not the title — himself.*°

While Merovingian rule lasted till 751, with Charles Martel and his sons we
have effectively entered a new phase of history: the last two Merovingian kings,
Theuderic IV and Childeric 111 are all but absent from the historical record, except
where Carolingian historians thought it worth mentioning the latter’s deposition.**
Not only did Charles rule as king in all but name, his policies and those of his sons
were much more outward-looking than those of the late seventh-century
Merovingians and mayors. The early Carolingian sources take up the narrative of
Frankish history where the LHF-author had left off in the 720s, but they focus above
all on the wars of Charles Martel and his sons against the peripheral peoples. There
was likely a combination of factors involved in such policies, of which the two most
important would have been the legacy the Carolingians inherited from Austrasian
politics, which had always been more concerned with the relationship with the
peripheral peoples than had the politics of Neustria and Burgundy, and the need to
provide the Franks with common enemies against whom they could unite.*? This

shift in policy ultimately culminated in Charlemagne’s Saxon Wars and the creation

of a Frankish-Carolingian empire.

When Charles Martel died in 741,*® he divided the regnum between his
sons.* The eldest, Carloman, took Austrasia and the regions east of the Rhine, while

the younger, Pippin Ill, took Neustria. But there was resistance to this Carolingian

¥ Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, 267-72.

“® Fouracre, Charles Martel, pp. 155-66.

*' ARF, s.a. 751; Vita Karoli, 1.

“2 Stegeman, Austrasian Identity, pp. 71, 199-204.

“ ARF, s.a. 741.

* On the succession and its presentation in early Carolingian sources, see E. Goosmann, Memorable
Crises: Carolingian Historiography and the Making of Pippin’s Reign, 750-900 (unpublished
doctoral thesis, University of Amsterdam, 2013), pp. 91-123.
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succession, both from Carloman and Pippin’s half-brother Grifo, and on the
peripheries, where Grifo looked for support; in an attempt to counter this, Carloman
and Pippin made the decision to raise a new Merovingian king, Childeric 1ll, to the
throne in 743.% In 747, though, Carloman decided to become a monk and leave the
secular sphere,*® effectively leaving Pippin as the sole ruler of the regnum, and in
751 Pippin took the unprecedented step of removing Childeric and making himself
king.*” This decision left an indelible mark on Frankish history, and subsequent
authors wrestled with how to portray this decision, and even with exactly what had

occurred in the years surrounding Pippin’s fateful decision.

The increasing focus on the peripheries of the regnum went hand-in-hand
with an increasing sense of Frankish society as much more explicitly Christian. The
late eighth century saw the Carolingians constantly depicted as doing God’s work
and as undertaking wars and emerging victorious with his aid: such language had
rarely, if ever been used in the Merovingian period. At the same time, the
Carolingians made themselves defenders of the Papacy in Italy and the Franks came
to be seen in some circles as a New Israel, in other words God’s chosen people. We
must be careful not to push these points too far and understate Merovingian
Christianity or imagine the perception of the Franks as a New Israel was universal in
the Carolingian world,* but such language as was being used shows the extent to
which Christianity explicitly was a part of the way the Carolingians presented
themselves. All of this was part of a wider intellectual movement known to modern
scholarship as the ‘Carolingian Renaissance’. Pippin’s son Charlemagne, who came
to the throne on the death of his father in 768, was the architect of this renaissance.*®
In addition to pursuing ever more determined wars against the peripheral peoples,
and especially the Saxons, he attracted an extensive group of scholars from across

Western Europe to his court. While these scholars engaged in multi-faceted

*® Childeric was probably the son of Theuderic 1V, but may just have easily been the son of Chilperic
Il; see Wood, ‘Deconstructing, p. 161.

% See E. Goosmann, ‘Politics and Penance: Transformations in the Carolingian Perception of the
Conversion of Carloman (747)’, in C. Gantner, R. McKitterick and S. Meeder (eds), The Resources
of the Past in Early Medieval Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, Forthcoming).

*" Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 290-2.

* M. Garrison, ‘The Franks as the New lsrael? Education for an Identity from Pippin to
Charlemagne’, in Y. Hen and M. Innes (eds), The Uses of the Past in the Early Middle Ages
(Cambridge, 2000), pp. 114-61.

* There have, inevitably, been many studies of Charlemagne and his reign. Most recently, see R.
Collins, Charlemagne (Basingstoke, 1998); contributions to J. Story (ed.), Charlemagne: Empire and
Society (Manchester, 2005); R. McKitterick, Charlemagne: The Formation of a European ldentity
(Cambridge, 2008).
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intellectual pursuits, perhaps the most important for our purpose was the renewed
interest in history-writing that made the early Carolingian period one of the best
documented in early medieval history. We shall return to the kinds of sources that
were written in this period shortly.

Charlemagne was to the Carolingians as Clovis | had been to the
Merovingians. He consolidated and extended accomplishments of the past fifty
years, bringing all of Gaul and even parts of northern Spain under his authority,
annexing the Lombard kingdom in 774 and Bavaria in 788, and undertaking the long
and gruelling Saxon Wars which ultimately saw the conquest of Saxony by 804. His
crowning achievement, literally, was the imperial coronation that took place in
Rome in 800.%° This was certainly not the spontaneous and surprising event it is
often depicted as,” but the culmination of a series of Franco-papal negotiations
going back to those between Pippin 111 and Pope Stephen 1l. Charlemagne died in
814, but despite having four sons who survived to adulthood, only one — Louis the
Pious — outlived him to inherit the whole of the vast realm that had been created in
the second half of the eighth century. Louis’s reign and abilities as a ruler have been
compared to Charlemagne’s, and the son has — perhaps inevitably — been found
wanting. His reign got off to a rocky start when he deposed his nephew, Bernard of
Italy, and was implicated in his murder; he never truly recovered from this. The
Carolingian expansion was finally grinding to a halt and the internal situation of the
empire was not particularly secure. Louis had a troubled relationship with his sons,
and was deposed by them in 833 before returning to power the following year: two
of his sons were still in rebellion against him when he died in 840. Nevertheless, the
intellectual acheivements of the ‘Carolingian Renaissance’ continued throughout
Louis’s reign, and it would be wrong to give an entirely negative assessment of this

period.>?

With Louis’s death and the division of the empire between his sons,
Carolingian history entered a new phase which lies beyond the scope of this study,

%0 On which, see, for example, R. Collins, ‘Charlemagne's Imperial Coronation and the Annals of
Lorsch,” in J. Story (ed.), Charlemagne: Empire and Society (Manchester, 2005), pp. 54-64; H.
Mayr-Harting, ‘Charlemagne, the Saxons, and the Imperial Coronation of 800°, English Historical
Review, 111 (1996), 1113-1133.

> For example, Vita Karoli, 28.

°2 The most comprehensive recent study of Louis’s reign is M. de Jong, The Penitential State:
Authority and Atonement in the Age of Louis of Pious, 814-840 (Cambridge, 2009). See also the
contributions to P. Godman and R. Collins (eds), Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the
Reign of Louis the Pious (Oxford, 1990).
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but there is one further element of early Carolingian history to outline before
moving on. During the eighth century, Anglo-Saxons came to the Continent in
increasing numbers, initially to work as missionaries, but increasingly to take up
ecclesiastical positions in the Carolingian realm.> Although this was not the first
movement of insular churchmen to the Continent it was arguably the largest and
most influential. The contribution of the Anglo-Saxons to both Carolingian external
policy and to the ‘Renaissance’ cannot be underestimated. As far as we know, the
first of the Anglo-Saxons to work as a missionary on the Continent was Wilfrid, the
controversial and well-travelled archbishop of York,>* although his efforts amounted
to a brief and probably opportunistic stay in Frisia.®> He was followed by his
disciple Willibrord, who arrived in Frisia in the 690s and travelled to Rome to be
appointed missionary bishop of Utrecht in 695. Willibrord worked for the rest of his
life in Frisia and Austrasia, and was a close ally of Pippin Il and Charles Martel.*®
Willibrord’s work was largely overshadowed by another missionary who arrived on

the Continent in 716: Boniface.®’

Boniface’s life and legacy will be examined further in chapter two, but for
now we can say he had a long and multi-faceted continental career. Certainly, he
arrived with the intention of acting as a missionary, and worked alongside
Willibrord for a time, before moving east to Hesse and Thuringia. Here and in
Bavaria, he worked as a ‘corrector’ rather than a ‘convertor’, organising Church
hierarchy, founding monasteries and educating those who claimed already to be
Christians but did not necessarily live up to his rigorous standards. Likewise, in the
740s he turned his attention to the Franks, organising two church councils with
Carloman and inspiring Pippin to hold one of his own. Yet Boniface lived in
something of a transitional period, when these new ideas were not fully accepted by
the Frankish episcopate and the culture that would crystallise in the ‘Carolingian
Renaissance’ was still in a nascent form. But even if Boniface himself struggled to

be accepted by his peers, he left a solid and widespread legacy and through this

53 W. Levison, England and the Continent in the Eighth Century, (Oxford, 1946). For a more recent
overview, see J.T. Palmer, Anglo-Saxons in a Frankish World, 690-900 (Turnhout, 2009).

% On whom, see the contributions to N.J. Higham (ed.), Wilfrid: Abbot, Bishop, Saint (Donington,
2013).

 I.T. Palmer, ‘Wilfrid and the Frisians’, in N.J. Higham (ed.), Wilfrid: Abbot, Bishop, Saint
(Donington, 2013), pp. 231-42.

*® Wood, Missionary Life, pp. 79-80. On Willibrord’s relations with the Pippinids, see R.A.
Gerberding, ‘716: A Crucial Year for Charles Martel’, in J. Jarnut, U. Nonn and M. Richter (eds.),
Karl Martell in seiner Zeit (Sigmaringen, 1994), pp. 205-16.

%" Wood, Missionary Life, pp. 58-60.
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became the first saint of the Carolingian period. He left behind disciples across the
Frankish world; particularly prominent were Lull, his successor as bishop of Mainz,
Sturm, first abbot of Fulda, and Gregory, abbot of the community at Utrecht.>® The
first and last of these men are the most important for our purposes,®® Lull because of
his role in creating the cult of Boniface and Gregory because of the Christian
community he cultivated in Frisia, the emergence of which we will examine in our
third chapter. Let us now explain more about the issues we shall address in this

study.

The Purpose of this Study

As we have seen, the history of the Franks in the early medieval period was complex
and multi-faceted. Much modern scholarship has been concerned with attempting to
provide a narrative of their historical trajectory; given the fragmentary, vague and
often sparse nature of the surviving sources, this has not always been an easy task.
Nevertheless, while certain details still and probably always will elude us, the
overall narrative can be constructed with reasonable accuracy.®® Recent scholarship
has also been concerned with unravelling information about Frankish institutions,
especially the political and religious (although the two are not always easily
separable).®* In this way, studies of the Franks reflect wider trends in early medieval
scholarship.®> What has often been neglected, though, is an assessment of how
various Frankish authors conceived of their community and ‘others’. In a sense this
is understandable, because no early medieval author explicitly talks about these
terms in their modern sense. Nevertheless, there have been attempts to study early

medieval communities and ‘others’, although these have tended to focus on specific

%8 Wood, Missionary Life, pp. 61-73, 100-17.

% But on Sturm and Fulda, see J. Raaijmakers, The Making of the Monastic Community of Fulda,
€.744-c.900 (Cambridge, 2012).

% Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms; McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms.

1 For example, P. Fouracre, ‘The Nature of Frankish Political Institutions in the Seventh Century’, in
I.N. Wood (ed.), Franks and Alamanni in the Merovingian Period: An Ethnographic Perspective
(Woodbridge, 1998), pp. 285-316; J.M. Wallace-Hadrill, The Frankish Church (Oxford, 1983).

%2 For example, the study of Visigothic laws; P.D. King, ‘King Chindasvind and the First Territorial
Law-code of the Visigothic Kingdom’, in E. James (ed.), Visigothic Spain; New Approaches (Oxford,
1980), pp. 131-57.
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case-studies, for example individual monastic communities or paganism as ‘the

Other’ of Christianity.63

There is much to commend such studies, and they have done a great deal to
further our understanding of the early medieval world; we shall draw on their
approaches in our own study. In the present study, though, we shall attempt to take a
wider perspective in order to shed light on how conceptions of community and
otherness related to the long-term changes that took place in the regnum Francorum
over the course of the seventh, eighth and early ninth centuries. Specifically, in our
three chapters we shall address, respectively: how the concept of Frankish
communal identity emerged as a discursive tool in the seventh century, and how
successive authors wrote about the Franks, showing the changing understanding of
the nature of the Frankish community; how a ‘discourse of otherness’ emerged in
the eighth century as the Franks became more concerned with their relationship with
the peripheral peoples and attempted to negotiate this relationship; and how one of
these peripheral peoples — the Frisians — went from being portrayed as ‘other’ to
becoming part of the wider Christian community and forged their own sense of local
community. In doing this, we hope to show two things above all. First, conceptions
of community and otherness were, in fact, closely linked in how peoples and the
authors who wrote about them conceived of themselves. This is not necessarily a
ground-breaking statement; after all, there must be outsiders for the community
itself to exist. But the second thing we aim to show is the nuanced views early
medieval authors had on these issues. To be sure, certain ideas held particular
weight and dominated discourses at particular times — some even for the entire
extent of our period of study. Yet we must be wary of attempting to paint too tidy a
picture of supposedly wide-ranging cultural conceptions at any particular time. Let

us give some examples.

Our two late Merovingian historians, Fredegar and the LHF-author both
believed in the existence of a reasonably coherent Frankish gens, which each
explained was descended from soldiers who had fled the city of Troy after its fall at
the end of the Trojan War.®* We can be reasonably certain, then, such an idea was

fairly widespread in the Frankish world during this period; indeed, the Carolingians

% For an example of the former, see Raaijmakers, Fulda; for the latter, see J.T. Palmer, ‘Defining
Paganism in the Carolingian World’, Early Medieval Europe, 15 (2007), 402-425.
* Fredegar, ii.4-6, iii.2; LHF, 1-4.
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and later Frankish/French authors had their own versions of this origin story.
However, both Fredegar and the LHF-author told rather different versions of this
story, and so we can see even if the concept of this origin for the Franks was
believed, not everyone believed or knew precisely the same details. This is perhaps
not too surprising, given these authors wrote at least seventy years apart: ideas

change over time.

Similarly, the hostile depiction of the Saxons given by early Carolingian
authors is well known: the Saxons were portrayed as rebellious pagans, completely
beyond the pale of Carolingian society.®® This was an understandable result of the
drawn-out and extreme nature of Charlemagne’s Saxon Wars, but looking closely at
the contemporary sources shows different authors decided to portray the wars and
the Saxons in rather different ways. A further example can be found in portrayals of
the Frisian ruler Radbod, who appears as an antagonist of Franks and missionaries in
several historical and hagiographical sources of the eighth and early ninth
centuries,®® all of which portray him with varying degrees of hostility or
ambivalence: between them the authors of these sources could not even agree on his
title. Similar trends can be found in contemporary portrayals of other important
figures: in this study we shall also examine the variety in portrayals of Childeric IlI,

Grifo and dux Tassilo of Bavaria.

