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Abstract

This thesis attempts to produce a biographical study of King Stephen’s wife, similar in scope and
type to Marjorie Chibnall’s 1991 work The Empress Matilda. The introduction will examine the
primary sources for Matilda of Boulogne’s career — chronicles written during and after her lifetime
and charters she issued or attested — and point out their problems; examine her career as discussed
in secondary sources; and examine her early life, including an attempt to put her children in birth
order. A lack of primary source material prevents any longer examination of her career before
Stephen’s 1135 accession.

The first chapter is a narrative of the queen’s career, collating documentary and chronicle
sources to provide the background for later, in-depth discussion. Where possible and appropriate,
this chapter also attempts to date charters more precisely. The second chapter discusses Matilda’s
religious life, and has three parts. The first and longest is an in-depth analysis of her charters to
religious houses, to determine her patterns of patronage and personal preferences. The second
compares her religious charters to Stephen’s and examines the connections between them using the
queen’s attestations; this determines whether the queen’s grants were self-directed or motivated by
her husband. The final section examines Matilda of Boulogne’s relationships with various religious
figures, and in particular tries to date her various interactions with Bernard of Clairvaux.

The third chapter analyses the witness-lists of Matilda’s charters in order to determine with
whom she was in closest contact — the make-up of her curia, in other words — and provides some
discussion of her most frequent attestors. There is also a comparison between Stephen and
Matilda’s most frequent attestors, which determines that Matilda, rather than being an alternative
nexus of prestige or having a parallel curia, was a member of Stephen’s inner circle who had a
small personal household. The fourth chapter is an examination of Matilda of Boulogne’s authority
— its sources, types, and uses. In general, Matilda’s authority was highly nuanced, came from

multiple sources, including her roles as wife, mother, countess, and queen, and allowed her to take



highly effective, flexible action whenever Stephen’s interests or hers were threatened. The final
chapter places the queen’s career in context by examining the careers of four of her relatives, and
comparing them to Matilda’s; it becomes apparent from this analysis that Matilda actively modelled

herself on her predecessors, particularly those who were queens.
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Preface

As an exercise in biography, this work minutely examines, and extensively quotes, a variety of
untranslated Latin primary sources, mostly documentary sources such as charters. Where necessary,
I have translated these documents for inclusion in the body of the text; the original text is presented
in the footnotes. Any errors in translation are entirely my own. Additionally, several quotations
have been taken directly from the Patrologia Latina Database; any grammatical errors in the Latin
are present in the original. Brill published Heather Tanner’s Ph.D. thesis in 2004, as Families,
Friends, and Allies: Boulogne and Politics in Northern France and England, c.879-1160; although
[ have consulted it, it appeared too late for me to cite it in this work.

I have incurred many debts of gratitude over the several years of my research. First and
foremost, my deepest thanks to my supervisor, Dr. Benjamin Thompson of Somerville College,
Oxford; his support, and especially his examination of my translations has been invaluable. I must
also thank the Master, Fellows, and Scholars of St. John’s College, Cambridge for allowing me to
use material from the College archives, and Mr. Malcolm Underwood, the college archivist, for his
help. Finally, Mrs. Margaret Dean, Lord Lieutenant of Fife, provided me with a William Forbes-
Leith’s English translation of the Life of St. Margaret of Scotland. Others have been generous with
their expertise, for which I am grateful: Prof. Christopher Holdsworth graciously discussed Bernard
of Clairvaux; Miss Clare Croft, of Oxford University Press, translated works by Ferrucchio
Gastaldelli for me, while Dr. Nicholas Karn, of Christ Church, Oxford alerted me to the writ
favouring St. Augustine’s, Canterbury (referred to here as A) and discussed English and continental
diplomatic practices with me. Finally, for their patient support over the years, [ must thank my
family and friends, particularly Robert Dougans, my brother Michael Dark II, Heather McKee,

Ruhena Begum, Tani Mauriello, Isabel Schlinzig, and Katsura Hoshino.
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Introduction: Sources for Matilda of Boulogne’s Career and Early Life

Part 1: Preliminary Remarks

Matilda of Boulogne, wife of Stephen of Blois, countess of Boulogne, and queen of England from
1135 to 1152, is one of the most shadowy figures on the political stage on England during the
period of the Anarchy. Her legacy has, in general, been buried by her husband’s failure to fend off
an Angevin succession, and even more by the historiographical virulence of later ages against him.
The resources that her patrimony gave her, both in England and on the continent, played a crucial
strategic role in Stephen’s defence of his throne. However, later historians, with a few notable
exceptions, have consistently undervalued this role. Matilda’s contribution to her husband’s cause
was firmly rooted in her position as queen-consort, which has itself been profoundly devalued by
historical scholarship. Political history was for decades defined as the study of parliaments and
battles, and almost by definition the study of men’s deeds specifically; the queen of England was
held to have played no role on the political stage. In the past twenty years, however, queens have
increasingly come under the lens of academic scrutiny in their own right, as political actors as well
as transmitters of authority and cultural and religious patronesses.'

This thesis aims to correct, even in a small measure, this historical oversight. In the first
chapter, Queen Matilda’s career will be set out in narrative form; by correlating narrative and
documentary source material, a basic itinerary for the queen will be constructed and a foundation
laid for later analysis. The second and third chapters will examine the evidence, especially
Matilda’s extant charters, in much greater depth to determine her ties to the religious world and the
royal administration respectively. Specifically, chapter two will analyse her charters to religious

houses to determine her religious preferences — and provide a glimpse into her personal spiritual life

I This scholarship will be discussed further below, p. 15.



through letters and other narrative sources. Chapter three will utilise the witness-lists of both the
charters the queen-consort issued and those of her husband’s she witnessed, with several aims: to
identify the members of the queen’s familia; to determine the queen’s place in the royal familia and
administration more broadly; to examine any ties between the two; and to identify any patterns in
the queen’s attestation. Chapter four addresses the subject of Matilda of Boulogne’s authority in
England, examining the types of authority she had at her command and analysing via case-studies
how, when, and why she exerted and combined these various authorities. The fifth and final chapter
examines the context within which Matilda of Boulogne’s queenship was set. It will examine the
careers of contemporary noblewomen — the queen-consort’s relatives — for parallels, to make clear
the powers available to an Anglo-Norman queen or countess and to illuminate the expectations
contemporary society had of its ruling women.

A few comments must be made on the terminology used in this work. In order to avoid any
implication that Matilda held regal authority in England, the word ‘tenure’ will be used, despite its
modern academic overtones, to describe the period when she was queen-consort, rather than ‘reign’.
Similarly, in order to emphasise her specific identity and to avoid implications of a dynastic
queenship, Matilda will be referred to throughout as ‘Matilda of Boulogne’, not ‘Matilda III’ as
used by Huneycutt and Tanner.” Along with their independent county in north-eastern France, the
counts of Boulogne controlled vast estates in England, centred on the south-eastern county of
Essex, which became most commonly known as the Honour of Boulogne.’ To avoid confusion, the
Boulonnais holdings on the continent will be referred to as the ‘county’ of Boulogne, while English
holdings will be referred to as the ‘honour’ of Boulogne. Finally, the term ‘imperial’, rather than
‘Angevin’ is used to describe the opposing faction, to clarify the empress Matilda’s position as its

head.

2 H. J. Tanner, ‘Queenship: Office, Custom, or Ad Hoc? The Case of Queen Matilda III (1135-1152), in J. C. Parsons
and B. Wheeler (eds.), Eleanor of Aquitaine: Lord and Lady (Basingstoke, 2002), pp. 133-58; L. L. Huneycutt
Matilda of Scotland: A Study in Medieval Queenship (Woodbridge, 2003), p. 61.

3 See below, p. 127.
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Part 2: The Primary Sources

There are a wide variety of sources for Matilda of Boulogne’s life and career. By far the most
numerous of these are narrative in nature — chronicles and histories. Fortunately for scholars,
Matilda of Boulogne’s tenure as queen-consort of England coincides with the unprecedented
explosion in written history in England at the end of Henry I’s reign.* There are a variety of reasons
for this newfound interest in the past. The Norman Conquest was one such cause, especially for
monks; the subsequent losses suffered by the pre-Conquest houses caused them to cherish and
defend their culture — and their remaining holdings — by delving into their accumulated legal
records and oral traditions.” However, especially for the period of Stephen’s reign and for the
secular historians who dominate the contemporary chronicles, there was the added influence of
romantic literature, which prompted the creation of works to be read by or to patrons, who were
often laypeople.*

The chronicles documenting Stephen’s reign — and thus Matilda of Boulogne’s career — can
be divided into two distinct groups: those written roughly contemporaneously with the events they
describe, and those written in the generation or two afterwards. Even the narratives written as
events unfolded are not necessarily ideal sources for a historian. Each was written from the
perspective and to the agenda of its author, and the historian making use of such material must take
these perspectives and aims into account. English tradition demanded that historians took on a

judicial role, giving their works a distinctly moral gloss that modern scholars must consider.’

* M. Brett, ‘John of Worcester and His Contemporaries’, in R.H.C. Davis, ].M. Wallace-Hadrill, J.I. Catto, and M.H.
Keen (eds.), The Writing of History in the Middle Ages: Essays Presented to Richard William Southern
(Oxford, 1981), p. 101.

5 M. Chibnall, The World of Orderic Vitalis: Norman Monks and Norman Knights (Woodbridge, 1996), p. 175; V. H.
Galbraith, ‘Historical Research in Medieval England’, in V. H. Galbraith and C. Hill (eds.), Kings and
Chroniclers: Essays in Medieval English History (London, 1982), pp. 24-6.

® A. Gransden, Historical Writing in England, vol. I: ¢.550 to ¢.1307 (London, 1974), p. 186ff.

7 J. Gillingham, ‘Two Yorkshire Historians Compared: Roger of Howden and William of Newburgh’, HSJ 12 (2002),

18.



Additionally, many contemporary narratives end before Stephen’s 1154 death; these gaps seriously
hamper tracing and analysing the queen’s entire career.

Orderic Vitalis, for instance, wrote the final books of his Historia Ecclesiastica in Stephen’s
reign, and added the events of the Anarchy almost as soon as they occurred, but stopped writing
between July and early November 1141, while Stephen was still imprisoned by the empress.
Orderic laid great stress on historical writing as a vehicle for personal edification and clarification
of divine providence.® John of Worcester also wrote as events occurred, but only one recension
continues into Stephen’s reign, and even that ends in 1140; additionally, John’s attempts to blend
written and oral evidence, as well as his frequent corrections to a hurried layout, occasionally make
his narrative confusing.” The Historia Novella by William of Malmesbury was begun around
October of 1140, and William continued writing until early in 1143. His narrative, however, ends
with the siege of Oxford in December 1142, and is heavily slanted in favour of his patron, Robert of
Gloucester.' Richard of Hexham, writing in the north of England, provides a valuable and
contemporary account of Matilda’s diplomatic efforts with the Scots in his De Gestis Regis
Stephani et de Bello Standardii. This work, however, only covers Stephen’s reign up to 1139 —
making its worth negligible for any of the queen-consort’s activities except this diplomacy.' All of
these accounts are thus unbalanced and incomplete — and often exude a profound sense of
pessimism about Stephen’s cause. More importantly, of these works, only the Historia Novella
includes an account of Matilda of Boulogne’s most politically active period, during Stephen’s 1141
imprisonment.

Three other contemporary accounts form the backbone of evidence for Matilda’s career,

because they span the period of her tenure as consort. The first is Henry of Huntingdon’s Historia

® Orderic Vitalis, The Ecclesiastical History of Orderic Vitalis, vol. VI, ed. M. Chibnall (Oxford, 1978), pp. xvii-xix;
Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 154-5.

® John of Worcester, The Chronicle of John of Worcester, vol. III, ed. P. McGurk (Oxford, 1995), pp. xix, xxxii-xxxviii,
xl.

19 William of Malmesbury, Historia Novella, ed. E. King, trans. K. R. Potter (Oxford, 1998), pp. xxix-xxxiii; Gransden,
Historical Writing, pp. 182-3.

' Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 216-18.



Anglorum; he began book X, in which he chronicles Stephen’s reign, around 1140 and continued
working on it, as events occurred, until just after 1154, when he records Henry II’s coronation.'?
The second is the Gesta Stephani, possibly written by Robert, bishop of Bath.” Its first part,
covering the years 1135-1147, was probably written in 1148 as one continuous effort. The
remaining text dates from after 1153, when the author had switched his support to Henry of Anjou;
before this time, he was a staunch adherent of the king’s.'* Both of these works have the drawback
of having been begun after the beginning of Stephen’s reign, when the author’s information and
memory may not have been current. The ‘E’ recension of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, kept at
Peterborough, has several entries that carry the narrative through to 1153." Unlike the former two
works, it was written as events occurred; although continuing °...the Anglo-Saxon tradition of
objectivity in relation to national affairs...” it becomes increasingly constricted and provincial in
outlook, and this provincialism and its highly confused chronology render it less useful than the
others as a historical source."

The lack of current information affects those chronicles written in the two generations or so
after the Anarchy even more. These chronicles may be less valuable because they tend to use the
contemporary chronicles as source material. Additionally, they were written after Henry II’s
accession, and may tend to see that event as inevitable — and filter Matilda of Boulogne’s carcer
through the lens of hindsight and loss. Four of these works are used: John of Hexham’s Historia,
William of Newburgh’s Historia Rerum Anglicarum, Robert of Torigni’s Chronica, and Gervase of
Canterbury’s Chronica. John probably started his chronicle after becoming prior of Hexham around

1160, and completed it after May 1162. Although he used Richard of Hexham, John of Worcester,

Writing, pp. 193-9.

13 K. R. Potter (ed.), Gesta Stephani (Oxford, 1976), pp. xxix-xxxviii.

'Y GS, pp. xviii-xxi; Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 188-9.

1% < Anglo-Saxon Chronicle’, in D. C. Douglas and G. W. Greenaway (eds.), English Historical Documents, vol. I1:
1042-1189 (London, 1981), pp. 199-203.

16 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 142-3.
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and Henry of Huntingdon as sources, he has highly detailed information about affairs in the north of
England and in Scotland; like many contemporary authors, he has an agenda of moral didacticism."

William was born during Stephen’s reign, but only began writing around 1196, and probably
died with the work unfinished in 1198. His chronicle is marked for its critical use of sources and its
objectivity.'® Robert of Torigni, a Norman author who relied on Henry of Huntingdon, began his
chronicle around 1150 and continued it until his 1186 death; although his work is generally
accurate, 1t shows little critical judgement.” Gervase, a monk of Christ Church, began the Chronica
around 1188 and continued it until about 1199; although he used a wide variety of documentary
evidence, his lack of critical sense and his loyalty to — and fixation on — his house permeates his
narrative.”’ House chronicles — narratives produced within an individual cloister and focusing on its
institutional history — have also been used when they document Matilda’s career. The three most
important are those of Bermondsey, Holy Trinity Aldgate, and Coggeshall. Bermondsey’s chronicle
was written in a single piece during the mid-fifteenth century, and its dating of events is notoriously
poor; Ralph, the abbot of Coggeshall, probably wrote its chronicle in the early thirteenth century,
around the same time as Holy Trinity’s.*

The other major source of primary evidence for Matilda of Boulogne’s tenure as queen is
documentary evidence, mainly charters. No letters of Matilda of Boulogne survive, but three letters
to the queen do — two from Bernard, abbot of Clairvaux, and one from Pope Eugenius II1.* Charter

evidence for Matilda of Boulogne’s career is far more plentiful; forty-six references to charters

'7T. Arnold (ed.), Symeonis Monachi Opera Omnia, vol. I (London, 1885), pp. x-xi; Gransden, Historical Writing,
p.261.

' William Newburgh, The History of English Affairs, ed. P. G. Walsh and M. J. Kennedy (Warminster, 1988), pp. 4-5;
Gransden, Historical Writing, p.263; Gillingham, ‘Two Yorkshire Historians’, 15-37.

' Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 261-3.

%ibid, pp. 253-4, 257-60.

2Libid, pp. 318-32; below, p. 17 n. 65.

28 Q. James and B. M. Kienzle (eds.), The Letters of St. Bernard of Clairvaux (Stroud, 1998), pp. 267-8,448; Pope
Eugenius I, ‘Ad Mathildem Anglorum Reginam’, Patrologia Latina Database, vol. 180 (Chadwyck and
Healey, 1995), col. 1249B-D. Cf. J. Leclercq et al. (eds.), S. Bernardi Opera: Epistolae, vol. VIII (Roma,

1977), pp. 498, 499.



involving the queen survive.” Of these, thirty-two are charters of the queen printed in the third
volume of the Regesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum, or its addenda, an appendix to the third edition
of R.H.C. Davis’s King Stephen. However, a small but significant number of her charters, or
references to them, were not printed in the Regesta, either because they did not fit the volume’s
remit, or — in one case, at least — because of misidentification. A charter of Matilda’s, given to St.
Augustine’s, Canterbury, while she acted as regent during Stephen’s 1137 Normandy trip, was
printed in Hardwick’s Historia Monasterii Sancti Augustini Cantuariensis in 1858; it was later
miscalendared in both the first and second volumes of the Regesta as a charter of Matilda of
Flanders and Matilda of Scotland respectively,” but because of the identity of the sheriff of Kent in
its address clause, it must be a charter of Matilda of Boulogne’s.”

Several charters in the archives of St. John’s College, Cambridge, relate to the foundation,
by Queen Matilda and King Stephen, of the nunnery of Lillechurch for their youngest daughter
Mary to preside over; although none of these charters was given by the queen herself, a charter of
her son William refers to a charter she gave to Lillechurch.? Finally, there are two references to
Matilda’s charters in documents of later kings: an inspeximus by Edward I of a charter of Queen
Matilda’s to St. Osyth’s, and in a curia regis case heard by Henry III, as evidence given by the prior
of St. Bartholomew’s.”” Matilda also appears as a beneficiary or actress in a handful of her
husband’s charters, and was frequently mentioned in them as either a witness or a beneficiary in the
pro anima clause.”®

Most of Matilda’s charters were issued to ecclesiastical beneficiaries; however, a handful of

them — mostly writs — were addressed to lay recipients, as the queen ensured the smooth running of

% Table I, p. 243.

My thanlis to Prof. Richard Sharpe and Dr. Nicholas Karn for this identification; H. W. C. Davis (ed.), Regesta
Regum Anglo-Normannorum, 1066-1154, vol. 1. Regesta Willelmi Conquestoris et Willelmi Rufi (Oxford,
1913), no. 189; C. Johnson and H. A. Cronne (eds.), Regesta regum Anglo-Normannorum, 1060-1154. Vol. 2,
Regesta Henrici Primi, 1100-35 (Oxford, 1956), no. 1190.

25§ A. Green, English Sheriffs to 1154 (London, 1990), p. 50; Table I, p. 243.

2 E: Table I, p. 243.

27 Table 1, p. 243.

2 Table II, p. 243.



10
her English honour.”” Perhaps the most troublesome aspect of Matilda of Boulogne’s charters is that
so few are original documents — only four documents, all printed in Regesta, exist in their original
form, one of which was badly damaged in the Cottonian fire.** However, this survival rate is not
appreciably worse than for the charters of other personalities of the era — notably King Stephen and

the empress — and represents probably no more than one of the hazards of Anglo-Norman research.

Part 3: The Secondary Sources

In contrast, however, the relative dearth of scholarly attention to Matilda of Boulogne probably has
little to do with the pitfalls of the sources, which are relatively plentiful for her tenure, and much
more to do with the vagaries of chance and the fashions adopted by historians. The only extant
monograph on Matilda of Boulogne was written by Agnes Strickland, which appeared in the first
volume of Agnes and Elizabeth Strickland’s Lives of the Queens of England, published in 1840.%' It
is dated but interesting as a work for popular consumption, but its accumulated shortcomings render
it useless as a piece of historical scholarship. Some of these shortcomings are unavoidable, as some
of the major sources for the period — notably the Gesta Stephani — were either unknown or known
only in forms that were difficult to access.’® Similarly, the absence of charter evidence in her
monograph is probably due to the difficulties scholars of the time faced in accessing and utilizing
these records. Until 1852, anyone researching public records held by the Master of the Rolls paid
for the privilege; moreover, medieval records were scattered throughout public and private archives,

particularly arcane to consult, and during the mid-1800s generally were not available in printed

editions.*

% RRAN 224, 239d , 243, 276, 557: Table 1, p. 243.

39 RRAN 149, 243, 503 (damaged), and 539.

3L A. Strickland, Lives of the Queens of England: From the Norman Conquest (Bath, 1972), pp. vi, 198-236; M.
Delorme, ‘"Facts, not Opinions" - Agnes Strickland’, History Today 38:2 (1988), 46.

32 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 193-9.

33 A. Laurence, ‘Women Historians and Documentary Research: Lucy Aikin, Agnes Strickland, Mary Anne Everett
Green, and Lucy Toulmin Smith’, in J. Bellamy et al. (eds.), Women, Scholarship and Criticism: Gender and
Knowledge, c.1790-1900 (Manchester, 2000), p. 125.
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However, Strickland’s position as a woman with no formal education,* and in particular no
education as a historian, also detracts from the usefulness of her monograph. Laurence notes that
early-nineteenth-century history, defined as writing about the past for entertainment and edification,
and allowed ‘women of letters’ a stature similar to that of their male counterparts. However, as the
nineteenth century progressed, history became an academic discipline — with a degree in history
from a university and membership in learned societies increasingly its entrée — and therefore
concerned with full-time research rather than writing. This tended to drive women into subordinate
positions and calcified the restrictive genres in which it was acceptable for them to write.*
Strickland’s lack of formal historical training, in particular, mars the utility of her work. Although
she comments that ...”facts, not opinions” should be the motto of every candid historian; and it is a
sacred duty to assert nothing lightly or without good evidence...’, her lack of research proficiency
tends to have led her to utilise abbreviated versions — often sixteenth- to eighteenth-century
compilations — of medieval chronicles.*

Moreover, as a woman Strickland was shoehorned by social convention into focusing almost
exclusively on the private lives of her subjects; this led her to concentrate on the moral character of
the women about whom she was writing at the expense of a detailed examination of their roles in
politics.’” Writing for public consumption, Strickland °...showed no hesitation in putting words into
the mouths and thoughts into the minds of those [she] wrote about...” and at times her prose lapsed
into the banal.’® Perhaps her most crucial failing, however, was her lack of critical judgement. On
the one hand, she was generally unable to filter out her ... Tory, Jacobite, high Anglican...”
sensibilities from her writing. On the other, Antonia Fraser comments in the introduction to the
1972 edition of Lives of the Queens of England that Strickland’s use of non-contemporary compiled

works, combined with her enthusiasm for her subject, *...sometimes led her into sheer gullibility...’

34 Laurence, ‘Women Historians’, pp. 128-9; Delorme, ‘Facts, not Opinions’, 45.

35 Laurence, ‘Women Historians’, pp. 125-8.
% ibid, pp. 129-30; Delorme, ‘Facts, not Opinions’, 46, Huneycutt, Matilda, p.1.

37 Laurence, ‘Women Historians’, pp. 126-7, 133-6.
% ibid, p. 137.
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— such as her claim that Henry II was the product of an adulterous liaison between Stephen and the
empress.*’

Heather Tanner is one of the few modern scholars to address Matilda of Boulogne’s career
directly, which she did in two works.*® The first was her 1993 Ph.D. thesis, ‘Between Scylla and
Charybdis: the Political Role of the Comital Family of Boulogne in Northern France and England’,
whose time span covers Matilda’s reign as countess of Boulogne as well as the period of her tenure
as queen-consort.*’ Unfortunately for scholars of the queen, Tanner’s work examines the family’s
general political influence over a four-century span — indeed, the entire period 1125-1153 occupies
only part of one chapter — leaving little space for a discussion of Matilda’s career specifically.”
Additionally, she tends to focus on the county of Boulogne, eschewing a discussion of the honour’s
role in English politics, and concentrates her discussion of Matilda on her role as queen-consort, as
signalled by her consistent use of ‘Queen Matilda’.” Because of this focus on the family in general,
rather than on any one member of it, Tanner limited her engagement with Matilda’s career to a
summation of the chronicle evidence for her political actions.

In contrast, Tanner’s 2002 article ‘Queenship: Office, Custom, or Ad Hoc?’, published after
this research began, focuses on one aspect of Matilda’s career: her political authority as queen-
consort of England. It analyses several of Matilda’s charters and examines the witnesses to those
charters, in order to determine the nature of Anglo-Norman queenship: whether it was a formal
office, with defined responsibilities and authority, or merely an ad hoc position that gave a well-

connected or determined woman the opportunity to assert herself. Although her work makes a

3 Laurence, ‘Women Historians’, pp. 136-8; Delorme, ‘Facts, not Opinions’, 49; Strickland, Lives of Queens, pp. viii,
226-9, 231.

40 Cf. M. Chibnall, ‘Matilda of Boulogne’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford University Press, 2004),
<http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/18337 >, accessed 3 December 2004.

“I'H. J. Tanner, ‘Between Scylla and Charybdis: The Political Role of the Comital Family of Boulogne in Northern
France and England (879-1159)’, Ph.D. thesis (University of California, Santa Barbara, 1993).

42 Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 177-232.

 ibid, pp. 177, 194, 203.
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useful contribution to the discussion of this limited topic, the analysis presented below in Chapter
IV challenges her major argument; the article also contains some lapses in the use of data.*

Consideration of Matilda’s career also appears, to a widely varying degree, in the enormous
corpus of research devoted to King Stephen and his reign.* The first such work was J.H. Round’s
1892 Geoffrey de Mandeville. Although it suffers from some of the same general problems of
evidence as does Strickland, and was moreover the origin of the pernicious ‘anarchic magnate’
myth, there is some fodder for the scholar of Queen Matilda. Round gives her non-extant grants to
Geoffrey de Mandeville a place in the jockeying for the earl’s favour — which in turn suggests a
political role for the queen — and addresses the technical point of her seal.* The publication of the
third volume of the Regesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum in 1968 spawned a new wave of research
into the hapless king, in which Matilda appeared on the periphery. J.T. Appleby’s 1969 book The
Troubled Reign of King Stephen highlights the strategic advantages Stephen gained from his marital
alliance with Boulogne, but finds only a small political role for the queen.”” H.A. Cronne’s The
Reign of Stephen attempts to place Matilda’s patrimony in its proper strategic place in his
discussion of the events of 1141, but does not discuss Matilda’s role in peace talks with the Scots
and tends to cast her as a dutiful wife.*

Generally, monographs published in the recent past similarly treat Stephen’s queen as a
sidelight in the story of his reign. R.H.C. Davis opens the third edition of his King Stephen,
published in 1990, with some analysis of the advantages Stephen gained from his marriage to
Matilda of Boulogne, but does not continue this into a discussion of the Boulonnais impact on
Essex.* Jim Bradbury’s Stephen and Matilda, Keith Stringer’s The Reign of Stephen, and Donald

Matthew’s King Stephen — all notably written for consumption by non-specialists and having the

* Tanner, ‘Queenship’, pp. 133-58.

4 A search of the Royal Historical Society’s database (http: /www.rhs.ac.uk/bibl/dataset.asp) with the subject ‘Stephen
(king) (d. 1154)’ returns 93 books and articles.

4 J. H. Round, Geoffrey de Mandeville: A Study of the Anarchy (London, 1892), pp. 114-22, 302.

43, T. Appleby, The Troubled Reign of King Stephen (London, 1969), pp. 9, 59, 79.

“8 H. A. Cronne, The Reign of Stephen, 1135-54: Anarchy in England (London, 1970), pp. 37, 46-50, 64, 74, 77, 147,
153, 184, 205, 230.

49 R_H. C. Davis, King Stephen, 1135-54 (London, 1990), pp. 7-11, 55-6.
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expressed intent of re-evaluating Stephen’s ability as king — generally do not discuss the queen-
consort’s importance to her husband’s cause.* The most sustained discussion of Matilda in these
works often appears when discussing her death; the scholars generally agree that she was a major
driving force behind the success of Stephen’s reign and his cause rapidly declined after her death,
because of her efforts as his advisor.*!

David Crouch makes perhaps the most sustained effort to integrate Matilda of Boulogne into
the royal administration in his 2000 book The Reign of King Stephen 1135-1154. He is the only
author to discuss the queen’s religious preferences and to examine the reasons for them. He also
gives Matilda a role in diplomacy with the Scots, military interventions in 1138 and 1141, and the
struggle to ensure their son Eustace’s succession.” Nevertheless, in a work focused on the king, his
consort can only form a sideline to the argument, and he accordingly does not attempt a detailed
consideration of Matilda’s role as queen-consort and countess or its impact on Stephen’s rule. He
also eschews examining the importance of Matilda’s patrimony on the political balance of the
Anarchy; for example, while Crouch gives the balance of power in Essex a prominent place, his
analysis circles round the person of Geoffrey de Mandeville, not the balance of power between the
Boulonnais and Mandeville houses.> He also gives Stephen the role of bellwether for the fashion of
patronising Templar houses, and generally assumes that Prince Eustace took sole, absolute control
of the Boulonnais county and honour in 1147, despite grants and writs issued by his mother after
that date.”

The shorter length and sharper focus of articles means that scholars focus even less attention

on Matilda of Boulogne in these works.* For instance, some of Round’s shorter works usefully

*0J. Bradbury, Stephen and Matilda: The Civil War of 1139-53 (Stroud, 1996); K. J. Stringer, Reign of Stephen:
Kingship, Warfare and Government in Twelfth Century England (London, 1993); D. Matthew, King Stephen
(London, 2002).

51 Cf. Cronne, Reign of Stephen, pp. 64, 74, 188, 205.
2 Crouch, The Reign of King Stephen, 1135-1154 (Harlow, 2000).

53 Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 78, 89-90, 174-88,260-1, 314-19.

> ibid, pp. 21, 32.

