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Simony, the purchasing of religious office was a com-
men practice of the medieval church that was by no
means universally condoned. Considered today, cen-
turies later, it seems a quaint misdeed, an infraction
of the ecclesiastical code inevitably diminished by the
grosser crimes of the age. But if the term is properly
and carefully defined, it denotes a concept of enormous
assistance in reaching an understanding of that
uniquelyimportant medieval institution, the monastery.

Throughout the Middle Ages, religious orders were
concrete expressions of a pervasive asﬁiration to the
perfect life, which, it was steadfastly proclaimed and
commonly believed, could best be achieved through
hard work and diligent prayer in a rigidly structured
community where men lived in a poverty that was
self-imposed and in obedience to a stringent discipline
that they freely accepted. But though religious com-
munities claimed freedom from worldly concerns, they
played, in point of fact, a major and crucial role in
secular affairs.

At no point did the life of the cloister intersect
more consequentially with that of the larger society
than in the recruitment of novices. In undertaking
to identify who entered the monasteries, why they
chose and were chosen to do so, and under what
conditions they were admitted, Professor Lynch dis-
covers that entries into religious life represented trans-
actions of major social and econornic significance to
both the entrants and the communities that received
them. Protracted and involved negotiations often pre-
ceded admission, whether the candidate was a member
of the nobility aspiring to high office within the
hierarchy, or @ commoner seeking 2 humbler post.
The medieval abbot was accustomed to engaging in
what may quite properly be termed diplomacy as an
important means to his ends. He bargained with his
peers and superiors for gifts and preferences, and
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manuscripts, and are reproduced here by permission.
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son and a bag of money to a group of monks. Illumination
of Gratian’s Decretum, causa I, questio 2, Archives of
Prague Castle, ms. XII, Al2, fol. 80.

Pageii A husband and wife offer their son, along with a bag of
money, to a bishop and a monk. Illumination by Master
Honoré, Biblioth&éque Municipale of Tours, ms. 558, fol.

93.
Page v A father, with a handful of coins at his breast, offers his
son to two monks. IHlumination of Decretum, causa 1,

guestio 2, Staatshibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz,
Berlin, ms. Lat. Fol. 1, fol. 64",
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Introduction

The century and a half from 1050 to 1200 was crucial for the
development of both church and society in the Latin West. It was
a complex period, and modern scholars have employed a wide
variety of approaches and techniques in order to grasp that com-
plexity. Economic historians have described the period as one of
economic and demographic expansion. Historians of the church
have characterized it as an age of religious ferment that gener-
ated both new religious orders and new heresies. Institutional
historians have found in those decades the beginnings of cen-
tralization and rationalization of government, most evident in the
rise of the papacy and of the feudal monarchies. Finally, histor-
ians of culture and intellectual life have described a major re-
vival in art, literature, and education that has been called the
“Renaissance of the Twelfth Century.”

In this study I propose to treat the unfolding of a single issue,
that of the propriety of obtaining membership in a religious house
in return for a payment. The debate over gifts at entry into reli-
gion is an illuminating one for the general history of monasticism,
and it is also significant because it offers insight into the genesis
and spread during the twelfth century of new legal and moral
concerns from the university-trained elite to other groups in the
church. Put briefly, this is a study of the formulation and partial
implementation of new, disapproving views of gifts at entry into
religion, views that upset generations-old social and economic ar-
rangements. An understanding of the origin and diffusion of those
views sheds considerable light on the forces of rationalization at
work in the church between 1050 and 1200.



INTRODUCTION

The primary, though not exclusive, focus of this examination is
Benedictine and French. It is based in good part upon some fifty
monastic cartularies, which were examined for the information
that they provided about traditional entry practices. The views
gained from the charters were broadened and corrected by exam-
ining the legislation of religious orders, the writings of the canon-
ists, the decrees of church councils, and documents issued by
papal and episcopal chanceries. Virtually all religious houses,
whatever their formal afhliation or rule, confronted analogous
social and economic problems in the twelfth century, and virtually
all found in the negotiations that preceded reception of a new
member an opportunity to deal with some of those problems. One
of the facts that emerged from this study was that, in spite of
some differences from group to group, almost all varieties of reli-
gious communities in the twelfth century followed a similar pat-
tern in that they received new members with gifts and under
conditions.

Since the origins of Christian monasticism in fourth-century
Egypt, the decision to join an ascetic community had been a com-
plex phenomenon, not easily reduced to the formulaic treatment
accorded it by hagiographers. When Benedict of Nursia {ca. 480~
ca. 950) composed his Rule in the mid-sixth century, he drew upon
a monastic tradition already more than two centuries old.! Bene-
dict was aware of his debt to the past, and the Rule itself recom-
mended to his followers the writings of John Cassian and Basil
of Caesarea.? Modern scholarship has painstakingly ferreted out
and identified the earlier writers upon whom Benedict drew.’
In 1940 Dom Augustin Génestout suggested the revelutionary view
that Benedict had drawn heavily upon one particular source, an
anonymous rule known as the Rule of the Master, apparently wnit-
ten in Italy between 500 and 535.¢ Dom Génestout’s hypothesis
stimulated a generation of investigation into the relationship be-
tween the Rule of Benedict and that of the Master, which has gen-
erally confirmed the chronological priority of the latter and its
extensive use by Benedict as a source. As a consequence of this
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INTRODUCTION

revised view of Benedict’s work, recent scholarship has modified
the traditional estimate of Benedict’s originality and has placed
him more clearly in the tradition of late Roman monastic legisla-
tors.®

However, these brilliant discoveries have had remarkably little
effect on the assessment of the Rule’s importance in the medieval
West. The primary facts for medievalists are that during the sev-
enth and early eighth centuries Benedict’s Rule was one of several
important pieces of monastic legislation and that during the late
eighth and ninth centuries the combined efforts of Anglo-Saxon
missionaries and the Carolingian monarchs made it the norm for
monastic life in the West.® Although the Rule of the Master and
other sources used by Benedict fell into oblivion, his Rule served
as the framework of life for generations of monks and nuns.