By taking a wide perspective both chronologically and in terms of the
sources, then, we seek to highlight such nuances, which — if they have been
addressed at all — have tended to remain case-studies or only be touched on briefly.®’
But we also intend to explore the relationship between them and their greater
context in order to show how these and other issues contributed to the understanding
of the Frankish community and its others in the seventh, eighth and early ninth
centuries. Yet even so, it is not possible to be completely comprehensive; certain
issues, geographical areas and individuals from the period must remain outside our

coverage. Above all, this remains a study of how early medieval authors wrote about

% ARF, s.a. 772-804; AMP, s.a. 772-804; Vita Karoli, 7.

% | HF, 49-52; Continuationes, 6-10; Vita Bonifatii, 4; Vita Willibrordi, 5, 9.

). Barlow, ‘Gregory of Tours and the Myth of the Trojan Origins of the Franks’,
Frihmittelalterliche Studien, 29 (1995), 86-95. R. Flierman, ‘Gens perfida or populus Christianus?
Saxon (in)fidelity in Frankish historical writing’, in C. Gantner, R. McKitterick and S. Meeder (eds),
The Resources of the Past in Early Medieval Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
Forthcoming). I.N. Wood, ‘Saint-Wandrille and its Hagiography’, in I.N. Wood and G.A. Loud (eds),
Church and Chronicle in the Middle Ages: Essays Presented to John Taylor (London, 1991), pp. 1-
14, at p. 14.



16

these things, not an attempt to recreate the realities of life in the period. We shall
address how individual Franks (and non-Franks) wrote about their community, but
not how Frankish identity was constructed or performed outside the texts. We shall
examine Christian perceptions of paganism, but not attempt to construct a picture of
genuine early medieval paganism.®® In other words, this shall remain a text-based
study that focusses on a number of primarily narrative sources. Let us turn to these
sources, then, and highlight some of the issues they themselves present to the

modern audience and scholar.

Texts and Identities: The Sources and What They Can Tell Us

Any study of community or otherness (or in our case, both) is inherently a study of
identity, whether relating to the identity of the protagonists of antagonists of the
sources being examined. Identity has been one of the topics most discussed by the
last few generations of early medieval scholarship, represented above all by the
“Vienna School’ of ethnogenesis:®° the leading proponent of the School in recent
years has been Walter Pohl, who has contributed much to the study and
understanding of the construction of late antique and early medieval identity.”
Crucially, the ‘Vienna School’ utilises a combination of archaeological and textual
evidence; it is, of course, on the latter we shall focus here. The interpretation of
textual evidence since the second half of the twentieth century has been particularly
influenced by the post-modernism and post-structuralism of the so-called ‘Linguistic
Turn’, a philosophical movement which stresses the separation of language and
reality. The implication of this for the discipline of history is our sources are not
simply mines of information from which a grand narrative can be created, although
the extremes of the ‘Linguistic Turn’ have been tempered by acknowledging the

sources can still tell us a great deal about their authors and the contexts in which

% If this can be done at all, it will be most profitable to adopt the approach used by P. Shaw, Uses of
Wodan: The Development of his Cult and of Medieval Literary Responses to It (unpublished doctoral
thesis, University of Leeds, 2002). See also I.N. Wood, ‘Pagan Religions and Superstitions East of
the Rhine from the Fifth to the Ninth Century’, in Ausenda, G. (ed.), After Empire: Toward’s an
Ethnology of Europe’s Barbarians (Woodbridge, 1995), pp. 253-79.

% The origins of the ‘School’ can be found in Wenskus, Stammesbildung und Verfassung.

® The most recent assessment of the development of the study of early medieval identity and its
current state can be found in W. Pohl, ‘Introduction — Strategies of Identification: A Methodological
Profile’, in Pohl and Heydemann, Strategies of Identification: Ethnicity and Religion in Early
Medieval Europe (Turnhout, 2013), pp. 1-64.



17

they were written. The discipline of History, then, has — for the most part — not seen
the ‘Death of the Author’ found in some other ficlds.

In addition to his contributions to the study of ethnogenesis, Pohl has also
been one of the leaders of the application of this ‘post-modern’ approach to the
study of the early medieval period. He and his colleagues Regine le Jan, Mayke de
Jong, Rosamond McKitterick and Ian Wood have championed the ‘Texts and
Identities’ approach, which — as well as furthering new attitudes to manuscript
studies — stresses the need to see sources as contributions to contemporary discourse
on identity, the process of identification and the perception of difference that took
place between specific social, political and religious communities.”* This has a great
significance for our own study. Each of our authors offers an individual perspective,
even when writing about the same events or issues as other authors. Yet this
individual perspective was still informed by the social context in which the author
lived and wrote. Each author thus had a two-way relationship with his or her context
and audience. The author would be informed by social context, but could also
inform that context and shape it. If there was a cultural assumption the Franks were
descended from Trojans or the Saxons were rebellious pagans, the author would
likely share this assumption, and so write about it, but through the act of writing the
author could lay out his or her opinion for the audience, thus shaping the way such

issues would be perceived.

For this study, we shall focus on two types of sources: historical narratives,
that is chronicles, histories and annals (with one ‘secular’ biography); and saints’
Lives, which are also narrative sources, but tell their stories in a very different way
than do the other types of sources mentioned. Where possible, we shall also
supplement the information found in these sources with other material, particularly
from contemporary letters and law codes. Let us now address the issues facing any
study of these types of sources and say a bit more about the specific texts to be
studied.

™ See M. de Jong, R. McKitterick, W. Pohl and ILN. Wood, ‘Introduction’, in R. Corradini, R.
Meens, C. Pdssel and P. Shaw (eds), Texts and Identities in the Early Middle Ages (Vienna, 2004),
pp. 11-13.
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Historical narratives

Sources which ostensibly provide an account for a given period are the traditional
‘meat’ of historical research, since they provide the most ostensibly straightforward
information for the historian who wishes to construct a narrative of what happened
in the past. The approaches outlined above caution us against such an attitude to our
sources, and one of the important developments of recent scholarship has been the
re-assessment of sources traditionally labelled ‘reliable’ — for example the Histories
of Gregory of Tours — or ‘unreliable’ — for example, Fredegar’s Chronicle or LHF.”
This is not necessarily to put greater weight on the information found in the latter or
less on that found in the former; rather, we must accept every author had his or her
own biases or restrictions in which to work. Fortunately, we are not attempting to
construct a grand narrative in this study, and so we can look at what these authors
say without worrying about ‘reliability’ — the information gleaned will simply tell us
what an individual chose to say about a given topic.” It is, however, worth

considering the different kinds of narrative sources with which we shall be dealing.

Chronicles, of which our examples are Fredegar’s Chronicle and the so-
called Continuations made to it in the eighth century, aim ostensibly at providing the
audience with a universal history, that is a complete history of the entire world from
Creation to some endpoint of the author’s choosing — usually a year near that when
he or she was writing. Of course, such a lofty goal is rarely realised, even in the case
of Fredegar, who keeps the audience reasonably well-informed about matters in the
East but shows an increasingly Frankish — and more specifically Burgundian and
Austrasian — focus towards the end of his Chronicle. Histories tend to have a more
specific focus. Gregory of Tours’s Histories — which we shall only allude to
occasionally in this study — narrate the history of the Gallic Church, while Liber
Historiae Francorum, as its name suggests, narrates the history of the Franks.
Annals, meanwhile, provide a more ‘bare bones’ narrative, although one which may
have a narrow or wide focus depending on the author. They list events rather strictly
by year; in some cases this could be as simple as recording a high-profile death or
where the king spent Easter, while in others it could be a reasonably detailed outline

of a military campaign.

"2 For a comparison of the treatment of these sources, see Gerberding, Rise, pp. 2-3.

" Examples of such studies which focus on Fredegar and LHF are I.N. Wood, ‘Fredegar’s Fables’, in
A. Scharer and G. Scheibelreiter (eds), Historiographie im friihen Mittelalter (Vienna, 1994), pp.
359-66; Gerberding, Rise.
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All of these types of sources had long traditions behind them by the late
Merovingian period, although it is interesting to note apparent trends in the types of
sources written at particular times. Thus, from the Merovingian period we have
Chronicles and Histories, but these gave way to a great outpouring of annalistic
writing in the late eighth century, which continued to dominate through the
Carolingian period, although this should not, of course, suggest only these types of
sources were written at these times. Indeed, some sources do not fit comfortably
within modern attempts at genre definition, partly because authors borrowed from
earlier sources and did not necessarily fully adapt what they found to their own
style. AMP, for example, appear as a fairly straightforward set of annals for most of
their length, but begin with an account of the rise of Pippin Il which does not stick to
an annalistic structure and has a ‘heroic’ feel rather different from the usually

‘Spartan’ feel of other annals.”*

The Chronicle of Fredegar and the Continuations

The earliest of the sources on which we shall focus in this study is one of the most
problematic from a historiographical point of view. Despite the implication of the
name, the author of the Chronicle of Fredegar is unknown, as are the date and place
of composition, and much scholarship of the past century regarding the text has been
concerned with these questions. There was no ‘Fredegar’ — the attribution dates from
the sixteenth century — and debates have raged between those who believed the
source had multiple authors and those who believed it had one.” A sort of consensus
has been reached on this issue by modern scholarship, even if it remains only
vaguely and inconsistently put forward from one scholar to another: the Chronicle as
it has come down to us probably represents a compilation of older materials put

together by an author (but possibly a group of authors) probably working in

™ Late Merovingian France, pp. 334-7.

™ A debate begun by B. Krusch, ‘Die Chronicae des sogenannten Fredegar’, Neues Archiv der
Gesellschaft fiir altere deutsche Geschichtskunde, 7 (1882), 247-351, 421-516, who argued for
multiple authorship. The opposition was led by F. Lot ‘Encore la Chronique du Pseudo-Frédégaire’,
Revue Historique, 115 (1914), 305-337, who outlined an argument for single authorship. J.M.
Wallace-Hadrill (ed. and trans.), The Fourth Book of the Chronicle of Fredegar with its
Continuations (London, 1960), pp. xiv-xx, provides an overview of the development of this debate,
followed by his own argument in favour of multiple authorship (pp. xxi-xxv).
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Burgundy, probably c.660.”° Because of this, and for convenience, we shall refer
throughout this study to a ‘Fredegar’ as the author-compiler of the text because, as
we shall see, this person seems to have chosen to present a reasonably coherent set
of material to his or her audience.

The Chronicle contains an abridgment of the Liber Generationis written by
Hippolytus in the third century, a version of the Chronicle of Eusebius-Jerome from
the fifth century, an abbreviation of the Chronicle of Hydatius also from the fifth
century and the six-book version of Gregory of Tours’s Histories, before coming to
an original section covering the years 584-642; most of the sections before the
original part are interpolated with additions, and there is evidence Fredegar made
use of other sources, both known and unknown to modern scholarship.”’ In the
modern edition, this material is divided into four books, with the Liber Generationis
forming the first, Eusebius-Jerome and Hydatius the second, Gregory the third and
the original section the fourth. We shall primarily be concerned with Book Four here
because this tells us the most about the compiler’s perception of his community, but
we shall have cause to refer to some of the interpolations, particularly those
regarding the Trojan origin story. While the main narrative of the original section
runs to ¢.642, it appears to be unfinished because it does not fully resolve the last
stories being told and because the compiler refers to events of the 650s which are
not returned to;® this evidence gives us the date of ¢.660 for the final compilation of

the Chronicle.

Closely associated with Fredegar’s Chronicle are the so-called
Continuations. These are a set of information added to the original Chronicle over
the course of the eighth century, but they should actually be seen as a separate
compilation in their own right, for which Roger Collins has suggested the name
Historia vel Gesta Francorum.”® As a compilation, the Continuations share similar
problems with Fredegar’s Chronicle, specifically the issue of authorship, date and
location. One manuscript suggests the compilation was begun under the auspices of
Childebrand, the brother of Charles Martel, which brought the narrative to 751, and

"® See W. Goffart, ‘The Fredegar Problem Reconsidered’, Speculum, 38 (1963), 206-41; R. Collins,
‘Fredegar’, in P.J. Geary (ed.), Authors of the Middle Ages, IV, 12-13 (Aldershot, 1996), pp. 73-138,
at pp. 91-6; R. Collins, Die Fredegar-Chroniken (Hanover, 2007), pp. 8-25.

" For a comprehensive survey, see Collins, Fredegar-Chroniken, pp. 25-55.

’® Fredegar, iv.81-2.

" Collins, Fredegar-Chroniken, pp. 82-132.
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was then continued under Childebrand’s son, Nibelung, down to 768.%% This
provides a neat attribution which gives both a chronological time and an authorship
by someone close to the emerging Carolingian court. Yet it does not solve the issue
of how many compilers worked on the text; potentially one man or woman could
have worked under both Childebrand and Nibelung, but it just as easily could have
been multiple authors working under both. At the same time, the colophon that
provides the attribution to Childebrand and Nibelung only appears in a single tenth-
century manuscript, so it cannot be taken as conclusive. We also do not know
enough to say for certain the compilation was not created as a single effort in or
shortly after 768.8* For the purpose of this study, we shall apply a similar logic to
that already given for ‘Fredegar’: we shall refer throughout to a single ‘Fredegar’s
continuator’ as if there was a single author who brought together the whole text,

even if he or she did so by combining earlier materials.

Part of Collins’s logic for seeing the Continuations as a source in their own
right, rather than simply additions to an earlier text, is the manuscripts which contain
the Continuations preserve an altered version of Fredegar’s Chronicle, with some
sections removed and others added;®* of the additions, the most noteworthy for us is
the Historia Daretis Frigii de origine Francorum, a reworked version of Dares the
Phrygian’s De Excidio Troiae Historia that adds material about the origin of Franks
in the Fall of Troy. The ‘original’ section of the Continuations covers the period
€.642 to the accession of Charlemagne and Carloman after the death of Pippin 11 in
768. For the first part of this the continuator used an altered version of the last ten
chapters of LHF;®® some of these alterations will be relevant to our study. The rest of
the text provides a narrative for the reigns of Charles Martel, Carloman and Pippin
I11, focussing above all on their external wars of conquest against peripheral peoples.
As we shall see, the continuator also glosses over some important contemporary
events, such as Grifo’s involvement in the wars of the 740s and the deposition of

Childeric 111 that allowed Pippin to become king.

8 Continuationes, 34. For discussion, see Wallace-Hadrill, Fredegar, pp. Xxv-xxviii.
8 See Goosmann, Memorable Crises, pp. 49-53.