5 ibid, pp. 245, 317-18. _

56 of. J. Bradbury, ‘The Early Years of the Reign of Stephen, 1135-1139°, in D. Williams, (ed.), England in the Twelfih
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discuss the extent of the Boulonnais comital family’s English holdings and their dependants there;
they do not, however, extend this discussion into the period of the Anarchy, and so do not address
the strategic role Matilda of Boulogne and her patrimony played in the struggle.”” Similarly, in their
long-running debate over Geoffrey II de Mandeville’s difficult relations with the English crown,
R.H.C. Davis and J.O. Prestwich did not discuss the role tensions between the competing needs of
Geoffrey’s and Matilda’s families may have played.*® However, two articles examining the roots of
Stephen’s power base have viewed the effect of the queen’s patrimony on English politics. Edmund
King’s 2000 English Historical Review article ‘Stephen of Blois, Count of Mortain and Boulogne’
appraised Stephen’s career before taking the throne and the forces that led him to be crowned. He
concluded that Matilda’s county gave him an unprecedented opportunity to exert independent
authority and the Essex honour brought with it vital connections to the capital.” Judith Green’s 1991
article ‘Financing Stephen’s War’, which analyses Stephen’s revenue sources and their impact on
his fight for the throne, corroborates this view of the Boulogne honour as vital to Stephen’s good
relations with the citizens of London.*

Finally, although Matilda was queen-consort of England for nearly two decades, scholars of
queenship have paid her relatively little attention. The growth in scholarly interest in queens, their
authority, and their official duties in the past three decades has been explosive, which renders
Matilda’s relative obscurity odd.*' However, much of this work, such as that of the influential John

Carmi Parsons, has focused on the far better documented later medieval queens. The only Anglo-

Century: Proceedings of the 1988 Harlaxton Symposium (Woodbridge, 1990), pp. 17-30.

57J. H. Round, ‘The Counts of Boulogne as English Lords’, in J. H. Round (ed.), Studies in Peerage and Family History
(Westminster, 1901), pp. 147-80; J. H. Round, ‘Ingelric the Priest and Albert of Lotharingia’, in J. H. Round
(ed.), The Commune of London (Westminster, 1899), pp. 28-38; J. H. Round, ‘London under Stephen’, in J. H.
Round (ed.), The Commune of London (Westminster, 1899), pp. 97-124.

%8 This historiographical epic began with R. H. C. Davis, ‘Geoffrey de Mandeville Reconsidered’, EHR (1964), 299-
307, and continued in J. O. Prestwich, ‘The Treason of Geoffrey de Mandeville’, EHR 103 (1988), 283-312; R.
H. C. Davis, ‘The Treason of Geoffrey de Mandeville: A Comment’, EHR 103 (1988), 313-17; J. O. Prestwich,
‘Geoffrey de Mandeville: A Further Comment’, EHR 103 (1988), 960-8; R. H. C. Davis, ‘Geoffrey de
Mandeville: A Final Comment’, EHR 103 (1988), 670-2; J. O. Prestwich and R. H. C. Davis, ‘Last Words on
Geoffrey de Mandeville’, EHR 105 (1990), 670-2.

¥ E. King, ‘Stephen of Blois, Count of Mortain and Boulogne’, EHR 115 (2000), 271-96, esp. 293-6.

6 A Green, ‘Financing Stephen’s War’, ANS 14 (1991), 91-114, esp. 99-100, 105-7.

61 A search of the Royal Historical Society’s bibliographic database (see above, p. 13 n. 45) with the terms *queenship,
1000-1500°, yielded 85 results, most no earlier than 1980.
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Norman queen to receive sustained interest from scholars of queenship is Matilda of Scotland,
Henry I’s first wife, the subject of Lois Huneycutt’s work. Matilda’s status as wife of Stephen of
Blois, one of the most controversial of medieval English kings, may place her further out of the
spotlight, as academics choose to evaluate his career rather than hers. However, Lois Huneycutt’s
2002 study ‘dlianora regina Anglorum’ compares Eleanor of Aquitaine with her predecessors,
including Matilda of Boulogne; although it does not devote much time to analysing her career
specifically, the correlation of these various women sheds some light on her role and allows for

useful parallels to be made.®

Part 4: Matilda of Boulogne’s Career Before 1135

Very little is known of Matilda of Boulogne’s early life, as she did not generally enter the historical
sources until after her marriage, and few Boulonnais documents survive for the period of her reign
as countess before Stephen acceded to the throne (c. 1125-1135). However, it is possible, using
what evidence exists and extrapolating from the lives of her maternal relatives, to make some
remarks. John of Worcester comments that Mary of Scotland, the youngest daughter of St. Margaret
and Malcolm Canmore, king of Scots, wed Count Eustace III of Boulogne in 1102. The count was a
famous crusader, the elder brother of Godfrey of Bouillon, the first ruler of Christian Jerusalem, and
Baldwin 1, its first king, and would later be offered the throne himself.® The match, which had the
additional benefit of tying the loyalties of one of the wealthiest English magnates firmly to the
throne, was probably brokered, or at least assisted, by Mary’s sister Matilda, who had married
Henry I two years previously.** Countess Mary died in the spring of 1115 or 1116. Although the

Bermondsey chronicler had a notoriously poor grasp of dates, a charter of Queen Matilda’s to

52 1. L. Huneycutt, ‘Alianora Regina Anglorum: Eleanor of Aquitaine and Her Anglo-Norman Predecessors as Queens
of England’, in J. C. Parsons and B. Wheeler (eds.), Eleanor of Aquitaine: Lord and Lady (London, 2002), pp.
115-31.

8 B A. Lees (ed.), Records of the Templars in England in the 12th Century: The Inquest of 1185 with Illustrative
Charters and Documents (London, 1935), p. x1; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 317-18.

6Jw, pp. 102-3; Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 141-51.
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Durham’s cathedral chapter, which includes the countess in its pro anima clause and was granted
before Henry’s April 1116 trip to the continent, gives a terminus ante quem for her death.” Because
Matilda of Boulogne, the only child of this marriage and Eustace III’s only legitimate child,
probably married around 1125, it is most likely that she was born between 1102 and 1110.%

Young Matilda may well have spent a great deal of time during her childhood in England.
Her mother, Countess Mary, was close to her sister Matilda, Henry I’s queen, as the latter’s
memorial donation to Durham at Mary’s death shows.*” Mary may have also been a frequent
resident of the English court, if the example of her younger brother David carries weight — which it
may well do, since Mary and David were only three years apart in age.*® Moreover, Eustace himself
appears to have spent much of their early marriage in England, as he frequently attested Henry’s
charters between the fall of 1101 and 1108 and was highly involved in the king’s military affairs.*
Grants made by various members of the comital family to English houses — including holdings
belonging to the Boulonnais county — also suggest that Matilda’s family had deep English roots.”

After 1108 Eustace appears much less frequently in Henry’s charters. Tanner argues that this
reticence stemmed from the series of wars between Henry I and Louis VI of France, who was aided
by the counts of Flanders and Ponthieu. In short, Eustace probably stayed at home in Boulogne to
protect his patrimony from marauders.” Although there were relatively frequent truces and Eustace

appears to have managed to placate most of his neighbours, as shown by his rapprochement with

65 Annales de Bermondseia’, in H. R. Luard (ed.), Annales Monastici, vol. Il (London, 1866), p. 432; M. Brett, ‘The
Annals of Bermondsey, Southwark and Merton’, in D. Abulafia (ed.), Church and City: Essays in Honour of
Christopher Brooke (Cambridge, UK, 1992), pp. 296-7; R. Graham, ‘The Priory of La Charité-sur-Loire and
the monastery of Bermondsey’, in R. Graham (ed.), English Ecclesiastical Studies: Being Some Essays in
Research in Medieval History (London, 1929), pp. 93-100; C. Johnson and Cronne (eds.), RRAN 1, no. 1180.

% A. V. Murray, The Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem: A Dynastic History 1099-1125 (Oxford, 2000), p. 159; below,

. 19-21.

67 HuneyEStt, Matilda, pp. 90-1, 122-3, 149-50; C. Johnson and Cronne (eds.), RRAN II, no. 1180.

68 Huneycutt, Matilda, pp. 17, 89, 104, 120-2, 133-4; L. L. Huneycutt, ‘Public Lives, Private Ties: Royal Mothers in
England and Scotland, 1070-1204, in J. C. Parsons and B. Wheeler (eds.), Medieval Mothering (London,
1996), pp. 303, 307; Huneycutt, ‘dlianora Regina Anglorum’, p.128.

%Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 153-4.
70 «Bermondsey Annals’, p. 432; Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, p. 154; Huneycutt, Matilda, p. 108.

! Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 156-76.
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the count of Flanders in 1113, the situation was probably volatile and somewhat dangerous.” In this
situation, it is not unreasonable to suggest that the young Matilda spent these years in England,
perhaps under the supervision of her mother, her aunt Matilda, or both.” If Matilda did remain in
England, the question arises of where she spent her formative years. Strickland comments,
apparently on the basis of her mother’s grants to the house and burial there, that Matilda was
probably educated at Bermondsey. This is extremely unlikely, however, given that Bermondsey was
a male house — the porosity of male cloister walls to the families of patrons simply did not extend so
far.™

On the other hand, it is likely that Matilda of Boulogne received a claustral education in her
girlhood, simply because she came from a family that appears to have valued female intellectual
prowess. Both her grandmother and her maternal aunt could definitely read, and her mother, who
shared an education with Henry I’s queen, was probably similarly capable; the presence of Latin
epitaphs on Matilda of Boulogne’s and Countess Mary’s tombs may reflect their links with literacy
and intellectualism.” Matilda’s mother and her maternal aunt had been educated at Romsey and
Wilton abbeys. The latter in particular remained a centre of female learning into Matilda of
Boulogne’s girlhood in the twelfth century, as evidenced by its contribution of a verse epitaph — one
of only four houses of either sex in England and France to send one — for the mortuary roll of
Vitalis, abbot of Savigny. ™ Despite Matilda of Scotland’s unpleasant memories of Wilton, the

abbey provided the best education in England for women, and would have been an ideal — and very

plausible — place for the half-Saxon heiress to a huge English honour to be educated.”

7 ibid, pp. 160-1, 164-5, 170.
7 ‘Bermondsey Annals’, p. 432.

" Strickland, Lives of Queens, p. 200.
> Huneycutt, Matilda, pp. 13-17, 130-32; T. Southouse (ed.), Monasticon Favershamiense in Agro Cantinao: or A

Surveigh of the Monastry of Faversham (London, 1671), p. 109; O. Lehmann-Brockhaus, Lateinische
Schriftsquellen zur Kunst in England, Wales, und Schottland vom Jahre 901 bis zum Jahre 1307, vol. |
(Munich, 1956), p. 304; below, p. 49, n. 236.

7 Huneycutt, Matilda, pp. [8-20, 131.
71 Eadmer, Eadmer’s History of Recent Events in England, R. W. Southern and G. Bosanquet (eds.) (London, 1964), pp.

[26-31; above, n. 76.
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The first appearance of Matilda of Boulogne in Boulonnais documents is in the 1125 charter
of her father on his retirement to take the cowl at Cluny, in which he gave ten pounds annually to
Cluny and ten to Rumilly. Eustace describes himself as “...once count of Boulogne, but now, at the
dispensation of God, monk of Cluny...” and comments that ‘I Eustace put this in the hand of
Bernard, prior of Cluny, publicly at Rumilly, in the year of the incarnation of the Word 1125, it
being confirmed and upheld by Stephen, count of Boulogne, to whom I gave my patrimony with
Matilda, my daughter, who also upheld and confirmed this gift, in the presence of many people
whose names are noted below’.”

This charter provides the date universally used for Stephen and Matilda’s marriage;
however, it is worth re-examining this assumption in the light of the subsequent succession crisis.
Karl Leyser assumes that the empress was Henry’s unchanging choice to be his heir after 1120,
even though she was not available to rule England until her husband’s 23 May 1125 death.” She did
not, in fact, return to England until more than a year afterwards, in September 1126. Hollister
allows that Stephen may briefly have been Henry’s first choice as heir, but eventually agreed with
Leyser that his marriage to Matilda was to secure a strategic area to a trusted relative.* This
explanation does not make sense, since marrying Stephen to Matilda gave him — along with the
advantages of male gender and favour with the king — a potent link to the Anglo-Saxon dynasty in
exactly the degree the empress possessed, thereby neutralising a potent claim for the empress.* If
Henry really did intend for his daughter to succeed him, it was totally counterproductive to broker

Matilda and Stephen’s marriage after May 1125.

8 L. A. Bruel, Recueil des chartes de I’abbaye de Cluny, vol. V (Paris, 1894), no. 3984: “...olim comes Boloniensis,
nunc autem, disponente Deo, monachus Cluniacensis...’; ‘Hoc feci ego Eustachius in manu Bernardi, prioris
Cluniacensis, publice apud Rumiliacum, anno Verbi incarnati M.C XX.V., laudante simulque confirmante
Stephano, comite Boloniensi, cui hereditatem meam cum Mathildi, filia mea, dedi, que et hoc donum laudavit
atque confirmavit, presentibus multis quorum nomina subnotata sunt.’

M. Chibnall, The Empress Matilda: Queen Consort, Queen Mother and Lady of the English (Oxford, 1991), p. 40; K.
Leyser, ‘The Anglo-Norman Succession, 1120-1125’, Communications and Power in Medieval Europe: The
Gregorian Revolution and Beyond (London, 1994), p. 100.

8 . W. Hollister, ‘The Anglo-Norman Succession Debate of 1126: Prelude to Stephen’s Anarchy’, in C. W. Hollister
(ed.), Monarchy, Magnates and Institutions in the Anglo-Norman World (London, 1986), pp. 148-9.

81 Hollister,” Anglo-Norman Succession’, p. 146; Bradbury, ‘The Early Years of Stephen’, pp.19-20.
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It appears, then, that 1125 is the terminus ad quem for the marriage, and that preparations
were underway by 1124 or early 1125 at the latest, as Hollister suggests.* In fact, it is possible that
Stephen and Matilda had already married by the time Count Eustace abdicated, since the abdication
charter may be the final stage in a longer-term process of leaving the world. It is, on the other hand,
unlikely that the match was made more than a year or two before 1125, making a date of ‘around
1125’ accurate. This marriage date incidentally helps narrow the date-range of Matilda’s birth. If
she had been born shortly before her mother’s 1115x16 death, she would have been below the
canonical age of marriage at that time — an unlikely proposition since her father was still probably
capable of rule and Matilda herself began child-bearing not long afterwards.® This makes it likely
that she was born some time in the first decade of her parents’ marriage, roughly between 1101 and
1110.

The births of Matilda’s children — both date and birth order — are another vexing question,
which cannot be definitively answered for lack of evidence. * However, enough remains to attempt
a partial chronology. Mary, the couple’s firstborn and only surviving daughter, was probably their
eldest child; King posits that she was named in honour of her maternal grandmother.* She spent her
early years as a nun, possibly a child oblate, and eventually spent some time at the convent of St.
Sulpice in Rennes. A group of nuns from this house followed Mary to Stratford-by-Bow before
1148; in that year, after a struggle between the foreign and English nuns, Mary became prioress of
her parents’ foundation at Lillechurch, where she remained until her 1160 inheritance of the
Boulonnais title and subsequent abduction by Matthew of Flanders. 8 Since Lillechurch was
founded by the direct intervention of a number of bishops and abbots, it is likely that Mary was a

grown woman of twenty-five or thirty — the usually accepted age to head a house —in 1148, which

82 ibid, p. 148.
83 See below, p. 21 n. 88.
% E. B. Fryde (ed.), Handbook of British Chronology (3rd corrected edn., Cambridge, 1996), pp. 35-6.

85 King, ‘Stephen of Blois’, 296 n. 1.
85 Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury (London, 1956), pp. 379-80; M. A. E. Green, Lives of the Princesses

of England: From the Norman Congquest, vol. I (London, 1850), pp. 192-214; D; E; below, pp. 61-63.
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in turn suggests that her parents married slightly before 1125. Mary’s own forced marriage also
indicates her early birth. Despite the fact that she had only two daughters, born in 1160 and 1161,
Matthew did not act to dissolve the marriage, which suggests that he entertained few expectations
of offspring from his wife, and married her in order to claim her lands for himself.

Eustace, who carried the name of every ruling count of Boulogne since 1024, was
undoubtedly the couple’s firstborn son; his name, moreover, suggests a birthdates before 1135,
when the highest rank he could aspire to was ruling count. * Since he was married in 1140 and
invested count in 1147, when in his mid-teens at least, he was probably born in the first few years of
his parents’ marriage, although the HBC’s date of 1130-1 is plausible. ** Matilda, probably named
for her mother or maternal great-aunt rather than her paternal grandmother as King suggests,
appears in Orderic when she was betrothed, aged two, to Waleran of Meulan in 1136.” She died
before Waleran’s 1137 marriage, and was buried on the south side of the altar of Holy Trinity
Priory Aldgate, where her parents made commemorative gifts in her name. Baldwin was the
namesake of Matilda’s youngest uncle, the first king of Jerusalem, and because of this name was
probably born before 1135, when the couple held only the Boulonnais inheritance. He is known
only through a group of charters given in his memory to Holy Trinity Priory, Aldgate by his parents
and an entry in Holy Trinity’s house chronicle stating that his grave was at the north side of its
church’s altar.” The terminus ante quem for his death is late summer 1147 to early spring 1148,
when these grants were made. The total lack of chronicle evidence for his life, however, and the
persistent connection with his sister Matilda, who definitely died as a young child, suggests he died

as an infant also; he and Matilda may even have been twins.

87 Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, p. 196 n.37; J. B. Freed, ‘The Counts of Falkenstein: Noble Self-Conciousness in
Twelfth-Century Germany’, Transactions of the American Philosophical Society 74 (1984), 1-67.
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The birth of William, the couple’s younger surviving son, marks a highly symbolic
watershed in Matilda’s life: the point at which she became the wife of a king. William was not a
name that appeared in the main line of the Boulonnais house — in fact, the only relative of Matilda’s
to bear it was a son of her father’s illegitimate half-brother.”’ It was, however, the name of
Stephen’s illustrious grandfather, the founder of the Anglo-Norman dynasty, and was the perfect
way for a newly-crowned king to mark out his dynastic intentions.” Other sources — notably the
first version of Bernard of Clairvaux’s vita — remark that one of Matilda’s sons was born shortly
after Stephen’s accession, in late 1135 or early 1136, at Boulogne; William is the most likely
candidate.”

The countess appears to have taken an active role in Boulonnais administration from the
beginning of her marriage, if not before, since she affixed her personal seal to her father’s
abdication charters. This impression is borne out by the very small amount of charter evidence for
Stephen from the period before his accession. Three charters granted by Stephen as count of
Boulogne are extant, and in all of them he made the grant jointly with his wife.” This joint issuing
is a strong suggestion that the administration of the county was aware of, and responsive to, the
authority that Matilda held as her father’s daughter. In fact, given Stephen’s role as an itinerant
diplomat for Henry I, Matilda may have been the day-to-day administrator in Boulogne, thereby
ensuring that her authority was probably more binding to Boulonnais tenants than Stephen’s.
Matilda may also have acted as co-foundress of the abbey of Longvilliers, in Picardy, which
Stephen founded in 1135, immediately before Henry’s death.”

Thus, by 1135, Matilda of Boulogne was perhaps thirty years old, had borne at least four

children and was pregnant with her fifth and last, and had shared the administration of her
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inheritance with her husband for at least ten years. Her biological commitments were beginning to
wind down, leaving her free to travel and take action, as she entered the prime of her ruling life. She

was well-equipped to meet the new challenges she faced after her husband’s seizure of the English

crownl.,
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Chapter I: The Outlines of Matilda of Boulogne’s Career

The first step in discussing Matilda of Boulogne’s career involves organising and outlining
it; 1t is impossible to track the tenor of and changes in the queen’s activities without first laying out
what those activities were. However, it is also important to note at the outset the limitations of this
exercise. Unlike her husband, Matilda did not consistently appear in contemporary chronicles;
rather, like most queens and noblewomen, she entered the historical record at liminal moments,
periods of crisis for her husband’s rule.”® Her intermittent appearance on the historian’s stage,
especially when combined with the difficulty in dating most of her charters accurately, means that it
is particularly difficult to determine her whereabouts for much of the reign; an itinerary for Matilda
like that for Stephen in the Regesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum would have a significant number
of gaps.” These gaps, in turn, make plotting the queen’s lifecycle, and in particular the births of her
children fairly difficult.”® This chapter will at least attempt, however, to outline Matilda’s career
using charter and documentary evidence.

Matilda’s tenure as queen strictly began on Sunday, 22 December 1135, the date of
Stephen’s coronation.” This date is the most authoritative given in the sources; the Historia
Novella, John of Worcester, Gervase of Canterbury, and the Chronicle of Battle Abbey all agree on

it, though the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and Orderic Vitalis give other dates in December.'® Henry of

% L. O. Fradenburg, ‘Introduction: Rethinking Queenship’, in L. O. Fradenburg (ed.), Women and Sovereignty
(Edinburgh, 1992), pp. 1-13; J. C. Parsons, ‘Introduction: Family, Sex, and Power - The Rhythms of Medieval
Queenship’, in J. C. Parsons (ed.), Medieval Queenship (Stroud, 1993), pp. 2-3, 7; P. Stafford, ‘The Portrayal
of Royal Women in England, Mid-Tenth to Mid-Twelfth Centuries’, in J. C. Parsons (ed.), Medieval
Queenship (Stroud, 1993), pp. 143-7, 166-7.

°TH. A. Cronne and R. H. C. Davis (eds.), Regesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum, 1066-1154, vol. 3: Regesta regis
Stephani ac Mathildis imperatricis ac Gaufridi et Henrici ducum Normannorum, 1135-54 (Oxford, 1968), pp.
xxxix-xliv.
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Huntingdon comments that the new king’s first court was held in London at Christmas, 1 135.1%!
However, Matilda herself was not present at Stephen’s coronation, probably because she was
recovering from a birth. Heather Tanner argues, and the evidence corroborates, that Matilda and
Stephen’s son William was born in early December, and that the new queen-consort crossed the
Channel in early January.'® Regardless of the child’s identity, Matilda, in all probability, spent the
first days of Stephen’s reign in Boulogne, the county’s capital. Robert of Torigni comments that
Stephen received news of Henry I’s death and departed for England from there; the Historia
Novella comments that Stephen sailed from Wissant, but this would have been a short journey from
Boulogne.'”

The queen had obviously settled into her husband’s realm by the spring of 1136, as Orderic
Vitalis mentions that ‘... King Stephen betrothed his infant daughter, then two years old, to Waleran,
count of Meulan, and the count returned to Normandy immediately after Easter’.'” Presumably, this
betrothal, made at Stephen’s first Easter court, would have intimately involved the queen, if only
because the little princess was still too young to move to Normandy with her betrothed. Gervase of
Canterbury reported that Matilda was crowned queen-consort at the same Easter court, at
Westminster on March 22, 1136.' Matilda’s coronation may have been the ceremonial highlight of
this court, which Henry of Huntingdon described as ‘...more splendid for its throng and size, for
gold, silver, jewels, robes, and every kind of sumptuousness, than any that had ever been held in
England’; it is particularly telling that Stephen chose the elevation of his wife to the dignity of
queen-consort as the moment to assert and flaunt his power.'™
The queen’s first appearances in Stephen’s charters occur around this time, presumably

because the arrival and coronation of a new queen was a perfect opportunity to request and make

"'l HH, pp. 702-3.

192 Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, p. 196 n.37; see above, pp. 20-22.
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donations. Matilda witnessed a charter granting a meadow and general confirmation to Reading
Abbey in 1136; Cronne and Davis assume that this was made at Henry I’s funeral on 4 J anuary.'”’
This seems somewhat tenuous, especially given that the queen’s coronation was not until March,
but is entirely plausible.

A large number of the charters given in this year benefited Stephen’s younger brother Henry
of Blois, either as bishop of Winchester or as abbot of Glastonbury — most commonly by restoring
land usurped from either by William the Conqueror. These charters share a common diploma
format, probably reflecting the particularly formal and solemn circumstances in which they were
given.'” One, which exchanged the previously Boulonnais manor of Bishop’s Sutton, Hants, for
that of Steeple Morden, Cambs, was given at Westminster, and can be conclusively dated to
Stephen’s 1136 Easter court.'” This charter almost certainly coincided with the queen’s 22 March
coronation, and may well — since it involved her patrimony — have been made at her insistence. A
charter restoring the Devon manor of Uffculme, usurped by William the Conqueror, to Glastonbury
Abbey was probably also granted at or just after Matilda’s coronation; the relative formality of the
occasion can be seen by the attestation of the queen and their son Eustace, who at the time was
probably still a young boy.'"

The other restorative charters Stephen granted to his brother’s see were also granted at
Westminster, but due to the presence of Robert of Gloucester, could not have been made at the
Easter court. These five charters restore a total of six manors in Somerset, Hampshire, and
Berkshire to the Winchester see.'"" They share the vast majority of their witness-lists, implying that
all were made on the same occasion. This must have been after early April, when Robert of

Gloucester landed in England and swore homage to Stephen — and when Stephen granted his second

7 RRAN 678.
'% Table I, p. 243.
19 RRAN 944,
' RRAN 341.
" Table 11, p. 243.
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charter of ecclesiastical liberties, which the earl of Gloucester witnessed.'" It is possible that they
date from Christmas 1136, a traditional time for holding court and hearing pleas. The issuing of a
charter recording the outcome of a plea coram rege by the prior of Holy Trinity Aldgate, in which
the queen acted as an advocate for the plaintiff, lends some support to this theory. It was granted at
Westminster between Christmas 1136 and March 1137, and suggests that the proceedings took
place during a formal meeting of the king’s court; Christmas is the only date within that range that
would have supported such a formal gathering.'"

Matilda also visited Winchester at some point during 1136, where she witnessed a charter to
the abbey of Cluny that replaced the one hundred mark pension granted by Henry I with the manor
of Letcombe Regis, Berks.'"* The witness-list — which includes Stephen and Matilda’s son Eustace,
Roger of Salisbury, Henry of Blois, Alexander bishop of Lincoln, Nigel bishop of Ely, Aubrey and
Robert de Vere, William Peverel, Gilbert de Lacy, Alan earl of Richmond, and Roger earl of
Warwick — suggests that it was given at an official court, almost certainly connected with a crown-
wearing. It cannot be from Easter 1136, spent at Westminster; it may, however, date from
Christmas of that year. Most likely, perhaps, the court met at Winchester at Whitsuntide in mid-
May 1136 — the need to press on with the siege of Exeter might account for the length of the
witness-list, much shorter than those from the Easter court.

Finally, there is some tenuous evidence that Matilda joined her husband at some point
during the protracted siege of Exeter. Matilda witnessed a confirmation of various churches to the
see of Exeter; this charter was rejected by Cronne and Davis as a forgery, based on its use of
uncommon alternative styles for four witnesses, which they regarded as cumulatively fatal to its

authenticity.'"* However, they note that it was beneficiary-drafted, and that eight of its witnesses,

"2 HH, pp. 704-5; Richard of Hexham, ‘The Acts of King Stephen and the Battle of the Standard’, in J. Stevenson (ed.),
The Church Historians of England, vol. IV, pt. 2, vol. 4:1 (London, 1853), pp. 40-1; HN, pp. 32-7; RRAN 271.

'3 RRAN 111, p. x1; RRAN 506.

14 RRAN 204.
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not including the queen, witnessed a confirmation given to Furness Abbey during the siege.' This
at least raises the possibility that the charter is a genuine, if amateurish, charter drafted by the
canons of Exeter, who may not have known the preferred titles of the various witnesses. If this was
indeed the case, then Matilda’s inclusion in the Vita of St. Wulftric of Haselbury, where the saint
berated her for snubbing William FitzWalter’s wife on a trip to Corfe Castle, becomes much more
intelligible.'” It appears that Matilda accompanied her husband to Exeter in the spring of 1136, at
least in part to visit the saintly hermit; presumably the queen left Exeter soon after the siege began.

The queen’s whereabouts in 1137 come almost entirely from charter evidence. Stephen
crossed the Channel in March: ‘...the third week of March’ according to Orderic Vitalis and ‘...in
March and before Easter (which was on 11 April)...” according to John of Worcester.''® Orderic
comments that the king ‘...]landed at L.a Hougue [Saint-Vaast la Hougue, south of Barfleur] with a
large retinue...”; it seems that the queen was a member of this retinue.'” In part, this may have been
because the royal couple’s eldest son, Eustace, was also a member of the party. Several sources
comment that he did homage to the French king for Normandy on this trip, probably after April."*
The queen made the most of her time in Normandy, since her first extant charter was given whilst
there. It was given at Evreux, between 22 March and 10 April 1137, and granted the manor of
Cressing Temple, Essex, and St. Mary’s church there to the Knights of the Temple.'*' This charter is
historically important, since it is the earliest extant charter to the English Temple — implying that

Matilda of Boulogne, with her strong familial ties to the Holy Land and its rulers, was the first

catalyst for the Templars’ twelfth-century popularity.'?

' RRAN 337.
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Queen Matilda also witnessed two of her husband’s charters while in Normandy. One of
these was given at Rouen, probably in the early summer of 1137; it confirmed the pension of one
hundred marks of silver per year which Fontevrault received from Henry I1.'? The other, made at
Lyons-la-Forét, confirmed the possessions of Mortemer Abbey and made some additional grants of
land, granges, and other rights.'* It is difficult to tell when in the Norman trip the Mortemer grant
was made, but it seems likely that it also dates from the early summer of 1137, since Stephen was
occupied with petty warfare from June at the latest.'

Various chroniclers comment that increasing unrest there sparked Stephen’s return to
England in late November 1137." The king’s concern over the stability of his Norman possessions
may be reflected in a charter issued by Matilda in 1137 — which incidentally shows her wielding

regential authority. In it, Matilda orders

...Ansfrid dapifer... that you should justly take action to return to the abbot of St. Augustine his
ship and all his things which were captured. And all those men who took them should be put under
pledge that they should be at the king’s justice when he should wish to have them. And I order that
all his things should be at peace just as they were on the day the king crossed the sea, until he
himself should return to England.'”’

It was granted at Westminster and attested by Roger bishop of Salisbury, the mainstay of Henry I’s
bureaucracy — and, in particular, his regent after the death of Queen Matilda of Scotland.'” Its
significance is obvious and manifold. First, it shows Matilda taking an active and dominant role in
the royal administration from the beginning of her husband’s reign — a role, moreover, that her
predecessors as queen-consort had taken on.'” It also demonstrates that Stephen valued Matilda’s

ability to oversee and further his interests; further, and perhaps most importantly, it demonstrates

' RRAN 327; HN, pp. 38-9; OV, pp. 484-5.
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the depth of Stephen’s concern about the volatile situation in England that he sent her back in his
stead.” Stephen was back in England by Advent, which began that year on 28 November: John of
Worcester comments that his Christmas court that year was held at Dunstable, in Bedfordshire,
from which town he presumably began a siege of Bedford."