Benedict’s monastery was a celibate community, and it perpetu-
ated itself by admitting outsiders, first to a probationary member-
ship and then to permanent membership. Aside from the implicit
requirements that all new members be male and Christian, the
Rule excluded no group in society from membership. Slaves and
freemen were admitted,” as well as children and adolescents.®
The Rule also assumed that there would be sick and aged mem-
bers of the community.® Rich, middling, and poor could be mem-
bers.'® Laymen provided most of the recruits, but priests and other
clerics could join provided that they did not demand privileges
because of their possession of holy orders.!! Even a monk from
another community could be received, but if he came from a known
monastery, permission or a letter of recommendation was re-
quired from his abbot.!2

Benedict’s Rule contained some important silences about en-
trants. It laid down no minimum or maximum age for entry, no
educational requirement, no specific arrangements about the state
of health of the new member. In addition, it made no comment
on his marital status. Indeed, the sole expressed requirements for
entry were of a moral nature. The entrant had to be persistent,
sincere, willing freely to give up his own will and to promise the
observance of obedience to the abbot, lifelong stability in the mon-
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INTRODUCTION

astery, and conversion of his life style.!® The Benedictine abbot
was a powerful igure—indeed, a monarch—and could no doubt ex-
ercise considerable discretion in admitting new members. But
from the letter of the Rule, any male could join Benedict’s monas-
tery if the abbot found him acceptable on the grounds of sincerity
and other personal moral qualities.

When a person chose to enter religious life, the disposition of
his property was a socially important decision. Benedict’'s Rule
demanded no contribution from the new member. Unlike some
monastic rules that forbade any gift at all to the monastery,!4
it did, however, permit the recruit the choice of offering his
property to the poor or to the monastery.'> When a family of-
fered a boy to the monastery, the Rule asked it to disinherit the
child, and only if it wished to do so was a gift 10 be given along
with the child.!® Thus a gift at entry was a possibility, but by no
mearns a requirement.

Because of its social importance, monasticism was not per-
mitted to develop in a vacuum. Both secular rulers and the
episcopate in the later Roman Empire and in the Middle Ages
attempted to specify more clearly who could and who could not
enter a monastery. Benedict’'s Rule was, of course, not rewrit-
ten; but on many matters, including that of recruits, legislation
and custom modified significantly its provisions and filled in
its silences. By the eleventh century the norms for entry were
much developed and elaborated.

The right of an unfree person to enter religious life was a threat
to the property rights of his owner. The Council of Chalcedon
(451), legislating even before Benedict’s lifetime, forbade the re-
ception of a slave without the permission of his master.!” Subse-
quent secular and canon law reconfirmed that prohibition in
various forms, sometimes more favorable to the master and some-
times to the slave-religious. Serfs, who were not slaves in the
Roman sense but were unfree because of the serious burdens
upon them, were also affected by the prohibition of free entry.
After the Carolingian period religious life was open only rarely to
serfs and other unfree persons.!®
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INTRODUCTION

In its attempts to guarantee essential services, the late Roman
Empire had placed restrictions on certain groups of free persons,
especially by fixing them permanently in their occupations.
Soldiers, curiales, and others could enter a monastery only under
restrictions that served to guard the state against any loss that
might result. Merovingian and Carolingian rulers also attempted
to check the entry of free men and nobles into religious life with-
out permission. However, such attempts at control failed, and by
the eleventh century the archaic restrictions on the freedom of
those with public responsibilities to enter religious life had disap-
peared in practice.!?

In the eleventh century marriage had developed into the most
important restriction on the right of a free man to enter religion.
If a married person with a living spouse sought to join a religious
community, the status of the partner who remained in the world
had to be decided. Justinian had been inclined to view the entry
of one spouse as the equivalent of a divorce. His legislation al-
lowed the person left in secular life to remarry after one year.20
However, Pope Gregory I and the canon law after him had rejected
Justinian’s solution because it undermined the permanence of
marriage. By the eleventh century both spouses had to agree to
the separation, and refusal on the part of one was sufficient to
prevent entry into religious life by the other. The bishop normally
encouraged both spouses to enter religion. Failing that, he sought
for a vow of chastity from the spouse remaining in the world. The
sole situation in which a married person could enter religion with-
out the consent of his spouse was when the spouse was guilty
of adultery.?!

Passage by a monk from one monastery to another, called
transitus, was also marked by certain restrictions. Benedict’s Rule
had provided that if a monk from a “known” house sought to join
his monastery, he was not to be received without permission from
the monk’s present abbot.2? In the eleventh century that restric-
tion still remained, though the law governing transitus evolved
considerably in the twelfth century.?
~ Thus in the eleventh century Benedict’s provisions for the recep-
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INTRODUCTION

tion of new members had been modified by subsequent legisla-
tion and custom so that slaves, serfs, married persons, and reli-
gious from other houses could be received only after legal
requirements peculiar to their respective situations had been ob-
served. Beyond these restrictions, in the eleventh century there
were still no formal requirements about education, age, or state of
health. Hence a considerable spectrum of individuals could and did
enter religious life in that century.