8 Collins, Fredegar-Chroniken, pp. 82-9.

8 Continuationes, 1-10.
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Liber Historiae Francorum

LHF is in many ways a much simpler text to deal with than either Fredegar’s
Chronicle or the Continuations, and has not been the subject of such lengthy debates
about authorship. In fact, the author of the text tells us the text was written in the
sixth year of the reign of the Theuderic IV — 727 — and there seems to be no reason
to doubt this.®* This is not to say there have not been debates about LHF, of course.
The location and gender of the author have been topics of discussion,® although
these do not impinge on our study; what is important is the author was a Neustrian
writing during the reign of Theuderic IV. Likewise, LHF apparently offers a much
more internally coherent and straightforward narrative than Fredegar’s Chronicle, if
only because it has a narrower focus. Like Fredegar, the LHF-author was reliant on
the six-book version of Gregory’s Histories for a significant portion of his own text,

although like Fredegar he also made alterations to Gregory’s account.®

Unlike Gregory and Fredegar, the LHF-author began his narrative not with
the creation of the world, but with the origin of the Franks and their kings,®” and this
Frankish focus remains explicit throughout the text, although by Franci the author
actually meant the Neustrians, a point to which we shall return. Even this
supposedly straight-forward narrative has been a subject of debate, though. The
opening of the text together with various ‘heroic’ or ‘legendary’ elements scattered
throughout meant the text was for a long time seen as secular, and the author as
having had little interest in religious matters.®® This view has now been revised, with
Philipp Dérler in particular emphasising the religious elements present in the text.%
We should, of course, not emphasise one side over the other, but rather see the
author as working in a milieu in which such combinations of ‘secular’ and

‘religious’ material were completely acceptable. For all this, it is interesting to note

% LHF, 53.

% See Gerberding, Rise, pp. 152-3, where the author argues for Soissons against Krusch’s argument
for Rouen and Kurth’s for Saint-Denis; all assumed a male author, but see J.N. Nelson, ‘Gender and
Genre in Women Historians of the Early Middle Ages’, in J.L. Nelson (ed.), The Frankish World,
750-900 (London, 1996), pp. 183-97, at p. 195 arguing for the possibility of female authorship.

8 See Gerberding, Rise, pp. 31-46.

¥ LHF, 1-4.

8 Gerberding, Rise, especially pp. 159-72.

8 p. Dérler, ‘The Liber Historiae Francorum — a Model for a New Frankish Self-confidence’,
Networks and Neighbours, 1 (2013), 23-43.
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LHF was probably the most widely read Frankish historical narrative source of the

medieval period.*

The Carolingian Annals and the Life of Charlemagne

Most of the historical narrative sources produced in the early Carolingian period
form a reasonably cohesive group because the second half of the eighth century saw
a renewed interest in the writing of history, and more specifically in the writing of
annals. Because these sources list events by year, they do not form narrative
accounts in the same sense as the sources we have just looked at, but in them events
can be traced in chronological order. The historiography of annals as a genre — and
particularly of the Carolingian annals — is complex.®* Many individual annalistic
collections are known, but many borrow from one another, and it is not always easy
or possible to tell whether entries were made year-by-year or all at once in a single
year. While there are many sets of annals from the eighth century, most provide little
more than brief summaries of events. For this study, we shall therefore focus
primarily on two of the more substantial sets of annals; the Annales Regni
Francorum and the Annales Mettenses Priores. Both sets of annals are believed to
have been composed at or close to the Frankish royal court, or with significant
oversight from important members of the court. They also share much common
material for the period 741-814, with which we shall be concerned here.

ARF exist in two versions; the ‘original’ version covers the period 741-788
and was composed ¢.790 before being continued, probably at various stages, to 829;
the ‘revised’ version covers the period 741-812 and contains a highly edited, though
similar account, composed c.814.% ARF were continued in three sets of ninth-
century annals: Annales Bertiniani, Annales Fuldenses and Annales Xantenses, to
which we shall turn briefly in chapter three. AMP cover the period ¢.675-805, when

they were composed possibly at the monastery of Chelles under the direction of

% Gerberding, Rise, especially p. 3.

°% For the traditional view of annals as having grown out of Easter Table compilations in a linear
development, see M. McCormick, Les annales du haut Moyen Age (Turnhout, 1975). For a refutation
of this, with an emphasis on the influence of multiple sources in the development of the annals and a
case-study of ARF, see R. McKitterick, History and Memory in the Carolingian World (Cambridge,
2004), pp. 97-111.

% 0On the dating of both versions, see R. Collins, ‘The ‘Reviser’ Revisited: Another Look at the
Alternative Versions of the Annales Regni Francorum’, in A.C. Murray (ed.), After Rome’s Fall:
Narrators and Sources of Early Medieval History (Toronto, 1998), pp. 191-213.
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Charlemagne’s sister Gisela. Like ARF, they were later continued to 829. When we
combine these two sets of annals with the account found in the Continuations, we
find what appears at first glance to be a relatively clear vision of the Carolingian
world-view. As we shall see, though, what we actually have is something far more
valuable, because comparing these sources allows us to see how this world-view
emerged and developed over a period of roughly forty years between the reign of

Pippin III and the first decade after Charlemagne’s imperial coronation.

To this comparison, we can add a fourth text, Einhard’s Life of
Charlemagne, which is almost unique in being an early medieval biography of a
secular ruler, as well as being the only one of our historical narratives for which we
can name the author with certainty. The Life is clearly a piece of propaganda
designed to glorify Charlemagne, written by a man who was involved in court life
towards the end of his reign. Yet exactly what purpose this propaganda served, and
when it was written, has been the subject of some debate. Traditionally it was
thought to have been written in the last decade of Louis the Pious’s reign, when he
was at his low ebb, as a criticism of the emperor who had failed to live up to his
father’s glorious standards. More recently, though, Matthew Innes and Rosamond
McKitterick convincingly argued for an earlier date of ¢.817, and for seeing it as a
support for Louis’s claim to sole rulership of the Carolingian empire.*® What we
have in the Life is the work of an author looking back on the Carolingian triumph
and writing about the man who brought it to its zenith: his world-view was similar to
that found in the annals and the Continuations, but again, there were subtle

differences in his attitudes to certain individuals or events.

Saints’ Lives

The genre of hagiography — writing about the holy — is one of the most substantial,
wide-ranging and widely produced of the medieval period, with the many saints’
Lives attesting to the popularity and creativity of the genre.”* The early medieval

period in fact saw the establishment of an incredible number of saints’ cults, and the

% For the original argument, see M. Innes and R. McKitterick, ‘The Writing of History’, in R.
McKitterick (ed.), Carolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovation (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 193-220,
at pp. 203-8. For a restatement, see McKitterick, Charlemagne, pp. 7-14. See also McK:itterick,
History and Memory, pp. 29-30.

% See the contributions to J. Howard-Johnston and P.A. Hayward (eds), The Cult of Saints in Late
Antiquity and the Middle Ages: Essays on the Contribution of Peter Brown (Oxford, 1999).
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emergence of the ‘Cult of Saints’ has been rightly seen as one of the most important

cultural developments of the late antique and early medieval periods.*

The saint’s Life often represented an important tool in establishing the
posthumous cult. Because of this there exists an extraordinary variety of such texts,
but the genre was highly susceptible to reliance on topoi. This traditionally saw
saints’ Lives relegated to a secondary place after the historical narrative texts when it
came to the reconstruction of events in the period. This attitude has been revised,
and saints’ Lives are now accepted for what they can tell us as texts rather than
simply being used to find information to supplement that from the historical
narratives (although as we shall see, these two groups of texts must still often be
used in combination). Merovingian Francia was actually the largest early medieval
producer of saints’ Lives, and while many of the texts that have come down to us are
not without their problems, much recent scholarship on them highlights the
contributions these texts make to our understanding of the politics, culture and
society of the region and period;® due to the scope of our study, we shall only be
able to concentrate on some of the more prominent political texts. The Carolingian
period saw a continued output of saints’ Lives, especially the re-writing of the lives
of late antique saints® and the creation of new cults for the missionary saints

working across the Rhine; we shall focus here on a select group of the latter.

Late Merovingian ‘political’ saints

At first glance, many of the figures chosen for sanctification in the seventh century
appear unlikely candidates for the process. While most were bishops, abbots or
nuns, all were deeply involved in the political disagreements that took place during
their lives, and their involvement in secular affairs puts them at a far cry from the
martyrs and confessors of Late Antiquity. Bishop Leudegar of Autun, for example,
was knee-deep in the tribulations that overtook the regnum Francorum in the mid-
670s, even if his biographer did his best to make the bishop appear as a persecuted

% Seminal to this line of thought is P. Brown, The Cult of the Saints: Its Rise and Function in Latin
Christianity (Chicago, 1981).

% For example, I.N. Wood, ‘The Vita Columbani and Merovingian Hagiography’, Peritia, 1 (1982),
63-80; P. Fouracre, ‘Merovingian History and Merovingian Hagiography’, Past and Present, 127
(1990), 3-38; Late Merovingian France.

" See G. Vocino, ‘Under the Aegis of the Saints. Hagiography and Power in Early Carolingian
Northern Italy’, Early Medieval Europe, 22 (2014), 26-52.
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martyr.”® The queen-turned-nun, Balthild, meanwhile, appears much closer to a
model of good queenship and chaste sanctity, but even she was not immune from
political turmoil; her biographer simply did a better job of hiding it, although not a
good enough job to stand up to modern scrutiny.*® The Passio Leudegarii, the Lives

0 1

written about Audoin of Rouen’® and Aunemund of Lyons'® and the Passio

Praiecti*®

show us just how involved bishops were in the political processes of the
Merovingian kingdom in the seventh century. Equally importantly, they also show
us how memories about such men could be negotiated after their deaths. In this
sense they have a great deal to tell us about how their authors conceived of their
community, how it functioned and what were thought to be important attributes for

its leaders.

Early Carolingian missionaries

We hear less from hagiography about the bishops of the early Carolingian period.
This is not to suggest we know less about them than their late Merovingian
counterparts, but we learn about them from other sources. Saints’ Lives are,
however, our main source of information about the missionaries who worked across
the Rhine in the eighth and ninth centuries.'®® Such men were perhaps more suitable
candidates for sanctification than those who became the subjects of saints’ Lives in
the earlier period, since they worked towards the goal of spreading Christianity, or at
least promoting a ‘correct’ version of Christianity if not actually converting pagans.
Like other saints, the missionaries who became the subjects of these texts were
potential examples for the rest of society, although in this case they perhaps had a
narrower target audience: usually other missionaries. Just as with other saints’ Lives,
those written about missionaries were at least partly about negotiating the memory
of the subject, presenting an idealised version of events and smoothing over any
potentially controversial aspects of the saint’s career: we shall see this in particular

when we address Vita Bonifatii in chapter two. The nature of missionary work was

% For discussion of the text, see Late Merovingian France, pp. 194-215.

% For discussion of the text, see Late Merovingian France, pp. 97-118.

190 vita Audoini, ed. W. Levison, MGH SRM, 5 (Hanover, 1910), pp. 536-67. See Late Merovingian
France, pp. 133-52.

101 Acta Sancti Aunemundi alias Dalfini Episcopi, P. Perrier (ed.), AASS, 7 Sept. (Antwerp, 1760),
744-6. See Late Merovingian France, pp. 166-79.

192 passio Pragjecti, ed. B. Krusch, MGH SRM, 5 (Hanover, 1910), pp. 212-48. See Late
Merovingian France, pp. 254-70.

103 See Wood, Missionary Life.
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just as open for debate as any other aspect of a saint’s life, and in these texts we can
see such debates taking place: writing about missionaries was a way to show one’s
audience the ‘correct’ version of what a missionary should be doing. Although this
IS present to a degree in all our missionary Lives, we can see it most clearly in those
written about Boniface, Willibrord and Wulfram, and we shall examine this aspect
of these texts in chapter three. At the same time, missionaries were in some ways
founding figures for the Christian communities that emerged across the Rhine in
their wake, and as we shall see in chapter three, writing about these men was also a
way of outlining the nature of the new communities, not least in terms of their
relationship with the wider Frankish world; we shall examine this with regard to the

Lives written about Gregory of Utrecht and Liudger in Frisia in the ninth century.

Community and Otherness: Definition of Terms

The terms ‘community’ and ‘otherness’ will recur throughout this study, so it is
worth laying out exactly what we mean by them, especially since they are terms
which are now widely used in the study of history. To begin with community; a
community can be defined as a group of individuals who share some identifying
feature and either live in close proximity or — especially in a modern context —
interact on a regular basis through various media. In medieval studies, the term is
most often utilised to refer to a specific group, for example a monastic community
or the inhabitants of a particular town or city.® Yet the term can easily have a wider
application. The concept of ethnogenesis, for example, is directly related to the
emergence of an ethnic community: that is, a group defined by common ethnic
identity. Because membership of a community and membership of an ethnic group
are both related to one’s identification with a wider group, we can take the model
proposed by Pohl for the study of ethnic identity and apply it to our own study.
Specifically, we can say communal identity — like ethnic identity — is built up
through ‘a circuit of communication that determines which features... will be used
or imagined as markers of... identity’.’® Of the features mentioned by Pohl, the

most important for our purposes are: actual or notional common origin; a shared

1% For example, W.E. Klingshern, Caesarius of Arles and the Making of a Christian Community in
Late Antique Gaul (Cambridge, 1994); Raaijmakers, Fulda.
195 pohl, “Strategies of Identification’, p. 3.
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memory of the past; common territory; and (religious) beliefs; to which we can also

add common rulership.

The phrase ‘imagined as markers of... identity’, however, brings us to an
important point, because the notions of community we shall examine here are,
ultimately, imagined. In his seminal work on modern nationalism, Benedict
Anderson outlined how modern nation-states emerged as ‘imagined’
communities.'®® While the existence of nations and states in the medieval period has
been much debated, we can see some similarities between the way Anderson
approaches his imagined communities and the way Pohl approaches identity.'%” For
example, Anderson explains how many of the nations which emerged from colonial
territories, especially in South America, did so through shared notions of common
origin, common territory and common rulership (whether the old colonial rulers or
the new local rulers) on the part of the locals. The way these locals constructed their
imagined community represents Pohl’s ‘circuit of communication’ and the creation
of a shared memory of the past. Whether or not nation-states existed in the pre-
modern world, we can see similar processes at work in our sources. Because the
kingdoms of early medieval Western Europe emerged from constructed and
imagined ethnic groupings, the communities of these kingdoms were themselves

constructed and imagined.

Let us be clear: our authors and their audiences may have perceived
themselves as ‘Franks’, but ‘Frankishness’ — that is, membership of the Frankish
community — could only be defined through a sense each individual shared with his
or her peers a common ancestry and rulers, inhabited the same territory and (in the
Carolingian rather than the Merovingian community) shared religious beliefs. In
other words, the Frankish community was constructed through the shared
participation of its members in an imagined memory of the past — both distant and
recent. In our present study, we shall see the contributions made to this shared
imagination by certain authors of the period. As explained above, even if we cannot
be sure these authors represent exactly how their audiences perceived the

community, we can be fairly sure they represent commonly held views.