It is impossible to tell from the evidence whether Matilda was present at this court, and it
becomes increasingly unlikely if the siege was contemporaneous with or immediately after the
festivities, as Henry of Huntingdon’s indignation implies."” However, the presence of Matilda as a
witness to a charter of Stephen’s confirming Roger FitzMiles in the lands of his father-in-law
suggests that such was not the case. Cronne and Davis date the charter, given at Marlborough, to
December 1137."% If, as Marjorie Chibnall suggests, the siege of Bedford continued through
January 1138, it seems unlikely that Stephen would have left and travelled to Marlborough for the
sole purpose of making a grant.”* Rather, it is probable that this grant was given hard on the heels
of the king’s return to England, possibly on his way to Dunstable. Thus it would be dated from
early December 1137, additionally, if this confirmation was given before the Christmas court, it
implies that Matilda of Boulogne was present there at Christmas — and presumably taking more
active part in court ceremonial than Matilda of Scotland did in the latter part of her tenure.

Matilda became seriously engaged in the political life of her realm for the first time in 1138.
In early January, King David of Scots launched a major offensive against the north of England,
spreading rapine and destruction across Northumbria. This offensive was checked by the arrival of
an army, led by King Stephen, from the south on the feast of the Purification (2 February 1138),
which some chroniclers claim caused David to give up without a fight."** It appears that Queen

Matilda accompanied the king on the first part of his journey north, since she attests a charter of
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Stephen’s giving Eye Priory a general confirmation of its holdings."*® This charter was granted at
Eye — the caput of Stephen’s eponymous honour — which suggests Stephen went there before going
north. This in turn narrows Cronne and Davis’s date of pre-Lady Day 1138 to no later than mid or
late January 1137, to give Stephen time to travel north, and suggests that the Bedford siege started
in early January."” The king was in the north until early April, which tends to rule out a visit after
the early Northumbrian campaign. '

The queen’s whereabouts in the winter and spring of 1138 are unrecoverable, perhaps
because ‘...after Easter the abominable madness of the traitors flared up’."*’ Stephen convened an
ecclesiastical council at Northampton on 10 April. From John of Worcester’s narrative, it appears
that he learned of the mass rebellion against him at this council.'*® During the spring and summer of
1138, Stephen faced an essentially dual-pronged attack on his realm, as the Scots re-invaded
Northumbria in the week after Easter 1138 and Robert of Gloucester renounced his allegiance to
Stephen in late May.'*' Robert’s defection appears to have sparked a mass rebellion, whereby
Hereford, Bristol, Leeds Castle in Kent, Castle Cary, Dudley, Dunster, Warecham, Malton, Dover,
and Shrewsbury were taken and held in the king’s despite.'®?

However, the sheer scale of the rebellion against the king forced him to rely on lieutenants to
put out the fires of revolt; it is at this juncture that Matilda makes her next entrance on the political
stage. Stephen himself commanded the siege of Hereford, which began after the feast of the

Ascension and lasted about a month, until mid-June.'* John of Worcester notes that Stephen then

captured Weobley and Shrewsbury. Orderic Vitalis comments further that William FitzAlan held
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Shrewsbury for a month before fleeing in August.' In order to quash the other rebellions, Stephen
turned to trusted confederates — he granted earldoms to Robert Ferrers and Gilbert FitzGilbert of
Clare for the purpose — and in particular his wife. s

In the late summer of 1138, after the capitulation of Shrewsbury, Matilda ¢...besieged Dover
with a strong force on the landward side, and sent word to her friends and kinsmen and dependants
in Boulogne to blockade the force by sea. The people of Boulogne proved obedient, gladly carried
out their lady’s commands and, with a great fleet of ships, closed the narrow strait to prevent the
garrison receiving any supplies’.'* This military pressure, combined with the persuasive power of
the rebel Walchelin Maminot’s father-in-law Robert of Ferrers — and, according to Henry of
Huntingdon, the object lesson provided by the hanging of the Shrewsbury garrison — caused
Walchelin to surrender to the queen, probably in late August or early September.'*’ It is extremely
unlikely that Stephen took Walchelin’s surrender; John of Worcester notes that he moved on to
besiege Wareham after the fall of Shrewsbury.'*

Matilda’s charter granting her manor of Cowley, Oxon, to the Templars may reflect the end
of the siege — it was given at Reading between October 1138 and September 1139. In particular, a
group of Stephen’s stalwarts who do not otherwise appear in the queen’s charters attest this grant,
and may represent the tactical experts who aided the queen at Dover.'* At any rate, the king and
queen were probably reunited by the end of the year, and certainly by the Christmas court session,
held at Westminster in 1138. Some evidence of this can be seen in a charter to Westminster

supposedly witnessed by Matilda on 13 December 1138. The charter is a forgery, but a
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contemporary one, and it is entirely possible that the witness-list, in the main, reflects those actually
present at court.'

The next year opened with a continuation of the formality of the Christmas court as
Theobald, abbot of Bec, was elected archbishop of Canterbury at Westminster around Christmas
1138 and consecrated at the primatial see by the papal legate Alberic of Ostia on 8 January 1139."!
Stephen and Matilda were present at Theobald’s election, and Battle Abbey’s house chronicle
suggests that they were also present at his consecration. Indeed, if Matilda’s input caused the king
to install Walter de Luci as abbot there, as Battle’s chronicle suggests, it is possible that she had a
similar input into Theobald’s election.” The court, if it did not follow the archbishop elect to
Canterbury, appears to have reconvened informally at Oxford for the dedication of Godstow Abbey
between Theobald’s consecration and Alberic’s departure from England on 13 January; Stephen
confirmed the abbey’s foundation gifts with a charter placed at Oxford, which mentions donations
from the queen, Prince Eustace, Archbishop Theobald, Robert D’Oilly, Robert earl of Leicester, and
Miles of Gloucester.'® Matilda’s presence there is confirmed by a second charter which Stephen
gave at the same time and place, granting King’s Ripton, Hunts, to Ramsey Abbey, to which she
attested.'™

Matilda appears to also have spent this time deeply engaged in a diplomatic effort with the
legate Alberic of Ostia, who had travelled north shortly after his arrival and returned to England in
October 1138.%% After John of Hexham noted Alberic’s part in the new archbishop’s consecration,

he commented that
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He also besought, with much entreaty, the king of England, respecting the renewal of a peace with
the king of Scotland. Matilda, queen of the English, lent her aid to his wishes by her private
entreaties, being by no means indifferent to the preservation of peace between her husband and the
king of Scotland, her uncle; for King David had two sisters, Mary and Matilda; the latter married
King Henry; Mary, the earl of Boulogne had taken in marriage, and of her begat this Matilda, his
heiress. But King Stephen took her for his wife with the earldom of Boulogne..."*®

Richard of Hexham’s narrative also places the queen’s efforts at brokering peace after Theobald’s
consecration, but places much more stress on her efforts, as would be expected after Alberic’s

departure:

During the course of these proceedings, [Alberic] was engaged most discreetly and earnestly in
treating with several persons, and especially with the queen of England, respecting the renewal of
peace between the two kings. Finding that the queen’s mind was much set upon the
accomplishment of this object, with her mediation, and backed by her feminine shrewdness and
address, he frequently appealed to the king himself regarding this matter. They found him at first
stern, and apparently opposed to a reconciliation; for many of his barons who had suffered severe
losses from their variance, eagerly urged him on no account to make peace with the king of
Scotland, but to avenge himself upon him; but notwithstanding all this, the zeal of a woman’s
heart, ignoring defeat, persisted night and day in every species of importunity, till it succeeded in
bending the king’s mind to its purpose. For she was warmly attached to her uncle David, the king
of Scotland, and his son Henry, her cousin, and on that account took the greatest pains to reconcile
them. The legate, seeing the affair progressing in this way, derived fresh confidence in his
intercourse with the king, from the better hope which had sprung up, and gave his attention to his
other concerns. "’

Queen Matilda remained active in the treaty negotiations, which Richard of Hexham claims were

completed °...[s]oon after the aforesaid legate had left England...’; Richard’s narrative also includes

a précis of the treaty’s terms:

Stephen, king of England, granted to Henry, son of David, king of Scotland, the earldom of
Northumberland, except two towns, Newcastle and Bamburgh, with all the lands which he held
before. But for these towns he was bound to give him towns of the same value in the south of
England. He directed also that the barons who held of the earldom, as many as chose, might make
acknowledgment for their lands to earl Henry, and do homage to him, saving the fealty which they
had vowed to himself: and this most of them did. The king of Scotland and his son Henry, with all
their dependants, were bound therefore to remain for life amiable and faithful to Stephen, king of
England. And to render their fidelity more secure, they were pledged to give him as hostages five
earls of Scotland, the son of earl Cospatrick, the son of Hugh de Morville, the son of earl Fergus,
the son of Mel..., and the son of Mac... They were bound also to observe unalterably the laws
customs, and statutes which his uncle king Henry had established in the county of

Northumberland.'*®
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It is likely that this treaty was brokered in late December 1138 or early in January 1139, since there
is no evidence that Alberic returned to England after the conclusion of the Lateran Council, which
began on 4 April 1139."

The treaty was not ratified, however, until 9 April, presumably in order to provide time to
finalise the terms and ensure its acceptability to both sides. Richard of Hexham notes that ‘this
agreement was signed at Durham on [April 9, 1139], by Henry son of the king of Scotland, and
their barons, in the presence of Matilda, queen of England, and many earls and barons of the south
of England’.'® John of Hexham, although relating the same facts, once again highlights Matilda of
Boulogne’s role, commenting that the treaty was concluded °...at the instance of the queen of the
English...” and that Matilda herself was party to the confirmation, not just an onlooker.'®' Both
narratives agree that after the formal confirmation of the treaty, Queen Matilda accompanied her
cousin Henry to Nottingham, where Stephen was holding court; Henry did homage for his new
earldom and spent the summer in southern England — possibly with his cousin Matilda.'®

The queen’s whereabouts for the rest of 1139 and much of 1140 are obscure. The bishops of
Salisbury, Lincoln, and Ely were arrested at what appears to have been a formal meeting of the
king’s court in Oxford at midsummer 1139; Matilda of Boulogne was probably present there,
although none of the chroniclers mention her.'” It is also possible that the queen attended the
council convened at Winchester on 29 August to discuss the bishops’ arrest.'* The empress Matilda
arrived in England on 30 September, sparking a wave of insurrection against Stephen.'® Possibly
the empress’s potential supporters were warned in advance of her arrival in order to launch

diversionary attacks, since from July 1138 to the end of the year Stephen was engaged in at least
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four sieges. The queen almost certainly did not accompany him, and probably stayed in the vicinity
of London or in Essex, where her natal family’s power was highest.'® The king’s military activities
continued well into 1140, as he battled the imperial faction at Ely, Worcester, Little Hereford, Bath,
and Lincoln, among others.'®’

In this year Matilda spearheaded several particularly sensitive diplomatic missions, probably
on Stephen’s orders. The first of these was the arrangement and solemnisation of her son’s
marriage. According to John of Worcester, ‘it was agreed, after the magnates of [Louis], king of
France, and Stephen, king of England, had been consulted, that Stephen’s son should marry the
French king’s sister. The betrothal took place overseas in February in the presence of the queen-
mother of England and of many of the highest nobility of both kingdoms’.!® Although John is the
only chronicler to date this event, several others make it clear that one side-effect of the bishops’
arrest was to provide money to enable the match — which was made for an unashamedly political
reason: ‘...to strengthen the son who was to succeed him against the count of Anjou and his sons’.'®
It seems that the queen, besides acting as a formal witness and engaging in the final negotiations,
was also responsible for ensuring her daughter-in-law’s safe arrival in England. William of
Newburgh comments that the king’s anger against Geoffrey II de Mandeville stemmed from an

incident when

Constance was in London with her mother-in-law the queen. It chanced that the queen sought to go
elsewhere with this daughter-in-law, but the said Geoffrey, who at that time commanded the
Tower, opposed her. He seized the daughter-in-law from the hands of her mother-in-law, who
resisted as best she could, and detained her, allowing the queen herself to depart in humiliation.
The king later demanded Constance back, hiding for the moment his just anger; and Geoffrey
reluctantly surrendered his outstanding prize to the king her father-in-law.'”

The queen must have been back in England by the late spring of 1140. William of Malmesbury

notes that

166 RRAN 11, p. xli; HN, pp. 62-3; GS, pp. 84-99; JW, pp. 268-77; JH, p. 14.
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...some time [after Whitsuntide], by the mediation of the legate, a parley was appointed between
the empress and the king, on the chance that peace might be restored by the inspiration of God. The
meeting was near Bath: on the empress’s side her brother Robert was sent and the rest of her
advisors, on the king’s, the legate and the archbishop, together with the queen. But vainly, vainly, I
say, they wasted both words and time and parted without making peace.'”!

Given her previous experience in diplomacy — and the stake she held in her husband’s continued
rule — Matilda was a good choice for this venture; she could advocate the king’s interest clearly, and
could offer a counterfoil for the empress.'”

Because of the political situation, it is unlikely that Matilda spent Christmas 1140 with her
husband. According to John of Hexham, the feud over Carlisle and Northumbria between Henry,
earl of Huntingdon, and Ranulf, earl of Chester led the latter ‘...to endeavour to trap [Henry] with an
armed force...” on his way north from an extended stay at Stephen’s court. However, °...the king,
instigated by the queen’s entreaties, restored him to his father and his country, having secured him
from the threatened danger; and this hostility was transferred to plots against the king’s safety: for
earl [Ranulf] seized all the fortifications of Lincoln’ sometime before Christmas.'” Orderic Vitalis
adds that Ranulf bluffed his way into the castle through a treacherous ruse involving his wife.'” The
resulting siege lasted for more than a month and culminated in the battle of Lincoln on 2 February,

175

the feast of the Purification, at which Stephen was captured.'” Robert of Gloucester took custody of
the king, bringing him first to Gloucester on 9 February, and then to more secure custody at
Bristol.'”

The queen and Prince Eustace were almost certainly not present in Lincoln during the period
leading up to the battle. Solid evidence of this can be found in a charter Matilda gave jointly with

Eustace to Arrouaise abbey in Artois. Internally place-dated to London, on 9 February 1141, the

date on which the king reached Gloucester, it gives the abbey the lands which the queen’s

"' HN, pp. 76-9.

‘2R H. C. Davis, King Stephen, p. 43.

' JH, p. 16.

"4 OV, pp. 538-41; HH, pp. 724-5; WN, pp. 60-1.

5 ov, pp. 538-47, HH, pp. 724-5; WN, pp. 60-3; JW, pp. 292-3; HN, pp. 80-7; RT, pp. 52-3; GS, pp. 110-15; JH, pp.
15-18.

176 yy. pp. 292-3; above, p. 37 n. 175.



38
Boulonnais tenant Eustace de Legrefth held in the vicomté of Merck for ten pounds’ annual rent.'”
This charter also suggests that the king’s wife and son knew of the calamity soon afterwards — and
were suitably concerned — since the first request in its pro anima clause is for ‘...the health of our
lord King Stephen...”.'”

It appears that Matilda quickly became the focus for resistance to the empress’s planned
takeover. Orderic Vitalis puts it the mostly baldly, when he comments that although most of the
country, including the king’s own brother Henry of Blois, ‘...went over to the Angevins...”, ‘...Count
Waleran, William of Warenne, and Simon [de Senlis] and many others remained loyal to the queen,
and vowed to fight manfully for the king and his heirs’.'” Even more pessimistic chroniclers note
that the royal stronghold of Kent, ‘...where the queen and William of Ypres opposed [the empress]
with all their might’, never fell under imperial control.'® This may be due to the presence of her
friends and retainers in the rump government; John of Hexham comments that William of Ypres
and Faramus of Boulogne, a relative of the queen’s, ran the royal household during the king’s
captivity.'' Matilda probably exerted regential authority during this, as shown by a writ she issued
to John, the sheriff of London, ordering ‘...on the part of my lord the king and myself that you
permit the canons of St. Martin’s of London to hold and have their soke of Cripplegate and all their
liberties...”. It is worth noting, however, that Cronne and Davis emphasise that the date they assign

this writ is only an assumption — it refers to a charter of Stephen’s that cannot be definitively

dated.'®?

""" RRAN 24: ¢...terram quandam quam Eustachius de Legrefth sub annuo decem librarum censu nobis persoluendo
tenebat in perpetuam elemosinam dedimus...”. Merck was a discontinuous part of the county of Boulogne:
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The queen’s role in the royalist resistance seems at first to have been totally non-violent. She
sent a representative to the council convened at Winchester from Monday 7 to Thursday 10 April
1141, to discuss the Empress’s accession to the throne. According to William of Malmesbury, on

the Wednesday,

...a certain man, named Christian if | remember rightly, a clerk of the queen as I have heard, stood
up and held out a document to the legate. He read it in silence, and said at the top of his voice that
it was not valid and ought not to be read out in so great an assembly, especially one of persons of
rank and religion... While he was havering in this fashion, the clerk did not fail to perform his
commission, but with a splendid boldness read the letter before that audience, the substance being
as follows: “The queen earnestly begs all the assembled clergy, and especially the bishop of
Winchester, her lord’s brother, to restore to the throne that same lord, whom cruel men, who are at
the same time his own men, have cast into chains.”'®?

John of Hexham’s report is similar, if less detailed; he comments that Matilda ‘...made
supplications to all, and importuned all with prayers, promises, and fair words for the deliverance of
her husband’.'®*

The queen took this supplication directly to her archrival after the empress’s arrival in
London near 24 June 1141." The problem hinged on Prince Eustace’s maternal inheritance —
namely, the county of Boulogne’s extensive holdings in England. There are three basic versions of
this episode, which involve the queen in varying degrees. The Gesta Stephani comments that “...the
queen, a woman of subtlety and a man’s resolution, sent envoys to the countess and made earnest
entreaty for her husband’s release from his filthy dungeon and the granting of his son’s inheritance,
though only that to which he was entitled by her father’s will...”."* John of Worcester’s account is

rather more specific, and implies that the royalist faction was willing to make a deal to secure peace

and the king’s freedom:
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...the queen interceded with the empress on behalf of her king, who was a prisoner under guard and
in chains. She was also implored on his behalf by the chief men and greatest nobles of England,
who offered to give her many hostages, castles, and great riches, if the king were to be set free and
allowed to recover his liberty, if not the crown. They promised to persuade him to give up the
crown, and thereafter live devoted to God alone as a monk or pilgrim. She would not listen to them
nor would she listen to the bishop of Winchester’s plea that the earldom which belonged to his
brother should be given to his nephew, the king’s son.'’

Finally, the Historia Novella comments that Henry of Blois had attempted to get both the honour of
Boulogne and that of Mortain in Normandy, which Henry I gave to Stephen before 1125, for
Eustace and was rebuffed. At that point, the legate ...had a family conference at Guildford with the
queen, his brother’s wife, and influenced by her tears and offers of amends, he resolved to free his
brother...”."®

The most likely explanation for this discrepancy lies in the ultimate outcome of the failed

negotiations, at least on Queen Matilda’s part: violence.'® According to the Gesta Stephani,

...when she was abused in harsh and insulting language and both she and those who had come to
ask on her behalf completely failed to gain their request, the queen, expecting to obtain by arms
what she could not by supplication, brought a magnificent body of troops across in front of London
from the other side of the river and gave orders that they should rage most furiously around the city
with plunder and arson, violence and the sword, in sight of the countess and her men.'”

This, the narrative continues, is what caused the empress to flee London. Once Queen Matilda had

gained this initial momentum, it became far easier for her to attract allies:

The queen was admitted into the city by the Londoners and forgetting the weakness of her sex and
a woman’s softness she bore herself with the valour of a man; everywhere by prayer or price she
won over invincible allies; the king’s lieges, wherever they were scattered throughout England, she
urged persistently to demand their lord back with her; and now she humbly besought the bishop of
Winchester, legate of all England, to take pity on his imprisoned brother and exert himself for his
freedom, that uniting all his efforts with hers he might gain for her a husband, the people a king,
the kingdom a champion. '’

It is entirely possible that Henry of Blois made some overture to the empress, in an attempt to free

his brother and recover Prince’s Eustace’s inheritance, either in concert with or independently from

Matilda of Boulogne.
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However, it is unlikely that the bishop — a consummate politician who had staked his
reputation and thrown away his standing with Stephen on backing the king’s rival — would have
removed himself from the empress’s camp without having sensed a shift in the balance of power.
The queen’s invasion of London, and the empress’s flight, would have provided such a shift. For
whatever reason, the bishop was now firmly a member of the royalist camp. In response, the
empress went to Winchester around the end of July and besieged the bishop’s palace — although he
had escaped from it beforehand.'” The siege ended with the battle of Winchester, on 14 September
1141, during the course of which the empress’s forces were routed and Robert of Gloucester, her
chief supporter, captured.'”

Most chroniclers concur that Matilda of Boulogne provided the decisive force that broke this
siege — and that she was in overall command of the royalist troops at Winchester. John of Hexham
comments that ‘the queen, advancing with her forces, laid siege to [the empress and her forces].
And in this adventure she obtained the aid of the legate Henry, and the Londoners, and a great
number of the nobles of the kingdom, who assembled from day to day, with whom also was Ranulf;
earl of Chester’.'™ Several other chronicles comment that the queen took control after receiving a
formal request for help from Henry of Blois; Henry of Huntingdon, Robert of Torigni, and William
of Newburgh all comment that Henry °...summoned the queen and William of Ypres...’, as well as
various other nobles who ¢...were irritated by the disdainful tyranny of the woman’."” The Gesta

Stephani comes closest to reconciling these two views when it notes that

the bishop, sending all over England for the barons who had obeyed the king, and also hiring
ordinary knights at very great expense, devoted all his efforts to harassing [the empress’s] forces
outside the town. The queen likewise, with a splendid body of troops and an invincible body of
Londoners, who had assembled to the number of almost a thousand, magnificently equipped with
helmets and coats of mail, besieged the inner ring of besiegers from outside with the greatest
energy and spirit.196
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Several chronicles stress the queen’s overall military leadership, either directly or indirectly.
The Historia Novella emphasises queen’s role, and that played by the Londoners under her
command:

....everywhere outside the walls of Winchester the roads were being watched by the queen and the
earls who had come, to prevent provisions being brought in to the empress’s adherents...In the east,
all the way to London, the tracks were crowded with masses of provisions being taken to the
bishop and his men... and the Londoners were making the greatest efforts, and not letting slip a
single thing that lay in their power whereby they might distress the empress."*’

Those chronicles influenced by Henry of Huntingdon note that the turning-point in the siege was
the arrival of forces from London — which, as the Gesta Stephani notes, were mustered and led by
Matilda of Boulogne."® Finally, the cosmopolitan nature of the royalist troops at Winchester tends
to reflect the queen’s upper hand in its muster. For example, the Gesta Stephani notes that °...the
whole of England, together with an extraordinary number of foreigners, had assembled from every
quarter and were there in arms...”, while the Scottish Chronicle of Melrose notes that ‘at the festival
of the Holy Cross in September a numerous army was levied from England, and the parts beyond
the sea, and at the insistence of his queen Stephen was entirely restored to his liberty...”."”” Some of
these foreign troops would have been Flemish mercenaries, but almost certainly some would have
been levies from the queen’s continental holdings, such as she had used in 1139.2%

Matilda of Boulogne’s dominant role did not end with the rout of the empress in September;
John of Worcester comments that ‘Robert the earl of Bristol, [the empress’s] brother, escaping by
another route [from Winchester], was hard pressed by his pursuers, taken prisoner at Stockbridge by
the Flemings with Earl Warenne, and offered to the queen who was staying in the city. On her
orders he was entrusted to William d’Ypres, and confined at Rochester’.**! The Historia Novella

admires the queen’s humanity — in the process confirming her authority:
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...the queen, though she remembered her husband had been fettered by [Robert of Gloucester’s]
orders, never allowed any chains to be put on him or ventured anything that would have
dishonoured his rank. Finally at Rochester, for he was taken there, he was free to go to the
churches beneath the castle when he liked, and to talk with whom he liked, or as least as long as
the queen was there...*%

Perhaps alongside her role as the earl of Gloucester’s jailer, Matilda appears to have spearheaded
the royalist contingent at the negotiations that eventually led to the exchange of the king and the
earl. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle comments that this exchange occurred after ¢...wise men went
between the king’s friends and the earl’s...’; the most steadfast friends these men were likely to
have were their wives — especially when each woman had charge of the other’s husband.*” John of

Worcester, however, gives the most detailed account of these negotiations:

the queen worked hard on the king’s behalf, and the countess of Gloucester on the earl’s, many
messengers and reliable friends going to and fro. It was finally agreed on both sides that the king
should be restored to the royal dignity, and the earl should be raised to the government of England
under the king, that both should be just rulers and restorers of peace just as they had been
instigators and authors of dissension and upheaval...**

The empress rejected this accord, however, and eventually a one-to-one exchange of the
king for the earl — putting the country back to its status quo as of early 1141 — was devised.”® Even
this exchange involved the queen, this time as a hostage in the complicated transaction that freed

both men, on 1 November 1141:

...that was the day the king emerged from captivity, on the same day leaving his queen and son
with two men of high rank at Bristol, there to serve as sureties for the earl’s release immediately
the king by travelling at speed could reach Winchester. That was where the earl was kept, having
been brought there from Rochester, where he was kept at first. On the third day, as soon as the king
came to Winchester, the earl departed, leaving his son William there as hostage in the same manner
until the queen’s release. So he travelled rapidly, came to Bristol, and released the queen. On her
return the earl’s son William was released from custody as a hostage.”*

The king wasted no time in impressing his status and authority on the people of England, through
the medium of his Christmas court, held in Canterbury. In particular, the occasion of his release was
marked by a special re-coronation by Archbishop Theobald: ‘then King Stephen, gratefully coming

at the Nativity of the Lord together with the queen and the chief nobles, was crowned on that same
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holy solemnity in Christ Church [Canterbury] by the venerable Theobald, archbishop of that same
church; the queen herself wore a gold crown on her head with him in that place’.?”” Further evidence
of the queen’s involvement in the first Christmas court after Stephen’s release comes from the
second charter granted by the king to Geoffrey II de Mandeville, earl of Essex. Matilda is the first
attestor to this charter, possibly because it includes a confirmation to the earl of *...whatever the
queen’s charter says’; presumably this charter was given to Geoffrey as an incentive to act for the
king **

Matilda of Boulogne makes only sporadic appearances in historical sources after late 1141.
John of Hexham uniquely comments that in 1141 ‘after Easter... King Stephen, followed by his wife
Queen Matilda, came to York, and put an end to the passages of arms which were being carried on
between William, earl of York, and Alan, earl of Richmond’.*® Not long afterwards, Stephen “...was
kept at Northampton by an illness so dangerous that in nearly the whole of England he was
proclaimed as dead. His ill health lasted until after Whitsuntide’.?"°

Matilda apparently made a trip to the continent soon after, as one of her charters definitely
shows, and another may do; it may have been prompted by the aftermath of the king’s illness.?'’ On
Midsummer’s Eve, 1142, Matilda, together with her son Eustace, ‘...by the concession and
command of my lord King Stephen, for the good of our souls and our relatives’, transferred the tithe
of Merck with everything which pertains to it, which I held from paternal right up to now, to God
and the church of St. Nicholas of Arrouaise in the hand of Dom Gervase the abbot, a religious man
and our dear friend, for the use of the abbot and canons fighting for God there...”.*"* This charter

was given in the Boulonnais town of Lens, and features the attestations of the count of Soissons and

*7GC, pp.123; RRAN III, p. xlii.
% RRAN 276: ‘...quicquid carta regine testatur ei dedi et concessi’.
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tradiderim deo et ecclesie Sancti Nicholai de Aridagamantia in manus domni Geruasii abbatis uiri religiosi et
amici nostri delicti usibus abbatis uidelicet et canonicorum ibidem deo militantibus...’.
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his reeve, which may suggest that the queen had been sent to shore up old alliances and forge new
ones for her husband.?"

Another charter was probably given on this trip, although it is impossible to be certain from
the extant evidence. Some time in 1142, Matilda and Eustace confirmed various grants of land in
the forest of Beaulo at Eperlecques to the Cistercian abbey of Clairmarais, in the county of
Boulogne; among its attestors are Bernard of Clairvaux and three other Cistercian abbots.”"* The
likeliest time for such a gathering of Cistercian abbots is immediately before or after the order’s
general chapter, which was held in early October of that year. Although their relative order can be
only a suggestion, it is probable that the charter to Arrouaise, made at Lens, was soon after the
queen’s arrival and before the autumn 1142 Clairmarais grant.

Matilda’s next two appearances in the historical record are at Christmas courts. The first was
that of 1146, when ‘...King Stephen showed himself in the kingly regalia in the city of Lincoln,
where no other king — deterred by superstitious persons — had dared to do so’.*"> According to
William of Newburgh, he stayed several days there — probably over the Christmas feast.?"® During
this time, she attested a writ of her husband’s ensuring that Bishop Alexander of Lincoln had the
service of two knights previously attached to the honour of Lancaster.?”” Stephen’s charter granting
the royal manor of Blewbury, Berks, to Reading Abbey implies the court spent Christmas 1147 in
London.*"* The queen is the first attestor, as was perhaps fitting on such a formal occasion;
moreover, Bishop Roger of Chester, who died on crusade in April 1148 and Prince Fustace —
described as count of Boulogne — attest as well. This narrows the date range to Christmas 1146 or

1147 — and if Christmas 1146 was spent at Lincoln, it must be from the next year.
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Matilda may have spent much of 1147 in London, as four charters in which she was
involved can be place-dated to the capital between August 1147 and April 1148. One benefited
Bury St. Edmunds; in this charter, where Matilda appears as the premier lay witness, Stephen
granted the abbey to Abbot Ording.*”” The remaining three charters should be regarded as a group,
since they benefit the same house —~ the Augustinian priory of Holy Trinity, Aldgate — deal with the
same piece of land — Braughing, Herts. — and share a pro anima request — the souls of the royal
couple’s dead children Baldwin and Matilda.” It is likely that these charters were given on the

same occasion. The first was given by Stephen, and confirms the canons in

..one hundred shillings’ of land in my manor of Braughing in perpetual alms for the repose of the
souls of Baldwin my son and Matilda my daughter buried in that same church... [and] six pounds’
of land in that same manor of Braughing in exchange for their mill and those pieces of land which
they congzelded to Queen Matilda my wife next to the tower of London where she made a paupers’
hospital.