One of the most important developments in the procedure for
obtaining entry into religion had not been the subject of legisla-
tion, but had arisen out of custom. Benedict had offered his adult
entrant the option of giving his property to the poor or to the
monastery, and he had not specifically ruled out the possibility
that the entrant would give it to his family.®* In the case of
children offered to the monastery, Benedict had recommended
disinheritance of the child by his parents. If the parents were un-
willing to go so far as to disinherit their child, Benedict permitted
them to make any gift that they chose to the monastery.” Bene-
dict’s younger contemporary, the emperor Justinian, had included
provisions in the civil law that were more favorable to the economic
interests of religious houses. Before Justinian the Roman law had
left to the individual religious the right to make a will and to ex-
ercise some control over his or her property.? Justinian’s leg-
islation diminished the religious’ control of his property in favor
of the religious house. According to Novella 5, issued in April 535,
a person was free to dispose of his property up to his formal entry
into a religious house. Thereafter, any property that he still pos-
sessed at the moment of entry passed automatically into the con-
trol of the religious house.?” These provisions apparently appeared
to do an injustice to the sons of the entrant. In Novellae 76 (538
A.p.) and 123 (546 a.p.), Justinian softened the provisions of
Novella 5 so that the sons of a man entering religion could receive
their share of his property, called the legitima in Roman law,
even if he had entered religious life without giving it to them be-
forehand.?® Any property over and above the portions due to chil-
dren still passed into the control of the monastery. In spite of
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Justinian’s attribution to the religious house of any undisposed
goods in the possession of an entrant, his legislation in no way
demanded that an entrant give property to the house that he en-
tered.

Thus both Benedict and Justinian treated the gift at entry as op-
tional, according to the choice of the entrant. By the eleventh
century the optional or voluntary nature of the gift at entry had
virtually disappeared. With few exceptions an entrant was ex-
pected to bring a gift of some sort.?® The gift was not a dowry
in the post-Tridentine sense of a fixed sum required of all en-
trants.® Instead it could vary significantly in size and nature
from one entrant to the next. There was no written legislation
about the gift in the eleventh century, and the situation was very
fluid. But if a family refused to give a gift or an acceptable gift,
it risked rejection of its candidate. For most of the eleventh cen-
tury there was no criticism of this practice as simomniacal, that
is, as the buying or selling of a holy thing. Indeed, there was little
criticism at all. The monastic charters and other texts repeated
over and over again the admonition of Jehovah in Exodus 23:15:
“You will not appear in my presence empty-handed.””3! The gift
at entry, in fact, became the focus around which certain serious
economic and social problems were worked out between a religious
house and its neighbors.

1. T. P. Mclaughlin, Le irés arcien droit monastique de loccident, Archives de la
France monastique, no. 38 (Ligugé-Paris, 1935}, pp. xi-xii.

2. Sancti Benedicti Regule Monachorum, ed. P. Schmitz, 2d ed. {Maredsous, 1955},
chap. 73.

3. Benedict’s sources are indicated in Benedicn Reguia Monasteriorum, ed. C. Butler,
3d ed. (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1935), and in La Régle de saint Benoft, ed. A. de Vogié
and . Neufville (Paris, 1972), Sources chrétiennes 181-82, Série des textes monastiques
doccident nos. 34-35,

. A, Génestout, “La Regle du Maditre et la Rigle de 8. Benoit,” Renue d'asclrique
o de ml)"sfl'q:w 21 (19440} S1-112. The Rule Of the Muaster was cdital with exiensive
commenlary in Lo Rigle du Maitre, ed. A. de Vogi# {Paris, 1964), Sources chrétiennes
W5~7, Sfrie des texles monastiques d’oceident, nos. 14-16.

xvii



INTRODUCTION

5. For a review of the controversy see D. Knowles, "The Regula Megistri and the Rule
of Saint Benedict,” in Greamt Historical Enterprises {London, 1963}, pp. 135-95; or A. de
Vogiié, La Régle de saint Benolt, 1:173-314.

6. McLaughlin, Le trés ancien droit, pp. 3-33.
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CHAPTER ONE

Monastic Economic Problems
And the Reception of New Members

‘Mt The gift at entry served the straightforward purposes of

*\gy ! increasing the wealth and income of a religious house
$A0) and of defraying at least part of the expense that a new

Nj member would require for clothing, food, and other
Nl necessities. As in the case of modern colleges and uni-
XY} versities, there were vast differences among the various
S ¥ institutions comprehended under the rubric “religious
house.” One of the chief differences lay in the size of the income
available to a given house. Many monasteries and nunneries did
not receive an adequate initial endowment or else did not main-
tain an equilibrium between income and the number of religious
in the community. At least since Carolingian times there had been
sporadic attempts to balance numbers against resources. In 787
King Pippin of Italy ordered his missi to investigate the resources
available to religious houses in his kingdom.! In 811 Charlemagne
met with some bishops and abbots to discuss problems, among
which was the troublesome desire of some prelates to rule larger
communities than was ftting or feasible.2 On 12 November 826
a Roman council under Pope Eugene Il recommended that the
modus discretionis be observed in receiving clerics of any kind,
lest more be admitted than resources could support.® Following
initiatives taken by his ancestors, Charles the Bald in 853 ordered
a financial inquest of canonries, monasteries, and nunneries, so
as to fix the number of religious in each house relative to the re-
sources of the house.* This plan, as with so many other Caroling-
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SIMONIACAL ENTRY INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE

ian attempts at reform, was aborted with the decline of the em-
pire, and the problem of supporting religious houses remained.
For many religious houses in the eleventh century, the gift nor-
mally received from new members was an important centribution
to the maintenance of some proportion between numbers and re-
sources.

However, the gift at entry served other less obvious purposes
as well. Religious houses in the eleventh and twelfth centuries
were endowed institutions that had their economic foundation in
their status as possessors of men, of land, and of profitable rights.
The religious houses were seigneuries, similar in many ways to
their lay counterparts. In spite of certain obvious differences at-
tributable to the contrast between an undying corporation on the
one hand and a family with its dowries, inheritances, and pious
donations on the other, these analogous seigneuries exercised
similar practices over similar possessions for similar ends.’