106 B Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism
(London and New York, 1983).

197 For this kind of approach to later medieval kingdoms as communities, see S. Reynolds, Kingdoms
and Communities in Western Europe, 900-1300 (Oxford, 1984), especially pp. 250-61.
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But because the Franks were often in the position of ruling over non-Franks
during this period, imagining the community of the regnum Francorum was more
complicated than simply imagining the Frankish community. On the one hand was
the purely Frankish community, defined by the relationships between the various
sub-groups which made up the gens Francorum. On the other hand were the
relationships between the Franks and the peripheral peoples. This is an important
distinction to make. The existence of the gens Francorum was not in question by the
seventh century, and authors could write as if such a single, unified people existed
and had a shared, common history. But by the middle of the seventh century, there
also existed fairly clearly defined divisions within the regnum and the gens. There
could be no denying the inhabitants of the Teilreiche were Franks, but the existence
of groups defined as much by geographical location as membership of a gens meant
authors writing about the regnum had to negotiate what these identities meant in
terms of the cohesion of the Frankish community. As we shall see, all our authors
attempted to stress this cohesion, but they all took different approaches to the
existence of the sub-groups.

The relationship between the Franks and the peripheral peoples was even
more difficult to negotiate, though. These peoples were not Franks, so could never
be part of a community based on Frankish identity (whatever that meant). But at the
same time, they were ruled by Frankish kings and were involved in Frankish
political affairs, so they and the Franks were all part of a single community on some
level. This appears to have been enough for earlier authors, and these relationships
as well as the nature of this community remained only vaguely defined in the
Merovingian period. For Carolingian authors, however, the nature of this
community was more complex precisely because during the eighth century the
Franks began to define their relationship with the peripheries more clearly in terms
of loyalty to the Carolingian dynasty and in terms of Christianity. In this context,
rebellion against the Carolingians or refusal to accept their version of Christianity
placed the rebels or pagans in question outside the community. For this reason, the
way authors of the eighth and early ninth centuries wrote about the peripheral
peoples can be called ‘a discourse of otherness’, so let us now address what we

mean by our ‘otherness’.

For Hegel, who introduced the terms to modern philosophical discourse, ‘the

Other’ and ‘Otherness’ were inherent to self-identification: one cannot understand
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who or what one is without understanding who or what one is not.'®® The idea of
‘the Other’ as it has come to be used in the study of history was first and most
comprehensively explored by Edward Said in his seminal study of the Western
invention of and discourse about ‘the Orient’.'®® Since its publication, Said’s
Orientalism has been much debated and criticised,"™® but it still exerts a great
influence over the way in which historians engage with the idea of ‘the Other’.
Said’s Other is an imagined outsider, beyond the knowledge — and perhaps even the
understanding — of those who write about it. Thus — in his study — western authors
imagined an Orient which was equal parts mysterious, exotic and dangerous, but
always ancient and unchanging. Despite the criticisms, there is something to
commend Said’s approach; the concept of an imagined Other would surely
complement our idea of an imagined community. This is generally how historians
who have worked with the notion of the Other have used it: the Other is outside,
always ‘Them’, never ‘Us’, and is written about by those who do not necessarily

understand it, or even try to.'*!

This is a neat system, but perhaps a little too simplistic for what we shall find
in our sources, hence the decision to use ‘otherness’ rather than ‘the Other’. Where
‘the Other’ implies uniformity and unknowability, we shall use ‘otherness’ to
highlight ambiguity and ambivalence, both in the relationship between the outsiders
and the community and in our ability to assess what authors actually knew about
those they set up as outsiders.**? We shall see authors relied on certain topoi in the

way they wrote about the peripheral peoples: the Carolingians undertook their wars

1% For an overview, see P.J. Kain, ‘Self-Consciousness, the Other and Hegel's Dialectic of
Recognition: Alternative to a Postmodern Subterfuge.” Philosophy & Social Criticism, 24 (1998),
105-26.

109 £ . Said, Orientalism (London, 1978).

10 For example, J. Clifford, ‘On Orientalism’, in J. Clifford (ed.), The Predicament of Culture:
Twentieth-Century Ethnography, Literature, and Art (Cambridge, Mass., 1988), pp. 225-76; R.
Young, White Mythologies: Writing History and the West (London and New York, 1990). For an
overview of such criticisms and a defence of Said’s theory, see V. Li, ‘Edward Said’s Untidiness’,
Postcolonial Text, 1 (2004).

11 For example, S. Greenblatt, Marvelous Possessions: The Wonder of the New World (Oxford,
1991). D. Williams, Deformed Discourse: The Function of the Monster in Medieval Thought and
Literature (Exeter, 1996).

12 Allowing for this kind of ambiguity was first suggested in Homi Bhabha’s criticism and
development of Said’s theory of Orientalism. See, for example, H.K. Bhabha ‘The Other Question...
Homi K. Bhabha Reconsiders the Stereotype and Colonial Discourse’, Screen, 24.6 (1983), 18-36.
Bhabha himself has the tendency to be as monolithic and reductive as Said, though, albeit in a
different way; see, for example, the approach to a single ‘colonial’ discourse outlined in H.K.
Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London and New York, 1994). lan Wood has adopted an approach
which highlights ambiguity and ambivalence when assessing how early medieval authors presented
pagans and paganism; see I.N. Wood, ‘The Pagans and the Other: Varying Presentations in the Early
Middle Ages’, Networks and Neighbours, 1 (2013), 1-22.
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of expansion and conquest because the peripheral peoples — and particularly their
rulers — refused to recognise Frankish authority — they were rebels, and there was no
attempt to understand or discuss the perspective from the other side. This would
seem at first glance to be the creation of a rebellious ‘Other’; the descriptions of the
Saxons as inherently rebellious in particular seems to tie-in to Said’s notion of

timelessness in the presentation and perception of the Other.

Yet we shall also see authors had some degree of versatility and individuality
in how they presented these ‘rebels’. Moreover, the idea these peoples were in
rebellion highlights they were thought to be part of the community, back into which
the Carolingians were attempting to bring them. Likewise pagans and paganism,
arguably the true ‘Other’ of the Christians, from a theological perspective, as well
from the perspective of holding a completely separate world-view, ™ were not truly
‘Other’: eighth-century churchmen attempted to define paganism as a set of
practices and beliefs that would not be tolerated in the community, but in doing this
they displayed their knowledge of such practices and beliefs. And just as the
Carolingians were working to bring rebels back into the fold, so missionaries were
working to bring pagans to Christianity. Pagans and rebels, then, were inherently
excluded from the community by their refusals to accept Carolingian social
mores."* But this exclusion was not indefinite, nor were rebels and pagans
portrayed uniformly by all those who wrote about them. In our context, ‘otherness’
describes a sense of purposefully promoted exclusion, but an exclusion which could

be overcome. With our key terms explained, let us begin our study.

13 palmer, ‘Defining Paganism’.
1% On the importance of defined social mores for distinguishing ‘the Other’, see M. Douglas, Purity
and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo (London, 1996).
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Chapter 1

Imagining the Frankish Community

1.1 The Emergence of Frankish Identity

The Franks were one of, if not the most successful of the barbarian peoples that
created kingdoms in Western Europe from the fifth century onwards. Unlike most of
the other peoples that established their power in the late- and post-Roman period, the
Franks extended their rule over other peoples — albeit loosely — and by the end of the
sixth century this had become an explicit part of their power, and of the way in
which the regnum Francorum was conceived. Yet the Franks were the chief focus
for authors writing about Frankish history in the late Merovingian period, and the
well-being of the Frankish community was their chief concern. As we shall see, the
degree to which authors focussed on the Franks varied, but even Fredegar, an author
who was particularly concerned with events outside the regnum, used the Franks as
the central thread running through the narrative of the Third and Fourth books of his

Chronicle.

As we have already seen, the first author to provide the Franks — or at least
their kings — with a prominent role in history was Gregory of Tours in his Decem
libri historiarum. This work has often misleadingly been referred to as The History
of the Franks in modern Anglophone scholarship,® but while they feature
prominently, the Franks were not of particular concern to Gregory, except to show
where they fitted into the history of the Christian community of Gaul.? It is the latter
that forms the axis about which the world of the Histories turns and as such the
Franks who feature in his work tend to be important individuals such as kings; but
even the Merovingians were presented by Gregory as reges Galliae, rather than

specifically as reges Francorum.’

While this may appear to have given the Merovingians a central place of

authority in Gregory’s community, it also subsumed them into his Christian

! For example, L. Thorpe (trans.), History of the Franks (Harmondsworth, 1974).

2 E. James, ‘Gregory of Tours and the Franks’, in A.C. Murray (ed.), After Rome’s Fall: Narrators
and Sources of Early Medieval History (Toronto, 1998), pp. 51-66, at pp. 51-66.

¥ H. Reimitz, Writing for the Future. History, Identity, and Ethnicity in the Frankish World (550-850)
(Forthcoming).
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community and made them just one of its constituent parts. The Franci as a
collective group, then, have very little active role in Gregory’s work. Indeed, the
bishop may have been actively trying to supress the emerging concept of a Frankish
communal identity, a point to which we shall return.* Yet Gregory’s Histories
formed the foundation for those who followed him in writing about the Frankish
kingdoms via a six-book version of his text that dropped the last four books entirely
and excised much of the ecclesiastical material that had been so important to
Gregory’s purpose. This was not necessarily an attempt to make the Histories more
‘Frankish’ or ‘secular’, but it certainly served the purpose of authors who were more

concerned with the Frankish community than Gregory had been.®

When we turn to the sources of the seventh and early eighth century which shall be
our focus for most of this chapter, we can see a rather different conception of
history, despite their reliance on Gregory’s work. This difference is most striking in
Liber Historiae Francorum, a text whose author placed the Franks at the very heart
of his work.® In fact, despite relying on Gregory for much of the narrative,” it is clear
right from the start LHF is about the Frankish community, and the communal
identity of the Franks is one of the most important features of the text. Throughout
the narrative, the author displays those features which both Pohl and Anderson
categorised as central to promoting an imagined sense of community. The text opens
not with the creation of the world,® but with the origin of the Franks,® providing the
notional origin of the community. The author reinforces this and brings in the

common territory by using the term Franci to apply specifically to the Franks of the

* Reimitz, Writing for the Future.

®> Helmut Reimitz has been leading the way in this interpretation of how Gregory’s Histories were
used by later authors. See H. Reimitz, ‘Social Networks and Identities in Frankish Historiography:
New Aspects of the Textual History of Gregory of Tours’, in R. Corradini, M. Diesenberger and H.
Reimitz (eds), The Construction of Communities: Texts, Resources and Artefacts (Brill, 2003), pp.
229-268; H. Reimitz, ‘The Art of Truth: Historiography and Identity in the Frankish World’, in R.
Corradini, R. Meens, C Possel and P. Shaw (eds), Texts and Identities in the Early Middle Ages
(Wien: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2006), pp. 87-103; H. Reimitz, ‘The
Providential Past: Visions of Frankish Identity in the Early Medieval History of Gregory of Tours’
Historiae (sixth-ninth century)’, in W. Pohl, C. Gantner and R. Payne (eds), Visions of Community in
the Post-Roman World: The West, Byzantium and the Islamic World, 300-1100 (Farnham, 2012), pp.
109-35; Writing for the Future.

® Gerberding, Rise; Late Merovingian France, pp. 79-87.

" The section based on Gregory is LHF, 5-35.

®DLH, i.1.

LHF, 1-4.
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Neustrian Teilreich,'® while also referring to other sub-groups of Franks with their
own geographical locations. The common rulers are, of course, the Merovingians,
who share their origin with that of their people. Common religious belief is perhaps
more implicit, but there is a strong religious current running through the text. Above
all, though, by writing this narrative the author was contributing to his audience’s

shared memory of the past.

In fact, LHF was the last and most extreme output of a historiographical
trend that had begun shortly after Gregory’s death and which focussed on
‘Frankishness’ as the most important communal identity in the regnum Francorum.
The imagined Frankish community is less explicitly the focus of Fredegar’s
Chronicle, but because it represents a compilation of early materials along with an
original section relating to more recent events,™ this text allows us to glimpse how
the notion of the Frankish community developed over the first half of the seventh
century while simultaneously showing us what an author writing in the middle of the
century thought was worth preserving. In other words, we can see how the compiler
who wrote c. 660 imagined the Frankish community, but also what materials of
earlier authors still had significance. Like the LHF-author, Fredegar’s narrative
contains the notional origin of the community, descriptions of its shared rulers and
references to its shared religious beliefs. Also like the LHF-author, Fredegar had a
sense of the Franks inhabiting the geographical boundaries of the regnum
Francorum, although unlike the later author he did not see any of the sub-groups as
more ‘Frankish’ than the others. Needless to say, Fredegar was also contributing to

his audience’s shared memory of the past.

In fact, Fredegar’s focus becomes more Frankish as his narrative progresses
— notwithstanding his continued attention to events outside the regnum. This went
hand-in-hand with an increased focus on the Teilreiche, and between the accounts of
these two authors we can see one of the most negotiable ways of imagining the
Frankish community in the late Merovingian period lay in addressing the balance
between regional and Frankish identity, as well as the nature of the relationship

between the Teilreiche, especially Neustria and Austrasia. These trends are found

1% Gerberding, Rise, p. 1.

11 Collins, Fredegar-Chroniken, pp. 46-55; H. Reimitz, ‘Cultural Brokers of a Common Past:
History, Identity and Ethnicity in Merovingian Historiography’, in W. Pohl and G. Heydemann (eds),
Strategies of Identification: Ethnicity and Religion in Early Medieval Europe (Turnhout, 2013), pp.
257-301.
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not only in Fredegar’s Chronicle and LHF, but also in several of the saints’ Lives
that were composed in Francia in the seventh century, and in what follows we shall
have cause to turn to these as points of comparison with what we find in the

historical narratives.

The debate about the nature of the Frankish community continued into the
Carolingian period. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the shift to Carolingian rule altered the
way authors wrote about their community. Carolingian authors still saw the origins
of the Frankish community in the same way as had the earlier authors, as can be
seen in Fredegar’s continuator’s use of the Trojan origin story.’” Likewise, the
continuator added his account to those of Fredegar and the LHF-author, while the
AMP-author used LHF as a model, suggesting some sense of continuity with the
Merovingian past. But with the exception of the continuator, those writing under the
Carolingians tended to begin their narratives with some important event in the
dynasty’s history. So the ARF-author began his narrative with the death of Charles
Martel and the beginning of Pippin III’s reign,™ the AMP-author with the ascent of
Pippin 1l and Einhard with the deposition of Childeric IIl. In the same way as
Merovingian authors tied the emergence of their rulers to the origins of the Franks,
so Carolingian authors were imagining a community that emerged from the actions
of its rulers. This makes sense considering the nature of the Carolingian community,
in which the importance of ‘Frankishness’ was balanced against the desire to create
and present a Christian community composed of many peoples. But before we
consider the ways in which Carolingian authors re-imagined the Frankish

community, let us first consider how their Merovingian predecessors imagined it.