The queen is, once again, the first lay attestor to this grant, preceded only by six bishops. The
presence of a large number of clerics suggests that it was made during a major festival; Cronne and

Davis suggest Christmas 1147.2 Matilda herself matched the king’s granting, confirming:

..the gift of my lord King Stephen... of one hundred shillings’ of land in Braughing in perpetual
alms for the repose of the souls of Baldwin my son and Matilda my daughter who rest buried in
that same church... [and] six pounds’ of land in that same manor of Braughing in exchange for their
mill and those parts of their land which they conceded to me next to the Tower of London where |
made a paupers’ hospital. I conceded those six pounds’ of land to them which the king retained in
his demesne after they were divided from the other parts of that manor, that is that part in which
the church was founded and to which, moreover, the market belongs. 23

The same witnesses — excepting the queen herself — as Stephen’s charter, witness this charter. It is

likely that they were drawn up at the same time to ensure the canons’ possession. Matilda made an
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additional grant to Holy Trinity in Braughing, granting the canons °...the church of Braughing with
its appurtenances’.?>* This charter is witnessed by only a fraction of the witnesses of the other two,
suggesting that it was made at the same occasion but not exactly simultaneously.””’

Matilda re-entered the political life of the realm in 1148. In March of that year, Archbishop
Theobald, along with various other English bishops, was summoned to Rheims for a papal council.
When Theobald applied for permission to attend the meeting, however, it was refused and royal
officials posted at ports to bar the archbishop from attending. Theobald secretly crossed the Channel
nevertheless, causing the king to exile him on his return from Rheims. The archbishop returned to
France where he stayed with the queen and William of Ypres.” Implicit in this description is the
fact that Matilda herself could take a hand in the negotiations by attempting to mediate between the
archbishop and her husband.

Further evidence for a stay abroad may come from charter evidence. One of Matilda’s acta
orders that ¢...the abbot and monks of my foundation of Coggeshall should be quit with all their
goods from toll and transue and all customs through all my lands and those of my son Eustace in
England and Boulogne...”.?”” This charter was given at Steenvorde, on the border between Boulogne
and Flanders, and its date is disputed. Davis comments that it was given not later than 1146, but
Crouch dates it to no earlier than 1148, suggesting that she was accompanying Henry of Blois on an
1150 diplomatic mission to the French king.””® If given before 1146, it may have been a product of
Matilda’s 1140 trip to marry off her son, or the 1142 trip that produced the Arrouaise and
Clairmarais grants.?” If given during or after 1148, however, the stay documented by Gervase of

Canterbury is highly plausible; Matilda may have travelled with the archbishop to gather support.

24 RRAN 513: “...ecclesiam de Brackyng cum pertinentiis suis...".
22 Archbishop Theobald, Bishops Robert of Hereford and Hilary of Chichester, Richard de Lucy, and Warner de
Lusors.

226 See below, p. 91.
27 RRAN 207b: ©...abbas et monachi de elemosina mea de Coggshala sint quieti cum omnibus rebus suis de tolneto et

transue et omnibus consuetudinibus per totam terram meam et Eustachii filii mei de Anglia et Bolonia...”.
28 crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 248, 2615 R. H. C. Davis, King Stephen, p. 167.
229 Gee above, pp. 36-37, 44-45.
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1148 also saw the royal couple found what would become their mausoleum: the Cluniac
abbey of Faversham in Kent, which they planned as an independent entity akin to Henry I’s

foundation at Reading.” Stephen granted

...for the good of my soul and Queen Matilda my wife’s and Eustace my son’s and all my other
children’s and those of my predecessors the kings of England, my manor of Faversham in order to
found an abbey of the Cluniac order in that same place... My wife Queen Matilda and I give to
William of Ypres in exchange for his manor of Faversham, Lillechurch with its appurtenances
from the queen’s inheritance, and the surplus from my manor of Milton>'

some time before Abbot Clarembald’s November 11, 1148 consecration, probably early in that
year. The queen does not appear to have been present for the granting of this charter, at
Bermondsey just outside London.”? She did, how take an active interest in the abbey. Gervase of
Canterbury comments that, during the interdict of St. Augustine’s, Canterbury from early March to
August 1148, *...the queen of King Stephen was accustomed to frequent the court of St.
Augustine’s, because she wanted to complete the work at Faversham which she herself with her
husband King Stephen began from the foundations, and, because silence had been imposed on the
Augustinians, she used to summon the monks of Christ Church, so that they could celebrate mass
for her at St. Augustine’s’.”’

The last appearance of the queen in the historical sources comes between 1148 and 1152, in
a charter of Archbishop Theobald. A small minority of the nuns of Stratford-by-Bow, who had
accompanied Mary, the royal couple’s surviving daughter, there had revolted, finding life their too
austere; Matilda acted with Archbishop Theobald, Hilary bishop of Chichester, and Clarembald, the

abbot of Faversham, to mediate the dispute. The Stratford nuns agreed to abandon all their claims to

the manor of Lillechurch, Kent, on condition that it be used to found a house for the rebel nuns,

2 Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, pp. 82-3.

21 RRAN 300: “...pro salute anime mee et Mathild[is] regine uxoris mee et E[ustachii] filii mei et aliorum puerorum
meorum et antecessorum meorum regum Anglfie] manerium meum de Favresham ad fundandum abbatiam
unam ibidem de ordine monacorum Cluniacensium... dedimus ego et Mathild[is] regina uxor mea Will[elm]o
de Ipra in escambium pro eodem manerio de Favresham, Lillechirc[he] cum pertinentiis suis de hereditate
regine, et superplus in manerio meo de Middletona’.

B2 G, pp. 138f.

23 ibid, pp.139: ‘Solebat his diebus regina regis Stephani curiam Sancti Augustini frequentare, quia opus de
Faversham quod ipsa cum domino suo rege Stephano a fundamentis inceperat perficiere cupiebat, et, quia
Augustinianis silentium impositum est, monachos ecclesiae Christi vocare solebat, ut ei apud Sanctum
Augustinum divina celebrarent’.
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who promptly left and settled there.”* This may have been the queen’s last public appearance; she
died on 3 May 1152, at Castle Hedingham, Essex — probably while visiting Eufemia, countess of

Oxford — and was buried at Faversham.*” Her epitaph described her as

...happy wife of King Stephen

She died outstanding in character and titles.

She was a true follower of God and a follower of poverty

Here she was elevated by God in whom she rejoices;

[f any woman whatever deserves to rise up to heaven, she does
Angels hold this godly queen in their hands.>®

Matilda’s career as queen began on a particularly active note, perhaps because she was
relatively far along in her lifecycle when she began her tenure — and, crucially, was nearing the end
of her childbearing, which freed her from domestic responsibilities. During the early years of
Stephen’s reign, when the political situation was most stable, she was an active participant in her
husband’s court; even after the civil war made that role more difficult, she intervened at various
crucial points, notably 1141. After that time, her itinerary is more difficult to trace. Although she
occasionally travelled on official business she probably remained within the relatively safe confines
of London, Kent, and Essex much of the time, and began to take an increasing interest in religious

patronage as her political role waned.

34 Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, p. 379; D.
25 JH, p. 29; CHTPA, p. 301.
236 Southouse (ed.), Monasticon Favershamiense, p.109: ‘.. foelix conjunx Stephani quoque Regis/Occidit insignis

moribus et titulis./Cultrix vero Deli, cultrix et pauperiei/Hic subnixa Deo quo frueretur eo;/Foemina si qua
polos conscendere quaeque meretur/Angelicis manibus diva Regina tenetur’.
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Chapter II: Matilda of Boulogne’s Religious Patronage

Introduction

It is notoriously difficult to form a personal picture of a member of the early medieval laity, since so
many left only brief impressions of their characters in letters and chronicles. Religious patronage
thus gives another angle from which to glimpse the personal preferences and choices of a subject. In
Matilda of Boulogne’s case, chronicles tend to fall back on stereotyping about ruling women in
their descriptions, and no letters she composed survive;*’ this leaves only her actions as a patroness
to illuminate not only her relationship with the clergy, but also her personal religious beliefs. This
chapter aims to examine all these facets of Matilda’s career as a religious patroness: by closely
examining her charters to religious institutions, her personal preferences, concerns, and relationship
with the clergy should become clear. A short comparison of her religious charters with Stephen’s
will show that the couple had a coherent, shared religious bent, which Matilda in particular fostered
through patronage.

There is a relatively large stock of primary source material dealing with Queen Matilda’s
religious patronage with which to make such an analysis. Of the forty-six charters involving the
queen, thirty-five represent her gifts to religious houses; several more show her acting as a
patroness in other ways, by initiating a grant or acting on behalf of a house.”® In addition Matilda
appeared as a witness to her husband’s religious charters fifty-two times and was invoked in the pro

anima clause of these charters seventy-eight times.*”

27L. L. Huneycutt, ‘Female Succession and the Language of Power in the Writings of Twelfth-Century Churchmen’, in
J. C. Parsons (ed.), Medieval Queenship (Stroud, 1993), pp. [89-201; above, p. 8 n. 22.

238 Table I, p. 243. This chapter does not consider RRAN 243 and 276, which have lay beneficiaries.

239 Table 11, p. 243. This count does not include charters labeled forgeries by Cronne and Davis in RRAN.
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Part 1: Foundations
Perhaps the clearest picture of the queen’s motivation for patronage comes from the six houses that
she founded: the abbeys of Coggeshall, Faversham, and Lillechurch, the Templar preceptories of
Cressing and Cowley, and the hospital of St. Katherine by the Tower of London.** While these
houses were of different sizes and orders, it can be argued that they were the pinnacle of the queen’s
patronage, involving the greatest outlay of time and resources possible. Moreover, their creation
involved granting away most, if not all, of the rights associated with the land on which each was
built — representing a real sacrifice of resources for the medieval laity.

The first house Matilda of Boulogne founded was the Templar preceptory of Cressing

Temple, in Essex.”' In the spring of 1137, Matilda

...gave and conceded in pure and perpetual alms to God and blessed Mary and the brother
knights of the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem for the soul of my father Count Eustace and
for the good of my soul and the souls of all my ancestors and successors the whole of my
manor of Cressing with the church of that same vill and all things pertaining to that church.
Therefore, I wish and I firmly order that the aforesaid brothers should have, hold, and
possess my manor there well and in peace and freely and quit from all secular services,
customs, and exactions in wood and in plain, in meadow and in pastures, in lanes and in
roads, in waters and outside waters, in mills and in outlying parts and in all places and things
with sake and soke and toll and team and infangtheof and in all customs and liberties of the
manor pertaining to it. And so that this my donation and concession might persevere firm
and unshaken in the hands of the brother knights of the Temple of Solomon forever, by the
power given to me by God I confirm it and by the impression of my seal and the witness of
those written below I attest it.>*

She later made two more grants that expanded the Templars’ lands in Essex. Before 1140, Stephen

...conceded and confirmed that donation which Queen Matilda my wife made to Hugh de
Argentan and the other brothers of the Temple in perpetual alms of land at Uphall.**’

0 Of these, Cowley, Cressing, and St. Katherine’s appear to be sole foundations of the queen, while the monasteries

were probably founded jointly with Stephen.

%! Cf. E. Lord, The Knights Templar in Britain (Harlow, 2002).

22 RRRAN 843. “...dedisse et concessisse in puram et perpetuam elemosinam deo et beate Marie et fratribus militie
Templi Salomonis de lerusalem pro anima patris mei et comitis Eustachii et pro salute anime mee et omnium
antecessorum et successorum meorum totum manorium de Cressyng cum ecclesia ejusdem uille et omnibus
ecclesie pertinentibus. Quare uolo et firmiter precipio quod habeant teneant et possideant illud manerium
meum predicti fratres bene et in pace libere et quiete ab omnibus secularibus seruitiis consuetudinibus et
exactionibus in bosco et plano in pratis et in pastura in semitis et in uiis in aquis et extra aquas in molendinis
et diuisis et in omnibus locis et rebus cum soca et saca et tholl et them et infangenetheof et in omnibus
consuetudinibus et libertatibus manerio illi adjectentibus. Et ut hec mea donatio et consessio firma et
inconcussa predictis fratribus militie Templi Salomonis insempiternum perseueret a deo michi collata

otestate illam confirmo et sigilli mei impressione et subscriptorum subnotatione CONsigno’.

3 4. A. Doubleday and W. Page (eds.), The Victoria History of the County of Essex, vol. I (Westminster, 1903), p. 465.
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Whence I wish and order that those same brothers of the Temple should hold it in
perpetuity... just as the charter of the queen which they have testifies.**

In 1147-8 the queen made a second additional grant in Essex, this time involving the manor of
Witham:

Know you that with the concession of my lord Stephen king of England I gave in perpetual
alms to the brother knights of the Temple at Jerusalem my manor of Witham for the soul of
Count Eustace my father and for the health of my lord King Stephen and my own and of my
children with all things pertaining to it, except the church and the pertinences of the church,
which I gave to the church of St. Martin at London and its canons. Whence I wish and [
firmly order that they should have and have it... with the half-hundred pertaining to that
same manor in all things just as Count Eustace my father well and freely had it in his life.

245
These grants helped to make Temple Cressing one of the order’s most important rural
settlements;**® the Templars regarded them as a mark of favour and high status, as shown by their
placement at the head of the order’s 1185 inquest into property, immediately after the preamble.*’
Perhaps most importantly, the queen’s grants created an economic unit that quickly became
disproportionately important because of its agricultural fecundity and strategic location.*®

The queen’s next foundation, a matter of months after Cressing, was a sister preceptory at

Cowley, Oxfordshire. Between October 1138 and September 1139, Matilda

...had given and conceded and by this my present charter confirmed to God and to the
brother knights of the Temple at Jerusalem for the soul of Count Eustace my father all my
land of Cowley with all its appurtenances in pure and perpetual alms for the good of my soul
and that of my lord Stephen king of the English my husband and my children and my
predecessors and successors.”*’

24 RRAN 844: ‘Sciatis me concessisse et confirmasse donationem ille quam Mathilda regina uxor mea fecit Hugoni de
Argent[ein] et aliis fratribus de Templo in perpetuam elemosinam de terra de Luppehalla. Quare uolo et
precipio quod ipsi fratres de Templo teneant eam in perpetuam bene... sicut carta regine quam inde habent
testatur’.

23 RRAN 845: “Sciatis quia concessione domini mei regis Anglie Stephani dedi in perpetuam elemosinam militibus
fratribus de Templo lerusalem manerium meam de Witham pro anima com[itis] Eustachii patris mei et pro
salute domini mei regis Stephani et mea et puerorum meorum cum omnibus ei pertinentibus, excepta ecclesia
et ecclesie pertinentiis que dedi ecclesie Sancti Martini London(ie] et canonicis. Quare uolo et firmiter
precipio quod... teneant et habeant cum dimidio hundredo eidem manerio pertinenti in omnibus rebus sicut
comes Eustachius pater meus melius et liberius tenuit in uita sua’.

2 Lees (ed.), Templar Records, pp. Ixxii, 9; VCH Essex I, p. 428.

27 Lees (ed.), Templar Records, pp. Ixxii, 9.

28 ibid, pp. Ixxii-iii; VCH Essex I, pp. 462, 465.

29 RRAN 850: ... dedisse et concessisse et hac presenti carta mea confirmasse deo et fratribus militibus Templi
Jerusalem pro anima comitis Eustachii patris mei totam terram meam de Couel(e) cum omnibus pertinentiis
suis in puram et perpetuam elemosinam pro salute anime mee et domini Stephani regis Angl(orum) mariti mei
el puerorum meorum el antecessorum et sucessorum meorum’.



53

In the Domesday survey, Roger d’Ivry held Cowley, assessed at three hides, in fee of Count Eustace
II; it was this land that Matilda granted to the Templars.” As at Cressing, this gift took on an
importance greater than the manor’s size or economic value, because of the status of its foundress
and its connection with the major town of Oxford.”' Matilda may have alienated this particular land
as a strategic move, to prevent it falling under the empress’s control while still allowing her to
retain leverage and authority in Oxfordshire.**

These two foundations probably served a variety of purposes. First, as the queen’s first
documented foundations, they helped to knit the identity of her natal family into the nascent
dynasty created by her marriage to Stephen. Crusading was an important part of Matilda’s heritage,
and as Jonathan Riley-Smith remarks, by the 1140s pride in previous generations’ crusading
exploits had become ingrained in the collective consciousness of some families.”’ Matilda may
have used these grants as a way of keeping the memory of her natal family, especially her father,
alive; the presence of her father or her ancestors in the pro anima clause of all the Templar charters
that survive intact tends to reinforce this theory.”* One of the founders of the Templars, Godfrey de
St. Omer, was a Boulonnais tenant, further strengthening the links between the comital family and
the Templars. David Crouch speculates that Matilda patronised the order as the only way for a
woman to continue the family tradition or vocation of crusading.” Stephen’s family also had a

crusading history, albeit slightly tarnished, and connections to the founders of the Templars:

201, F. Salzman (ed.), The Victoria History of the County of Oxford, vol. I (London, 1907), p. 410; M. D. Lobel (ed.),
The Victoria History of the County of Oxford, vol. V (London, 1957), p. 80.

Lees (ed.), Templar Records, p. cxvii.

22 M. T. Clanchy, England and Its Rulers 1066-1272: Foreign Lordship and National Identity (Oxford, 1983), p. 125;
Chibnall, Anglo-Norman England, pp. 95, 99; K. J. Stringer, ‘A Cistercian Archive: The Earliest Charters of
Sawtry Abbey’, Journal of the Society of Archivists 6:6 (1980), 328; E. Cownie, ‘Religious Patronage and
Lordship: The Debate on the Nature of the Honor’, K. S. B. Keats-Rohan (ed.), Family Trees and the Roots of
Politics : The Prosopography of Britain and France from the Tenth to the Twelfth Century (Woodbridge,
1997), 133-46.

253 J Riley-Smith, The First Crusaders, 1095-1131 (Cambridge, 1997), p. 102; above, p. 16.

254 pustace 111 is invoked in RRAN 843 and RRAN 845; her ancestors appear in RRRAN 843 and RRAN 850.

255 Lees (ed.), Templar Records, p.xxxix; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 317-318.

251
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Matilda’s enthusiasm may have served to link the two families and negate Stephen’s familial
shame.>*

These grants may also have been an attempt to ameliorate the adverse spiritual effects of the
continuing warfare in England. The Templar grants were generally made at or after times of unrest
within Stephen’s realm. The Cressing grant, made in late March or early April of 1137, followed
the rebellion of Baldwin de Redvers and the brutal siege of Exeter it provoked.**’ The Uphall and
Cowley grants were made before 1140, at a time when open warfare had begun in England, and
after the queen herself had led troops at the siege of Dover.”* Finally, by the time of the Witham
grant in 1147-8, fighting had become endemic. In all these cases, the king — and in some the queen
herself — had condoned and presided over the whole-scale shedding of blood: Matilda had directed
soldiers in battle at London and Winchester in 1141.>° In the mid-twelfth century, this was regarded
as inherently sinful; as such, taking part in these violent actions necessitated an obvious, visible act
of atonement.?*®® One traditional way of doing so was to go on pilgrimage to Jerusalem,*' but as a
woman, the only viable way for Matilda to invoke the salutary effects of fighting in the militia
Christi was to patronise the military orders.**

The next foundation in which Matilda of Boulogne had a hand was the Savignac (later
Cistercian) abbey of Coggeshall in Essex. Although the royal couple and their eldest son Eustace

jointly founded the house, the queen issued its foundation charter between 1139 and 1141:*

¢ See below, pp. 203-204.
B1Gs, pp. 30-7; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 45-59.
P8OV, pp. 520-1.

259
GS, pp. 128-133.
20 ¢, Harper-Bill, ‘The Piety of the Anglo-Norman Knightly Class’, ANS 2 (1979), 64; J. Riley-Smith, ‘Crusading as an

Act of Love’, in T. F. Madden (ed.), The Crusades (Oxford, 2002), pp. 45-7.

%! Riley-Smith, First Crusaders, pp. 27-9, 69, 83; J. Richard, The Crusades, c.1071 - c.1291 (Cambridge Medieval
Textbooks; Cambridge, 1999), pp. 17, 23-4.

22 1 Riley-Smith, The First Crusade and the Idea of Crusading (London, 1986), pp. 27-8; A. J. Forey, ‘The Emergence
of the Military Orders in the Twelfth Century’, Journal of Ecclesiastical History 36 (1985), 187.

263 B poulle, ‘Savigny and England’, in D. Bates and A. Curry (eds.), England and Normandy in the Middle Ages

(London, 1994), pp. 159, 164.
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Let all of you know that my lord King Stephen, and I, and my son Eustace, give and in
perpetual alms concede, for the good of our souls, and those of our predecessors and children
and all our friends both living and dead, to God and the church of Saint Mary and the abbot
and convent of Coggeshall the self-same manor of Coggeshall whole... just as Count
Eustace my father and we afterwards held it free and quit....>**

The alienation of this demesne land was a substantial gift. Coggeshall was assessed in the
Domesday survey at three-and-a-half hides, thirty-three acres TRE and had TRW ...wood... for 500
swine... 38 acres of meadow, and ten pence worth of pasture’.?*

The manor and its extent may hold the key to the abbey’s foundation. The Savignacs, like
the Cistercians with whom they eventually merged, based their spirituality on returning to strict
observance of St. Benedict’s Rule, manual labour by the monks, and as simple a life as possible.**
This desire led the monks to seek out, and patrons to donate, isolated areas of land where — ideally —
the monks could live self-sufficiently.*” These lands, coincidentally, were often ones which patrons
could best afford to grant away, which may account for the relatively high incidence of Cistercian
founders having strong ties to other religious orders.*® Thus, Matilda may have seen Coggeshall as
a relatively cheap foundation; by the time of its foundation, perhaps a major consideration when the
civil war was posing a significant threat to her resources. Unlike the Cistercian order, however,
Savignac houses took possession of churches and played a role in pastoral care of the laity.** This
may also have played a role; the inevitable emphasis this would put on prayer in these houses may
have appealed to Matilda, especially if Coggeshall was founded just after Stephen’s capture in

February 1141.

As with the Templars, however, dynastic and political considerations also played a role.

¢ RRAN, 207: ‘Notum sit omnibus uobis quia dominus meus rex Stephanus, et ego, et filius meus Eustachius, damus et
in perpetuam elemosinam concedimus, pro salute animarum nostrarum, et antecessorum et liberorum et
omnium amicorum nostrorum tam uivorum quam mortuorum, deo et ecclesie Sancte Marie atque abbati et
conuentui de Coggeshale ipsum idem manerium de Coggeshale totum...sicut comes Eustachius pater meus et
nos postea liberius et quietius illud tenuimus...".

5 YCH Essex I, p. 461; Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 152-3.

%6 8. D. Hill, English Cistercian Monasteries and Their Patrons in the 12th Century (Urbana, 1968), p. 86.

7y, Wardrop, Fountains Abbey and its Benefactors 1132-1300 (Kalamazoo, 1987), pp. 11-12; Hill, English Cistercian
Patrons, pp. 44-46, 86.

268 . O’Keefe, ‘The Cistercian Settlement of England’, in D. Rees (ed.), Monks of England: The Benedictines in
England from Augustine to the Present Day (London, 1997), pp. 102, 106-7; Hill, English Cistercian Patrons,
pp- 44-50.

2% Hill, English Cistercian Patrons, pp. 92-94.
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Matilda’s husband Stephen introduced the Savignac congregation to England when settled the
monks of Tulketh priory at Furness, Lancs in 1127.77° The queen’s grant thus strengthened the ties
between her family and the congregation, gave her nuclear family, rather than her natal family or
Stephen’s, another nexus of patronage, and impressed its royal status more firmly on the country.
The other grant Matilda made to Coggeshall reflects this desire to assert her family’s claim to the
throne. Before 1146, she exempted Coggeshall’s men and goods from tolls at Dover, Wissant, and
Boulogne.””' Henry I had previously exempted St. Vitalis’s goods from transport-duty at all Norman

and English harbours, a privilege Stephen extended to the whole congregation.””

The ports Matilda referred to did not fall under the king’s jurisdiction, but rather her own as
countess. However, granting an exemption so reminiscent of a previous king’s clearly asserted her
husband’s place as his rightful successor. Additionally, founding a monastery — especially of an
order with such profound ties of loyalty to Stephen — in the heart of the Boulonnais honour served
to give the family a patronage site within their local stronghold, and therefore a check on possible
expansion by other local magnates, notably the Mandeville and de Vere families, who founded

family houses in Essex.?”

The royal family also founded the independent Cluniac house of Faversham. Around 11438,
King Stephen issued its foundation charter; it is highly likely that the queen was a joint founder of
this house and that she had an extended and formal role in its creation.”” The manor of Lillechurch,
with which William of Ypres was compensated for the loss of Faversham, was part of the queen’s

inheritance — thus she would have had to assent to the transfer.”” From Eudo dapifer, the manor

" Hill, English Cistercian Patrons, pp. 32, 97-98; Poulle, ‘Savigny and England’, p. 164; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p.

317.

1 See above, p. 47, n. 227.

72 poulle, ‘Savigny and England’, p. 162.

3 YCH Essex I, pp. 93-4, 102-3, 110-11, 122, 125.

24\ Page (ed.), The Victoria History of the County of Kent, vol. II (London, 1926), p. 137; C. Morris, The Papal
Monarchy: The Western Church from 1050 to 1250 (Oxford, 1989), pp. 378ff; B. J. Thompson, ‘Monasteries
and their Patrons at Foundation and Dissolution’, TRHS 6:4 (1994), 103-25; above, p. 48.

215 W, Page (ed.), The Victoria History of the County of Kent, vol. III (London, 1932), p. 231; Round, ‘Counts of
Boulogne’, pp. 165-6; RRAN 300.
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passed to Count Eustace II1 of Boulogne, who confirmed his predecessor’s grants in Lillechurch to
St. John’s Colchester — which Matilda would later get back for her foundation there.?” The queen
probably also influenced the choice of monks to colonise the new house, who came from
Bermondsey Abbey, of which Matilda’s parents were benefactors.””” Although the abbey was built
on former royal demesne, the queen and her patrimony were intimately involved in the foundation;
Matilda donated her manor of Tring, Hertfordshire, to the house sometime after 1148, and spent
significant time overseeing its construction. *”

Matilda’s personal oversight of Faversham’s construction, combined with its scale — equal
to the cathedral at Canterbury and larger than all contemporary Cluniac houses — suggests that it
had a specific purpose. The sheer magnificence of the building, including elaborate mouldings in
the nave, paired apsidal chapels, and a royal chapel east of the choir with elaborate, painted stone
monuments that served as the English prototype of the shrine-areas used in popular pilgrimage sites
such as Westminster, makes it clear that the new foundation had a specific purpose: to serve as the
mausoleum for the new dynasty and a mark of its power.””” Stephen, Matilda, and their eldest son
Eustace were all buried there, strongly suggesting that the only reason Faversham — a totally unique
creation at the time — sank into obscurity after the 1150s was the transfer of power to the Angevin
dynasty. The choice of Cluniacs to staff the new house also reflects its purpose as a mausoleum.
Burial in a cloister was seen as one of the few ways for members of the laity to achieve salvation,
and the Cluniacs were particularly popular, given their focus on spiritual intercession and elaborate
services. **°

Most importantly, perhaps, setting up Faversham as a Cluniac house tied the new royal

family into the previous dynasty as well as both their families. Faversham paralleled Reading,

276 Round, ‘Counts of Boulogne’, pp. 163-166.

277 ‘Bermondsey Annals’, p. 432; above, p. 18.

28\ Page (ed.), The Victoria History of the County of Hertford, vol. I (Westminster, 1902), p. 320; GC, ppp. 138-9;
‘Bermondsey Annals’, p. 438; RRAN 301, 302.

P B, Philp, Excavations at F. aversham 1965: The Royal Abbey, Roman Villa and Belgic Farmstead (Bromley, Kent,
1968), pp. 9-17, 35-7; W. Telfer, ‘Faversham Abbey Reconsidered’, Archaeologia Cantiana 80 (1966), 215-

20.
280 Harper-Bill, ‘Piety of Anglo-Norman Knight’, 64, 74-6.
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Henry I’s mausoleum and site of his burial.?®' Stephen’s mother, Adela of Blois, retired to, and was
buried in, the Cluniac nunnery of Marcigny, while Matilda’s father Eustace III retired to Romilly,
another Cluniac house. Similarly, Bermondsey housed Mary of Boulogne’s tomb, while Eustace 11
and Ida of Boulogne’s burial site was their Cluniac foundation of La Waast.”? It is likely, therefore,
that the choice of Cluniacs to staff the new foundation reflected more than a general idea that
Cluniacs were the most appropriate choice for posthumous remembrance. It was also a way of
commemorating their far-flung nuclear families and connecting with their prestige; furthermore, the
parallels between Faversham and Reading allowed the couple to tap into Henry I’s legacy,
enhancing the dynasty’s legitimacy while impressing the family’s grandeur on the realm. Such
considerations were at least as important as the spiritual benefits they accrued.

At roughly the same time as Faversham, the queen also founded the hospital of St. Katherine
by the Tower as a dependency of the Augustinian priory of Holy Trinity Aldgate. Between August
1147 and April 1148, she granted the canons six librates of land in her patrimonial manor of
Braughing, Hertfordshire, in exchange for ‘...their mill and those parts of their land which they
conceded to me next to the Tower of London where I made a paupers’ hospital’.” Somewhat later,

Matilda formalised the relationship by granting the priory custody of the hospital via a charter:

...  have transferred my hospital next to the Tower of London with the consent of my lord
King Stephen to perpetual custody of the church of the Holy Trinity at London and the prior
and canons serving God there ... [ have also conceded, for the maintenance of the hospital
itself the mill next to the Tower of London and all the land pertaining to that mill. And the
aforesaid church of the Holy Trinity should have in that hospital in perpetuity thirteen
paupers for the health of the soul of my lord King Stephen and my own, as well as for the
health of our children Eustace and William and [the others]. I have conceded therefore to the
hospital in the custody of the aforesaid church of the Holy Trinity twenty pounds annually
from Queenhithe in perpetual alms, my lord King Stephen [agreeing] to it.***

281 Harper-Bill, ‘Piety of Anglo-Norman Knight’, 76; P. Stafford, ‘Cherchez la Femme: Queens, Queens’ lands and

Nunneries: Missing Links in the Foundation of Reading Abbey’, History 85 (2000), 4-5.

%2 Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p.318; Tanner, ‘Queenship’, pp. 144-5; below, p. 228f.

2 CHTPA, p. 972; VCH Herts I, p. 322; W. Page (ed.), The Victoria History of the County of Hertford, vol. Il
(London, 1912), p. 308; above, p. 46.