One of the key traits of these seigneuries, especially the richer
among them, was the complexity of their structure and of their
sources of income. Most religious houses drew revenues and ser-
vices from their rights over their men and over the tenants of
their domains. They also derived income from the normal append-
ages to agricultural life, such as mills, pasture rights, hunting
rights, and forest rights. Many religious houses also participated,
in varying degrees, in the practice of holding proprietary churches.
Like other lords, they had benefited from the general breakdown
of diocesan structures during the troubled ninth and tenth cen-
turies. They had gathered into their patrimonies ecclesiastical
sources of income, such as churches and the accompanying tithes,
burial fees, and other parochial dues. The reform movements of
the eleventh century increased significantly the share of ecclesi-
astical forms of revenue received by religious houses. The reform-
ers placed pressure on lay possessors of ecclesiastical rights to
give them up, but they generally allowed ecclesiastical possessors
of parochial rights to retain them. The reform propaganda began to
have a significant impact in the later eleventh and twelfth cen-
turies.” For reasons rooted in contemporary piety, many of the
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lavmen influenced by reform sentiment offered their illicitly held
ecclesiastical property to religious houses rather than to the dio-
ceses and parishes from which it was originally alienated. The
monasteries were favored recipients of such restitutions because a
man whose conscience troubled him normally valued the prayers
of monks higher than he did those of bishops or parish priests®
Some bishops sought to reassert their general control over restored
properties by insisting that a lay donor give the property to them,
and they would hand it on to the monastery.® In spite of these
episcopal efforts to regulate transactions, the later eleventh and
early twelfth centuries saw much ecclesiastical property flow by
gift and purchase into the possession of religious houses.°

In addition, the religious seigneury, like its lay counterpart,
sought by purchase, by gift, and by usurpation to enrich its patri-
mony with various public rights, such as justice, tolls, and market
dues.!! The resulting conglomerate of real properties, rights, and
exemptions that constituted the patrimony of many religious houses
was not radically different from that which formed the economic
base of many lay lordships of comparable size in eleventh-century
France. Of course, in addition to the similarities, religious houses
often had sources of income unavailable 10 a lay lord, such as
pious donations, entry gifts, and pilgrim offerings.!

It is crucial to an understanding of the role that entry gifts
played in the economy of most religious houses that this complex-
ity of endowment be fully appreciated. Normally, the monastic
patrimony was interspersed among the possessions of lay and ec-
clesiastical neighbors, and complexity meant that interaction with
those neighbors was both common and necessary. It was a rare
seigneury, ecclesiastical or lay, that held its properties and rights
in a compact block. Scattered fields, divided rights, and shared
reveniues were the normal conditions of economic life.’* Not only
were properties and rights subdivided, but the processes that led to
further division continued to function in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries. There was, of course, no unified legal system in medi-
eval France, and large differences were particularly evident be-
tween regions of written law and those of customary law. How-
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ever, in spite of important variations, it was generally true that
the property rights of an individual were limited seriously by the
rights of his kin.' Exclusive ownership of property by individuals,
as had existed to a degree in Roman law, did not prevail in
eleventh- and twelfth-century society. In that society families of
property experienced a series of recurring events that demanded
the transfer and subdivision of property within the kin group and,
less often, outside it. The most prominent of these social “crises”
were marriage, with its need for dowries; death, with its need for
prayers, burial, and division among heirs; entry into religion,
with its demand for a gift; and financial emergencies, which led
to sales of, and mortgages on, property. Property could be par-
celed out to a virtually unlimited number of individuals and insti-
tutions. Even when the custom of primogemture developed, the
process of fragmentation was merely slowed rather than ended.’®
Because there were no firm limits to the subdivision of property,
the process could go very far. In a region where the rhythm of
life had not been violently interrupted for three or four genera-
tions, the natural evolution toward subdivision in response to
family needs normally produced a complicated mix of shared rights,
properties, and revenues.®

Religious houses might seem relatively immune to these pro-
cesses of subdivision, but in fact they participated actively in
them, chiefly as buyers and sellers of properties, as mortgagers,!’
and as recipients and givers of gifts. In due course, they accumu-
lated patrimonies that included many subdivided rights and prop-
erties. For example, in about 1100-1102 the monastery of Gel-
lone received one-half of a church dedicated to Saint Julian, along
with the one-ffteenth of the tithe and the entire fief of the priest.
The nunnery of Ronceray at Angers received an eighth share of
the altar of Saint George, which included one-eighth of the of-
ferings of money, candles, bread, tithes, rents, and first fruits.1®
Secular properties too were subject to the social need for subdi-
vision, and a religious house might come into possession of half
a mill, a quarter of a toll, a quarter of an allodial field, or
half a fief.’ The monastic cartularies make it clear that in the
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eleventh century it became rarer for a religious house to receive
gifts of land or of rights that were not shared or partitioned with
others,2

A complex endowment entailed considerable inconvenience for
a religious house. A great portion of the religious’ interest and
energy was devoted to economic affairs, and a large number of the
religious held positions in the economic hierarchy of the house.
It has been estimated that in English Black Monk houses during
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries about half the community,
including the aged and novices, held offices, frequently with rev-
enues attached to them.?! In addition, a complicated, scattered
patrimony was difficult to manage. Considerable time and energy
could be expended to collect relatively modest sums, e.g., one-
eighth of the candle offerings of a distant church. Rather than at-
tempt to collect such dues or to exploit distant possessions direct-
ly, religious houses often farmed them out, enfeoffed them to their
men, and sold or exchanged them for more convenient posses-
sions,??