1.2 The Frankish Community in the Late Merovingian Period

The late Merovingian period has traditionally been seen as the nadir of the early
medieval regnum Francorum, a time when the achievements of Clovis I and his sons
and grandsons were squandered by powerless rois fainéants and bickering nobles
who simultaneously lost control of the peripheries around the Frankish heartland and
fought continuous civil wars. But this is to take a view too influenced by

Carolingian perceptions of late Merovingian history, particularly those found in

12 For the continuator’s emphasis on continuity with the past, see Goosmann, Memorable Crises, pp.
55-6.
B3 For this as a kind of new beginning for the Franks, see Goosmann, Memorable Crises, pp. 76-7.
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AMP and Einhard’s Life of Charlemagne. These are important texts, to be sure, but
as we shall see, they tell us far more about the complex Carolingian attitude to the
Merovingians than they do about what was really going on in Francia during the
seventh and early eighth centuries. Turning to the sources which were actually
written at that time, a rather different picture emerges. Admittedly, it is not difficult
to see where the Carolingians got their ideas from: Fredegar’s Chronicle, LHF and
various saints’ Lives are replete with wars in which Franks fought one another under
a succession of child-kings. But focussing on these aspects of the narratives means
overlooking some important trends in late Merovingian historiography. Authors
writing in the seventh and early eighth centuries believed in the existence of a
Frankish community; that is, a group of nobles who shared descent from a common
ancestry, who shared political and cultural concerns and who had a vested interest in
the overall unity of their kingdom despite the existence of separate sub-kingdoms.
Moreover, the authors themselves clearly supported the idea the regnum Francorum
was at its strongest when consensus was maintained, not just between the nobility of
one sub-kingdom, but between all the nobles of the regnum.**

Late Merovingian authors, then, were not writing about a community in a
constant state of crisis: the various crises they narrate served as warnings to their
audience about what happened when the consensus is broken. Because of this, we
can glean from our sources what their authors thought made the Frankish
community work. We can see their attitudes towards the Teilreiche and their
implications for Frankish unity. We can see their attitudes towards the inhabitants of
the Teilreiche and how Frankish identity was being negotiated during this period.
We can also see how they balanced the presentation of regional interests against the
desire for Frankish unity. While each author wrote from the perspective of a
particular region, they rarely let regional bias prevent them from praising figures
who worked for the good of the community. If the Franks were seen as a group with
an active role in history in the late Merovingian period, the importance of rulers for
steering the community could never be denied. In all these aspects of the narratives
we can, of course, see variation both in what authors prioritised and what they

thought was most important for the good of the community. But what strikes the

% The ‘consensus’ model of late Merovingian politics has been developed most fully by Paul
Fouracre, Richard Gerberding and lan Wood. See especially, Gerberding, Rise, pp. 146-72; Wood,
Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 234-8; Late Merovingian France; Fouracre, ‘Frankish Political
Institutions’, particularly discussion at pp. 301-15.
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reader about these sources is the overall cohesion in what authors chose to write
about, and in this they showed their concern for and understanding of the Frankish
community. Let us begin this section by examining how two authors traced the
origins of that community, before going on to consider how authors wrote about the

community in their own times.

1.2.1 From Trojans to Franks

While the two narrators of late Merovingian history, Fredegar and the LHF-author,
both modelled their works on Gregory of Tours’s Histories, they departed from his
narrative and approach in a number of ways. One of the most notable of these is they
trace the origins of the Franks and their kings."®> Gregory had claimed he had not
been able to learn anything about the origins of Frankish royal power from his
sources, and did not narrate the origin of the Frankish people, other than their
emergence from Pannonia.'® Both Fredegar and the LHF-author, however, claimed
the Franks were descended from Trojans who had escaped the fall of Troy.*” While
some elements of this story are common to both sources, they ultimately tell two
quite different versions of the Frankish origo gentis. The important point, though, is
by narrating this story both Fredegar and the LHF-author clearly show how they
imagined the notion of the common origin of those within the Frankish community;
each was interested in exploring the origins of this community in order to show
continuity between the legendary past and the present. Before turning to the purpose

such stories served, though, it is worth recounting what each author says.

Fredegar’s Trojan origin story appears first as an interpolation in the

Chronicle of Eusebius-Jerome.'® The story later appears in a condensed form as an

1> Gerberding, Rise, pp. 11-30.

' DLH, ii.0.

' Summaries of this subject have been provided by Barlow, ‘Trojan Origins’; IN. Wood, ‘Defining
the Franks: Frankish Origins in Early Medieval Historiography’, in S. Forde, L. Johnson and A.V.
Murray (eds), Concepts of National Identity in the Middle Ages (Leeds, 1995), pp. 47-57; E. Ewig,
‘Trojamythos und frankische Frithgeschichte’, in D. Geuenich (ed.), Die Franken und die Alemannen
bis zur ‘Schlacht bei Ziilpich’ (496-497), (Berlin, 1998), pp. 1-30; S. Ghosh, The Barbarian Past in
Early Medieval Historical Narrative (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Toronto,
2009), pp. 85-101. James, Franks, pp. 235-7 represents a rather dismissive view of the origin story.
For a different interpretation of the importance and significance of the Trojan origin story, the precise
implications of which lie beyond the present study, see N. Birns, ‘The Trojan Myth: Postmodern
Reverberations’, Exemplaria, 5 (1993), 45-78.

18 Fredegar, ii.4-6.
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interpolation in Gregory’s Histories.'® The king of Troy and leader of the group that
flees the city after its fall is Priam, who is succeeded by Friga, after whom this group
of Trojans becomes known as Frigians. During Friga’s reign the Trojans split for the
first time, when some of them answer a call for aid from the Macedonians and
afterwards settle in Macedonia, becoming incorporated into the Macedonian people
and giving birth to many offspring, including Philip and Alexander the Great.?’ The
others, who remain with Friga, wander through Asia and Europe, choose Francio as
their king after Friga’s death — from whom they became known as Franks — and then
settle between the Danube and the Rhine.?* The Franks are subsequently conquered
by Pompey and the Romans, but ally with the Saxons to ‘cast off his authority’.
After this no other ruler or people was able to conquer the Franks, who in turn were
able to subjugate other peoples. Fredegar also reports on two further groups that
emerged from Troy. One came from another splitting of the group which became
Franks: when they entered Europe, part of them settled on the Danube, choosing
Torcoth as their leader, from whom they took the name Turks.?> The second,
described in a separate interpolation, were the Romans or ‘Latins’,?> who were part
of the same group of Trojans as the Frigians, although Fredegar explains they had
left Troy in two groups and established the kingdom of the Latins and the kingdom
of the Frigians: he also points out Friga and Aeneas — the first king of the Latins —
were brothers. We shall return to the significance of this shortly.

LHF’s narrative is somewhat more straight-forward, although it also contains
a division of the Trojans into those who follow Aeneas to Italy and those who go to
the Danube, settling in Panonnia under the leadership of Priam and Antenor. In the
LHF-author’s account, though, Aeneas is the first king of Troy, a ‘tyrant’ who
provokes conflict with neighbouring peoples and is forced to flee to Italy with his
followers. At this time the principes Priam and Antenor emerge to take the remains
of the Trojan army to settle in Pannonia, on the edge of the Maeotic Marshes, where
they built a city called Sicambria.?* The author also explains the Roman Emperor

Valentinian was having difficulty with the ‘perverse and most wicked Alans’, whom

9 Fredegar, iii.2.

2 Fredegar, ii.4.

?! Fredegar, ii.5.

%2 Fredegar, ii.6.

% Fredegar, ii.8-9.

" LHF, 1. This may be a reference, like Gregory of Tours having Saint Remigius call Clovis ‘proud
Sicamber’, to a link between the Sicambri and the Franks. See DLH, ii.31.
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he had defeated but who had fled into the Maeotic Marshes. The emperor thus offers
remission of tributary payments for ten years for the people that could drive the
Alans from the marshes. The Trojans were able to do so, leading Valentinian to
name them ‘Franks’, which supposedly meant fierce ‘in the Attic language’.?> But
after ten years the Franks refuse to resume payment of tributes to the Romans,
stating they had achieved against the Alans what the Romans could not, and so they
should not have to pay tribute and should be free forever.?® In retaliation, VValentian
sends an army, which defeats the Franks, causing them to flee to the far end of the
Rhine, where they establish their own laws and line of kings, freeing themselves

from Roman authority.?’

These accounts converge somewhat when each comes into conflict with
Gregory of Tours’s ignorance (alleged or otherwise) of Frankish origins, although
neither author reconciles his account with Gregory’s in the same way. Fredegar has
a period following the death of Francio in which the Franks were ruled by duces
rather than kings.”® This ends when the Franks chose a king, Theudemer son of
Ricimer, who fulfilled two criteria: he was long-haired and from the family of
Priam, Friga and Francio. This is only a slight change to Gregory’s account, in order
to make Ricimer and Theudemer descendants of Priam. Fredegar makes a further
minor alteration; whereas in Gregory’s account the next king, Chlodio, ruled around
the same time as Theudemer, in Fredegar’s account Chlodio is Theudemer’s son.?
This provides a direct link between the fifth-century kings and the Trojan Kings,
although the link remains in doubt because Fredegar leaves open the question of
whether Chlodio’s successor, Merovech, was conceived by Chlodio or by a
mysterious sea-monster ‘like the Quinotaur’ that supposedly ‘desired’ the king’s
wife.*® Because Fredegar also says the later kings of the Franks were called
‘Merovingians’ after Merovech, this must be a crucial part of his narrative of the
origins of the dynasty, although its precise interpretation has been the subject of

some debate. It was traditionally seen as a reference to the supposed ‘sacral’

2 |HF, 2.

2| HF, 3.

2T LHF, 4.

% Fredegar, ii.6.

% Fredegar, iii.9; DLH, ii.9. See also Fredegar, iii.5.

% Fredegar, iii.9: ‘Fertur, super litore maris aestatis tempore Chlodeo cum uxore resedens, meridiae
uxor ad mare labandum vadens, bistea Neptuni Quinotauri similis eam adpetisset. Cumque in
continuo aut a bistea aut a viro fuisset concepta, peperit filium nomen Meroveum, per co regis
Francorum post vocantur Merohingii.’
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elements of Merovingian kingship,®! but more recent interpretations have recast it in

a more prosaic light, even as a criticism of the Merovingian dynasty.*

The LHF-author’s reconciliation with Gregory’s account, like his origin
narrative generally, is somewhat more straightforward. After fleeing to the Rhine,
Priam and Antenor’s sons, Marchomir and Sunno — called principes — take up
leadership of the Franks.*® After Sunno’s death, though, the Franks decide they want
to be ruled by kings; Marchomir recommends the Franks make his son, Faramund,
their ‘long-haired’ king, and they elevate him ‘so they might have one king like
other peoples.’34 Here Faramund — rather than Gregory and Fredegar’s Theudemer —
is the father of Chlodio, so the Merovingian dynasty is still descended from Priam —
perhaps even more firmly here because there is no story hinting at a monstrous
parentage for Merovech; rather, he is — as in Gregory’s version — ‘of Chlodio’s

family.’ *

All this legendary material seems rather unusual to a modern audience more familiar
with the Trojan War and its aftermath as told by Homer and Virgil, and with what
we can learn of early Frankish history from our available sources. But this highlights
just how imagined the notion of common origins was for the Franks. Of course,
other early medieval peoples had their own origines gentium, with the Scandinavian
origin seemingly much more popular. ‘Scandza’ was even referred to as ‘the womb
of nations’ because so many peoples traced their origins to the region.*® Indeed,
writing in the early ninth century, Frechulf of Lisieux recounted a simplified version
of the Trojan origin story, but then added some believed the Franks had come from

Scandza, ‘the womb of nations, from which the Goths and other Germanic peoples

31 See R. le Jan, ‘Die Sakralitit der Merowinger oder: Mehrdeutigkeiten der Geschichtsschreibung’,
in S. Airlie, W. Pohl and H. Reimitz (eds), Staat im Friihen Mittelalter (Wien, 2006), pp. 73-92, at
90-1.

%2 On Fredegar’s use of this story to criticise the Merovingian family, see Wood, ‘Deconstructing’,
pp. 149-53.

* LHF, 1, 4. The names Marchomir and Sunno were known to Gregory, even if not in a Trojan
context; DLH, ii.9.

3 LHF, 4. The author’s phraseology here may be a reference to I Samuel, viii.5. See Dérler, ‘Liber
Historiae Francorum, 39-40.

% LHF, 5.

% The phrase is taken from Jordanes, Getica, ed. T. Mommsen, MGH AA, 5, 1 (Berlin, 1882), 25.
The most obvious contemporary example of the Scandinavian origin is that of the Lombards reported
in Origo gentis Langobardorum, ed. G. Waitz, MGH SS rer. Lang. 1 (Hanover, 1878), 1; Paul the
Deacon, Historia Langobardorum, ed. G. Waitz, MGH SS rer. Lang. 1 (Hanover, 1878), i.1-18.
Fredegar was aware of this Lombard origin story; see Fredegar, iii.65.
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had come’. He may have seen the difference between the Frankish origo gentis and
those of other peoples as incongruous and even used the commonality of Germanic
languages to support the assertion of Scandinavian origin for the Franks.*

Nevertheless, he was the only early medieval author to voice such doubts openly.

When the Franks first linked themselves to the Trojans is unknown, since
Fredegar is the legend’s earliest witness but surely not its inventor. The story’s
absence from Gregory of Tours’s narratives has been debated: Was he aware of the
story? If so, why did he not include it? Did he ignore it as nonsense? One
particularly plausible theory as to the story’s origin sees the Franks as influenced by
their interactions with the third- and fourth-century Gallo-Romans, who had their
own legends about the Trojan origins of both the Gauls and the Romans,* although
it may not have been until the end of the sixth century members of the Merovingian
dynasty began explicitly using the legend to support their authority.>® That this was
happening around the same time Gregory was writing his Histories cannot be
overlooked, nor can it be seen as coincidence. A Trojan origin of the Franks had no
place in Gregory’s explicitly Christian conception of community because it gave
them a history outside that of the Gallic Church, and reporting it would have
preferenced them over other groups present in Gaul. We should therefore conclude
he knew of the legend but chose not to mention it because it did not fit with his
conception of history.*® In other words, he was suppressing the Frankish claim to
communal identity just as he configured the Merovingian as reges Gallicae, in order

to subsume them within his Christian community of Gaul.

In the seventh and eighth centuries, though, and regardless of how long the
idea of Frankish origins in Troy had been in circulation or where such stories came
from, this became a central part of how the community was imagined. Indeed, it was
so important to the LHF-author he used it as the opening for his work: there was no
history of the Franks without their Trojan origin. While the story appears somewhat
more incidental to the overall narrative of the Chronicle of Fredegar, the

information was clearly worth adding to the accounts the compiler had at his

¥ Frechulf of Lisieux, Histories, ed. M. I. Allen, Frechulfi Lexoviensis episcopi opera omnia, CCCM
169A (Turnhout, 2002), Lii.17. See M. Innes, ‘Teutons or Trojans? The Carolingians and the
Germanic Past’, in The Uses of the Past in the Early Middle Ages, ed. Y. Hen and M. Innes
(Cambridge, 2000), pp. 227-49, at p. 233.