24 RRAN 503: ¢... tradidisse hospitale meum juxta turrim Lundonie concessu domini mei regis Stephani ecclesie
Sancte Trinitatis Londonie et priori et canonicis ibidem deo seruentibus in custodiam perpetuam...Concessi
etiam ad ipsum hospitale manutenendum molendinum juxta turrim Londonie et totam terram ad ipsum
molendinum pertinentem. Et predicta ecclesia Sancte Trinitatis tenebit in ipso hospitali in perpetuum xiii
pauperes pro salute anime domini mei regis Stephani et mee, necnon et pro salute Sfiliorum nostrorum
Eustachii et Willelmi et omnium nostrorum. Concessi etiam eidem hospitali in custodia predicte ecclesie
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Matilda had both personal and dynastic reasons for patronising Holy Trinity, and for creating a
hospital. Matilda’s maternal aunt and Henry I’s first wife, Matilda of Scotland, founded the priory
in 1108; she was an enthusiastic patron of the house until her death in 1118.%°

Patronising Holy Trinity thus aligned the new queen with her namesake, emphasising her
status and authority as queen-consort. Matilda of Scotland was particularly famous for her practical
works of patronage, so her niece’s building a hospital, rather than another cloister, may have been a
conscious emulation of her predecessor — and certainly suggests that she shared her aunt’s practical
bent. David Crouch also suggests that the queen’s patronage of Holy Trinity stemmed from a more
general connection to the ‘...intellectual earnestness...” of the Augustinian way of life.**® The
positioning of a new refuge for the poor next to the Tower, the symbolic centre of royal authority,
may also be significant, either as a typically female reaction to the poor, or perhaps as a reaction to
the queen’s personal authority.

Matilda also had a friendly relationship with the priors of Holy Trinity, which may have
affected her patronage to them. At the Christmas court of 1136, in her husband’s second regnal
year, a long-running legal battle between various castellans of the Tower of London and the canons
of Holy Trinity over the English Cnightengild was heard, at which Norman, the prior of Holy
Trinity:

...having the assistance and aid of Queen Matilda, wife of that king, Algar bishop of
Coutances, Roger then chancellor, Arulf archdeacon of Sées, William Martel steward,
Robert de Courcy, Aubrey de Vere, Geoffrey de Mandeville, Hugh Bigod, Adam de Balnai,
Andrew Buccuinte [then sheriff of London], and many other citizens of London...
approached him [the king] and diligently showed by what force or injury that part had been
separated from the remainder.”’

Sancte Trinitatis xx libras singulis annis de Edredeshytha in perpetuam elemosinam, domino meo rege
Stephano idipsum annuente’. It is dated 1147-1152 in RRAN, with the suggestion that it was a deathbed grant.

5 CHTPA, pp. xiii-xv.

286 Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p. 318.

%7 RRAN 111, p. 383; RRAN 506: ‘...adiit... assistentibus et auxiliantibus sibi regina Matilde ipsius regis conjuge,
Algaro episcopo Constancie, Rogero tunc cancellario, Arnulfo archideacono Sagiensi, Willelmo Martel
dapifero, Roberto de Curcy, Albrico de Ver, Gaufrido de Magnavilla, Hugone le Bigot, Adam de Balnai,
Andrea Buchuinte, pluribusque aliis burgensibus Londonie, adiit eum et diligenter ostendit qua vi vel injuria
pars illa a reliqua fuerit separata’.
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This is the only documented occasion in which the queen appears as a formal advocate before her
husband. It implies that Matilda and Norman had, at the least, a close, friendly, working
relationship — which would give the prior leverage to ask for additional patronage and the queen an
incentive to give it.

Her relationship with the second prior, Ralph, was even closer. The house chronicle
comments that he was not only known and well-liked by the king, queen, and their court, but that
Archbishop Theobald appointed him the queen’s personal confessor.?*® He took the cure of the

queen’s soul so seriously that he

...was at the deathbed of the venerable Queen Matilda, wife of the said illustrious King
Stephen at [Castle] Hedingham, having been called especially to it three days before her
death because [he was] the father [who] heard her confession by the licence and commission
of Archbishop Theobald... [T]hat same prior Ralph ministered to the said queen all the
sacraments which it is needful [to have] on that journey [and] by his advice that same queen
made many alms...**’

Prior Ralph was, from his position, one of the queen’s primary spiritual advisors; as such, he had a

unique ability to guide the queen’s patronage and was the logical choice to oversee her new

l 290

hospita
Finally, the queen’s continuing interest in and generosity to Holy Trinity was capped by a
personal tragedy: it was the burial place for two of her children, who probably died before her

coronation as queen.”' Holy Trinity’s chronicle comments that

King Stephen and the queen so much loved Prior Ralph and that church that their son
Baldwin and their daughter Matilda once the wife of the count of [Meulan]... should be
buried honourably in that church, that is Baldwin at the northern part of the altar and Matilda

at the southern,?*?

It is obvious that the memory of her two lost children was precious to Matilda; her exchange of

Braughing for the land to build St. Katherine’s hospital was given °...in perpetual alms for the

88 CHTPA, pp. 231-232.
% ibid, p. 232: “... Dormicioni vero dicte venerabilis regine Matilde uxoris dicti regis illustris Stephani... affuit apud

Halyngham, vocatus specialiter ab eo triduo ante suum obitum quia pater extitit suarum confessionem ex
licencia et commissione Theobaldi archiepiscopi, qui quidem Radulphus dicte regine ministravit omnia
sacramenta que hinc migraturis debentur cuius consilio eadem Regina multas fecit elemosinas...’.

% ibid, p. 232.

2! See above, pp. 20-22.
292 ibid, 231-232: ‘Stephanus Rex et Regina dictum Radulphum priorem et hanc ecclesiam adeo dilexerunt quod filium

suum Baldwinum et filiam suam Matildam quondam uxorem Comitis de Medlint... hunc videlicet Baldwinum
ad aquilonarem partem altaris et Matildam ad australem in hac ecclesia fecerunt honorifice sepeliri’.
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repose of the souls...of Baldwin my son and Matilda my daughter who lie buried in that church’.>
This pro anima clause is one of only two to specifically name any of the queen’s children, making it
unusual for the queen.”®* Moreover, Emma Cownie comments that the dynamics of inheritance
tended to remove predeceased children from remembrance in this way — implying that the queen
was particularly concerned that her children should have access to salvation.?*

The final house Matilda of Boulogne founded was the Benedictine nunnery of Lillechurch in
Kent. This house was set up for a specific reason: as a home for the royal couple’s youngest child,
Mary. The circumstances behind its creation were somewhat fraught, as Archbishop Theobald

explained in a charter between 1150 and 1152:

...the nuns of Stratford, in our presence and that of our venerable brother Hilary bishop of
Chichester and Queen Matilda and Clarembald abbot of Faversham and other religious
persons returned and wholly quitclaimed the manor of Lillechurch with its appurtenances,
which they received with Mary the daughter of King Stephen from the gift of the king and
queen, on condition that the nuns of St. Sulpice who received it with the aforesaid Mary
because the nuns could not take it on account of the stringency of the order and the conflict
with its customs, should now leave them and entirely quit the church of Stratford after
reclaiming all their buried dead. Now this transaction having been made, and they having
collected their belongings and gathered up everything of theirs, Mary the said daughter of the
king and her nuns have left entirely the church of Stratford and have settled themselves in the
manor of Lillechurch as their own property.”

Lillechurch, a Boulonnais estate, was given to William of Ypres in 1148, in exchange for his manor
of Faversham, and it is unclear how it returned to royal hands soon after, or whether William ever
received it.*” This may have been part of the reason the queen was a member of the conference that
hammered out the agreement. At the least, her involvement shows the depth of the queen’s interest

in the practicalities of patronage and her concern for her daughter.

% Qee above, p. 46, n. 223.

» RRAN 503 included Eustace and William.

*>E. Cownie, Religious Patronage in Anglo-Norman England, 1066-1135 (Woodbridge, 1998), p. 156.

P D; cf. Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, pp. 379-80: ‘... moniales Stretfordie in presentia nostra et
venerabilis fratris nostri Hilarii Cicestrensi episcopi et Matild[is] regine et Clar[embaldis] abbatis de
Faversham et aliarum religiosarum personarum, ea conditione manerium de Lillecerchia quod cum Maria
filia regis Stephani ex dono ipsius regis et regine susciperint, reddiderunt et cum appenditiis suis quietum
penitus clamaverunt, ut moniales Sancti Sulpicii quas cum predicta Maria receptas, propter ordinis
difficultatem et morum dissonantiam, ferre non valebant ab ipsis prorsus recederent et ecclesiam de Stratford
a se omni reclamatione sepulta penitus liberarent. Hac igitur facta transactione collectis sarcinulis et omnibus
que ad se spectabant comportatis Maria sepedicta regis filia cum monialibus suis ecclesiam Stratfordie
penitus liberam dereliquit et in manerio suo de Lillecherchia se tanquam in proprietate sua recepit’.

See above, p. 56.
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The queen’s concern is most apparent in the grants she made to secure the nuns a home.

Between 1147 and her death, Matilda granted

... in alms to the church of St. John at Colchester the land of East Donyland with all its
appurtenances free and quit and expressly from all military service. And I wish that the
aforesaid monks should hold it in perpetual alms just as they previously held the church of
Lillechurch for which I gave them the land of East Donyland in exchange.*®

This exchange may have provided the new foundation with a claustral church;*” however, it
required the queen to make reparations to her tenant there, as Abbot Hugo of St. John’s noted in a

charter after Matilda’s death:

...that exchange was made at the insistence of Queen Matilda on behalf of her daughter Mary
a consecrated nun, that being desired and confirmed by King Stephen and his son Count
Eustace, who moreover by the arbitration of the queen pacified Henry of Merch by making
grants of his choice overseas in return for East Donyland and surrendering that land to the
abbot and monks of Colchester in the baronial court of East Donyland warranting it in
perpetuity to them from himself and his successors.>*

These charters make it clear that Matilda took the lead role from the beginning in founding
Lillechurch, and exerted her authority as countess in order to facilitate the nuns’ move — even after
her son had officially taken over the county. Her concern here is markedly personal. Although as a
side effect Matilda created another centre of patronage for her nuclear family, the immediate cause
of Lillechurch’s foundation was the tension between the party of nuns led by her daughter and the
other nuns at Stratford. In essence, Lillechurch’s raison d’étre was Mary’s unhappiness and the
need for a sheltered place for her to live.

Several observations can be made about the queen’s foundations in general. The first, and
most important, is that all of them serve to reinforce her nuclear family’s identity as a new royal

dynasty. The new houses that she created were spectacular gifts to God truly fit for a king; they also

™8 VCH Essex I, p. 466; RRAN 221: “... in elemosinam ecclesie Sancti lohannis de Colecestria terram de Estdonilanda
cum omnibus suis pertinentiis liberam et quietam et nominatim ab omni seruitio militari. Et uolo quod
monachi predicte ecclesie teneant eam in perpetuam elemosinam sicut prius tenuerunt ecclesiam de
Lillechirche pro qua dedi eis illam terram de Estdonilanda in escambium.’

2% YCH Kent 111, p. 145.

30 F- «Hoc escambium factum ex instantia regine Mathildis gratia fili¢ su¢ Marie deo sacrate volentibus et
confirmantibus illud rege Stephano et filio eius comite Eustachio. Qui etiam pro arbitrio regine pacaverunt
Henricum de Merch redditibus transmarinis ad suam voluntatem pro Dunilanda et redditam ab eo coram
baronibus Dunilandam tradiderunt abbati et monachis Colecestre in perpetuum warantizandam eis de se ac de
suis successoribus’.
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served to knit together her natal family and Stephen’s symbolically.* In the process, the queen
gave her children a new focus for their patronage, confirmed her dynasty’s power, and left a legacy
in stone of her own tenure as queen.’®” The large number of new foundations Matilda was involved
in suggests that she may have aspired to the kind of sanctity for which her maternal aunt, Henry I’s
wife Matilda of Scotland, was famous.

Finally, the variety of religious orders that Matilda patronised suggests that she was highly
and sincerely interested in religious patronage, but was also concerned with maximising the
spiritual return on her investments. In general, the orders she chose to staff her new foundations
also reflect her identity as daughter, wife, and mother: her Templar patronage stressed her
connections to her family’s crusading glory, Faversham and Coggeshall linked her past with

Stephen’s, while St. Katherine’s and Lillechurch aided her children, living and dead.

Part 2: Other Patronage
Though the most involved and substantial of Matilda of Boulogne’s patronage came in the form of
foundations, many of her gifts enriched existing houses instead. However, some of the queen’s
grants to existing houses, although benefiting these in a practical way, did not directly grant them
property.*® The relatively small number of surviving acta, and the unevenness of that survival, can
make drawing conclusions difficult; for this reason, two acta where the queen’s status as donor is
doubtful are omitted from discussion.’*

In some cases, the charter evidence implies that the queen’s interest in a house related to her

broader responsibility as a landholder. For instance, the acta relating to the land exchange between

B, Thompson, ‘Free Alms Tenure in the Twelfth Century’, ANS 16 (1993), 227-8; E. Mason, ‘Timeo Barones et
Dona Ferentes’, in D. Baker (ed.), Religious Motivation: Biographical and Sociological Problems for the
Church Historian. (Oxford, 1978), pp. 63, 66-7.

2 ¢ B. Bouchard, Sword, Miter, and Cloister: Nobility and the Church in Burgundy, 980-1198 (Ithaca, NY, 1987), pp.
142, 147-8; Thompson, ‘Free Alms Tenure’, 229ff; Cownie, Religious Patronage, p. 181.

303 RRAN 149, 224, 530, 548, 550, 556, 557, A; see below, Table I, p. 243.

304 A Rumble et al. (eds.), Domesday Book: Essex (Chichester, 1983), pp. 1-4, 2-3; D. Knowles and R. N. Hadcock,
Medieval Religious Houses, England and Wales (London, 1971), p. 165; B, C; below, Table 1, p. 243.
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Lillechurch and St. John’s Colchester probably fall in this category.’” Two other charters to St.
John’s also reflect the queen’s need to ratify her tenants’ acta. After giving land in Tey,
Hertfordshire, to St. John’s, she ordered Malcolm de St. Liz, his son Walter and her men, who had
‘...done [much] to disseise the church of St. John Colchester and the monks of that same place of
their tenement of Tey which I gave them to hold in chief’, to return the land to the monks’
control.’® She also confirmed ‘...those donations and conventions which Turgis FitzHardechin
made to that same church and monks there from his land which pertains to Tey’.>*” While neither of
these charters shows the queen making the initial donation, they do show her taking steps to protect
it and assert her authority. Given the connections between St. John’s founder Eudo dapifer, and
Geoffrey II de Mandeville, this assertion was as much a strategic as a spiritual act.’®

Three houses — Bec, Waltham, and Godstow — received a single charter. This paucity of acta
may reflect a lack of enthusiasm on the queen’s part, though it is difficult to tell for lack of
evidence. They served a useful purpose, however, by reinforcing her identity as queen and linking
her symbolically with her predecessors. Moreover, the charters to Bec and Waltham were
confirmations of previous gifts made by particularly saintly people; the queen may have aspired to
their sanctity, or tapped into it to further her own reputation.

Possibly the first of these charters was given to Bec, when between 1139 and 1146, the

queen

...confirm[ed] that mansura of land in Marchaltat in Boulogne which my grandmother
Countess Ida gave to that church of Bec and to Anselm then its abbot... And so that this my
donation should remain intact, [ communicate the present charter with the concession and
testimony of Eustace my son and heir and the impression of my seal.’”’

305

See above, p. 63.

% RRAN 239d: “...multum quod dissaisire fecistis ecclesiam Sancti Iohannis Colecestrie et monachos eiusdem loci de
tenemento suo de Teia quod ego eis dedi ad tenendum in capite...’.

37 RRAN 239b: “...illas donationes et conuentiones quas Turgisus filius Hardechini eidem ecclesie et monachis
ejusdem loci fecit de terra sua que ad Teiam pertiner’.

3% J H. Round, ‘The Early Charters of St. John’s Abbey, Colchester’, EHR 16 (1901), 729-30; J. de Hadlegh,
Cartularium Monasterii Sancti Johannis Baptiste de Colecestria: From the original manuscript in the
possession of the Right Hon. Earl Cowper, 2 vols. (London, 1897), pp. xiv-xvii, 48-9, 146-7, 171-6, 205.

3% Cownie, Religious Patronage, p.169ff; RRAN 76: ‘M{atildis] Anglorum... regina. Confirmo illam mansuram terrae

in Marchaltat in Bolonia quam auia mea Ida comitissa dedit illi ecclesie Becci et Anselmo tunc ejus abbati...

Et ut haec donatio mea integra perseueret, Eustachii filii et heredis mei concessu et testimonio sigilli mei

impressione cartam presentem communio’. The ellipses occur in the printed version.
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Religious houses, particularly prestigious ones like Bec, tended to receive patronage from several
generations of landholding families.’" These houses thus exerted claims even on individuals who
tended to direct the bulk of their patronage elsewhere, reinforcing political and social ties to
ancestral holdings in the process. This grant is a prime example; it reinforces both the significance
of Matilda’s natal family — at risk of being subsumed into the house of Blois *!! — and of Matilda’s
place as de facto head of that family. Moreover, Ida was acknowledged as a saint, and the queen
may have been attempting to tap into that reputation, or aspiring to that kind of piety herself.*"?
The queen also associated herself with the previous grants of her predecessor and maternal

aunt, Matilda of Scotland. At some point during her tenure, she

...had quit claimed all the demesnes of the canons of the Holy Cross at Waltham from all
gelds and scots perpetually, and [ do not wish that anything more should be required from
the demesne of the canons, but it should always be quit for the good of my lord the king and
myself, just as it was in the time of Queen Matilda my aunt.’"

This charter is somewhat more than a simple confirmation, since Stephen earlier granted the queen
custody of ‘... Waltham with all [things] adjacent to it and the service of the canons and their
men...”.*"* Waltham was probably part of the queen-consort’s dower; Henry I had granted it
successively to Matilda of Scotland and Adeliza of Louvain.’*® By making this grant, the queen was
asserting her identity as queen and the responsibility and prestige that entailed. It also tied her into
the personal sanctity of Matilda of Scotland, and emphasised her familial ties to her.

The final house to receive one charter was Godstow Abbey, founded early in 1139.°" The

queen appears to have been among the ‘other lords’ present at the consecration of the abbey, just

319 Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 195-7.

3 Bouchard, Sword, Miter, and Cloister, p.142; P. D. Johnson, Prayer, Patronage, and Power: the Abbey of la Trinité,
Vendome, 1032-1187 (New York, 1981), p. 88; Mason, ‘Timeo Barones’, p.181.

*2 Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 238-87.

3B RRAN 917: “...clamasse quietum totum dominicum canonicorum Sancte Crucis de Waltham de omnibus geldis et
scottis perpetualiter, et nolo quod amplius de dominio canonicorum aliquid requiratur, set semp[er] sit
quietum pro salute domini mei regis et mea, sicut fuit tempore Mathildis regine amite mee’.

34 PRAN 915: “... Walth[am] cum omnibus ei adjectentibus et servitium canonicorum et hominum eorum...’.

315 Chibnall, Empress Matilda, p.130; L. Wertheimer, ‘Adeliza of Louvain and Anglo-Norman Queenship’, HSJ 7
(1995), 109-10, I15.

316 Gee below, p. 66 n. 317.
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after 8 January.’"” At the least, it appears that the royal couple was expected to appear and donate at
certain high-prestige religious events; the confirmation of gifts made at Godstow’s consecration
mentions that the king, queen, and Eustace, Archbishop Theobald, two other bishops, John of St.
John, Miles of Gloucester, Robert D’Qilli, and two abbots, among others, made gifts.’'® Matilda’s
gift was a cash grant of ten marks a year. Notably, both her husband and son meant to convey the
new nunnery land, either immediately or in the future, while it is far less obvious that Matilda had
any such intention.’”

The Godstow grant, although large — one third larger than her son’s grant, the next biggest —
was the only cash grant the queen made; undoubtedly, she intended it as a munificent, expected
gesture that did not tie her into the long-term connections and responsibilities alienating land would
entail*** Given that she was not involved in the house’s foundation, had only one manor in
Oxfordshire, and that Godstow was founded by an imperial partisan and later claimed by the
empress, there was no particular reason for her take particular interest in it, and even less to give an
abbey possessing connections to her husband’s rival any of her land.””

Another of the queen’s grants went not to a religious house, but to an individual religious.

Sometime during her tenure, she gave

...Helmid the nun one acre of land in alms in order to make her house, at Faversham next to
the cemetery between the church of St. Mary and the chapel of St. Gregory, so that she may
have it quit in her life. After her death, I wish and concede that the church of St. Mary at
Faversham should have that aforesaid acre of land in Faversham in perpetual and free alms
for the good of the soul of my lord King Stephen and mine and my children’s and for the
safety of our realm and for the souls of our predecessors and successors. 32

M7 D, M. Smith (ed.), English Episcopal Acta, vol. I: Lincoln 1067-1185 (London, 1980), pp. 33-4; RRAN 366: *...alii
domini...’.

*'* RRAN 366.

*” RRAN 366.

320 Cownie, Religious Patronage, p.158; above, pp. 52, 61.

! Chibnall, Empress Matilda, pp. 131-2; RRAN 370.

322 RRAN 157: ‘Sciatis me dedisse Helmide sanctimoniali unam acram terre ad faciendam domum suam in
eleemosinam apud Fav[er]sham juxta coemeterium, inter ecclesiam Sancte Marie et capellam Sancti Gregoril,
ut habeat illam quietam in vita sua. Post mortem vero ejus, volo et concedo ut ecclesia Sancte Marie de
Faversham pro salute domini mei regis Stephani et mea et filiorum nostrorum et statu regni nostri et pro
animabus predecessorum et successorum nostrorum habeat prefatam acram terre in perpetuam et liberam
eleemosynam’.
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It is likely that Matilda gave this acre to Helmid to use as an anchorhold, with its tenure then
reverting to the abbey that controlled the church to which it was attached; such a small grant would
have sufficed for that purpose.

The queen appears to have been partial to anchorites, seeing them as a source of spiritual
insight and consolation, as shown by her unfortunate meeting with Wulfric of Haselbury, probably
during a visit to Corfe Castle, Dorset, in 1136. When the queen approached the anchorite, he
castigated her for her unkindness to the wife of a local magnate, and predicted that she would find
desperate for any allies in the future.’” The tone of the story, and Wulfric’s reaction to Matilda,
undoubtedly come from his biographer’s desire to stress the saint’s power and conciliatory
effectiveness. However, Matilda’s visit suggests that she was drawn to holy men, and saw
anchorites as capable of fulfilling her desire for spiritual advancement. She also took steps to create
her own network of holy advocates to fulfil this desire, by founding an anchorhold for Helmid the
nun. In so doing, Matilda allowed a woman to retreat from the world into the highest and most
perfect life known to a medieval Christian; this act of devoted patronage would undoubtedly have

benefited her spiritually.**

Matilda patronised three other existing houses: Arrouaise in Artois, Clairmarais, in
Boulogne, and St. Martin-le-Grand in London. Each of these houses received at least two charters.
These were the houses that the Boulonnais comital family had traditionally viewed ¢...as their
churches’.*® As such, Matilda had a duty to ensure each house’s continued well-being, despite the
fact that, in many cases, her personal preferences lay elsewhere.’” These grants, therefore, ensure
that the queen’s natal identity did not get subsumed into her nuclear family’s — in many cases,

drafting by the recipients may have placed special emphasis on her status as countess.

*Z Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p. 316; Matarasso, Cistercian World, p. 262; Bell (ed.), Wulfric, pp. 108-9.

4y, Mayr-Harting, ‘Functions of a Twelfth-Century Recluse’, History 60 (1975), 349-50; A. K. Warren, Anchorites
and Their Patrons in Medieval England (Berkeley, 1985), pp. 1-2, 15, 123-4, 127-8, 285.

% Cownie, Religious Patronage, p.168; Bouchard, Sword, Miter, and Cloister, p.148, emphasis in original. Cf. B.-M.
Tock, Monumenta Arroasiensia (Corpus Christianorum. Continuatio Mediaevalis; 175; Turnhout, 2000), pp.
ix-xiii; H. P. F. d. Laplane, L abbaye de Clairmarais, d'aprés ses archives (Saint-Omer, 1863), pp. 4-8.

326 Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 172, 181; Mason, ‘Timeo Barones’, p.61.
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The first of these grants was made to the Augustinian priory of Arrouaise, in Artois, founded

as a hermitage before 1090.*” On 9 February 1141, the queen

...and countess of Boulogne and Eustace my son gave and conceded to God and the church
of the Holy Trinity and St. Nicholas of Arrouaise and Abbot Gervase and his successors and
the regular canons of that same church the land which Eustace de Legrefth once held (paying
to us yearly ten pounds assayed) in perpetual possession free and quit from all county, from
all customs, from all harassments, from all secular exactions, with all its easements in land,
in water, in road[s], and in all other things for the good of our lord King Stephen and our
own, and for the souls of our ancestors. We wish and direct therefore that they should have
and hold the aforesaid land in the vicomté of Merck and in the jurisdiction and the parish of
St. Omer Chapelle well and honourably, lest anyone presume to attack them or anyone
remaining in it to any extent. Therefore this donation, made in the presence of illustrious
men and our vassals, we confirm by our unshakable authority and we have signed it with the
impression of our seals, and we wish and beg that it be corroborated by the protection of the

apostolic see’.’®

This charter conveys a fairly substantial grant; as well as forgoing the ten pounds’ annual levy on
the land, the queen remitted all monies owing from the grant — potentially increasing its worth to
the monks by several pounds. Such munificence may have served to remind the canons of their
obligations to the Boulonnais family, or to placate them for a relative lack of patronage.’” Since
Merck was a discontinuous part of the Boulonnais county, separated from it by the lordship of
Guines, this actum may also have served to assert Boulonnais authority there, to woo the lord of
Guines away from the influence of Flanders, or even to set the stage for Matilda’s seneschal,

Baldwin of Ardres, to take over Guines in 1145

7 Tock, Monumenta, pp. ix-xi; Laplane, L’abbaye de Clairmarais, pp. 8-12.

38 RRAN 24: *...et Bolonie comitissa et Eustachius filius meus terram quandam quam Eustachius de Legrefth sub anno
decem librarum censu nobis persolvendo tenebat in perpetuam elemosinam dedimus et concessimus deo et
ecclesie Sancte Trinitatis et Sancti Nicholai et Aridagamentia et Gervasio abbati ejusque successoribus et
ejusdem ecclesie canonicis regularibus in perpetuum possidendam libere et quiete ab omni comitatu, ab omni
consuetudine, ab omni inquietatione, ab omni seculari exactione, cum omnibus asiamentis suis in terra, in
aqua, in via, et in aliis omnibus pro salute domini nostri Stephani regis et nostra, et pro animabus
antecessorum nostrorum. Volumus igitur et precipimus quod prefatam terram in vicecomitatu de Merch et in
potestate et parochia Sanct-Omerglise sitam bene et honorifice habeant et teneant, nec ullus eos vel aliquem in
ea manentem aliquatenus infestare presumat. Hanc itaque donationem in presentia virorum illustrium et
hominium nostrorum factam, auctoritate nostra inconvulse confirmamus et sigilli nostri impressione signamus,
et ut sedis apostolice munimento corroboretur volumus et rogamus’. Cf. Tock, Monumenta, pp. 85-8.

32 This theory is bolstered by the charter’s appearance as recipient-drafted: Nicholas Karn, personal communication,
14™ November 2002.

30 Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. vii, 15, 133-6, 139, 172-4, 210-11; A. Decaux and A. Castelot, Dictionnaire
d histoire de France Perrin (Paris, 1981), p. 52ff; Round, Geoffrey de Mandeville, pp. 189, 297.
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The queen’s second charter to Arrouaise was prompted by a writ she received from Stephen
in June 1142, asking her to seise the canons of the tithe of the vicomté.”' Presumably, the canons
wanted a charter from their traditional patron, the countess, as opposed to a foreign king whose

authority there was dubious. In response to this writ, the queen issued a charter on 23 June 1142:

I and my son Eustace, by the consent and command of my lord King Stephen, for the good of
our souls and those of our relatives, have given the tithe of Merck with all that pertains to it
which I had up till now by paternal right, to God and the church of St. Nicholas of Arrouaise,
into the hands of lord Gervase, abbot, religious man, and our dear friend... in perpetuity and
free from all exactions or secular laws from now on and quit of penalties. And so that this
our transfer may remain firm and untouched by anything in posterity, we freely concede and
devotedly beg that this our albeit small largesse be strengthened by the safeguard of the
authority of Rome, so that should any ecclesiastical or secular person presume to change,
dimigizsh or in any way disturb it, the rod of excommunication should terrify and constrain
him.

The queen’s personal connection with Arrouaise seems obvious from the extreme emphasis
put on the grant’s inviolateness and the abbot’s holiness. However, if it too was recipient-drafted,”
then the characterisation of the abbot as a close friend may have been an attempt to remind the
queen of her duty as patroness to protect and nurture the houses favoured by her ancestors.
Nevertheless, the clear implication is that Queen Matilda was conscious of the state of her soul and
anxious that ‘...the canons engaged in battle for God...” at Arrouailse should turn some of their
attention to it.*** Political considerations may also have played a role. Count Thierry of Flanders
confirmed, noting the land in question was part of his fief; it may have been an effort to pacify or

win over the count by ceding control of disputed land.

PIRRAN 25. See above, p. 44 n.210.

BLRRAN 26: ¢...ego et filius meus Eustachius, concessione ac jussu domini mei Stephani regis, pro salute animarum
nostrarum atque parentum nostrorum decimam de Merc cum universis que ad eam pertinent, quam ex jure
paterno hactenus tenui, tradiderim deo et ecclesie Sancti Nicholai de Aridagamantia in manus domni Gervasii
abbatis viri religiosi et amici nostri... in perpetuum profuturam et ab omni exactione ac jure seculari amodo
liberam penitusque absolutam. Et ut hec nostra traditio in posterum firmior et omnino inconvulsa permaneat,
libenter concedimus ac devote rogamus quatinus Romane auctoritatis munimento hec nostra quantulacumque
largitio corroboretur, et ne qua ecclesiastica secularisve persona deinceps eam mutare minuere sue
quoquomodo perturbare presumat, ferula excommunucationis terreat atque constringar’.