There is evidence that contemporaries were aware of the dif-
ficulties and annoyances inherent in a complex endowment. In
the twelfth century, English Black Monk houses preserved the
economically inefficient system of farming out properties on long-
term leases because it was a secure, relatively bother-free tech-
nique when compared with the burdens of direct management.??
Many of the new religious orders of the late eleventh and early
twelfth centuries were critical of the older monasticism because
of its frequent contacts with secular persons and secular business.
The new orders were apparently aware that complex endowments
were a major cause of the imperfections of the older houses.?
[n an effort to avoid such difficulties for themselves, the most
successful of the new orders, the Cistercians, initially sought to
exploit by their own labor large compact blocks of hitherto unculti-
vated land. They sought to buy out, or in some other way to re-
move, all others who possessed property and rights within the block.
They refused 10 retain the tithes of other men, burial rights,
churches, mills, serfs, and most other forms of property that might
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have involved them in contacts with the secular world.?s In all
of this the Cistercians were not unique; the Premonstratensians,
Carthusians, and Grandmontines pursued comparable policies.?
Indeed, the fear of litigation about gifts and property was the
expressed motive for certain elements of Grandmontine and Trini-
tarian legislation.?” If the Cistercians had adhered rigorously to
this policy of economic isolation, they would have been spared
the problems characteristic of the older, more complex patri-
monies. However, the Cistercians began to accept forbidden forms
of property in the second half of the twelfth century. The rapidity
with which these forms of property were added to Cistercian
patrimonies depended to a large degree on the zeal of abbots
and the vigilance of visitors. By 1200 many Cistercian houses had
endowments that included forbidden elements and fragmented
properties. Although the proportion of such possessions might
vary from house to house, it is nonetheless true that by the later
twelfth century the White Monks faced problems in managing
their patrimonies that were similar to those long familiar to the
Black Monks.2®

Complex patrimonies gave rise to at least one additional serious
problem for religious houses, that of litigation. Shared or sub-
divided properties were properties precariously held and pecu-
liarly subject to encroachment, usurpation, and dispute. One need
only thumb through several cartularies to see how frequently
monasteries were involved in litigation about their possessions
and claims to possessions. Such litigation was so much a part of
life that the religious often anticipated it and attempted to forestall
it.?

Some of the reasons for the frequency of litigation are not dif-
ficult to discern. The rights of a seller or donor were limited by
the legitimate claims of his kin or his feudal lord, and he could
not with insouciance sell or give his property to a religious house.
A charter from, the monastery of the Holy Trinity at Venddme,
written about 1072, illustrated the difficulties inherent in trans-
ferring property. A married couple were impoverished, and they
sought to trade their modest property for a life suppert. Initially
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they approached relatives, who were unwilling to agree to the
terms offered by the couple. Only then did the couple approach
the monks of the Holy Trinity, who accepted the proposed arrange-
ment. The woman declared explicitly that she did not want to of-
fer any property that would be disputed after her death. There-
fore, she gave or sold some property to relatives who had a claim
on it, and “she gave to the Holy Trinity those allods of Listriaco
which she received from her father, and which no relative or other
person could legally claim.”3! This couple, and the monks of the
Holy Trinity who drew up the charter, were not being overly cau-
tious in their attempts to guarantee the stability of this arrange-
ment. The relatives of the sellers had rights, and the charter
made clear that proper procedures had been observed and that
those rights had been forfeited by the refusal of the kinsmen to
give the couple a life rent in return for their property.

Repeatedly the charters reflect the insecurity of acquisitions
made without the consent of kin. Religious houses that received
gifts or that made purchases were aware of the crucial need to
secure the assent of as many of the relatives of the owner as
possible. Not only adult relatives actually present at the transfer
of property were to be induced to agree, but also absentees’?
and children under age®® were to be asked or forced to agree at
the proper time. To arrange for the assent of kin was sometimes
as expensive and often more laborious than the gift or purchase
itself. In addition to the spouse and children of the owner, a wide
variety of other relatives might have to consent,* including in-
laws,%  bastards,’ grandchildren,® uncles,*® and cousins.®
Careful planning did not always prevent frustration of a gift or
purchase. It was not unusual for relatives to refuse to agree. Even
when they had agreed, such arrangements were unstable. More
often than was comfortable for the monks, some kin repudiated
their assent, denied that they had in fact agreed, or simply laid
claim to the property in question.

Once litigation began it could drag on for years or even de-
rades. The final settlement in such disputes was seldom a clear-
cul victory for either party. The claims of kinship were very strong
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in the eyes of contemporaries, and ordinarily had to have some
satisfaction. In the common course of events, the religious house
was obliged to strike a bargain in order to vindicate its claims.
Indeed, it was not unknown to pay more than once for the extine-
tion of claims against a disputed possession.®® A religious house
could expect to be secure in its properties only after thirty or
forty years of undisputed possession, if then.*!

It was not merely the relatives of the donor or seller who could
threaten the stability of a transaction. There were others who might
be in a position to lay claims against the acquisitions of a reli-
gious house. Much of the property offered to the houses was held
in some form of feudal tenure. The feudal lord had rights and
claims to be settled before he would sanction his vassal's sale or
gift. Since the monastery was an undying corporation, the lord ef-
fectively lost his rights of escheat, wardship, and marriage, and
understandably he expected some quid pro quo for his assent. In
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, feudal lords sought to exploit
this right of assent as a way to raise money.*? A religious house
might pay well for a feudal lord’s assent, and even then it was not
secure against further difficulties.*® In some charters a contin-
gency plan was offered by the seller or donor in the event that
a feudal lord refused to cooperate.¥ On occasion religious houses
received as a boon from a feudal lord the promise that he would
allow it to accept freely any gift that his vassals might wish to
make.*> Without such a guarantee, or its equivalent, the house’s
new possession was menaced by the lord’s rights.

Whether a property was allodial or feudal, it might be mort-
gaged or otherwise burdened when it came into the monastery’s
possession. It is evident from the charters that many laymen found
it a convenient and relatively inexpensive gift to offer an indebted
property, since religious houses often had the cash necessary to
settle the debt and gain full use of the property. If the monastery
accepted such a gift, it was responsible for settling claims against
it, often at considerable expense.*® Another common burden on
property was a life interest in it guaranteed to some person, for
example, the widow of the donor or seller. Only after the death
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of the favored party at some indeterminate time in the future did
the house come into full possession of the property. Innocent III
dealt with a dispute arising from the fact that a man had given
himself and his possessions to a religious house under the condi-
tion that he retain use of the property for life. He had lived so
long that no one alive had witnessed his gift, and it was disputed
by other claimants after his death.*” Such delayed gifts were a
frequent source of litigation.*8