% The reasons for accepting this theory are most clearly laid out in Barlow, Trojan Origins’, pp. 88-
90. See also Wood, ‘Defining the Franks’, pp. 51-2.

¥ Barlow, ‘Trojan Origins’, p. 93. See also Ewig, ‘Trojamythos’, pp. 23-8.

“0 Barlow, ‘Trojan Origins’; Wood, ‘Defining the Franks’, pp. 49-53; Reimitz, Writing.
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disposal. But what does this information tell us about the understanding of the

Frankish community?

First, it shows the Franks were at least the equals, if not the superiors of the
Romans because they had defeated either the Romans themselves or enemies the
Romans were incapable of defeating.* It also gives the Franks a long and illustrious
history that stretched back into Antiquity, like that of the Romans. In fact, while
each author only hints at the relationship between the Romans and Franks, they both
clearly give the two groups comparable histories, making the imagined Frankish
history more like Roman history than the antique histories given to other peoples,
such as that given to the Goths by Jordanes.** But while they have similar histories,
Frankish independence from Rome is also important, especially for Fredegar, who
links this with the idea the Franks had subjugated other peoples, perhaps showing
them to be a new imperial power. Second, we are provided with something of an
etymology for the collective name the Franks used to refer to themselves: it was
either taken from one of their legendary kings or applied as a representation of their
fierceness,* but either way is an important foundational moment for the Franks as a
people. Third, we see the moment when the Franks gained royal leadership, even if
they had already been ruled by the ancestors of this first king for some time.*
Neither author explains the significance of the kings being ‘long-haired’, or the
reason for chosing to have a king beyond wanting to be like other peoples in the
LHF-author’s account, but this is crucial for the notion of common rulership: the

rulers have their origin in the community.

This point of ‘king-making” may actually be the most significant aspect in
both origines because it represents a proto-constitutional link between the Franks
and their kings: the Franks choose their king, just as they choose to be ruled by a
king. This point seems better developed in LHF, where the author also connects this

moment with the time the Franks began to have laws (borrowing from the Prologue

*! Note, both Gerberding and Dérler play down the importance of the relationship between Franks
and Romans in their readings of LHF. See Gerberding, Rise, p. 18; Dorler, ‘Liber Historiae
Francorum’, pp. 30-1.

*2 Ghosh, Barbarian Past, pp. 97-101. For the history of the Goths, see Jordanes, Getica, 4-24.

* In his Etymologies, Isidore of Seville cites both of these as possible origins for the name of the
Franks; Isidore of Seville, Etymologiae, ed. W. M. Lindsay (Oxford, 1911), 1X, ii.101.

* 1t is worth noting the idea of the Trojan origin was still being put to such uses in the late medieval
period; see C. Beaune, The Birth of an Ideology: Myths and Symbols of Nation in Late Medieval
France, trans. S.R. Huston, ed. F.L. Cheyette (Berkeley, 1991), pp. 226-44.
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of Lex Salica),* and also uses similar language for the accessions of several kings
and mayors, especially from the reign of Dagobert | onwards. It is a pivotal moment
in both texts, though, because it makes the Franks active in their own history,
another sign of how much these authors were invested in the idea of the Frankish
community. Let us turn now to how these authors and their contemporaries wrote
about the community in their own time and how they, like Gregory, subsumed

potentially divisive elements into their imagined Frankish community.

1.2.2 The Teilreiche

In the different versions of the origo gentis narrated by Fredegar and the LHF-author
we have a story in which the Franks emerge as a unified people, demonstrating
clearly the idea there was a coherent gens Francorum. But the Frankish gens of the
late Merovingian period was divided into sub-groups defined by the geographical
divisions that had become the standard by the end of the sixth century; the division
of the kingdom into three sub-kingdoms, or Teilreiche. When examining Fredegar’s
Chronicle in particular we can almost see the points at which the three sub-
kingdoms crystallised politically, and at which they came to determine the
geographical identities within the regnum. In LHF, meanwhile, we can see the
extreme to which these divisions could be taken in identifying the different groups
of Franks. What we have in these two sources, and others written in the period, is a
constant ambiguity between an emphasis on regional identity and ethnic identity —
that is, between the identification of individuals or groups as inhabitants of the sub-

kingdoms or simply as Franks.

Two major divisions of the Frankish kingdom took place in the sixth century; the
first between the sons of Clovis | and the second between the sons of his last
surviving son Chlothar I in the aftermath of the latter’s death in 561. These divisions
were not of coterminous territories, but rather saw the scattered areas of the kingdom
divided more or less equally between four sons in each case, with each son being
assigned a ‘capital city’ (Reims, Paris, Soissons and Orleans). During the fratricidal

rivalries and wars that followed these divisions, the exact territories ruled by each

“® Compare LHF, 4 to Pactus legis Salicae, Prologue.
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king were subject to change.*® Likewise, when one of the four kings sharing in the
division died, his ‘kingdom’ could easily be taken by his fellow kings, rather than
passed on to his own sons.*’ This, at least, is the situation as it appears in Gregory’s
Histories. Neither Fredegar nor the LHF-author was particularly anachronistic on
this point, despite the consolidated existence of the Teilreiche in their own days, and
each author largely followed their predecessor’s treatment of the sixth-century

regnum.

By the end of the sixth century, though, the division of the Frankish kingdom
had crystallised into three Teilreiche: Austrasia, the eastern kingdom, centred on the
lower Rhineland; Neustria, the central kingdom, centred on Paris and Soissons and
stretching to the Loire; and Burgundy, the southern kingdom, based on what had
been the realm of the Burgundians centred on the Rhone valley before its conquest
by the sons of Clovis and Clotild in 534. Although not one of the Teilreiche,
Aquitaine also constituted an important part of the regnum, not least when Dagobert
| created a sub-kingdom there for his half-brother Charibert Il (629-32).* This
kingdom of Aquitaine ceased to exist after Charibert’s death,”® and the region’s
history is hard to trace for the second half of the seventh century,®® but we shall

return to its significance for the early Carolingians in the following chapter.

In the sources of the late Merovingian period, we can see an implicit
acknowledgement the three sub-kingdoms had come into existence with the deaths
of Sigibert I, Chilperic I and Guntram, although the crystallisation of the Teilreiche
was likely a long process that had begun with the death of Charibert | in 567, after
which his territories were divided between the three surviving brothers. We see the
emergence of the Teilreiche in the sources with the accessions of Childebert Il (575
in Austrasia; 592 in Burgundy) and Chlothar Il (584). In the opening chapter of
Book Four of his Chronicle, Fredegar simply calls Guntram rex Francorum (while

specifying he ruled the kingdom of Burgundy),> and later speaks of him

*® See Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 88-101.

*" In fact, the kingdom of Reims was the only kingdom to be passed intact from father to son in the
sixth century, first from Theuderic | to Theudebert 1 in 533, then from the latter to his son
Theudebald in 555. The kingdom was later passed from Sigibert | to his son Childebert 11, then to the
latter’s eldest son Theudebert II. Childebert was also able to pass his kingdom of Burgundy to his
second son Theuderic 1.

*® Fredegar, iv.57-8. For discussion of Charibert, see Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 148-9.

*° Fredegar, iv.67.

*Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 281-6.

%! Fredegar, iv.1.
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‘establishing’ Chlothar ‘in his father’s [Chilperic’s] kingdom.”®* Later still, Fredegar
speaks of Wintrio, dux of Champagne, invading ‘the kingdom of Chlothar’ (not
Neustria),>® while in the following chapters he refers to ‘the second year after
Childebert’s accession in Burgundy’ and ‘the third year of Childebert’s reign in
Burgundy’,54 and also of Childebert’s death, after which ‘Theudebert chose
Austrasia, having the seat at Metz, while Theuderic accepted the kingdom of
Guntram in Burgundy having the seat at Orleans.”® In his narration of Frankish
matters, Fredegar focussed primarily on Burgundy and Austrasia, but he also sought
to emphasise Chlothar’s role as ruler of the re-united regnum. As such, it is perhaps
not surprising the first mention of Neustria does not come until much later in the
narrative, specifically in the section relating to Chlothar II’s conquest of the whole
kingdom, at which time he sends Theuderic II’s son Merovech — his own godson —
to Neustria to spare his life.*® In LHF, consistent references to Austrasia begin when
the dux Gundoald takes Childebert Il there to make him king, and Childebert is later
referred to as king of both Austrasia and Burgundy; because of the author’s
understanding and usage of the term Franci, there are no references to Neustria or

Neustrians.

Because this division of the regnum persisted down to the end of the
Merovingian period, it necessarily dominated the way in which our authors wrote
about Frankish history, and we encounter the inhabitants of the Teilreiche —
Austrasians, Neustrians and Burgundians — as often as we do Franks. Yet it remains
clear each of these groups was in some way ‘Frankish’, although the status of the
Burgundians is less clear. In other words, the term Austrasian, for example, was a
way of referring to a Frank from the kingdom of Austrasia. These were specifically
geographical distinctions for members of the gens Francorum and they remained
regional identities; there never developed any concept of ethnic Austrasians or
Neustrians, while the Burgundian ethnicity that had only ever been weakly
developed in the pre-Merovingian period seems to have fallen out of use.>” Such

regional distinctions, then, were never seen as barriers to an overarching ideal of

%2 Fredegar, iv.3: ‘et eum [Chlothar]... in regnum patris firmauit.’

*% Fredegar, iv.14.

> Fredegar, iv.15.

% Fredegar, iv.16: ‘Teudebertus sortitus est Auster sedem habens Mittensem, Teudericus accipit
regnum Guntramni in Burgundia sedem habens Aurilianes.” The capital of the eastern kingdom had
been moved to Metz during the reign of Sigibert | as a result of Avar incursions.

*® Fredegar, iv.42.

%" See Stegeman, Austrasian Identity, pp. 12-13.
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Frankish unity or a desire for such unity on the part of the authors who used these
distinctions: the concept of the united Frankish community remained central in this
period, even when the regnum was divided between different kings. These were not
terms of otherness or exclusion, nor do they carry any judgemental connotations,
even if the LHF-author only considered the Neustrians the ‘true’ Franks or Fredegar
thought the Neustrians the cause of Dagobert I’s supposed descent into decadence.
But what did the existence of the Teilreiche mean for the cohesion of the Frankish
community? And how did late Merovingian authors understand and negotiate the

relationship between Frankish and regional identity?

In attempting to answer these questions we must consider the way the authors
balance regional identity with ethnic (that is, Frankish) identity. The issue is actually
reasonably straight-forward in Fredegar’s Chronicle; whatever the author’s own
regional preferences or focus, he seems to have perceived all the Frankish sub-
groups as equally Frankish and as equal members of the Frankish community. We
can see this most clearly in the political process he calls the iudicium Francorum.™®
The iudicium appears as a process by which the Franks as a collective body could
end disputes that threatened to destabilise their kingdom. The first reference to the
iudicium comes in a dispute between the brothers Theudebert Il and Theuderic Il
over Alsace, held by Theuderic but raided by Theudebert: ‘From this, the two kings,
agreeing with one another, instituted that the boundaries would be agreed by the

% The result was Theuderic’s secession

judgement of the Franks at the fort of Seltz.
of Alsace, along with Saintois, Thurgau and Champagne to his brother, although it is

unclear from Fredegar’s account exactly how this result was arrived at.

The second reference to the iudicium comes in the aftermath of Theuderic’s
death, when his grandmother Brunhild was attempting to rally the Austrasians and
Burgundians to support Theuderic’s son Sigibert as their king. Chlothar II had
invaded Austrasia, which Brunhild demanded he leave: ‘Chlothar answered and sent
to Brunhild through his envoy that he promised to fulfil whatever judgment would

be made between them by the Franks with God’s help in the judgement of the

%% | am grateful to Helmut Reimitz for bringing the iudicium to my attention. For his thoughts on this
process, see Reimitz, Writing for the Future.

*® Fredegar, iv.37: ‘Vnde placetus inter his duos regis ut Francorum iudicio finiretur, Saloissa castro
instituunt.’
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chosen Franks.”® There is actually no evidence this iudicium was held — indeed, it
seems unlikely given the course of the narrative. But Fredegar clearly believed it

could have resolved the conflict.

A final hint of the iudicium comes from the occasionally turbulent joint-reign
of Chlothar and his son Dagobert. The latter had been made king of Austrasia, but
had not been granted all the territories traditionally belonging to the sub-kingdom,
which he demanded from his father, but the latter refused: ‘With twelve Franks
chosen by these two kings, they would mark out the boundaries of their dispute.”®
Bishop Arnulf of Metz was one of the chosen twelve, and with his guidance the
Franks were able to reconcile father and son, granting Dagobert all the Austrasian
lands except those south of the Loire and in Provence. Although the phraseology
here is slightly different than the preceding references to the iudicium, and does not
use the term, it seems clear from the context this is precisely the sort of thing the
iudicium Francorum involved. The existence of this process and Fredegar’s belief in
its efficacy shows his commitment to the idea of consensus between the three
Teilreiche and the way he imagined the Frankish community as composed of these

groups which worked together.

The nature and status of the sub-groups is more opaque in LHF because the
author refers to the Neustrians as Franci. At first glance, this suggests he imagined
the Neustrians to be the ‘true Franks’, or perhaps even the sole members of the
Frankish community. Yet he still saw the Austrasians and Burgundians as types of
Franks. The Austrasians are called Franci superiores,®® a term which seems to be
based in Roman geographical terminology and emphasises the regional nature of
such identities, and Austrasia is referred to as a ‘Frankish kingdom’.63 Meanwhile,
in the aftermath of Chlothar II’s victory in 613, we learn the ‘Burgundians and
Austrasians made peace with the rest of the Franks’,* a statement which carries the
implication of perceived Frankishness for the groups involved. The author also

refers to a further sub-group of the Austrasians — the Ripuarians — who were the

% Fredegar, iv.40: ‘Chlotharius respondebat et per suos legatus Brunechilde mandabat, iudicio
Francorum electorum quicquid precedente Domino a Francis inter eosdem iudicabatur, pollicetur
esset implore.”

® Fredegar, iv.53: “Elictis ab duobus regibus duodicem Francis ut eorum disceptatione haec finirit
intention.’

%2 | HF, 36, 41.

S LHF, 27.

% LHF, 40: ‘Burgundiones et Austrasii, cum reliquis Francis pace facta.’
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inhabitants of the area around Cologne,®

implying the Austrasians actively saw
themselves and were seen by others as a ‘federation’ of Frankish groups.66 This
suggests the LHF-author, while believing the Neustrians to be the true Franks,
acknowledged the existence of other groups of Franks who were geographically —
not ethnically — distinct but still had some claim to being part of the gens
Francorum. By labelling these groups Franci, the author imagined them part of the
same community, even if they had to be distinguished from the true Franks (the

Neustrians) because of the geographic barriers that separated them.