333 RRAN 26 is in the form of a diploma, extremely uncommon in contemporary England; little is known of Boulonnais
diplomatic practice, so it could be in the typical form of a comital charter: Nicholas Karn, personal
communication, 14" November 2002. Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 210-11, discusses witnesses but not

drafting practice.
34 RRAN 26: ¢...canonicorum... deo militantium...’.
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Matilda made a similar set of grants to the Cistercian abbey of Clairmarais, founded in 1128
near St. Omer in Boulogne. Laplane describes her as one of the principal founders along with
Thierry and Sibyl of Flanders.” In 1142, she ‘...and Eustace my son...” confirmed the king’s charter
granting ...to the brothers serving God at Clairmarais all the land with its woods which is between
Malger’s house and the house of Raymund Tolsath just as the road which is in the wood and the
priest’s road divides [it]. If anyone likewise will give or will sell to them land in my lordship, we

freely concede it’.”*° Between 1142 and 1147, she reconfirmed this grant, and added a carucate to it:

I Matilda by the grace of God queen of the English and countess of Boulogne and Eustace
my son concede to Gunfrid abbot of Clairmarais and his successors in perpetuity one
carucate in order to construct the abbey in our wood of Beaulo.. for the good of the souls of
our predecessors and successors. Moreover to the first gift... and the second...which is two
carucates, we link this third.**’

Both these charters show the queen acting as a major patron of the house, and, indeed,
attempting to exert a more potent patronage than the count of Flanders; by giving the monks land on
which to build a new, more convenient abbey, she tied their fortunes more securely to those of her
family.’*® This may have been of considerable practical use to Matilda, given that she spent the vast
majority of her time in England, as did her son. However, her final charter to them, allowing the
monks to remain at their current site, suggests that Matilda prudently backed down from a large-
scale confrontation with Thierry, presumably in the hopes of keeping him an ally, or at least a

339
t.

bystander, in the English conflic

Both Arrouaise and Clairmarais received a relatively small number of surviving charters,
possibly due to their continental location. Although the Boulonnais comital family slowly shifted its

priorities from their continental possessions to England beginning in the late eleventh century, this

3 Laplane, L abbaye de Clairmarais, pp. 4-5.

36 RRAN 195: “...er Eustachius filius meus.. fratribus de Claromaresch deo servientibus totam terram cum nemore suo
que est inter domum Malgeri et domum Raimundi Tolsath sicut via que est in nemore dividit et via
presbyteri...Si quis quoque eis terram in postestate nostra dederit aut vendiderit, liberam concessimus’. Cf.
RRAN 194.

3TRRAN 196: ‘Ego Mathildis gratia dei Anglorum regina et Bolonie comitissa et Eustachius filius meus Gunfrido
abbati de Claromaresch et successoribus ejus in perpetuum unam carrucatam ad abbatiam construendam in
nemore nostro de Bethlo... pro salute animarum nostrarum et predecessorum nostrorum concessimus. Huic
autem primo dono. .. et secundo... quod est duarum carrucatarum, tertium adiunximus’.

338 Laplane, L ‘abbaye de Clairmarais, pp. 6-12.
3 ibid, vol 2, pp. 8-21; RRAN 198.
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process was greatly speeded up by the family’s attachment to the English throne under Stephen. It
no doubt led to a steep drop in patronage directed toward continental houses.*® In contrast, the other
traditionally Boulonnais house the queen patronised, the collegiate church of St. Martin-le-Grand in
London, was heavily favoured by the royal couple; it was a traditional English patronage site for the
Boulonnais comital family as well as a centre of twelfth-century royal bureaucracy.’*' As such, it
received the largest number of charters granted to any single house by both the king and the

queen.’*

This combination of territorial princess as patron and royal scribes as recipients explains the
unusual nature of the queen’s charters to St. Martin’s — of the nine documents directed to them,
seven are writs of command or notification.’” The explanation no doubt lies in the chaos of the
Anarchy. In troubled times, all landowners were forced to rely on themselves to a greater or lesser
extent to ensure their continued tenure; for the canons of St. Martin’s, that meant applying legal
force by copiously documenting their rightful tenure.*** Because of this, the queen’s help to ‘my
canons...” was of an extremely practical nature.* St. Martin’s did not need large grants of land that
it was ill-prepared to protect by force, but a patron with extremely high prestige and personal power
to act as a bulwark for their legal claims. Matilda of Boulogne — hereditary patroness, queen-
consort, wealthy magnate — was ideally placed to fulfil that role.

Matilda did, however, make some original grants to St. Martin’s. Between 1145 and 1147, she

gave St. Martin’s its tenth prebend when she ordered Walter, the priest there, that

...just as you love me and that which you hold of me... within three days after you should see
this my writ, you go to the College of St. Martin of London and, as I have said to you, make
fealty to that church of St. Martin and the canons for the church of Witham and for all the

*° Tanner, ‘Scylla and Charybdis’, pp. 125-7, 172-3.

“I'R.H.C. Davis, ‘The College of St. Martin-le-Grand and the Anarchy, 1135-54°, London Topographical Record 23
(1974), 9-26; A. J. Kempe, Historical Notices of the Collegiate Church or Royal Free Chapel and Sanctuary of
St Martin le Grand (London, 1825), pp. 32-9; W. R. Powell, ‘St. Mary, Maldon and St. Martin-Le-Grand,
London’, Essex Archaeology & History 28 (1997), 142-50. Cf. P. Taylor, ‘Ingelric, Count Eustace and the
Foundation of St Martin-le-Grand’, ANS 24 (2001), 215-37.

2R, H. C. Davis, ‘St. Martin’s and Anarchy’, 9-10; below, Table I, p. 243.

* See below, Table V, p. 246,

! R. H. C. Davis, ‘St. Martin’s and Anarchy’, 25-6.

S RRAN 556: ¢...canonicorum meorum...’.
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things pertaining to it which I have given and conceded to them, saving your right, namely
that you should hold it in your life of them just as you had held it of Richard of Boulogne
and you should render to them just each year the same amount, because [ desire that they
should be seised.**

This charter was confirmed by a similar notification to Archbishop Theobald, stating that she had

given the canons Witham as a tenth prebend.*”’

The queen may also have given the canons another church, that of Chreshall, Essex, on one

of her demesne estates.’*® Between 1145 and 1147, she ordered

Hubert chamberlain and Everard the priest and her ministers at Creshall... that the canons of
Saint Martin in London should hold the land and its men and pertinent things of the church
of St. Mary at Creshall... and they should have all [the] customs and rights pertaining to the
liberty of the church... just as Richard of Boulogne or any priest freely held it in the time of
my father, or freely afterward...>*

As at Witham, Matilda ensured the canons’ tenure by granting redundant charters; in the case of
Chreshall, she had Hubert, her chamberlain, and order local officials to transfer the church’s tithe to
the college.’® Presumably, this redundancy of charters was created at the canons’ request to give
them extra ammunition in their legal battles.>

All the land the queen donated to St. Martin’s, like her other donations, came from the
honour of Boulogne rather than royal holdings. This probably occurred because it was easier for the
queen to alienate her own land. However, by granting comital land to a house with increasingly
strong ties to the royal house, Matilda reinforced the links between St. Martin’s and her patrimony
and family. This, in turn, had practical benefits for the royal family. St. Martin’s was located in

London, while much of their land was in Essex; it was vitally important for the king to retain

¢ RRAN 539: “Sicut me amas et ea que de me tenes... quod infra tertium diem postquam hoc breve meum videris, eas
ad Sanctum Martinum Lundonie et, sicut tibi dixi, fidelitatem facias eidem ecclesie Sancti Martini et canonicis
de ecclesia de Witteha(m) et de omnibus rebus ei pertinentibus que illis dedi et concessi, salvo jure tuo, ita
videlicet quod in vita tua ita teneas de illis sicut tenuisti de Ric(ardo) de Bolonia et tantumdem illis singulis
annis reddas, quia volo quod ipsi sint saisiti’. Cf. above, p. 52 n. 13.

7 RRAN 541.

8 VCH Essex I, pp. 470-1.
9 RRAN 553: ‘Huberto camerario et Ailo clerico et ministris suis de Christehala... Precipio quod canonici de Sancto

Martino Londoniensi teneant terram et homines suos et res pertinentes ecclesie [Sancte] Marie de Cristehale...
et habeant omnes consuetudines et rectitudines suas pertinentes libertati ecclesie... sicut Ricardus de Bolonia
vel aliquis sacerdos melius habuit tempore patris mei vel postea melius...’. Cf. RRAN 539, 555.

Y RRAN 554.
331 R H. C. Davis, ‘St. Martin’s and Anarchy’, 14-16, 25-6.
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control of those two areas at all cost, and the ties to St. Martin’s thus created gave him a valuable
ally.*”

The queen’s non-foundational patronage followed similar lines to her foundations, having
the same effect of tying her identity and her natal family’s into that of her nuclear family. Matilda,
as the matriarch of a new dynasty, needed to ensure that her family had patronage sites appropriate
to their rank as royalty; she did this most easily by patronising houses with ties to her family or to
the crown. In the case of St. Martin-le-Grand, the house which received the largest number of the
queen’s charters, these patronage links were enhanced by a long-standing relationship with the
crown as a bureaucratic centre. Matilda’s other goal in her non-foundational patronage seems to
have been to establish her own identity as queen. She did this relatively often by patronising houses
associated with particularly saintly kin such as her aunt Matilda of Scotland or her grandmother Ida
of Boulogne. Finally, in a few cases, personal preference undoubtedly influence Matilda of

Boulogne’s distribution of patronage — most notably in the case of Holy Trinity, the burial site of

her young children Baldwin and Matilda.

Part 3: Piety

As discussed above, there were distinct temporal advantages to founding or patronising a religious
house: disposal of an indefensible estate, ties of patronage that would ensure support in a critical
area, reinforcement of identity and authority. However, the primary reason medieval magnates
engaged in patronage was not temporal gain, but rather spiritual. Gifts to religious houses aligned
the donor — and by extension his or her family — to the saint of that house, who in turn could

provide powerful patronage on the spiritual plane.” Grants also aided in the expiation of sin; the

2 See below, pp. 181-197.
333 Bouchard, Sword, Miter, and Cloister, pp. 147-8.
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importance of this motivation cannot be underestimated in an era when sudden death was so
common.>*

In many cases, personal, official, or dynastic considerations determined Matilda’s patronage
at the level of individual houses. However, like many other magnates, the queen’s preferences did
extend to entire orders. In Matilda of Boulogne’s case, her patronage was spread out over a wide
variety of house types, although her grants of land went mainly to reformed houses.’” Benedictine
houses received four documents confirming their holdings, while the Cluniac houses of Bec and
Faversham — the queen’s mausoleum — received another three.?*® The situation was similar for the
two houses of secular canons. Although they received the largest number of charters of any house
type, only St. Martin’s received original grants — and two of the three charters they did receive
referred to the same grant.>’

In contrast, newer religious groups received small numbers of charters, but a far higher
proportion of original grants — probably because they staffed the queen’s foundations. Nunneries
formed a small but meaningful part of the queen’s patronage repertoire, receiving five of Matilda’s
acta, including two charters transferring land, one rights to a church, and one cash grant.**® This is
consistent both with the rising interest in nunneries through Matilda’s tenure and the inferior
liturgical position of nuns. Cistercian (including Savignac) houses received five charters, including
two land grants and a remission of tolls.** Augustinian houses definitely received seven charters

from Matilda, including a grant of tithes, a confirmation, and three land grants whose purpose was

patronage.*®

3 Bouchard, Sword, Miter, and Cloister, pp. 225-7; Thompson, ‘Free Alms Tenure’, 229ff.
%3 See Table V, p. 246.

3% RRAN 76, 149, 239b, 239d, 300, 301, A. See above, p. 58; below, Table I, p. 243.

37 RRAN 530, 539, 541, 548, 550, 553, 554, 556, 557, 917. See below, Table V, p. 246.

38 RRAN 221, 224, 336, D, E. See below, Table I, p. 243.

3% RRAN 195, 196, 198, 201, 201b.
0 RRAN 24, 26, 503, 506, 509, 512, 513. See above, p. 36 n. 75, 76.
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Perhaps the queen’s most favoured order, however, was the Templars; all four grants they
received from her were donations of land.*' This may imply that the queen’s enthusiasm for the
Templars was particularly great — certainly great enough to alienate a large amount of land to them.
Crouch notes that a substantial number of curiales donated to the Templars and attributes this to
Stephen’s influence, although the guiding influence could just have easily been the queen’s,
especially given her long-standing connections to Stephen’s court.’* This particular devotion to the
Templars probably had several sources. One of the most potent was the crusading history of the
Boulonnais comital family and the concomitant pride she took in that history. Matilda may indeed
have wanted to be part of that history; Crouch suggests that her abdication plan of 1141 was
motivated by a desire to accompany Stephen to the Holy Land.’® Finally, it seems that Matilda, like
others of her time including Matilda of Scotland, had a particular fondness for and desire to advance
active forms of spirituality that can also be seen in her patronage of the Augustinians, and especially
in her construction of a hospital under their auspices.

However, Matilda’s particular affinity for practical, active spirituality did not prevent her
from patronising a wide variety of religious groups. Patronising Templars and Augustinians allowed
her to express her active, practical nature in the religious realm. She also valued and favoured the
contemplative life, whether in the form of a solitary anchorite in a small cell like Helmid, or the
communal contemplation practiced by the Savignacs or nuns. Her patronage of the latter suggests
some interest in aiding women to live out their religious ideals, although Lillechurch was founded
for more pragmatic reasons. It would seem that she, like Stephen, made a personal search for
holiness by embracing and investing in a diversity of religious forms; the explosion of religious
feeling in the twelfth century made this possible by expanding her spiritual horizons. However,

even Matilda valued conservative forms of spirituality for her posthumous commemoration.

! RRAN 843, 854, 845, 850.
21 ees (ed.), Templar Records, p. xxxix; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 317-18; below, pp. 123-124.

363 Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 317-18.
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Another way in which to examine Matilda of Boulogne’s piety is via her charters’ pro
anima clauses, which defined those on whose behalf the grant was made — those whose spiritual
welfare was most important to the donor. A close examination of these clauses and the charters in
which they appear illuminated the queen’s special concerns, and thus her personal religious life.
Fifteen of Matilda’s thirty-two full-text charters, or just under half, contain a pro anima clause.**
The presence of a pro anima clause generally signals that the donor considered the spiritual returns
on the attached grant more valuable than the temporal ones;’® this in turn implied a strong interest
in the house concerned, since it was intimately tied into the donor’s salvation. The relatively small
number of Matilda’s charters that contain pro anima clauses reflects the highly practical bent of her
patronage — and the correspondingly high number of confirmatory writs she issued.’*® However,
these particular charters can also be seen as the core of her patronage, in many cases denoting the
houses to which she was most devoted.

The houses from which Matilda requested specific prayers were often those that she founded
— unsurprisingly, since one reason for doing so was to solicit spiritual assistance.’*’” Seven of the
fifteen charters with pro anima clauses went to foundations of the queen’s: the grant of an
anchorhold to Helmid; Coggeshall’s foundation charter; the grant of Tring to Faversham; the
charter giving Holy Trinity custody of the queen’s hospital; and all three original Templar
charters.*® Presumably, these clauses identified to the recipient exactly who the queen wished to be
remembered in the daily prayers of the house — or in the case of the Templars, the entire order. By
exerting her rights as patron, Matilda also bound these houses together firmly with her natal family;
these new houses would then form the core of her dynasty’s patronage in the future.

Houses with deep and abiding links to the queen in her person or office received the eight

remaining charters with pro anima clauses. Both the charters to Arrouaise, and two of Clairmarais’s

34 See below, Table IV, p. 245.
365 Thompson, ‘Free Alms Tenure’, 2291f.
3% See above, p. 63 n. 303-304; below, Table V, p. 246.

%7 See above, p. 74 n. 354.
368 RRAN 157, 207, 301, 503, 843, 845, 850.
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three charters, were among this group; undoubtedly Matilda requested prayers from these houses as
a way of reinforcing their links to her family.** St. Martin-le-Grand, another traditional patronage
site for the comital family, received one pro anima clause, connected to the queen’s grant of
Witham church as a new prebend. Once again, the request for prayers undoubtedly served to bind
the house tighter to her family, particularly her nuclear one.”” Holy Trinity received three pro
anima requests and Waltham one.’”" Both these houses had long-standing links with previous
Anglo-Norman queens that Matilda probably wished to exploit through her request. Holy Trinity
also had powerful personal ties to the queen in the shape of her children’s graves, and the Templars
probably had similar emotional resonance to her father. In the case of Holy Trinity, her personal
connections to the house also played a role.’” Whether to newly-founded or long-established
houses, Matilda exploited the spiritual benefits of patronage to reinforce her and her family’s
identity and to tie ‘their’ houses more closely to it.

The intended spiritual beneficiaries are another important insight into Matilda of Boulogne’s
religious life. Her charters generally express concern for her nuclear family, and to a lesser extent
her natal family — those outside these two spheres are seldom invoked. This fairly narrow range of
concern is reflected in the charters. The average number of beneficiaries in the queen’s pro anima
clauses is three, and the mode two, most often Stephen, herself, and another family member. In
three cases, all granted jointly with her son Eustace, the beneficiaries were the grantors and their
predecessors; in most of the other cases, members of the queen’s immediate family were the
beneficiaries.”” Certain houses seem to be specifically connected with various people. The link
between Eustace III and the Templars was noted above, while all mentions of her children by name

4

appear in charters to Holy Trinity.”

%9 RRAN 24, 26, 195, 196.

70 RRAN 541; see above, p. 74 n. 354.

' RRAN 503, 512, 513, 917.

2 See above, pp. 53, 60-61.

3 RRAN 26, 195, 196, 301, 512, 513, 917.

74 RRAN 503, 512.
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Analysing the frequency of various beneficiaries’ appearance tends to support this thesis;
though the sample size is small, Matilda’s patronage appears unique, conforming to neither to the
pattern Emma Cownie outlined as typical of Anglo-Norman noblemen nor to that of noblewomen.’”
Many non-specific invocations emphasised the queen’s Boulonnais identity and its transfer to her
children. Matilda requested prayers for her ancestors six times, significantly more than either men
or women in Cownie’s study.’”® Of these seven charters, continental Boulonnais houses received
three — they and an additional one were granted jointly with her son Eustace.”” The remaining four
charters were grants that founded a new religious house on Boulonnais honorial land. In either case,
Matilda’s concern seems to have been to ensure that her natal family’s identity was woven into that
of her nuclear family and not lost; the invocation of her forebears undoubtedly was meant to aid that
process by keeping her family in the minds of her religious clients.

Similarly, Matilda invoked her friends and liegemen — amici and /iberi — more often than
both Cownie’s men and women;*”® these were, moreover, attached to significant grants to
Boulonnais houses: the foundation grant of Coggeshall and the prebendal grant of Witham to St.
Martin’s.>” It seems that these were deliberate, pre-planned acts, probably done to acknowledge and
reward the sacrifices of all her ‘... friends both living and dead’ — probably in the main tenants —
whom the queen had commanded during the course of the war.”* Such commemoration also served,
ideally, to tie the loyalty of vassals more firmly to their lord — an important consideration in times
of civil unrest.

By far the queen’s overriding concern, however, was the spiritual welfare of herself and her
immediate family. Matilda requested prayers for her own soul thirteen times — her most common

invocation and a far more common one than any group studied by Cownie. This is probably due to

* Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 156-157; below, Table VI, p. 247.
6 RRAN 24, 157, 195, 196, 207, 843, 850.

7 RRAN 24, 195, 196.

378 See below, Table IV, p. 247.

7% RRAN 207, 541 respectively.
330 RRAN 207. *...omnium amicorum nostrorum tam vivorum quam mortuorum’.
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her great and independent wealth, combined with an especially pressing concern for the state of her
soul.’®' Intercession on her husband’s behalf — which occurred eight times — was less frequent than
women generally, but far more common than men for their wives. Once again, this is due to
Matilda’s status as a wealthy heiress. Unlike most women, who received the land that they donated
in dower from a deceased husband, Matilda gained hers as patrimony. This removed a primary
reason to invoke Stephen in a grant, and the presence of redundant grants from both Stephen and
Matilda may have removed another.’®? Instead, these requests reflect her concern for Stephen’s
safety, health, and throne amid the uncertainty of the Anarchy — and, at least in at least three cases
where Stephen was explicitly linked with the Boulonnais comital family, her desire to knit together
a new identity for their nuclear family.*®

The spiritual welfare of her children was also a particular concern of the queen’s. Five
charters request prayers for her children, once again more than either men or women in Cownie’s
study.” Four of these charters pray for all Matilda’s children collectively, one her surviving sons
Eustace and William, and one her dead children Baldwin and Matilda.*® The slightly lesser number
of acta invoking Eustace, Matilda’s heir, compared to noblewomen in general is interesting, but can
" be explained by the source of Matilda’s wealth. In general, noblewomen granted as widows in
control of dowries, more or less at the sufferance of the son who controlled the bulk of the estate;
Matilda, in contrast, controlled a patrimony which did not indebt her spiritually to her eldest
surviving son.>*

The relatively large number of prayer requests for her children as a whole, however, is

probably the result of this wealth, which gave her the means to express the maternal concern that a

¥ CHTPA, p. 232.; below, pp. 891

2 Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 156-57.
3 RRAN 24, 541, 845, 850.

384 RRAN 157, 503, 512, 845, 850.

385 RRAN 157, 503, , 512, 845, 850.

386 Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 154, 156.
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pious woman like Matilda no doubt had for her children.’® In contrast, Matilda requested prayers
for her father, Count Eustace III, three times — less often than both men and women in Cownie’s
study.’® Given the connection Cownie highlighted between inheritance and intercession, this lack is
particularly strange.” Two factors may account for the relatively small number of prayer requests
Matilda made, however. First, Eustace died not as count, but as a monk of the Cluniac house of
Romilly, thereby drastically reducing his need for intercession.**® Moreover, all the prayer requests
Matilda made for her father were attached to grants to the Templars — an order to which Eustace, a
famous crusader, had strong ties; such targeted donations may have, at least in the queen’s mind,

rendered the intercession more potent.*"

Part 4. Comparative Analysis
It is possible to gain a better idea of the nature and purpose of Matilda of Boulogne’s religious
patronage by comparing it to her husband King Stephen’s. Even a brief examination of the king’s
religious charters makes clear that much of his patronage to religious houses was directly related to
his status as king of England; relatively few of his charters appear to reflect his personal acts of
charity, and those that do generally have parallels in his wife’s charters. Thus, it seems likely that
part of Matilda’s role as wife and queen — part, therefore, of the couple’s division of labour within
the household — was to oversee their nuclear family’s spiritual welfare and guide its continuing
patronage, particularly through the endowment of new houses.

At the most basic level, Stephen granted more than twenty times the number of charters that

his wife did.** Several factors can account for the overwhelming numerical superiority of his

7 Cownie, Religious Patronage, p. 156.

88 See below, Table V1, p. 247.

289 Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 154, 156.

*® Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 317-18; Harper-Bill, ‘Piety of Anglo-Norman Knight’, 62-77.

P RRAN 843, 845, 850.

32 There are 69 1charters attributed to Stephen, compared to Matilda’s 32, found in RRAN III ; R. H. C. Davis, King
Stephen ; N. Vincent, ‘New Charters of King Stephen with Some Reflections upon the Royal Forests during
the Anarchy’, EHR 114 (1999), 899-928; D. C. Cox, ‘Two Unpublished Charters of King Stephen for Wenlock
Priory’, Shropshire History and Archeology 66 (1989), 56-9; Stringer, ‘Earliest Charters of Sawtry’, 325-34.
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charters over his wife’s. First, Stephen had more control over a far greater area than did Matilda.
Royal demesne was extensive and widely scattered; additionally Stephen had control of all
escheated land, and controlled various regalian rights, such as in forests, throughout the country.
Unlike Matilda of Boulogne, who was a powerful local magnate in her own right, but whose power
was predominantly local, Stephen was — if not the absolute hegemon that his uncle Henry I was —
certainly the one man in England whose power was the most respected and far-reaching. Moreover,
monastic houses expected to be reaffirmed in the tenure of their lands by each succeeding king, and
Stephen was no exception. Royal curiales would also prize a royal confirmation of their pious
donations, since this would confer additional security — and might also give their patronage site
additional benefits, bestowed by the king.”” Finally, these charters were also powerful evidence of
legal tenure, which made them far more likely to be kept by succeeding generations of religious.
This in turn might tend to reduce the random survival that plagues non-royal charters, and perhaps
those of women in particular.

This general case is borne out by the number of houses to which Stephen gave charters. 182
different religious institutions received one or more of the king’s charters, compared to seventeen
that received the queen’s patronage. To grant charters to so many houses, when the prevailing
custom was to split patronage and its accompanying responsibilities among only a handful of
different recipients, is strongly indicative that Stephen’s charters reflect political expediency, rather
than personal piety. In contrast, the queen’s patronage was much more focused. When dealing with
only original grants, it is particularly obvious that Matilda of Boulogne’s patronage was centred on
a small handful of houses with close ties to her family; this narrow, familial focus stresses her

essentially personal and local sphere of intervention.

Of these, 13 are spurious, 37 occur only as notices, and 2 were given by Roger of Salisbury on the king’s
behalf. When these are subtracted, Stephen himself granted 639 charters, slightly less than 20 times Matilda’s
output. For the purposes of this study, all 691 charters granted in Stephen’s name will be considered.

% Cf. RRAN 852, 853, 856, H.
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Examining the purpose of Stephen’s charters sharpens the contrast in purpose between his
charters and Matilda’s. Thirty-six per cent of Stephen’s charters were confirmations, and a nearly
equal proportion were writs.”* Additionally, twenty-two of his charters are extant only as notices in
newer documents, rendering it impossible to determine what their purpose was.**> Nevertheless, it is
clear that nearly three-quarters of Stephen’s charter output to religious houses were not, strictly
speaking, patronage. Although the king would have derived some spiritual benefit from conveying
confirmations or issuing writs protecting a given house, the sheer number of such charters implies
that their spiritual benefit was a disregarded side benefit.

Another indication of the generally political tenor of Stephen’s charters is their geography.
The king’s charters were overwhelmingly directed toward English houses, as less than two per cent
went to non-English, non-Norman houses; this suggests that a high proportion of his ecclesiastical
acta were given as king, rather than as an individual. Within England Stephen scattered his charters
far more widely than did Matilda of Boulogne.*® The queen’s charters were almost uniformly
granted to houses in the southeast of England;>” only her charter to the Oxfordshire nunnery of
Godstow was directed to a house in southern England. Tellingly, eighteen of the nineteen English
manors involved in the queen’s patronage were also in southeast England — the centre of
Boulonnais power and influence and one of the few areas of the country where Matilda had
authority in her own right.*®

Stephen’s charters, in comparison, were much more equitably distributed through the

country despite the unevenness of ecclesiastical colonisation. The sixty-three houses in the

4249 of Stephen’s 691 charters are confirmations, 241 writs.

3 Vincent, ‘New Charters of Stephen’, 926-8. Cf. RRAN 89-97.

% In the following discussion, the counties of England are divided as follows: Far North — Cumberland, Westmoreland,
Northumberland, Durham; North — Lancs, Yorks; North Central — Ches, Derbys, Notts, Lincs; Central -
Northants, Staffs, Leics, Warwicks, Worcs; West — Salop, Glos, Herefordshire; East — Hunts, Cambs, Beds,
Norfolk, Suffolk; South East — London, Essex, M’sex, Herts., Kent, Surrey, Sussex; South — Bucks, Berks,
Wilts, Oxon, Hants; South West — Cornwall, Devon, Somerset, Dorset.

¥7 For these purposes, neither Stephen nor Matilda’s charters to the Templars have been considered. St. Martin’s,
HTPA, St. Bartholomew’s, Colchester St. John’s, Coggeshall, St. Osyth’s, Faversham, Lillechurch, and St.
Mary’s Faversham (the location of Helmid’s anchorhold) are all in southeast England (the first three in
London, the second three in Essex, and the last three in Kent).

%8 Round, ‘Counts of Boulogne’, pp. 156-61.
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southeast and east of the country — the administrative and ecclesiastical centre of the realm and
Stephen’s heartland — received 306 of his acta. Fifteen houses in the south of England received
eighty-five charters, while another fifteen houses in the centre received only forty-five acta. Twenty
houses in north and north-central England obtained sixty-nine documents, and twenty-two houses in
south-western and western England received seventy-eight documents. This relative parity,
especially between areas without ties to the king’s personal holdings, suggests that the duties of
kingship — and specifically that to confirm and protect ecclesiastical holdings — were a driving force
behind Stephen’s issuing of charters, as opposed to the primarily pious thrust of Matilda’s.

The patterns revealed in Stephen’s charters strongly reflect his political duties and tended to
subsume those donations that reflect his personal piety — those, in other words, made by his private
body, not his political one — in the general flow of his kingly duties. At the most basic level, his
charters were distributed in a much more diffuse manner than Matilda’s. 111 of his recipient
houses, more than three-fifths of the total, received one or two charters from the king. Of those
houses, seventy-nine — more than seven-tenths — received only a single charter.® This suggests that
a large number of Stephen’s charters were made for avowedly political purposes — primarily to
make a pro forma confirmation of the recipient house’s holdings.

Similarly, the frequency with which various types of houses received charters reflects
Stephen’s overriding concern with the political aspects of patronage.*® Sixty-nine Benedictine
houses received more than two-fifths of Stephen’s charters, the largest share of any type.*' This is
unsurprising, since this category included the most ancient and powerful pre-Conquest foundations,
such as Abingdon, Canterbury St. Augustine’s, Gloucester, and St. Edmund’s, all of which received
more than ten charters. Sees received the next largest share, at nearly one-fifth. Like non-episcopal

Benedictine houses, episcopal houses were old — often founded in the tenth century — and thus had

99 Thirty-two houses received two charters from Stephen, seventy-nine one.

% For this discussion, ‘nuns’ includes female houses of all types, including Fontevrault; ‘cathedrals’ include both
episcopal abbeys and secular colleges attached to sees.