In view of the myriad opportunities for dispute arising out of
complicated patrimonies and the web of those who might be
able to raise a claim against a property transfer, it is not surpris-
ing that there were few religious houses that did not have a series
of active or potential property disputes at any given time. The
religious protected what they perceived as their rights by litiga-
tion, arbitration, and compromises worked out with their opponents.
However, the religious houses also used recruitment and the tra-
ditional gift at entry as an opportunity to deal with litigation about
their property. The great monasteries, like Cluny or Citeaux,
might draw novices from far and wide, but most houses depended
primarily on local families for new recruits.®® The recruit and
his family were expected to make a gift at entry, and often that was
simply what happened. But from a study of entry charters, it
emerges that many of the very families that wished to place some-
one in a monastery were potential or actual litigants with the house
concerning its property. With the exception of very poor or trou-
bled houses,® monasteries in the eleventh and twelfth centuries
had a steady stream of applicants seeking admission; and conse-
quently the religious houses were in a position to exercise choice
and to reject recruits if they wished.) When the opportunity
presented itself, negotiations about entry and the gift at entry were
used to end litigation and to correct the deficiencies of a complex
patrimony.5?

Negotiations about Entry into Religion

In his commentary on causa I, guestio 11, of Gratian’s Decretum,
the canonist Rufinus, writing about 1157-59, faced the question,
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“Whether for entrance to a monastery money ought to be de-
manded?”, to which he replied in the negative. After citing author-
ities who condemned the insistence on money from those entering,
he used the following case to illustrate one of the illicit forms of
payment for entry:

Imagine that the Church of Saint Peter had a dispute with Scannabi-
cus concerning a certain field, and when Scannabicus sought to have
his son ordained in that Church the canons would not agree unless he
offered ten pounds for his son or else gave up the dispute.5

Rufinus’ creation of this example was not merely a school exer-
cise. He was criticizing a widespread contemporary practice, which
had fallen into disrepute in his day but which had borne no stigma
a few generations earlier. The cartularies of religious houses reveal
without equivocation that the reception of new members was fre-
quently accompanied by conditions and agreements that were in
intention and often in form similar to that criticized by Rufinus.
When opportunity offered itself, the entry of a new member was
perceived as an invitation to settie outstanding quarrels with him
and his kin.5*

A charter of Ronceray, dated about 1080, contains a full de-
scription of the negotiations that preceded the reception of the
daughter of a local lord. At some time before 1080 Ascelina Cata
entered the nunnery and gave as a gift the woods at Brain-sur-
I’Authion and other forest rights. Her nephew Girorius of Beau-
préau confirmed the donation. But such agreements were always
unstable, and the nephew subsequently changed his mind and
laid claim to the woods. The nuns settled with him for ten pounds.
When Ascelina Cata died, her nephew renewed the claim. The
charter makes it clear that the nuns believed he had revived the
lawsuit in order to place a daughter in the house. He already had
one daughter in the nunnery, and when the second was received,
he returned the ten pounds, abandoned the claim on the woods,
and added to the settlement ten arpents of meadow and the right
for the nuns to buy things in the region without paying him any
fees that they might otherwise owe him.% Thus the entry of a new
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member served to quiet claims against a piece of property that
had itself been a gift at an earlier entry.

As the nuns of Ronceray implied about Girorius of Beaupréau,
a person with a claim against the property of a religious house
might seek a position in that particular house precisely because
his claim was a reason for the house to consent and thereby ex-
tinguish the claim as part of the entry bargain. It was a common
procedure, recorded in many charters, for one seeking a place for
himself or for another person to make a gift and then to add to
it a general renunciation of all claims that he might be able to
raise. This was no idle gesture, since a potential claim was a threat
that the religious house might be eager to end.5¢

The religious were of course in a favorable position with rela-
tion to someone who was seeking admission to their congrega-
tion. Contemporaries in the eleventh and twelfth centuries seldom
criticized the use that the religious made of their position of
strength to free themselves from litigation. Particularly when the
reception was sought for a seriously ill person, ed succurrendum,
the religious house could and would apply pressure for conces-
sions. At Saint Aubin at Angers in the early twelfth century,
Geofirey de Carco asked that his dying father, Robert de Carco,
be made a monk. Geoffrey was pursuing a claim against some
vineyards belonging to the house, and in order to gain admission
for his father he renounced his claim on the spot and subsequent-
ly made a modest gift for his father’s reception ad succurrendum.5

Thus recruitment offered an opportunity, perceived as legitimate
by contemporaries, to allay at least some of the insecurity of, and
litigation about, property. The monastic charters also reveal that
the reception of new members served other purposes as well.
Important lay and ecclesiastical figures at every level of medieval
society had dependents for whom to provide. Some of those depen-
dents wished to enter religious houses, but it was a social reality
of the eleventh and twelfth centuries that there were individuals
who had difficulty in finding a place without the aid of a patron.
Retired soldiers,® superannuated chaplains,®® children,® and
bastards were generally not perceived as attractive candidates
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for the religious habit. To some degree, the prestige of an impor-
tant figure was bound up with his ability to gain for his protégés
and servants positions in religious houses that they could not gain
for themselves. From the perspective of the religious house, the
favorable influence of a friend at court or at Rome was useful
to its interests and was worth seeking by favors.