1.2.3 The Burgundians

Unlike the Neustrians and Austrasians, who appear explicitly as Franks in our
sources, the Burgundians are more ambiguous, and represent an interesting case
study for the distinction between geographical and ethnic identities.®” The
Burgundian kingdom of the seventh century was based on the realm that had
emerged from the settlement of the Burgundians in southern Gaul in the fifth
century and which had been brought to an end by the sons of Clovis | and Clothild
in 534.% Initially, the Burgundian territories were simply added to those already
being divided between the Frankish kings, and, due to their geographical location,
were particularly associated with Orleans. By the end of the sixth century a Frankish
kingdom of Burgundy existed and it continued to exist throughout the Merovingian
period, but had no king of its own after the death of Sigibert 11 in 613. Instead, it was
ruled by the kings of Neustria, although mayors of the palace of Burgundy were still
appointed intermittently up to the middle of the seventh century. From a seventh- or
early eighth-century perspective, then, there were two Burgundian groups, both of
which feature in the accounts of our sources: the first the original, ‘ethnic’

Burgundians;®® the second the inhabitants of the Frankish kingdom of Burgundy.

% LHF, 38; Gerberding, Rise, p. 76.

% Stegeman, Austrasian Identity, p. 205.

67| am grateful to Roger Collins for encouraging me to pursue this line of enquiry.

% DLH, iii.5-6, iii.11. See Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 51-4.

% On the ambiguity of ethnicity in the original Burgundian realm, see I.N. Wood, ‘Ethnicity and the
Ethnogenesis of the Burgundians’, with an appendix on ‘The Settlement of the Burgundians’, in H.
Wolfram and W. Pohl (eds), Typen der Ethnogenese unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Bayern
(Vienna, 1990), pp. 53-69; P. Amory, ‘The meaning and purpose of ethnic terminology in the
Burgundian laws’, Early Medieval Europe, 2 (1993), 1-28; P. Amory, ‘Names, ethnic identity, and
community in fifth- and sixth-century Burgundy’, Viator, 25 (1994), 1-30.
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It is not always clear, though, what distinction our authors saw between these
two groups. In the Third Book of his Chronicle — that is, in those sections which
relate to the original Burgundian realm — Fredegar retains Gregory of Tours’s usage
of the term Burgundiones, which can be translated straightforwardly as
‘Burgundians’. Yet this term is not used in the Fourth Book, with the exception of a
single Burgundio, to whom we shall return. Instead we hear of Burgundia,” the
regnum Burgundiae,”* the proceres, leudes, duces et primates Burgundiae’® and a
group referred to as Burgundaefarones, which is usually — though perhaps
erroneously — translated simply as ‘Burgundians’.”® This unusual term has been seen
by modern scholars as a specific, collective term for the nobles of the Frankish
kingdom of Burgundy,”* but whether these men would have self-identified as Franks
or Burgundians is impossible to say.” The only other instance of a name which
could in any way be linked to the Burgundaefarones in the seventh century does not
come from Burgundy and is not mentioned by Fredegar. The Faronid family
produced two members who became saints, Faro — bishop of Meaux — and Fara —
abbess of Faremoutiers.”® These two are also known as Burgundofaro and
Burgundofara respectively, but the family — at least so far as it is attested — held land
in Neustria, and so it seems unlikely their alternative names were in any way
associated with the regnum Burgundiae, whether in the past or contemporaneously,
although their descent from a Burgundian family cannot be wholly ruled out.”’

Only three individuals are described by Fredegar in a way we might interpret
as him presenting them as Burgundians. The first is the most enigmatic and difficult

to interpret. In the year Chlothar Il had become sole king of the Franks (613),

70 Fredegar, iv.15-16, iv.38, iv.40, iv.42-3, iv.47, iv.55-8, iv.74, iv.76, iv.78-9, iv.89.

™ Fredegar, iv.1, iv.27, iv.42, iv.54, iv.56, iv.73, iv.78, iv.80, iv.89.

"2 Fredegar, iv.42, iv.44, iv.54, iv.56, iv.58, iv.89-90.

™ Fredegar, iv.41, iv.44, iv.55. See Wallace-Hadrill, Chronicle of Fredegar, pp. 34 with n. 1, 36-7,
46.

™ See, for example, G. Halsall, ‘Social Identities and Social Relationships in Early Merovingian
Gaul’, in I. Wood (ed.), Franks and Alamanni: An Ethnographic Perspective (Woodbridge, 1998),
pp. 141-75 at p. 151.

® A.C. Murray, Germanic Kinship Structure: Studies in Law and Society in Late Antiquity and the
Early Middle Ages (Toronto, 1983), p. 93 defines the term as referring to ‘the Burgundian leudes of
the Frankish king’, which does not clarify matters in this context.

® On whom see R. le Jan, ‘Convents, Violence, and Competition for Power in Seventh-Century
Francia’, in M. de Jong, F. Theuws and C. van Rhijn, Topographies of Power (Brill, 2001), pp. 243-
69 at pp. 250-5. Burgundofara is mentioned in Jonas of Bobbio, Vita Columbani, ed. B. Krusch,
MGH SRM 4 (Hanover and Leipzig, 1902), i.26, ii.21.

" See the discussion in W. Aubrichs, ‘Germanic and Gothic Kinship Terminology’, in S.J. Barnish
and F. Marazzi (eds), The Ostrogoths From the Migration Period to the Sixth Century: An
Ethnographic Perspective (Woodbridge, 2007), pp. 143-82 at pp. 180-1.
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Fredegar relates a plot hatched by Bishop Leudemund of Sion and the patrician
Alethius to marry Alethius to Chlothar’s wife Berthetrude, which would allow the
patrician to become king.”® As well as Chlothar’s death, which was predicted to
come within the year, the plot also relied on either Alethius or Berthetrude being
regio genere de Burgundionibus. Unfortunately, Fredegar’s Latin in this passage
obfuscates his precise meaning, so it is not clear which of the pair was ‘of royal
Burgundian descent’, which of them had a supposed claim to the throne or what
such a claim meant (or was thought to mean) in terms of the Merovingian
kingdom.” The second ‘Burgundian’, Willibad, is referred to fairly unambiguously
as patricius genere Burgundionum: a ‘patrician of Burgundian descent.”® He and
either Alethius or Berthetrude, then, were seen as descended from Burgundians,
although this does not necessarily mean they were Burgundians themselves. The
third individual is Manaulf, described as Burgundio; in other words ‘a Burgundian’,
the only figure to be described straightforwardly as such in Book Four of the
Chronicle. We encounter Manaulf in the midst of a dispute that overtook Burgundy
in the 640s, and to which we shall return. He is an ally of Willibad, and after the
latter’s death attacks one of those responsible, Berthar, who is described as Francus
de pago Vltraiorano: ‘a Frank from the region of Transjura’.®* Given Transjura was
part of the Burgundian Teilreich, this distinction between a Burgundio and a
Francus may have had a political resonance.

What we can probably see in Fredegar’s accounts of these events, though,
are the last traces of the process by which the Franks had integrated themselves into
the political sphere of Burgundy. In the middle of the century there were still those
who identified as Burgundians or stressed their descent from Burgundian families,
but Fredgar’s reticence to use the collective term Burgundiones suggests the
distinction between Burgundian and Frank was losing its former importance.
Certainly Fredegar himself, who was probably a native of Burgundy, seems to have
no particular preference for the Burgundians over the Neustrians, and both Willibad
and his Franco-Neustrian rival Flaochad are criticised for their actions. Fredegar
may have been aware Burgundian ‘ethnic’ identity had lost much of its importance

in the aftermath of the Frankish takeover, while Burgundian political allegiance,

"8 Fredegar, iv.44.
" On this episode, see Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 144-5.
% Fredegar, iv.78.
8 Fredegar, iv.90.
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which could be claimed by both natives of the region and Frankish incomers, carried
great weight. In this case, there may have been a conscious effort on the part of the
new nobility to identify themselves as a new kind of Burgundians, hence the coining
of the term Burgundaefarones, even if certain individuals still saw a purpose in
stressing their descent from the original Burgundiones. In this context, it is also
worth noting the author of Passio Leudegari, like Fredegar another inhabitant of
Burgundy, mentions Burgundy, along with its bishops and nobles, but never
explicitly refers to the latter as Burgundians,®? despite the text being primarily set in

the region.®

The view from the Neustrian texts is more straightforward, although not necessarily
easier to interpret. Like Fredegar, the LHF-author followed Gregory of Tours in
referring to the inhabitants of the original Burgundian realm as Burgundiones, but
unlike Fredegar he continued to refer to Burgundiones in later sections of his
narrative. Burgundiones also appear briefly in Vita Balthildis, where they are ‘united
as one with the [Neustrian] Franks’ under the rule of Chlothar 111.2* We must
wonder, therefore, how far these authors distinguished between the inhabitants of
the original Burgundian realm and the inhabitants of the Frankish kingdom of
Burgundy. The author of Vita Balthildis only makes this one reference to the
Burgundians, although the idea of them being ‘united as one’ with the Neustrians is

intriguing. But we can focus on what the LHF-author has to say.

The first this author has to say about Burgundy and the Burgundians
independently of Gregory of Tours comes in a reference to Childebert 1l as king of
Austrasia and Burgundy.®® This is roughly sixty years after the conquest of
Burgundy by Clovis’s sons, and the author passes over Guntram’s long reign in the
Teilreich almost in silence.®® The Burgundians have a central role in the ensuing
wars that led to the re-unification of the regnum under Chlothar 11,5 but the last

reference to Burgundiones comes with Chlothar’s invasion of the region, when the

¥ passio Leudegari, 4, 6, 21.

% See Late Merovingian France, pp. 194-6.

# Vita Balthildis, 5: ‘Burgundiones vero et Franci facti sunt uniti.’

& |HF, 36.

8 Only Guntramn’s accession, death and length of reign are mentioned; LHF, 29, 35.
8 LHF, 36-40.
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‘army of the Franks and Burgundians joined into one’.®® This seems a purely
military affair, but it may be the author’s acknowledgement of the political union
between Neustria and Burgundy, which would last until the end of Merovingian
rule. Burgundy remained a separate geographical region, but families from the two
Teilreich increasingly held lands in both, and it would be a Neustro-Burgundian kin-
group that would provide the core of leadership for resistance to the Pippinids in the
late-seventh and early-eighth centuries.® It might just be, then, that by 727, when
the LHF-author wrote, there was not much distinction between Neustrians and
Burgundians, at least for political purposes; they were ruled by the same kings and
mayors, were members of the same extended kin-groups and shared the same
political concerns and struggles. If this is true, the author saw no need to distinguish
between the two groups in his narrative, except for occasionally mentioning if an
individual was from Burgundy; his Franci — at least for this section of the text —
would therefore not be just the Neustrians, as is often assumed, but a larger group

comprised of the inhabitants of Neustria and Burgundy.

By the end of the seventh century, the Burgundians — in the sense of the inhabitants
of the Frankish kingdom of Burgundy — were clearly considered part of the Frankish
community, and so were probably considered ‘Franks’. But the term Burgundiones
may well still have carried connotations of relating to the Burgundians of the fifth
and early-sixth centuries. In this sense it was an ambivalent term of primarily
historical significance. Certainly, neither Fredegar nor the LHF-author saw the need
to alter Gregory of Tours’s usage. The LHF-author and the author of Vita Balthildis
could also use the term for more recent history — in the case of the latter even up to
the accession of Chlothar 1l in 657. But both authors show their audience a point in
time when the Burgundians were united with the Franks, thus negating the need for
a separate term for the inhabitants of the region. It is difficult to be conclusive on the
last point, but we can at least say Fredegar, the LHF-author and the author of Passio
Leudegarii did not apply the term to their contemporary Burgundians, which
certainly suggests a process took place across the seventh century which made the

term Burgundiones obsolete.

8 LLHF, 40: ‘Tunc coadunato exercitu Francorum et Burgundionum in unum.” Burgundy is twice
referred to during the chapter which narrates the events surrounding Ebroin and Leudegar; LHF, 45.
8 P.J. Geary, Aristocracy in Provence: the Rhone Basin at the Dawn of the Carolingian Age
(Stuttgart, 1985), pp. 126-48.
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1.2.4 Regional conflict and Frankish unity

To write Frankish history in the late Merovingian period was, in many ways, to
write about the relations between the Teilreiche, and these relations were often
turbulent. Generally speaking, though, the authors who did this writing believed in
the ideal of Frankish unity and consensus. So how did they balance this with the
turbulent inter-regional politics about which they wrote? Very few of the conflicts
narrated by our authors remained confined to one Teilreich, so in a sense it would be
fair to say regional politics and the politics of the whole regnum were — to an extent
— interchangeable. Such conflicts, then, show us how authors imagined a unified
Frankish community despite, or perhaps because of regional conflicts, which were
above all negotiations about the political structure of the community. We can see
this most clearly in three conflicts narrated by the LHF-author, which took place in
the period between the accessions of Clovis Il in 639 and Theuderic IV in 721. We
shall begin with these conflicts before turning to a Burgundian conflict narrated by
Fredegar and his treatment of Neustrian-Austrasian relations during the 620s and
630s.

The first of LHF’s conflicts took place in the aftermath of the death of the
Austrasian King Sigibert III, Clovis II’s half-brother, when the mayor of the palace,
Grimoald, exiled Sigibert’s son Dagobert to Ireland and ‘set up his son in the royal
power’.*® The author does not name this son of Grimoald, but he is known from
other sources as Childebert ‘the Adopted’. According to the LHF-author, the Franks
(that is, the Neustrians) were ‘very indignant about this... and seizing [Grimoald],
they brought him to Clovis, king of the Franks, to be condemned’; he was then
accused of plotting against his lord and totured to death.” Exactly what happened,
when it happened and who Childebert was have been the subjects of much debate,*

and now even the old assumption Childebert was Grimoald’s son cannot be taken

% LHF, 43: ‘Grimoaldus filium eius parvolum nomine Daygobertum totundit... filium suum in regno
constituens.’

Y LHF, 43: ‘Franci itaque hoc valde indignantes... eumque exementes, ad condempnandum rege
Francorum Chlodoveo deferent... ut erat morte dignus, quod in domino suo exercuit, ipsius mors
valido cruciate finivit.”

% The first significant revision of the traditional view came from L. Dupraz, Contribution d [ histoire
du Regnum Francorum: pendant le troisiéme quart du Vlle siecle (656-680) (Fribourg en Suisse,
1948). For more recent assessments, see Gerberding, Rise, pp. 47-66; J.-M. Picard, ‘Church and
Politics in the Seventh Century: The Irish exile of King Dagobert II’, in J.-M. Picard (ed.), Ireland
and Northern France (Dublin, 1991), pp. 27-52.
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for granted; he may, despite what the LHF-author says, have been Sigibert’s son,
who had been adopted by Grimoald.* In any case, what we can be reasonably sure
about is this began as an Austrasian succession crisis, the result of which the
Neustrians opposed to such an extent they were willing to go to war to remove
Grimoald from power. They may even have been moved to this intervention by
Sigibert’s widow Chimnechild.** The LHF-author does not, however, report the fate
of Childebert: all we know of the aftermath is Childebert the Adopted was dead by
662, when Childeric 11 — second son of Clovis Il and brother of the ruling Neustrian

King Chlothar 111 —was made king of Austrasia.