01 784 charters.
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extensive, valuable holdings for which royal protection was critical. “> Moreover, bishops, the
titular abbots, were powerful and influential men. The archbishops of Canterbury and York, the pre-
eminent English clerics, were powerful players in English politics, while the bishops of Lincoln,
Ely, and Winchester were heavily involved in royal administration at various points in Stephen’s
reign.*® As such, these charters — especially those that made grants — served to placate and reward
men upon whom Stephen’s throne rested. In contrast, Augustinian houses — which included in their
number Holy Trinity Aldgate, one of Stephen’s favourites — received less than fifteen per cent of his
patronage;** nuns, Cistercians, Cluniacs, and secular colleges obtained less than ten per cent,
suggesting that they had significantly less political clout or fewer assets to protect.*®

The identity of those houses that profited most from Stephen’s patronage highlights its
essentially political nature. Five of the sixteen houses that received ten or more charters from the
king were attached to sees, suggesting that grants were remuneration for royal service.*® Six more
were pre-Conquest Benedictine houses: Abingdon, Canterbury St. Augustine’s, Westminster,
Gloucester, Thorney, and Bury St. Edmunds. *” Once again, these houses had two factors in
common: their age and their wealth. St. Augustine’s, founded in the late sixth or early seventh
century, may have had an unbroken monastic tradition; Abingdon, Thorney, and Westminster were
founded in the tenth century, and even Bury St. Edmund’s and Gloucester were founded in the early

1020s. *® Moreover, many of these houses had influential founders or patrons, so that it was even

2D, Knowles, The Monastic Order in England: A History of its Development from the Times of St. Dunstan to the
Fourth Lateran Council, 943-1216 (Cambridge, 1950), pp. 100-3, 697-700; Chibnall, Anglo-Norman England,
pp. 34-5, 40-2; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 218-19; The Cambridge Medieval History, vol. V (Cambridge,
1926), pp. 509-11.
*3 Chibnall, Anglo-Norman England, pp. 71, 92-3, 115, 125; C. W. Hollister, ‘The Aristocracy’, in E. King (ed.), The
Anarchy of King Stephen’s Reign (Oxford, 1994), pp. 57-61; R. H. C. Davis, ‘St. Martin’s and Anarchy’, 25-6;
O’Keefe, ‘Cistercian Settlement of England’, pp. 103-5; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 24, 213-14,227-9.
92 charters.
* Respectively: 33, 42, 31, and 42 charters. Hospitals received 16 charters, the Templars 19.
406 Lincoln, Winchester, Ely, York, and Canterbury, which received, respectively, 29, 15, and 10 (Ely, York, and
Canterbury) charters each.

407 They received, respectively, 13, 13,17, 18, 19, and 22 charters.

‘% D. Knowles et al. (eds.), The Heads of Religious Houses. England and Wales (Cambridge, 1972), pp. 23-4, 31-2, 34-
6, 40, 52-3, 73-7; D. Knowles, The Religious Houses of Medieval England (London, 1940), pp. 59, 61, 63, 66;
Knowles, Monastic Order in England, pp. 21-71.
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more important for the king to be seen giving them his munificence.*” The charters going to these
houses ultimately fulfilled the same essentially political functions as those Stephen granted to
episcopal houses — in the main, confirming and protecting their existing holdings.

The remaining five houses had potent ties to Stephen’s family or his kingly office, which
provided reasons for him to be especially generous. Reading was Henry I’s mausoleum, while Holy
Trinity Aldgate was the flagship foundation of Henry’s influential wife Matilda. Conspicuous gifts
to these houses served to highlight Stephen’s status as successor to his uncle, as well as his kin ties
to Henry — which bolstered the legitimacy of his claim to the throne. The counts of Boulogne were
the hereditary advocati of St. Martin-le-Grand, giving Stephen one potent reason to patronise them.
The college’s position as the royal scriptorium and a hub of administration gave him another,
making Stephen appear more kingly and giving him access to bureaucratic expertise.*® Colchester
St. John’s, in Essex, had been founded shortly after the Conquest, and Stephen’s extensive
patronage to it may reflect a desire to placate a wealthy house in his heartland, thereby gaining
further loyalty; moreover, Eustace III was a benefactor, giving the house some claim to Stephen’s
munificence.*"

Personal considerations may have played a limited role in the extent of Stephen’s patronage;
those houses that had ties to his family or Matilda’s appear to have been especially rewarded. Holy
Trinity was the burial site for two of his children.*"? Similarly, the Templars were founded by two
knights who were vassals of the counts of Blois and Boulogne.*"” Stephen’s relatively extensive
grants to the Temple suggest that he was anxious to tap into his family’s crusading past, and
possibly to wipe out any residual shame caused by his father’s abandonment of the First Crusade in

1099. Moreover, Holy Trinity, St. Martin-le-Grand, and the Templars were the three houses most

409

Knowles, Religious Houses of Medieval England, pp. 11-20.

10Gee above, p. 71, n. 344; below, pp. 128, 139.

*"' Round, ‘Early Colchester Charters ‘, 721-30; Hadlegh, Cartularium Monasterii Sancti Johannis Baptiste de
Colecestria: From the original manuscript in the possession of the Right Hon. Earl Cowper , pp. 48-9.

See above, p. 53.

*5 See above, p. 53, n. 255.

412



86
patronised by Matilda. This suggests that, at the least, the royal couple had similar religious tastes,
and may have coordinated their patronage in order to reap as much benefit for their nuclear family
as possible.

The extent to which Stephen and Matilda’s patronage converged tends to bear out this
theory. Stephen gave 133 charters to houses that the queen patronised, or nineteen per cent of his
total output. Of these, twenty-three were original grants, meaning that Stephen gave about twenty
per cent of his patronage to houses connected to his wife.*'* Although this is a relatively small
overlap, it suggests some degree of coordination. This parallel is more extensive when viewed by
houses. The king made grants to fourteen of the seventeen recipients of Queen Matilda’s largesse;
only Lillechurch, the anchoress Helmid, and St. Bartholomew’s in London did not receive a charter
from King Stephen. In these cases, there was probably no need — or no opportunity — for Stephen to
confirm his wife’s grant.*”* However, the fact that more than four-fifths of the queen’s beneficiaries
received charters from the king suggests that Stephen shared his wife’s general religious outlook, in
particular her preference for those orders that arose from the eleventh and twelfth century
renaissance.

Finally, although Matilda of Boulogne’s appearances in Stephen’s charters were not
frequent they do, to a certain extent, reflect an intention on the king’s part that she be part of his
patronage. The queen witnessed fifty-two of Stephen’s charters, and was mentioned in the pro
anima clause of eighty-two.*'® A significant minority of these — fifteen per cent of the attestations
and seventeen per cent of the pro anima clause appearances — went to houses that she also
patronised, reinforcing that there was some coordination of their patronage.*'” These proportions are
not especially high, but Matilda’s relative absence can be explained in the essentially political

agenda of the king’s charters. As noted above, a large number of the king’s charters were

*!* Stephen made 149 original grants: see above, p.80, n. 392; p. 82, n. 394.
415 RRAN 111, pp. xliii-iv; RRAN 157; B; E.

416 804, and 12% of his total charters.

“I” Nine of her attestations and twelve of her mentions in pro anima clauses.
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administrative in nature — routine confirmations and writs to his bureaucrats — neither requiring
neither the queen’s attestation nor entitling the king to special prayers. The political situation also
tended to take Stephen away from the southeast, where the queen spent much or most of her time,
leaving her unable to witness charters. Similarly, as Cownie notes, those mentioned in pro anima
clauses tended to have predeceased the donor; since most of Stephen’s charters were made when his
queen was alive, he may not have felt as urgent a need to make provision for her soul.**®

Dealing only with grants — those charters Stephen was most likely to have given for the
immediate reason of personal piety — increases Matilda’s involvement in Stephen’s patronage. The
queen witnessed fifteen per cent of her husband’s grants and was mentioned in just more than
twenty per cent of their pro anima clauses.*”® This reflects a slightly lower than average solicitude
for the queen’s soul on Stephen’s part, as a quarter of the charters Cownie analyses contain prayer
requests for the donor’s wife. Given that Matilda was still alive and was actively making provision
for her own soul, this is understandable.*® Approximately fifteen per cent of her involvement in
Stephen’s grants, either as witness or via the pro anima clause, benefited houses she patronised,
suggesting that grants did not necessarily trigger special consideration for the queen.”' Matilda’s
witnessing of a higher proportion of grants suggests that Stephen waited to make grants until he was
in a relatively safe, loyal area — the same area, not coincidentally, where his wife spent the most
time. However, it also suggests that he considered the queen to be an important player — or partner —
in his patronage activities. This suggests that the king and queen’s religious priorities were similar,
and when possible, were realised in tandem.

In general, Stephen granted charters to religious institutions for overwhelmingly political
purposes. More than three-quarters of his acta were not original grants, recipients were spread all

over the country, and large numbers of acta were directed to episcopal seats or to long-established

418

Cownie, Religious Patronage, pp. 154-6.
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She witnessed 21 grants and was mentioned in the pro anima clause of 31 grants.
420 Cownie, Religious Patronage, p. 155; above, p. 79.
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Benedictine houses which needed to confirm their extensive holdings. In contrast, Matilda of
Boulogne’s patronage was tightly focused both geographically — on the southeast of England — and
religiously — to orders spawned by the twelfth century reform movement. There is no evidence of
active coordination of their patronage, but Stephen’s patronage of most of his wife’s beneficiaries,
combined with her much higher rates of involvement in the charters that went to those houses,
suggests that king and queen had a similar personal piety, and a single agenda of religious
patronage, which they pursued together — presumably in an attempt to direct their nuclear family’s

future patronage.

Part 5: Spiritual Mentors
Matilda’s religious life consisted of more than just donations to religious houses, however. She also
appears to have had a rich inner spiritual life, which she found very important. Moreover, unlike
some other medieval magnates, her piety seems to have been genuine. Her penchant for patronising
and consulting with recluses has already been discussed in relation to her donation of an anchorhold
to Helmid the nun. Another good, if unflattering, example comes from her prolonged stay at St.
Augustine’s, Canterbury, in 1148 while overseeing Faversham’s construction. During the interdict
there, she had monks from Christ Church celebrate mass in her guest quarters at St. Augustine’s.*”
The queen’s attachment to various religious mentors also demonstrates her sincere religious
conviction.

Perhaps her most immediate spiritual advisor was Ralph, sub-prior then prior of Holy
Trinity Aldgate. The house chronicle comments that he was °... a venerable man of mature years,
very well educated in divine and humane letters, born and raised in [London], amiable and devoted

to all its citizens, known and loved by King Stephen and his wife Queen Matilda and the king’s

court, who undertook the confessional care of the said Queen Matilda from Archbishop

22 See above, p. 48, n. 233.
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Theobald’.*” From this passage, it would appear that Ralph took over his duties as the queen’s
confessor before he became prior. The royal couple’s obvious and intensely personal devotion to
the house bolsters this idea. It is unlikely that Stephen and Matilda would have buried at least one
child at Holy Trinity shortly after Stephen’s accession if they did not have a comforting, close, and
above all long-standing spiritual relationship with the house.**

Moreover, from Stephen’s quick acceptance by the citizens of London in 1135, it appears
that he and his queen had spent time there and made highly-placed friends — among whom, in all
likelihood, were the canons and prior of Holy Trinity.*” Indeed, Stephen’s deep involvement in
Henry’s court after Charles the Good of Flanders’s 1127 murder and again from 1132 until Henry’s
death may have given Matilda an extended residence in London, where she could have got to know,
trust, and esteem Ralph.** For his part, Ralph took the care of the queen’s soul so seriously that he
attended the queen’s deathbed.*” While it is conceivable that Ralph’s presence as a confessor was
an anomaly, it is hardly likely that Matilda would want a near-stranger overseeing her preparations
for eternity.*® Additionally, Ralph is shown advising the queen on her final acts of alms-giving;
although this would give him a unique opportunity to direct her patronage, it also implies that he
had a good working knowledge of her religious tastes. Taken as a whole, this scene seems to be the
climax of a long-standing, nurturing, warm relationship between the prior and the queen.

Indeed, the simple fact that Matilda had a personal confessor is interesting. Murray notes

that the practice of lay confession was generally not common before 1150, although it appears to

B CHTPA, p. 232: ‘vir venerabilis etate maturus in divina et humana pagina optime eruditus, hac urbe natus et

nutritus, omnibus civibus amabilis et devotus, regi Stephano et eius uxori Matilde regine et curie regie
cognitus et dilectus qui curam confessionem dicte regine Matilde ab Archiepiscopo Theobaldo suscepit’.
See above, pp. 20-22.
*® Strickland, Lives of Queens, p. 201; J. Stow, A Survey of London: Reprinted from the Text of 1603 (Oxford, 1971),
pp. 71, 243, 246.
426 Malmesbury, HN, 28-33; King, ‘Stephen of Blois’, 283-4, 291-3.
27 See above, p. 60 n. 292,
* A. Murray, ‘Counselling in Medieval Confession’, in P. Biller and A. J. Minnis (eds.), Handling Sin: Confession in
the Middle Ages, York Studies in Medieval Theology, 2 (York, 1998), pp. 70-2, 76-7.
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have been slightly more common in England than on the continent.*” In part, Ralph’s appointment
as Matilda’s confessor can be explained by the mechanism by which regular confession reached
England; the school of Laon, and particularly Master Anselm, was the heart of theological study in
the early 1100s. Pupils of Anselm’s held high ecclesiastical office all over England, making it more
likely that confession would become popular there. The rise of the Augustinian movement was the
second critical factor. Both Norman, Holy Trinity’s first prior, and William de Corbeil, the
archbishop of Canterbury who died in 1123, were Laon alumni and Augustinian canons; both had
embraced a rule tailored for existing communities of clergy, many of which were based in urban
areas.”® To a certain extent, then, Ralph was taking up an expected role; however, lay confession
remained largely practised in cases of dire necessity, such as grave illness, so Matilda’s use of a
personal confessor suggests a particularly high degree of piety and devoutness.*'

The queen appears to have had a similar, though somewhat less intimate, relationship with
Theobald of Bec, archbishop of Canterbury from 1139 to 1161 and papal legate from c. 1150.%* As
Holy Trinity’s house chronicle notes, Theobald assigned Prior Ralph to be Matilda’s personal
confessor; this implies that the archbishop was thoroughly familiar with the queen’s personality as
well as her spiritual needs.”® Another possible pointer to his relationship with Matilda is his refusal
to swear allegiance to the empress at Winchester in the spring of 1141 —respect for the queen, as
well as his reputation, may have come into play.**

Most of the evidence for Theobald and Matilda’s relationship, however, comes from later in
the reign. Between 1148 and 1149, having been °...favourably disposed by the requests of our lady

Matilda queen of the English...” Theobald consecrated a cemetery for the monks of her foundation

9 A, Murray, ‘Confession before 1215°, TRHS 6:3 (1993), 51-81, esp. 67-75, 79-81. Cf. Morris, The Papal Monarchy,
p. 381; D. Crouch, ‘The Troubled Deathbeds of Henry I's Servants : Death, Confession, and Secular Conduct
in the Twelfth Century’, Albion, 34:1 (2002), 24-36; J. A. Green, ‘The Piety and Patronage of Henry I’, HSJ 10
(2001), 1-16.

40 Murray, ‘Confession before 1215°, 75-80.

“libid, 71-2, 79.

$2D. E. Greenway (ed.), Fasti Ecclesiae Anglicanae, 1066-1300: Monastic Cathedrals, vol. Il (London, 1971), p. 4.

3 See above, p. 88 n. 422.

Y4 HN, pp. 88-91.
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of Faversham.”* Not coincidentally, this was the queen’s chosen burial site, and informing
Theobald of her choice may have been part of her request; for Matilda, a cemetery for ‘her’ monks
would eternally surround her with religious, transferring some of their sanctity to her.**¢ Perhaps the
most telling evidence of their relationship, however, came in 1148. Theobald asked for, but did not
receive, permission to attend the Council of Rheims on 22 March of that year; he then, ¢...being
more afraid of God than the king, secretly crossed the sea... and presented himself to the lord
pope’.*” On the archbishop’s return, Stephen, ...moved by anger, quickly came to Canterbury...’,
where after a short exchange of messengers, he °...forced the archbishop to leave England’.*®
Theobald embarked from Dover for France. However, he had only been there a few days when
‘...he was called back to St. Omer by the queen and William of Ypres, so that royal messengers
could more easily reach him placed nearby’.** From this passage it seems obvious that Matilda was
beginning a dialogue between the king and the archbishop. More to the point, however, she was
also risking serious damage to her relationship with her husband by aiding someone at loggerheads
with him. Although there is a distinct element of political expediency in the queen’s actions, it is
also clear that she genuinely revered Theobald as an advisor and friend.

However, Matilda’s most prestigious spiritual mentor was Bernard, abbot of Clairvaux from
1115 to 1153. Evidence for their relationship comes from four sources: two letters written from
Bernard to Matilda; a story in the ‘A’ version of Bernard’s vita prima; and a charter of Matilda’s to
Clairmarais abbey, witnessed by Bernard. However, this relationship has generally been overlooked
or downplayed because of problems in dating the individual pieces of evidence. Probably the first

recorded interaction between Bernard and Matilda is noted in the Fragmenta written by Geoffrey of

Auxerre around 1145:

33 Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, no. 57: *...precibus Matildis regine Anglorum domine nostre
inclinatus...’.

6 Harper-Bill, ‘Piety of Anglo-Norman Knight’, 64-5.

Y7 Saltman, Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, pp. 29-30; RT, p. 62; GC, pp.134. *...Deum magis quam regem
meteuns, clanculo mare adiit... et domino papce se preesentavit’.

8 GC, pp.135: “... ira commotus, celeriter Cantuariam venit,... archiepiscopum Angliam exire coegil’.

Y9 GC, pp.135: “... aregina et Willelmo Yprensi ad Sanctum Audomarum revocatus est, ut eum juxta positum regii

nuntii facilius possent adire’.
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-..Matilda queen of the English, who revered the holy man of the Lord with incredible
intensity, so much so that once she herself ran outside the town to him as he approached
Boulogne when she was pregnant and the hour of delivery was most gravely fraught with
danger, so much that she expected only death and disposing of those things that pertained to
herself likewise prepared for the funeral exequies. In the meantime she, remembering the
man of God, invoked his name and asked help of him. In that very same hour she then bore
the despaired-of son and sending a certain religious rendered very devoted thanks through
him to her liberator.**°

Geoffrey revised and expanded this narrative for inclusion in book IV of Bernard’s vita prima,
finished by 1156, which attempted to give a systematic account of the miracles Bernard wrought in
his lifetime**':

Matilda, queen of the English, ever displayed such intensity of devotion for this servant of
God, such that she ran with the people out of the city to him as he approached when she was
extremely pregnant. After a few days, when her time of labour approached, she was so
gravely afflicted that both she and all of her household despaired of her life; and then having
consigned all of her chattels to paupers and churches, the queen even prepared the clothes in
which she was to be buried, just as if she would die on the spot. Then suddenly remembering
the man of God, and invoking his name with full faith, in the same moment as the invocation
she gave birth without the desperate danger. Nor did she delay distributing the pledged
bequests, by which she gave thanks to her celebrated rescuer, calling the newborn himself,
not unmeritedly, his son. Indeed, he himself, whenever he happened to hear anyone say such
a thing, used to say not a little humbly, refuting it jokingly, “That certainly is to be imputed

to me, as I was entirely unconscious of him”.**

This story, although it seems somewhat outlandish, has verification from Bernard himself. At some

point later he wrote to Matilda, whom he described as

*“% A. Bredero, Bernard of Clairvaux: Between Cult and History (Edinburgh, 1996), pp. 23-4; R. Lechat, ‘Les
Fragmenta de Vita et Miraculis S. Bernardi par Geoffroy d’Auxerre’, Analecta Bollandiana 50 (1932), 83-4,
119: “...regina Anglorum Mathildis que incredibili sanctum Domini veneratur affectu, ita ut advenienti
aliquando Boloniam ipsa occurrerit extra villam, cum pregnans esset adveniente demum partus hora
gravissime periclitata est, adeo ut solum obitum expectaret et dispositis que ad se pertinebant ipse quoque
funeris eius exequie pararentur. Interim recordata hominis Dei invocat nomen eius et ab eo petit auxilium. In
ipsa vero hora desperatum iam edidit filium et mittens religiosum quendam virum devotissimas per eum
liberatori suo retulit grates’.

I A. Bredero, ‘Etudes sur "la Vita Prima" de Saint Bernard’, Analecta Cisterciensium 17-18 (1961-2), 17.

“2 <5 Bernardi Vita Prima’, Patrologia Latina Database, vol. 185 (Chadwyck-Healey, 1995), col. 324-5: ‘Anglorum
quoque regina Mathildis, tantum huic famulo Dei exhibuit aliquando devotionis affectum, ut venienti Boloniam
extra urbem cum populo pedes occurreret, gravida tamen ipsa, multumque jam gravis. Quae post dies aliquot,
ut pariendi tempus advenit, tam graviter est afflicta, ut tam ipsa, quam domus omnis, de vita ejus penitus
desperarent: jamque omni reliqua supellectili pauperibus et ecclesiis delegata, vestis etiam regia pararetur in
qua sepeliretur, tanquam protinus moritura. Tum subito recordata Hominis Dei, et nomen illius invocans
plena fide, in ipsa protinus invocatione sine periculo partum edidit desperatum. Nec distulit legatum destinare
fidelem, per quem gratias ageret celebri subventori, ipsum sic natum, non immerito natum ejus appellans.
Verum ille, quoties tale aliquid contigisset audire, non minus humiliter, quam jucunde refutans, dicere
consueverat: “Hoc certe mihi sic est imputandum, sicut ei qui conscius omnino non fuit””.
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...the most illustrious lady, and beloved daughter in Christ (which I say with affection and
not presumption)... If I should seem to presume somewhat in thus addressing you it is no
matter for surprise, since almost everyone knows how you favour me and how great is your
affection for me. Because of this | have been asked by a certain friend of yours, the abbot
of La Capelle, to remind you of his plea for a certain tithe which, if you remember, I
mentioned to you at Boulogne, and which, with your usual kindness, you favourably
considered. But because my request has not yet been granted, the time has now come for it
to be discharged. For the rest, keep well for me that son to whom you have recently given
birth, for (if it will not displease the king) I claim some share in him.**’

The next recorded interaction between Matilda and Bernard came in 1142. In that year, Matilda and
her son Eustace granted a charter to the Boulonnais abbey of Clairmarais, which the abbot of
Clairvaux witnessed along with three other Cistercian abbots: Waleran of Ourscamp, Theodoric of
La Capelle, and Henry of Vaucelles.***It is noteworthy that Theodoric of La Capelle is the same
abbot on whose behalf Bernard pleads in his previous letter to Matilda — and whom, tellingly, he
describes in that letter as a friend of the queen’s. This may imply that Matilda had a network of
Cistercian friends and mentors, and (since La Capelle was founded by her grandmother) it certainly
suggests she kept in contact, albeit sporadically, with her family’s houses.**

As the most formal interaction between Bernard and Matilda in the historical record, it
superficially has little to say about the pair’s relationship. However, the simple fact that Bernard
went to visit the queen in 1142 is telling — it implies a warm relationship between the two was pre-
existing. However, his presence at the head of a small delegation of abbots from Clairvaux’s
daughter-houses is particularly noteworthy. The only recorded time Bernard was in northern France
in that year was during the negotiations between the Cistercian and Premonstratensian orders
around 11 October, in which Bernard took part.*® In this case, it seems likely that Bernard met with
Matilda just before the conference. For such an influential and in-demand churchman to give up his

time to witness a routine confirmatory charter leaves the strong impression that Bernard was a

mentor, and possibly friend, to the queen.*”’

3 James and Kienzle (eds.), Letters of Bernard, ep. 376, Leclercq et al. (eds.), S. Bernardi Epistolae, ep. 315; F.
Gastaldelli (ed.), Opere di San Bernardo, vol. 6:2 (Milano, 1987), ep. 315.
44 Cottineau, Répertoire, vol. II, pp. 2160, 3301 ; Cottineau, Répertoire, vol. I, p. 591; RRAN 195.

“5 See below, p. 205.
46 11 Daniel-Rops, Bernard of Clairvaux (London, 1964), p. 596.

“7 Daniel-Rops, Bernard, pp. 596-7.
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The final extant piece of evidence for Matilda’s relationship with Bernard dates from the
year after her charter. In mid-1143, probably in May, Bernard wrote ‘...to his dear daughter in
Christ, Matilda, by the grace of God queen of the English, that she may reign in heaven for ever
with the angels...’, asking for her help in ousting William FitzHerbert from the archiepiscopal see of
York.*®* Although the general thrust of this letter was to gain the queen’s support, and thus gain a
back-door route to the king’s ear, several phrases strongly suggest that Bernard and Matilda were
on terms of spiritual intimacy. Although the address of the letter may smack of sycophancy, his
reference to Matilda as °...dilectissimae in Christo filiae’ is almost certainly sincere.** This is
suggested by Bernard °...affectionately greeting in the Lord your Majesty and not only gladly but
faithfully suggesting certain things which I know to concern your own salvation and the glory of
your kingdom’.**® More tellingly, Bernard commented that Matilda would take this action ‘if you
fear God and if you wish at all to hearken to my counsel... This is the cause of God and I entrust it
to you. It is for you to see that my trust is not betrayed’.*' This dual stress — the threat to the
queen’s salvation and the trust Bernard places in her — would be extremely odd, probably
threatening, if it came from a relative stranger. At the least, taking such a tack with a mere
acquaintance ran a severe risk of alienating its recipient and thereby failing to obtain the desired
result. Given this, it is logical to posit that Matilda was used to and expected such spiritual advice
from Bernard. In fact, the evidence of Bernard’s vita, combined with the letter corroborating the
story, suggests that she positively craved his advice and support.

Putting the individual pieces of evidence together to form a coherent picture of Matilda and

Bernard’s relationship is more difficult, however, since few of the documents are dated and scholars

4“8 James and Kienzle (eds.), Letters of Bernard, ep. 198; C. H. Talbot, ‘New Documents in the Case of Saint William
of York’, Cambridge Historical Journal 10 (1950), 3-4, 6-7, 13.

“9 Leclercq et al. (eds.), S. Bernardi Epistolae, ep. 534.

40 yames and Kienzle (eds.), Letters of Bernard, ep. 198.

1 ibid, ep. 198.
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generally have not considered Matilda’s life history when discussing them.**? Doing this gives a
much clearer context to the relationship, and some insight into the queen’s character, as well as
helping to illuminate her childbearing years to a certain degree. The identity of the ‘miracle baby’ is
perhaps the linchpin in this analysis. The story’s inclusion in the Fragmenta means that the birth
must have occurred before 1145, but a more accurate date may be found by examining the rationale
behind the first vita’s creation.

Its fourth book, as Bredero comments, was written specifically to highlight those miracles
Bernard wrought before his death in 1153. It was added when a group of his ecclesiastical friends
met in 1155-6 to organise his canonisation, and thus has a notably sceptical air.*** For a variety of
reasons, the only one of Stephen and Matilda’s sons this story could refer to is William, their
youngest child. First, Matilda is referred to as queen of England when the child is born; although
this is unconvincing in the miracle stories, Bernard’s letter, which is definitive evidence, references
these stories and also refers to her as queen. Both Baldwin and Eustace were born before — in
Eustace’s case, significantly before — 1135.%* The fourth book also laid stress on cases involving
well-known families, particularly those with survivors capable of giving evidence. Since Baldwin
died probably before 1135 and certainly before 1147-8, and Eustace died in 1153, neither is an
especially convincing witness to the abbot’s sanctity. This attempt was aborted in its early stages,
and its 1163 resumption led to a revision of the dossier to stress Bernard’s posthumous works and
remove potentially embarrassing or unverifiable references. ** The ‘miracle baby’ story did not
appear in this new redaction, suggesting that its emotional impact was lost with William’s 1159

death.

¥2 Gastaldelli (ed.), Opere di San Bernardo, pp. 333-5; Leclercq et al. (eds.), S. Bernardi Epistolae, ep. 315; Fryde
(ed.), HBC, p. 35. ’

%53 Bredero, ‘Etudes sur Vita Prima’ vol. 17, 12-13, 18; Bredero, ‘Etudes sur Vita Prima’, vol. 18, 4-9, 18; Bredero,
Bernard: Cult and History, pp. 39-42.

See above, pp. 21-22.
455 Bredero, Bernard: Cult and History, pp. 43-5.

454
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Noting the miracle stories also adds to our knowledge of their itineraries. In the latter part of
1135 and early part of 1136, when Stephen was preparing for and ascending the throne, Matilda was
in Boulogne, dealing with what may have been — given her anxiety to see the abbot — a difficult
pregnancy. William’s birthplace can be pinpointed to Boulogne, and he was definitely born around
his father’s accession to the English throne, in late 1135 or early 1136. The miracle stories explicitly
link William’s birth with Matilda’s anxious meeting with Bernard outside the walls of Boulogne,
and Bernard himself links the birth and a meeting with Matilda at Boulogne. This means that
Bernard must have made a previously unrecognised visit to the county in 1135-6.

Finally, examining the admittedly scant evidence for their spiritual relationship gives an
indication of its growth. The narrative in Bernard’s vita suggests that Matilda had a long-standing
admiration, perhaps veneration, of the abbot. She obviously felt that Bernard was a particularly
spiritual, even blessed, man to have so much faith in his intervention. Bernard’s first letter to
Matilda, on the other hand, is relatively formal, acknowledging that his correspondence is a possibly
presumptuous surprise, downplaying his role in the request for patronage, and stressing the queen’s
feelings for him rather than his for her. This suggests that they may not have known each other very
well at that time. By 1143, the situation appears to have changed radically. Bernard’s letter is
forthright, to the point of offensiveness if directed to a stranger, suggesting that he felt comfortable
offering the queen frank advice and asking for controversial patronage. This was probably due to
additional interaction between them, such as the meeting in 1142 when Bernard witnessed Matilda’s
charter to Clairmarais.*® Matilda’s miraculous survival in childbed may well have prompted a
particular devotion to Bernard that would serve to bind them together — and to prompt her patronage
of the Cistercian order, which would further endear her to the abbot.

Although Matilda appears to have had a friendly, flourishing relationship with Bernard of

Clairvaux, she still enjoyed warm relationship with both Cluniacs like Archbishop Theobald and

436 See above, p. 93.
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Augustinians like Prior Ralph. This reinforces the image of her given by her religious patronage: a
woman deeply interested in spirituality, eager to help others, concerned for the souls of herself and
her family, and on a personal quest for religious fulfilment. She found this fulfilment by investing in

a wide variety of religious forms, both conservative and different strains of new-order religious

spawned by the twelfth-century revival.



98

Chapter I11: Matilda of Boulogne’s Familia and Household

One of the most pressing questions regarding Matilda of Boulogne’s career is the existence and
make-up of her court and household; unlike her husband, who held authority and interacted with
officials by virtue of his office, Matilda’s position was much less clear-cut.’ As such, it is possible
that those who attested her charters — and who, by extension, were members of her familia and in
frequent contact with the queen — changed as her political role did, or differed significantly from
King Stephen’s.** This chapter aims to determine the makeup of the queen’s household staff;, to
examine if and to what extent she possessed a familia separate from Stephen’s, and to determine her
place within the royal court. It will also attempt to establish whether Matilda’s political influence —
as measured by the identity of those close to her — changed over Stephen’s reign.

A logical starting point for analysis is the locations at which Matilda of Boulogne issued
acta. All but eight of Matilda’s extant charters mention the place at which the grant was made.*”
However, five of the eight placeless grants were writs benefiting the college of St. Martin-le-Grand
in London, which tended to act as Stephen’s chancery; it is likely that these were drafted by the
canons themselves at the college.*® The overwhelming majority of locatable charters were given in
the southeast of England, particularly in areas where royalist loyalty was highest or where Matilda
herself had a particular claim to authority.