The letter collections of twelfth-century churchmen, including
the popes, contain numerous examples of requests for the reception
of individuals in religious houses. Although the letters of such
persons almost never mentioned the prospect of money or property
from the entrant, they did promise explicitly or implicitly that the
patron would show his appreciation for the favor by aiding the
religious house at some future time.®! The reception of the rec-
ommended candidate was a sign of the friendship existing be-
tween his patron and the house. There was, of course, the impli-
cation that a failure to admit the person would be viewed as an
insult to his patron.5? Religious houses too requested one an-
other to receive new members, as a sign of their mutual fraternity
and protection. A refusal to accept a person at the request of an-
other house was a threat to continued cordial relations.®

Many of the receptions made at the request of pope, bishop,®
or king® were apparently tolerated without the clear assent of
the monastic community, which might be more or less constrained
to accept the nominee or else face unpleasant consequences. Far
more illuminating for an understanding of the role that entry
agreements played are the situations in which a religious house
accepted the candidate of some locally powerful person. For when
the two parties were more nearly equal in power, true negotia-
tions about aid, favor, or property could take place. The monks of
the Holy Trinity at Vendéme had a series of disagreements with
a local feudal lord, Andreas of Alluyes. They came to a peaceful
settlement in 1199 when Andreas offered the monks some revenues
to compensate for others that he had seized and wished to retain.
In addition he promised the monks full justice in his feudal court
in a dispute over possession of a tithe. “The monks, as a recom-
pense for this favor and because they have affection for me, cre-
ated for me one monk whose name is Andreas Charrete.””%¢
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In circumstances such as these the new monk was a symbol of
the agreement; his entry into the monastery was almost incidental
to the settlement of issues between his patron and the religious.
In many situations it was the reception of a child that served as
the cement for an agreement and as the living guarantee of its
endurance.®” An early twelfth-century charter from the Breton
monastery of Redon reenforces the impression that an individual’s
entry into religion could be one element of a larger agreement
that brought to the religious house something it wanted.

. . . Redoret, priest and lord of the church of Crossac, . . . came
to Abbot Justin of Redon and to the other brethren. He handed over
himself, all his possessions, his father, his mother, and his little son
Restanet, with this agreement: they should take the religious habit,
and he would retain the forenamed church by the leave of the monks
until they ordered him to put on the habit. Thereafter the monks should
possess all he owned. . . %

In this transaction the monks of Redon received two older adults
and a boy, none of whom had an obvious religious calling, and
agreed to receive the priest at some future time, in order to ob-
tain a valuable possession, a church.

A charter of Saint Aubin at Angers illusirated even more point-
edly how a patron could aid a man, in this case a soldier, who
might not otherwise have been able to enter religion. A lord named
Adam was disputing with the monks about the church of Bousse
and the vicaria of 'Aleu:

It happened that a certain soldier of Adam, Hugo by name, who had
served him well in secular subjection, wished to be a monk. There-
fore Adam ordered Abbot Otbrannus and the congregation . . . for
his sake to make of the aforementioned soldier a monk. By a friendly
reciprocity he gave them the church and handed over the vicaria.
It was agreed between the monks and lord Adam that the monks
should satisfy him by receiving his soldier as a monk, and that lord
Adam should do what he had promised before. . . 6°

Thus the negotiations that normally preceded entry into religion
on occasion served as a form of diplomacy, in which important
men were bound to the religious house by ties created when their
friends and protégés were received into the community.

15



SIMONIACAL ENTRY INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE

In addition to the termination of litigation and to the winning
of favor from influential men, there was yet a third broad cate-
gory of conditions under which new members were received. The
religious were apparently aware that the complex collection of
properties and rights constituting their patrimony often needed
consolidation and, to use a modern term, rationalization. It was
easier and more profitable to collect the whole of a tithe than
it was to collect one-eighth of it. Religious houses also sought self-
sufficiency, and they might need a meadow or a mill or some other
element to meet a specific requirement.® Some religious com-
munities tried, as opportunity appeared, to round out their do-
mains by purchase, exchange, and soliciting particular gifts. They
also sought properties and rights that would complement their
holdings and would meet their immediate or long-range needs.”
The reception of a new member presented important opportu-
nities for this work of consolidation. The potential monk’s family
expected to offer something for his reception, and it was in the
religious house’s interest to pressure for a gift that would be use-
ful to it. Since the properties of the house and the local lay world
interpenetrated or were often parts of a subdivided whole, the
religious must have found on occasion that their new member,
born of a family often of local origin, could bring something par-
ticular that they wanted.” If the family could not be induced to
give outright a particular property, then at least it might agree to
sell it to the religious, for there were rights and properties that
might be difficult even to buy without some inducement.”® En-
trance gifts and purchases alternated over a period of years until
a monastery had reconstituted a more or less consolidated pos-
session.™ A charter from the Cistercian house of Berdoues,
dated 1181, reveals the details of one successful attempt at consol-
idation. Over a period of years the monks of Berdoues received
a man as a monk, paid his niece and nephew 42 shillings, received
both of them into the prayer confraternity of the house, and prom-
ised to receive the nephew if at some future time he wished to
become a monk. The charter states clearly the net result of this
mix of religious and secular payments:

16



MONASTIC ECONOMIC PROBLEMS

And now the brethren of Berdoues possess in permanent right the
entire ville of Lezian and the entire church, with all their appurte-
nances, both as a result of these donors and as a result of Arnald of
Lezian, their uncle, 3 monk of Berdoues.™

Although this charter is more explicit than most, it reveals a re-
sult that is to be found in other charters as well:

Hugo Berlaius of Fay had a tithe in the parish of Saint Peter of Ce-
tone, and the monks of Saint Denys of Nogent possessed a third part
of the same tithe. He decided that he would make a menk of his little
son who was a cleric, and he gave to the monks who received the boy
as a monk two parts of the same tithe. . . .

The monks also paid Hugo one hundred shillings and promised
him an honorable burial. With this combination of a reception,
cash, and spiritual benefits, the monks consolidated their posses-
sion of a tithe.