The second of LHF’s conflicts, for information on which we can also turn to
the Burgundian Passio Leudegarii, again took place in the aftermath of a king’s
death: this time Chlothar 111, who died in 673. Chlothar left behind two brothers:
Childeric 11, already ruling as king of Austrasia, and Theuderic. According to LHF,
the Neustrians now raised Theuderic as their new king, but later — for unstated
reasons — rose up against Theuderic and the mayor of the palace, Ebroin, deposing

the former and placing the latter in monastic exile.®

According to Passio
Leudegarii, though, it was Ebroin alone who raised Theuderic, without calling
together the nobles of the kingdom as was traditional. Ebroin then refused to allow
the nobles to even come into Theuderic’s presence, which caused the uprising and
deposition.®® The Neustrians then took the unprecedented step of inviting Childeric
Il to be their king. Once again, therefore, what had been a succession crisis for one

Teilreich came to involve both.

Childeric’s rule over the united regnum proved to be disastrous, perhaps not
least because he brought his Austrasian supporters — including the mayor of the
palace Wulfoald — to the Neustrian court with him. The LHF-author calls him ‘too
fickle’ and ‘incautious’, stating ‘the greatest hatred and scandal arose among them’

because Childeric was ‘greatly oppressing the Franks’.”” Passio Leudegarii tells us a

%M. Becher, ‘Der Sogenannte Saatsstreich Grimoalds: Versuch einer Neubewertung’, in J. Jarnut, U.
Nonn und M. Richter (eds), Karl Martell in seiner Zeit (Sigmaringen, 1994), pp. 119-147; IL.N.
Wood, ‘Usurpers and Merovingian Kingship’, in M. Becher and J. Jarnut (eds), Der Dynastiewechsel
von 751: Vorgeschichte, Legitimationsstagegien und Erinnerung (Minster, 2004), pp. 15-31, at pp.
15-16.

% Becher, ‘Die Sogenannte Staatsreich’, pp. 137-42.

% LHF, 45.

% passio Leudegarii, 5.

% LHF, 45: “Erat enim ipse Childericus levis nimis, omnia nimis incaute peragebat, donec inter eos
odium maximum et scandalum crevit, Francos valde oppremens.’
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specific problem the Neustrians had with Childeric was he agreed to their request to
revise the laws of the three Teilreiche, but then almost immediately overturned this
revision because he was ‘misled by the advice of foolish and almost pagan men’ and
‘overcome by youthful fickleness’.*® Eventually a Neustrian, whom LHF names as
Bodilo, instigated an uprising against Childeric, which saw the king and his pregnant
queen murdered, while Wulfoald fled back to Austrasia. The Neustrians then
returned Theuderic to the throne, while Ebroin escaped his monastic imprisonment
and — according to Passio Leudegarii but not LHF — raised his own king, Clovis, a
supposed son of Chlothar I1l, in Austrasia.*

Although Ebroin later abandoned this king when he gained the opportunity

190 the Austrasians continued

to once again become mayor of the palace in Neustria,
the war, now led by the duces Martin and Pippin 11,"* and in all probability Sigibert
III’s son Dagobert 11, whom they had brought back from his Irish exile, although

192 \While the Neustrians were

neither Passio Leudegarii nor LHF mentions him.
initially victorious — not least because of Ebroin’s treacherous behaviour towards
Martin — they eventually turned on Ebroin again, this time killing him, but due to
mayoral instability the war dragged on, and eventually Pippin Il triumphed and

installed his supporters in Neustria.'%®

It is important not to overstate the
significance of this triumph for the ‘rise’ of the Carolingians,’® but it certainly

brought to an end a series of wars that had dragged on for over a decade.

The third of LHF’s crises was triggered by a series of high-profile deaths in
quick succession. First Pippin II’s son, Grimoald II, mayor of the palace in Neustria,
died in 714 and his son Theudoald was set up in his place.'®® Then Pippin himself
died later in the same year and at this point civil war broke out, ‘instigated by the
Devil® as the LHF-author has it.'®® The Franks put Theudoald to flight and raised

one of their own, Ragamfred, as the new mayor, then raided into Austrasia. Because

% passio Leudegarii, 7: ‘Ut vero illi libenter petita concessisset, stultorum et pene gentilium
depravatus consilio, ut erat iuvenile levitate praeventus, subito quod per sapientium consilia
confirmaverat refragavit.’

% passio Leudegarii, 19.

100 passio Leudegarii, 28.

L HF, 46.

192 The contemporary evidence for his existence comes from Stephen of Ripon, Vita Wilfridi |
Episcopi Eboracensis auctore Stephano, ed. W. Levison, MGH SRM, 6 (Hanover, 1913), 28. On
Dagobert, see Picard, ‘Church and Politics’; Fouracre, ‘Dagobert I1°.

9 LHF, 46-7.

104 Gerberding, Rise; Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms; Late Merovingian France.

% LHF, 50.

% LHF, 51.
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Grimoald and Theudoald were of an Austrasian family, this crisis involved both
kingdoms from the outset. But it is interesting to note the LHF-author’s language
here, because even though Austrasians must have been involved in the initial
conflict, he says ‘Franks again attacked Franks’, and makes no mention of the

involvement of any Austrasians.'?’

The following year, shortly after the outbreak of this civil war, Dagobert 11
also died, and the Neustrians, rather than raising his son Theuderic as their king,
instead raised a certain cleric named Daniel, who took the royal name Chilperic.'®®
We shall return to the full significance of this decision shortly, but for now it will
suffice to say Chilperic seems to have performed well as a war leader, which is
presumably why the Neustrians favoured him over the child Theuderic. The
Neustrians, with their Frisian allies, pressed the war against the Austrasians, now led
by Pippin II’s son Charles Martel, who was also fighting a war to establish his
position in Austrasia.'®® Ultimately, though, Charles was victorious against all his
enemies, and established himself not just in Austrasia but in Neustria too, thus
bringing an end to this final crisis — although as we shall see, for the LHF-author the
actual end of the crisis was marked by the accession of Theuderic IV, at which point

the status-quo was fully restored.

At the most basic level, all three of these crises appear to be conflicts based
on inter-regional politics: of Austrasia against Neustria. This may, at least partly,
have been the case, but strictly speaking this is not how the LHF-author presents
them. Rather than being conflicts between the two Teilreiche, these were conflicts
about the Frankish community and the relationship between the different groups
within it, especially with regard to royal power and access to it. All three conflicts
are triggered by a succession crisis in one Teilreich which, for one reason or another,

draws in the nobility of the other Teilreich.

Whatever the reality of the events surrounding Grimoald I’s so-called coup
in Austrasia and the establishment of Childebert the Adopted as king, the
(Neustrian) author of LHF clearly thought the subsequent conflict with the
Neustrians was about the incorrect behaviour of a noble towards his king. The

author believed Grimoald had acted outside the correct mores of society when he

YT\ HF, 51: ‘Franci denuo... Francos invicem inruunt.’
1% | HF, 52.
%9 LHF, 53.
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exiled Sigibert III’s son Dagobert — the rightful heir — and placed ‘his own son’ on
the throne. In this case, the Neustrians and their king were within their rights to
intervene in Austrasia to restore order. The second conflict, about which we have
more detail, confirms royal authority in the regnum Francorum was not limited by
geography. There was, of course, a precedent for this going right back to the wars of
Clovis I’s sons. The Neustrians, then, could invite the king of Austrasia to also be
their king if necessary. Conversely, when Ebroin was excluded from Theuderic III’s
return to royal power, he was able to insert himself and his King Clovis into
Austrasia, offering the Austrasians access to their own king again. Likewise, a key
part of Charles Martel’s ascent to power was the raising of a short-lived Austrasian
king, Chlothar 1V, to provide him with an air of legitimacy, as well as a figure of
royal authority for the Austrasians to rally around. Indeed, the sequence of events
that led from the aftermath of the crisis of the 670s (including the return and death of
Dagobert I) through Pippin II’s political ascent to the crisis of the 710s can be seen
as the working out of a new political order in which an Austrasian king was no
longer necessary, but in which the Austrasian nobles would still have access to the

royal court.**°

In order to further understand the political processes we see in LHF, we can turn to
earlier conflicts narrated by Fredegar. Despite representing focal points of unity for
the entire regnum, Chlothar Il and Dagobert | both raised separate kings in
Austrasia. We should see access to an Austrasian king as a key part of the way in
which the nobles of that Teilreich understood their politics, not least because it lent
an air of legitimacy to their wars against the peripheral peoples.’** The Austrasians
retained their own kings down to the end of the 670s (with a very brief resurgence in
the 710s), whereas the Burgundians never again had their own king after Chlothar
II’s annexation of their kingdom in 613. The nobles of Burgundy, therefore, worked
out their relationship with the central Neustrian royal court much earlier than the
Austrasians, although the two processes may have been similar. By all available
accounts, the Burgundians seem to have integrated themselves rather easily into the
political structures centred on the Neustrian court after 613 and, as we have seen, by
the beginning of the eighth century there was probably little to distinguish between

110 Stegeman, Austrasian Identity, pp. 81-2.
1 Stegeman, Austrasian Identity, pp. 71-2.
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Neustrians and Burgundians, although their regions remained somewhat distinct.
After the death of Warnachar in 626, the Burgundians had even decided to stop
having their own mayors: the Burgundian nobility, unlike their Austrasian
counterparts, wanted to be part of the Neustrian political order. As we can see from
the last Burgundian chapters of Fredegar’s Chronicle, though, this was not an

entirely smooth process.

In 642, there was a brief attempt to restore the mayoralty in Burgundy, when
Clovis II’s mother and queen-regent Nantechild persuaded the nobility of the
Teilreich to accept her appointment of Flaochad — a Frank — as mayor.*** According
to Fredegar, this was part of a plan between Nantechild and Flaochad which,
because it was ‘not according to the will of God’ did not come to pass.**® This is all
Fredegar says about the plan, but it immediately sets Flaochad up as a suspicious
character, and, despite his promise to protect the interests of the duces and bishops
of the kingdom, we also learn he planned to kill the patrician Willibad because of
‘an earlier hostility’."™* We are clearly not supposed to side with Willebad either.
According to Fredegar, ‘he had become rich by seizing the possessions of others...
[and] was puffed up against Flaochad and tried to belittle him.”**> This rivalry led to
the conflict which resulted in Willibad’s death and the confrontation between the
Burgundian Manaulf and the Frank Berthar we have already mentioned, which were
shortly followed by Flaochad’s death.

Fredegar even points out many believed both Willibad and Flaochad had
been killed by God’s judgement because of their many crimes. He also identifies
two of the men on each side as Franks and Burgundians respectively, suggesting
identity may have had a part to play in the rivalry. We should be wary, however, of
seeing Willibad’s actions as a kind of Burgundian independence movement:
Fredegar makes it quite clear the rivalry was based above all on mutual and personal

dislike and factionalism.'® After all, at least one of the Franks involved in the

12 Eredegar, iv.89.

13 Fredegar, iv.89: ‘nam alium consilium secrete Flaochatus et Nantildis regina macenauant, quem
credetur non fuisse Deo placebelem ideoque non mancepauit effectum.’

4 Fredegar, iv.89: ‘priorem inimiciciam qua cordis arcana dio celauerat memorans, Villebadum
patricium interfecere disponebat.’

115 Fredegar, iv.90: ‘Willebadus cum esset opebus habundans et pluremorum facultates ingenies
diuresis abstollens, ditatus inclete fuissit et inter patriciatum gradum et nimiae facultates aelacionem
superbiae esset deditus, aduersus Flaochadum tumebat eumque dispicere quonaretur.’

1% Ewig, ‘Die Frinkischen Teilreiche’, p. 119 argues for seeing this as a Burgundian independence
movement. Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, p. 156 allows for this possibility but argues more for
seeing the conflict in the light of personal rivalry.
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conflict, Berthar, was a Transjuran, and thus from Burgundy. Given the Franks and
Burgundians appear to have been on opposite sides of the conflict, though, we can
see this as a final step in the integration of the Frankish nobility into Burgundy, a
long process that had begun around a century earlier. This was, then, a crucial
moment in the negotiation of Burgundy’s place in the political order centred on
Neustria. But the Burgundians were not aiming at independence; rather both sides

were working out the precise nature of the relationship between the two Teilreiche.

Similar negotiations took place in Austrasia, but with rather different results.
The Austrasians, unlike the Burgundians, had no desire to be integrated into the
Neustrian political order, and a decade after Chlothar II’s victory over Brunhild, the
king sent his son Dagobert to be sub-king of Austrasia.’*’ Fredegar does not explain
the reasoning behind Chlothar’s decision, but it is generally assumed Dagobert’s
appointment took place at the request of the Austrasian nobility, who wanted their

own king.**8

After Chlothar’s death and Dagobert’s accession to the whole regnum,
the Austrasians again acquired their own king.''® Fredegar says the appointment of
Sigibert 111 as sub-king of Austrasia took place ‘with the counsel and consent’ of all
the bishops, lords and nobles of Dagobert’s kingdom, which implies the
participation of nobles from all three Teilreiche, not just Austrasia. Again, Fredegar
does not explicitly link this to Austrasian demands, but it is not difficult to imagine

in both cases the idea came from below rather than from the king.

The Austrasians needed their own king not only to provide internal stability,
but also to retain the legitimacy of their rule over the peoples east of the Rhine. This
is made clear by the context in which Sigibert 11l was made king: increased Slavic
raids on Thuringia and the east of the regnum.'*® Austrasian efforts against the
Wends had hitherto been somewhat lacklustre, even when Dagobert returned to the
East from Neustria to lead them, because the Austrasians felt they had been treated

harshly by the king.'*

Once they had their own king again, though, they apparently
fought much more bravely,'? although it did them little good in the wake of Radulf

of Thuringia’s rebellion, which saw the defeat of Sigibert and his followers and their

Y Fredegar, iv.47.

118 See, for example, Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms, pp. 145-6; Late Merovingian France, p. 12.
19 Fredegar, iv.75.

120 Fredegar, iv.74-5.

121 Fredegar, iv.68.

122 Eredegar, iv.75.
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ignominious retreat back across the Rhine.'?® We shall return to the full context and
implications of this defeat, but let us conclude by stating the relationship between
Austrasia and Neustria was far more complex than that between the latter and
Burgundy, not least because the presence of a king formed a vital part of Austrasian

political activity.**

What we can see in the aftermath of Chlothar II’s victory in 613
and for the remainder of the Merovingian period is a series of negotiations — often
violent — between the Teilreiche. The concept of Frankish unity and the overall ideal
of the regnum Francorum were not in question, but attempts to define the
relationship between the three sub-kingdoms could and did lead to conflict. Let us

explore this further by examining how our authors wrote about their rulers.

1.3 Representatives of Unity: The Franks and Their Rulers

Perhaps the best sign of the on-going belief in the ideal of Frankish unity in the late
Merovingian period is the way 