Eleven — more than a third of the overall total and nearly half of locatable charters — were

granted in or in the immediate vicinity of the city of London. The capital owed the queen a dual

debt of loyalty, as both the wife of the king who probably created its commune and as the countess

“7 Tanner, ‘Queenship’, pp. 133-58.
458 ~f C. W. Hollister, ‘The Viceregal Court of Henry I’, in B. S. Boehrach and D. Nicholas (eds.), Law, Custom, and

the Social Fabric in Medieval England (Kalamazoo, MI, 1990); Crouch, Reign of Stephen , pp. 98.

19 RRAN 76, 149, 509, 530, 548, 553, 556, 557.
40 RRAN 530, 548, 553, 556, 557. Cf. R. H. C. Davis, ‘St. Martin’s and Anarchy’, 18-20, 25-6.
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of Boulogne who held the city’s economic life in her hands.*' Five other charters were granted in
the royalist strongholds of Essex and Kent — the seat of the queen’s patrimonial honour of Boulogne
was at Witham in the former.*® These two counties were chief among the handful of areas in
England to support Stephen even during his 1141 captivity.*” In all these areas the queen was a
potent political force, usually in her own right; in London she was St. Martin’s hereditary patroness,
in Essex a dominant landholder, and in Kent the leader of the royalist opposition. This made it more
likely that she would exercise authority and that her authority would be accepted in these areas,
within which she gave one-half of all her charters and two-thirds of locatable charters.** In fact,
only three of Matilda’s English charters were given at locations that lay outside her south-eastern
sphere of influence. All three charters were granted in England, at areas not far removed from her
authority and each was granted at a time, usually early in the reign, when the king’s political
authority was high and stable and the area under royal control.*”

The queen’s five continental charters also demonstrate, perhaps even more than her English
ones, that she gave charters only in areas where her authority would be relatively unchallenged.
Three of these charters were definitely given at a town — Lens, Steenvorde, or Boulogne — under the
queen’s direct control as countess of Boulogne, with an additional charter probably granted in
Boulonnais lands. The single charter Matilda granted in Normandy —at Evreux — was drafted during
the Easter court there in 1137, while Stephen was still master of the duchy.** It thus seems obvious
that Matilda of Boulogne’s effective authority was at least partly dependent on geography; she

tended to issue charters only in areas where her authority — whether derived from her patrimony or

marriage — was particularly solid and presumably unquestioned. Matilda also travelled far less than

*! Includes place-dates of London, Westminster, or Bermondsey. Cf, R. H. C. Davis, King Stephen, pp. 9-11, 54-6; J.
A. Green, ‘Financing Stephen’s War’, 105-6.

2|y Sanders, English Baronies (Oxford, 1960), p. 151.

%3 RRAN 239d, 503 (Essex); RRAN 157, 198, 301 (Kent). Cf. E. Amt, The Accession of Henry II in England: Royal
Government Restored, 1149-1159 (Woodbridge, 1993), pp. 35-6; HH, pp. 738-9.

¥t Gs, pp. 122-7; J. A. Green, ‘Financing Stephen’s War’, 105-6; above, p. 38 n.180.

%65 RRAN 221 (Oxford?, Dec. 1148-May 1152), 539 (Windsor, 1145-7), 850 (Reading, Oct. 1138-Sept. 1139).

%6 Crouch, Reign of Stephen, pp. 248n, 261n; RRAN 26 (Lens), 195 (Boulogne? ) 196 (Boulogne), 207b (Steenvorde),

843 (Evreux).
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her husband. Aside from her command of the siege at Dover in late 1138 and her expeditions
against London and Winchester after Stephen’s capture at Lincoln in 1141, the queen did not take
an active part in the warfare of the Anarchy — unlike her husband and son, who were occupied with
skirmishes against imperial magnates until the very end of Stephen’s reign.*’ Although she
travelled to the continent more often than Stephen — aside from his official visit in 1137, she went to
France in 1140, 1142, and probably between 1148 and 1150 — these trips served a specific
diplomatic purpose.**

Attestations provide the next point of analysis. Of Matilda’s thirty-two extant charters, six
list no witnesses, six list one witness, and twenty give two or more witnesses; in total, more than
four-fifths of the queen’s charters contain a witness-list, and nearly two-thirds have the extant
attestation of more than one witness.*® Three of the queen’s unattested charters survive only in
cartulary copies, whose witness-lists were deliberately not added when they were transcribed.*” The
three remaining unattested charters appear to have been writs, and may never have needed separate
attestation because of their form and function.””" It is also possible that some of the multi-attested
charters had their witness-lists cut short by scribes entering them into cartularies, but this is
impossible to confirm.*”? Nearly three-quarters of her attestors witnessed a single charter and more
than three-fifths of her witnessed charters have more than three witnesses.*” These two tendencies
suggest that Matilda of Boulogne’s charters were generally issued on particularly formal occasions,

such as the thrice-yearly royal courts, and were attested by those who happened to be in attendance

%7 See above, pp. 32-32. Cf. GS, pp. 216-33,238-9; HH, pp. 754-61.

‘¢ R H. C. Davis, King Stephen, pp. 45-6; Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p. 248.

%9 RRAN 149, 530, 548, 553, 556, 557 give no witnesses; RRAN 76, 157, 224, 539, 845, A have one; RRAN 24, 26,
195, 197, 198, 207, 207b, 221, 239b, 239d, 243, 301, 503, 509, 512, 513, 541, 50,8 43, and 850 list two or
more attestors.

‘O RRAN 149, 553, 556 include Testes, but no names.

“7' RRAN 530, 548, 557.

2 of RRAN 111, p.394; RRAN 845.

13 67 of the 87 attest once; 16 of 26 charters with lists have 4 or more witnesses.
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at the time. However, a small number of attestors witnessed more than three charters, and can be
considered the core of the queen’s household.*™*

Another possible reason for the generally large witness-lists attached to Matilda of
Boulogne’s charters is the nature of the documents. Matilda made a relatively large number of
grants alienating land to religious houses, where the advice and consent of as many witnesses as
possible would have been desirable, if only as a token of their future support for the house involved.
Moreover, the continent lacked the strong central authority the monarchy provided in England,
making politics there much more complicated, and thus the number and identities of witnesses to
grants more important. Two grants Matilda made from continental Boulonnais holdings are good
examples of this. Since both the donated land and the recipient houses involved were outside the
English king’s effective sphere of control due to Geoffrey of Anjou’s inroads into Normandy, the
issue of local support may have been a particularly pressing one.

Matilda gave the Augustinian abbey of Arrouaise, in Artois, the tithe of Marck on 23 June,
1142, at Lens.*”” Marck was part of the county of Lens, which in turn was a discontinuous holding
of the county of Boulogne; it was undoubtedly vulnerable to predation from neighbouring
magnates.*” Perhaps in acknowledgment, twelve people attest this grant, including the local secular
and religious grandees Ivo count of Soissons and John, abbot of St. Mary’s, Boulogne as well as
officials affiliated with both Boulogne and England.*”” The large number of witnesses was included
with the apparent purpose of highlighting the queen’s authority and ensuring that the grant would

not be tampered with, either by Boulonnais vassals or outsiders. The charter’s wording of ‘this

A Nine, or 10%.

*” RRAN 26.

Y% Crouch, Reign of Stephen, p. 21.

77 Ernulf the reeve of Lens, Robert his brother, and her chancellor Thomas are Boulonnais, Richard de Lucy royal, and

two canons, Ricard and Alelm.
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donation having been made in the presence of illustrious men and our vassals, we confirm our
authority unshakably...” laid particular emphasis on this act of witness and its ramifications.*”®

Later in 1142, Matilda confirmed two grants made by her husband in Beaulo forest to the
Cistercian abbey of Clairmarais, located not far from the Boulonnais town of St. Omer.*”® This
charter is notable for having the largest witness-list of any of Queen Matilda’s charters, at fifteen.
The vast majority of these witnesses are clerics, including St. Bernard of Clairvaux and the abbots
of three of Clairvaux’s daughter houses; Abbot John of St. Mary’s, Boulogne; Abbot Peter of St.
Omer; an Archdeacon Milo; and four men who were probably Knights Templar.®*® Matilda’s
steward in Boulogne, William Monk, probably attested in his official capacity, and it is likely that
Osto of St. Omer, the son of the castellan, was also in attendance as an official of Matilda’s
county.”' Taken as a whole, this witness-list is a powerful statement of support for the queen’s
action. Moreover, it probably had the effect of warning off potential aggressors by stressing that
both the queen and the Cistercian order would defend the new grant.

The dates of the queen’s charters provide relatively little in the way of correlation for the
make-up of her familia, since so few can be reliably dated, though a few points can be raised.*** All
the non-attested charters given by Matilda of Boulogne are dated no earlier than 1141. This is
certainly due partly to random survival, but probably also to the queen’s burgeoning responsibilities
as regent and religious patroness after 1141.*** More simply, most of Matilda’s charters were

granted after 1141, presumably since she was too occupied with diplomacy and warfare to issue

% See above, p. 69, n. 332. The juxtaposition of spiritual (Abbot John) and secular (Count Ivo and Ernulf the reeve)
authority is particularly striking.

” RRAN 195.

*0 After St. Bernard, Waleran abbot of Ourscamp, Henry abbot of Vaucelles, and Theodoric abbot of La Capelle attest.
After the attestation of Abbot Osto, it is unclear how many of the next seven witnesses are ‘militibus de
Templo® (the final witness, William Monk, is certainly not).

! Lees (ed.), Templar Records, p. xxxix; K. S. B. Keats-Rohan, Domesday Descendants (Woodbridge, 2002), p. 655.

“2RRAN I, p. v.

* See above, pp. 51-73.
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acta before that date. Because the role of earls in royal administration evaporated after the king’s
imprisonment, the small number of earls attesting for the queen is unsurprising.***

In many cases, single witnesses to charters appear to have been chosen specifically for their
ties to the charter’s recipient — and thus their particular relevance to the task at hand.** The queen’s
single charter to Bec, which confirmed a gift of her paternal grandmother Countess Ida, was attested
by Archbishop Theobald, a former abbot, and presumably reflects the primate’s continued interest
in that house.**® Similarly, the only witness to the queen’s writ regarding a ship belonging to the
abbot of St. Augustine’s,”’ Canterbury was Roger, bishop of Salisbury. He had been the sole regent
for Henry I after Queen Matilda of Scotland’s death, and remained prominent in Stephen’s early
administration; as such he was the ideal witness to an act of the queen’s as regent.**® The presence
of the queen’s chancellor Hubert as sole witness to her gift to Helmid the nun also reflects the fact
that administrative writs had short, relevant witness-lists, usually a few officials. Hubert may have
been the key administrator for the Boulonnais honour that Roger was for England, or he may have
overseen informing the queen’s tenants of new grants.** The presence of Warner de Lusors as sole
witness to two grants involving the queen’s patrimony in Essex similarly suggests he held an
administrative role of some sort there.

The witnesses to Matilda of Boulogne’s charters can be sorted into three concentric “circles’
of proximity to her. Although the paucity of Matilda’s charters makes the in-depth analysis and fine
grading of the household that Warren Hollister accomplished for Henry I impossible, it is still a

truism that those persons who spent more time in the queen’s presence would — simply through

484 Only seven men of comital rank witnessed charters for Matilda of Boulogne: Ivo, count of Soissons, Eustace IV,
count of Boulogne, Waleran, count of Meulan, Simon de Senlis, Geoffrey II de Mandeville, earl of Essex,
William 111 de Warenne, earl of Surrey, and (probably) Gilbert FitzGilbert, earl of Pembroke: see RRAN 207
and RRAN III, pp. xxiv-v, 394.

* See above, p. 100 n. 469.

46 Greenway (ed.), Fasti II, p.4; RRAN 76.

*7 See above, p. 29.

“88 [ollister and Baldwin, ‘Rise of Administrative Kingship’, 875-876; below, p. 221.

“9 RRAN 157.
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having the greatest opportunity to do so — attest her charters more often.*® Although the small
number of Matilda’s acta surviving makes it impossible to make conclusions on it alone, witness-
list evidence can be combined with other knowledge of these individuals to reveal patterns in their
attestation that suggest their possible roles in relation to the queen.

The queen’s attestors fall into three groups: frequent attestors, who witness four or more of
her charters; occasional attestors, who witness two or three charters; and single attestors.
Approximately seventy per cent of the queen’s attestors did so only once, while about twenty per
cent did so occasionally; only about ten per cent witnessed frequently.' Nevertheless, that small
fraction of witnesses who attested frequently is the most interesting, since it is most likely to
contain the queen’s familia. This group is made up of nine men: Prince Eustace, the queen’s eldest
son; Archbishop Theobald of Canterbury; Ralph the queen’s chancellor; William of Ypres; Thomas
the queen’s chaplain; Richard of Boulogne; Richard de Lucy; William Martel; and Warner de
Lusors. The least interesting of these men, from the point of view of determining the queen’s
familia, are the first two. Prince Eustace attested or consented to seven different grants, making him
one of his mother’s most frequent attestors. However, five of these — the four occasions where
Eustace acted as a joint grantor and Matilda’s confirmation of her chamberlain Hubert’s grants to
Holy Trinity Aldgate — were probably given before his formal assumption of the county of
Boulogne in the late winter of 1146-7. As such, they perhaps represent, in part, efforts by the queen
to teach her son statecraft by involving him in the governance of her patrimony, or to introduce him
to the Boulonnais curiales.*> More importantly, there is the question of the prince’s age at the time

of these grants. He was born in the late 1120s or early 1130s, and so may have still been under his

mother’s supervision in 1142.*

*0 Hollister and Baldwin, ‘Rise of Administrative Kingship’, 867-905; C. W. Hollister, ‘Magnates and Curiales in
Early Norman England’, Viator 8 (1977), 63-82; Hollister, ‘Aristocracy’, pp. 37-66.

®19 frequent attestors, 16 occasional attestors, 62 single attestors, total 87.

2 RRAN 509.

*3 Fryde (ed.), HBC, pp. 35-6.
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Several of the grants he witnessed, moreover, were involved enough that the recipient may
have desired to obtain the specific consent of Matilda’s heir to the grant. The continental grants to
Arrouaise and Clairmarais, in which he was a co-actor, did not benefit from the authority Stephen
could bring to bear as king, since they were outside his realm. In these cases, obtaining the laudatio
of the queen’s son and heir in as binding a way as possible may have been particularly important.***
One of these was the queen’s exchange of the Boulonnais manor of East Donyland for Lillechurch,
Kent, held by the monks of St. John’s, Colchester. Eustace’s attestation may reflect a wish on the
part of the monks to know that he considered it a fair trade and would not attempt to reverse the
decision later.*”

The other two grants concern the same recipient (Holy Trinity Priory Aldgate) and the same
Boulonnais manor (Braughing, Hertfordshire). Both, moreover, make reference to potential
complications. Braughing was a Boulonnais demesne estate at Domesday, but in a series of
transactions, the queen seems to have transferred it into Stephen’s royal control; he in turn donated
£16 of the manor to Hubert, his wife’s chamberlain, who then gave one-quarter of it to Holy
Trinity. Stephen, however, reserved the right to give Hubert land elsewhere °...in exchange for the
aforementioned sixteen pounds of land...’, providing that ‘...in that same exchange the aforesaid
canons shall have their four pounds of land’. *° In this event, it is unsurprising that they sought
confirmation of this intent from Stephen and Matilda’s heir.*”

The queen’s other charter dealt with a fairly complex transfer of land in Braughing between
the queen’s patrimony, the royal demesne, and the canons.*”® This could be a particularly
troublesome grant, since it had so many aspects which could be disputed at a later date: the

siphoning of Boulonnais land into the royal demesne; the size of the grant; the addition of tithe and

¥4s D. White, Custom, Kinship, and Gifts to Saints: The Laudatio Parentum in Western France, 1050-1150 (Chapel
Hill; London, 1988); RRAN 24, 26, 195, 196.

> RRAN 221.
¥ RRAN 509: “Et si contigerit quod rex alibi det ei escambium de predictis xvi libratis terre, in eodem escambi

7 See below, pp. 109-112.
% See above, p. 46, n. 223.
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particularly market rights to the canons’ gift. The mill next to the Tower of London, moreover, was
not only a valuable piece of real estate, but could also generate significant revenue. Any of these
might have given cause for a disgruntled heir to interfere with the canons’ tenure, making an
affirmation of the grant by Prince Eustace — heir to both the throne and the county — particularly
desirable. The canons, in fact, appear to have asked for and received a confirmation charter from
Eustace himself for this reason.*”

Theobald, archbishop of Canterbury, attested five of the queen’s charters. One of these, a
confirmation of land to the abbey of Bec, was undoubtedly due to his previous position as abbot of
that house.”™ His four other attestations, however, appear to be opportunistic in nature; judging
from their other witnesses, it is likely that all of them were drafted during one of the official thrice-
yearly royal crown-wearings and courts. The queen’s grant of her manor of Tring, Herts., to
Faversham Abbey was probably made at Canterbury, so Theobald would be a logical witness as the
ranking cleric there in that city.*' The exchange of East Donyland for Lillechurch, which also
includes Bishop Robert de Chesney of Lincoln’s only attestation, may have been given just after he
consecrated Robert in mid-December 1148.°> The two confirmations to Holy Trinity Aldgate
involving land at Braughing were made at London, probably together, at Whitsuntide 1147 or
Easter 1148.°” On the other hand, Theobald’s relatively large number of attestations may also
reflect what appears to be a genuinely friendly relationship with Queen Matilda, as evidenced by his
stay in St. Omer with her during his exile after the Council of Rheims.**

The remaining seven witnesses form the true core of the queen’s familia. At least three of

these men were probably household officers for the queen, about whose personal lives relatively

7 RRAN 512.
> See above, p. 103 n. 486,

*IRRAN 301
%2 1. E. Greenway (ed.), Fasti Ecclesiae Anglicanae, 1066-1300: Lincoln, vol. III (London, 1977), p. 2; RRAN 221.

% RRAN 512, 513. Cf. Richardson and Sayles, Governance of Mediaeval England, pp. 68, 138, 145-6; E. H.
Kantorowicz and M. F. Bukofzer, Laudes Regiae: A Study in Liturgical Acclamations and Mediaeval Ruler
Worship (Berkeley, 1958), pp. [71-8; H. E. J. Cowdrey, ‘The Anglo-Norman Laudes Regiae’, Viator 12
(1981), 46-7, 50-3.

3% See above, pp. 46-47, 45.



107
little 1s known; however, it is possible to comment on their positions and careers. The most
important of these personal servants of the queen was probably her chancellor, Ralph. He attests
five charters: her grant of land in the vicomté of Merck to Arrouaise; her gift of an acre of land to
Helmid the nun; Coggeshall Abbey’s foundation charter; Matilda’s confirmation of Turgis
FitzHardechin’s gifts to St. John’s Colchester; and the grant of Cressing, Essex, to the Templars.**
Ralph’s title implied that he oversaw the clerks of the queen’s personal chapel, who were
responsible not only for fulfilling the queen’s spiritual needs, but also for drafting and sealing
documents in her name. Scholarly opinion is divided whether the royal chapel and scriptorium were
separately organised during Stephen’s reign, but it is unlikely that the queen-consort, who issued far
fewer acta than the king, needed or had elaborate scriptorial bureaucracy.**

Cronne and Davis comment that Ralph cannot be proven to be in his post before 1137 or after
1141. However, the grant to Helmid and the confirmation to St. John’s do not have specific dates,
and may indicate that Ralph held his post for much longer than five years.”” His symbolic
importance as the keeper of the queen’s seal is reflected in the charters which he attested; all but
one of them were grants of land, which may have required a greater degree of formality — including
a formal seal.’® Moreover, his attestation of a charter in Normandy indicates, if only faintly, that he
was part of the queen’s personal entourage — it certainly suggests that it was important for the queen
to travel with her own personal seal. Ralph, unlike his predecessor Bernard, Queen Matilda’s
chancellor who later became bishop of St. David’s, does not appear to have advanced up the

ecclesiastical ladder, suggesting that the general upheaval in political life after 1141 and changes in

* RRAN 24, 157,207, 239b, 843.

*% Richardson and Sayles, Governance of Mediaeval England, pp. 240-7; Chibnall, Anglo-Norman England, pp. 121,
133-4; cf. J. A. Green, The Government of England under Henry I (Cambridge, UK, 1986), pp. 27-30; W. L.
Warren, The Governance of Norman and Angevin England 1086-1272 (London, 1987), p. 83.

*” RRAN 157, 239b.
5% Richardson and Sayles, Governance of Mediaeval England, p. 244.
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ecclesiastical preferment made it impossible for Stephen and Matilda to exert their patronage in the
same way that Henry [ and Matilda of Scotland did.*”

The queen’s chaplain, Thomas, witnessed four charters: Matilda’s confirmation and grant of
land to Clairmarais Abbey; her charter allowing the Clairmarais canons to remain at their current
site; her grant of custody of St. Katherine’s Hospital to the priory of Holy Trinity, Aldgate; and her
notification to Archbishop Theobald of her grant of Witham, Essex to St. Martin-le-Grand.>® His
identity is hard to determine, since two chaplains of that name served the royal couple, probably at
the same time. However, one appears to have been attached to the king’s household, while this
particular chaplain was connected with Queen Matilda’s. It is possible that he eventually became
the queen’s chancellor.”’’ Thomas may have entered the queen’s service late, as all of the charters
he attests date from at least 1142, and most date-ranges take in 1147.°"

The final member of the queen’s personal staff to witness her charters was Richard of
Boulogne. He attested the queen’s second grant to Arrouaise; her grants to Clairmarais; and a
document mortgaging her manor of Gamlingay, Cambs, to Gervase de Cornhill, a prominent
Londoner.*”® Richard was a canon of St. Martin-le-Grand, which produced a large number of the
royal family’s clerks and chaplains — and was additionally the queen’s natal family’s main English
patronage site. Stephen named him as ‘his clerk’ in a charter, and given his connections, Richard
probably acted in the same capacity for the queen as well.>"* Richard was also a tenant of Matilda’s,
as suggested by her letter to Walter the priest of Witham instructing him to do fealty to the canons
of St. Martin’s ...so that during your life you should hold [it] from them just as you [previously]
held it of Richard of Boulogne and you should render to them each year just as much...” and her

grant of the church of Crishall to St. Martin’s °...just as well as Richard of Boulogne or another

* Chibnall, Anglo-Norman England, p. 82.

*I RRAN 196, 198, 503, 541.

*I' RRAN 111, pp. X, Xiii, 412; both chaplains attested two 1145 charters of Reginald FitzCount to Godstow (see PRO
Exch. K.R. Misc. bk 1.20, £. 29).

12 RRAN 196 (1142-7), 198 (1143-7), 503 (1147-52), 541 (1145-7).

513 RRAN 26, 196, 198, 243. Cf. Round, ‘London under Stephen’, pp. 107-12, 120-1; below, p. 145.

14 RRAN 11, p.xii. Cf. RRAN 536, where Stephen calls him *clericus meus’.
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priest held it in the time of my father, or afterwards...”.”" This tenancy, and his connection to the
Boulonnais comital family’s premier patronage site, makes it likely that he was connected to the
administration of Boulogne. In particular, his attestation of charters to continental houses
concerning manors on the continent may suggest that he was a bureaucrat primarily involved with
the county, rather than the honour, of Boulogne.**

The remainder of the queen’s frequent attestors had some connection, greater or lesser, to the
royal administration. These royal bureaucrats tended to be Matilda’s most frequent attestors,
suggesting that she spent a great deal of time in contact with her husband’s administration. They do
not generally appear in large numbers in any given charter of Queen Matilda’s — an unsurprising
finding given the duties these men had in royal administration. The notable exceptions to this
generality are the queen’s charter allowing Clairmarais Abbey to remain on its present site and her
confirmation of grants to Holy Trinity at Braughing, both of which indirectly involved the king and
thus had special need of witnesses based in the royal bureaucracy.>"’

William of Ypres, who attested two of the queen’s charters to Clairmarais, Coggeshall’s
foundation charter, two confirmations to Holy Trinity of land in Braughing, and two administrative
documents in favour of St. Martin-le-Grand, straddles the line between Boulonnais and royal
officials, with ties to both the queen and the king.*'* William was the illegitimate son of Philip of
Loo; he probably first encountered Stephen in 1127 after the murder of Count Charles the Good,
since Stephen had been authorised by Henry I to back William’s bid for the county.’”® The coup
attempt failed, however, and William was banished from Flanders in 1133.°* Stephen was one of

the richest men in England and so could have been an excellent patron for the cast-adrift William.

*1% See above, p. 72, n. 346, 349.

>'® RRAN 11, p. xii.

*'” RRAN 198, 512; above, pp. 46, 97.

*'8 RRAN 196, 198,207, 509, 512, 541, 550.

> King, ‘Stephen of Blois’, 26-7.

520 Unless noted, below taken from R. Eales, ‘William of Ypres’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford
University Press, 2004), <http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/29465 >, accessed 3 December 2004.
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Given his later history of loyal service, it seems likely that William entered Stephen and Matilda’s
service not long after his banishment.

He became the commander of Stephen’s Flemish mercenaries around December 1135 and
accompanied both the king and Waleran de Meulan on trips to Normandy in 1137 and 1138. After
his retreat at the Battle of Lincoln, which received opprobrium from all the chroniclers of the time,
William appears to have played a critical role in the royal household.”! John of Hexham comments
that he, along with the queen’s kinsman Faramus, had charge of the king’s household during his
captivity.*”” Henry of Huntingdon notes that Kent — where William was dominant — was the only
holdout against the empress’s tide of victory in 1141, since’...the queen and William of Ypres
opposed her with all their might’.**® He was also apparently Queen Matilda’s military advisor and
commander of her troops; Henry of Huntingdon, among others, comments that he led the queen’s
troops into the battle of Winchester in September 1141.°** The close working relationship between
Matilda and William appears to have continued after this period of crisis, as exemplified by his part
in the reconciliation of Stephen and Theobald in 1148.°* In return for this steadfast support,
William was rewarded with significant estates that gave him de facto control of the strategically
important county of Kent, although the king — perhaps to avoid a conflict with the count of Flanders
— stopped short of granting William an earldom there.”*

William of Ypres’ attestations reinforce this picture of a generally close relationship. All three
of the houses whose charters he witnessed had strong ties either to the comital family of Boulogne
or to Stephen and Matilda’s nuclear family; three cases, moreover, deal with original grants of land,
the most resource-intensive and powerful statements of patronage made during this period. In fact,

William seems to have had a particularly strong connection to Clairmarais, illustrated by a grant of

521

See above, pp. 38-38.

%22 See above, p. 38 n. 181.

*Z See above, p. 38.

%2 See above, p. 41-42.

°% See above, p. 106 n. 504.
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land he gave the abbey between 1142 and 1147, witnessed by Queen Matilda and Prince Eustace.”
While this charter, which shares only two witnesses with any of the queen’s charters to Clairmarais,
suggests that Matilda and her commander tended to stay in close proximity, the other attestations he
made also bear this out. They are, overwhelmingly within the queen’s south-eastern English ‘safety
zone’, with three at London, and one each at Bermondsey, Rochester, and Boulogne.*?

Richard de Lucy, Matilda of Boulogne’s most frequent attestor was more firmly entrenched
in the royal bureaucracy. His family was Norman, and had hereditary lands both in Normandy and
England. According to the Cartae Baronum, Richard’s ancestors held land in Norfolk, Suffolk, and
Kent, for which they did castle guard service at Dover; Henry I augmented this with additional
grants in Suffolk from royal demesne.’” Richard’s entry into Stephen’s service is unclear — he may
have been in Henry I’s service, as a grant of royal demesne may denote, or in Stephen’s as count of
Mortain or Boulogne. At any rate, he witnessed charters for the king from the beginning of the
reign, and — as Orderic Vitalis notes — successfully defended Falaise against Geoffrey of Anjou for
Stephen in 1138.>°° His worth to the king as an administrator can be gauged by his recall to England
around 1140.>!

It is probably at this point that Richard’s career in the royal household began to take off. By
1143, he held a wide variety of offices: sheriff of Hertfordshire and Essex; local justice for
Middlesex, London, and Essex; and by 1154 chief justiciar.®® Along with this increased power —
which, notably, was almost entirely local — came land and wealth. Stephen granted Richard land in
Essex and Sussex, including the valuable and strategic manor of Chipping Ongar, Essex. As a
result, Richard gathered together a barony with Chipping Ongar as its caput, and became one of the

most important ‘new men’ in the critical royalist stronghold of Essex. Amt suggests that these

7 RRAN 200.
S RRAN 196, 198, 207, 512, 541, 550.
2% Unless noted, taken from E. Amt, ‘Richard de Lucy, Henry II’s Justiciar’, Medieval Prosopography 9:1 (1988), 61-
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sl Amt, Accession, p. 67.

32 Amt, ‘Richard de Lucy’, 64.
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interlocking curial and local ties, which were typical of Essex in the period, helped reinforce the
county’s loyalty to the king and queen.*”

This combination of local and curial interests is reflected in the charters Richard witnessed
for Matilda of Boulogne: one to Arrouaise; two to Clairmarais; a land exchange involving St.
John’s Colchester; Coggeshall’s foundation charter; three charters to Holy Trinity; and two to St.
Martin-le-Grand.*** In some cases, his attestation appears to be directly related to his position in
local administration. In the case of the charters to St. Martin’s, both document transactions
involving Boulonnais land in Essex. Richard would, at least, be one of ‘all [Matilda’s] men and
tenants’ notified, while in the court proceedings over the manor of Mashbury, Essex, that Richard
witnessed, he was actually addressed by name. This may have reflected his standing in the queen’s
honorial court, or that the situation now required the intervention of the county’s royal justice.”
The land exchange for St. John’s also involved an Essex manor, making it likely that he was, again,
involved in his role as a local justice, since he would have the authority to enforce the agreement on
Stephen’s behalf.

However, Richard was also a tenant of the honour of Boulogne, and would be required, at
least on occasion, to attend the honorial court. His attestations of the St. Martin’s grants indicate
that the presence of the most powerful, influential vassals of the countess were expected to attend
her courts and possibly to participate, either as jurors or advocates. His presence at the Arrouaise
and Clairmarais grants may reflect similar concerns. The grant Matilda made to Clairmarais,
however, was originally authorised by King Stephen, possibly necessitating a royal official’s
presence; moreover, both this grant and the Arrouaise grant were made overseas, suggesting that

Richard may have had some responsibility for the queen’s travel plans or safety.***
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