In most cases it is difficult to know with certainty whether
such consolidations took place by accident and luck or by plan-
ning. The basic idea of consolidating property for the sake of
spiritual isolation and economic convenience was well known in
the twelfth century. The ascetic, separatist orders of that time,
like the Cistercians and the Carthusians, sought as a matter of
policy to own entire blocks of land. They systematically removed
all outsiders possessing rights and properties within the boun-
daries of their blocks. They did this primarily for the sake of
separation from worldly affairs, but there were economic advan.
tages as well, for such consolidated territories could be exploited
effectively by conversi and granges. Furthermore, a religious house
that had exclusive possession of a property stood less chance of
being involved in litigation about that property.”” It seems clear
that even in some of the houses of the older tradition, the entry
of a new monk was seen as an opportunity to acquire in a rather
non-systematic way needed or complementary additions to the
monastic patrimony,

The conclusion is inescapable that in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries reception of new members into religious houses had a
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significance far beyond that of perpetuating a celibate commu-
nity. Undoubtedly, many new members brought with them a mod-
est, uncomplicated gift of land, money, or rights. But the monastic
cartularies make clear that the negotiations about entry and the
entry gift were used by the religious to protect or to advance their
interests. Such negotiations about reception were expected, se-
spectable, and legitimate in the eyes of contemporaries, and only
in the 1120s and thereafter were serious questions raised about
their propriety.
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specified that this procedure had been observed: St. P¥re, vol. 2, no. 26, 1113-39; no. 45,
119-24; 5t. Stephan, no. 71, 1098-99.

10. Constable, Monastic Tithes, p. 98, points out that episcopal aitempts al comirol
were generally a formality.
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11. Justice: St. Victor, vol. 2, no. 1092, 1097; tolls: Si. Pére, vol. 2, no. 172, 1130-50.
See R. H. Snape, English Monastic Finances in the Later Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1926),
p- 92.

12. Rudolph, abbot of Saint Trond, reported that when the popularity of the shrine of
Saint Trond was at its height in the eleventh century, it preduced more revenue than all
the rest of the monastery’s income combined (Chronique de U'abbaye de Saint Trond, ed.
C. de Borman [Lidge, 1872], 1:18).

13. Monastic carlylaries often contain inventories of income, particularly of revenues
marked for support of the individual officials of the house. Such inventories reveal how
diverse and scattered sources of income could be: see Corques, nos. BY, 372, 386, 457,
478, 529; St. Vaast, pp. 205, 215, 217.

14. E. Chénon, Histoire générale du droit frangais public et privé des origines & 1815,
ed. F. Olivier-Martin (Paris, 1929), 2:17 ff. See also Duby, Rural Economy, p. 182. F. L.
Ganshof, Qu'est-ce que la fEodalief?, 3d ed. {Brussels, 1957), pp. 134, 181-82, uraces the
“realization”™ of fiels, i.e., the siress on hels as property, to the pressure of kin claims
to lurn temporary grants into hereditary ones. Religious houses frequently dealt with a kin
group rather ihan with an individual: Gellone, nv. 239, 1093; St Pere, vol. 2, no. 26,
1113-39; no. 53, 1119-28; Vaux de Cemay, pp. 55-36, 1170-96; St. Aubin, vol. 2,
no. 663, 1151.

15. M. Bloch, Feuda! Society, trans. L. Manyon (London, 1961), 1:203-6. Duby,
Rural Economy, p. 182, says that lay lands were in a state of flux and dissolution as a
result of socially demanded division, as in St. Semin, no. 7, 1158, a charter that records
a lamily’s sale of a portion of an henor in order to use the sale price to make a daughter
a numn.

16. Paraclet, vol. 2, no. 84, 1194; Gellone, no. 261, 1077-99.

17. F. L. Ganshol and A. Verhulst, "Medieval Agrarian Society in lis Prime: France,
the Low Countries, and Western Germany,” The Cambridge Economic History, 2d ed.
(Cambridge, 1966}, 1:299-300, describe how religious houses used mortgages and money-
lending to bring properties into their possession. On the role of morigages in the economy
of Norman religious houses, see R. Génestal, Rble des monastdres comme &stablissements
de erédit (Paris, 1901).

18. Gellone, no. 300, 1100-1102; Ronceray, no. 271, ca. 1100. See also Redon, no.
387, 1148: one-seventh of the tithe of half a silla; St. Maur, no. 18, ca. 1066 one-third
of the income from five church feast days; Ronceray, ne. 397, ca. 1105: one-twelfih
of an altar and a tithe.

19.  Ronceray, no. 343, before 1100: hall of one mill and one-quarter of another; St.
Aubin, vol. 1, no. 170, 1082-1106: one-quarter of certain fishing rights; St Stephan,
no. 240, 1083-98: one-hall of a feld; St. Pére. vol. 1, no. 61, 1035-63: one-.quarter of a
villa, 3 woods, a mill, and a meadow.

20. L. Genicot, “L’Evolution des dons aux abbayes dans le comté de Namur du x¢ au
xive sitele,” XXX congrds de la fldfration archéologique et historique de Belgique: annales
(Brussels, 1936), pp. 139-42, traces the increasingly {ragmented and condition-laden
character of gifts to religious houses after the eleventh century. Genicot attribhuted ihe
decling in number and size of gifts to the financial disiress of the nobility. Duby, Rural
Econonty, pp. 182-86, notes that a decline in gifts was merely one of several steps taken
by the nobility 1o protect its position. M.-J. LeCacheux, Histoire de U'nbbaye de Seint.
Amand de Rouen des origines & la fin du xwi® sibcle (Caen, 1937), p. 140, detects a
similar decline in number and size of gifts to Saint Amand in 1he thirteenth century, See
alse Ganshol and Verhulst, "Medieval Agrarian Suciety,” in Cambridge Economic Mistory,
1:300-301.
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21. D. Knowles, The Monastic Order in England, 24 ed (Cambrldge, 1963) PP- 427 31
See also A. Hanszay, Etude sur la formation et lorg e
labbaye de Saint-Trond depuis les origines jusqu'd la fin du wiii® sidele (Chem 1899},
pp- 74-79; and Snape, Engflish Monastic Finances, pp. 30-32.

22. Duby, Rurel Economy, pp. 175-T6, 182, notes that distant or superfluous posses-
sions were customarily granted out in various farms of tenure to powerful "friends” of a
monastery to bind them more closely te it. Aniane, no. 46, 1097: the house regranted
most of a gift to the giver, but retained control of a church; Faux de Cernay, ne. 37,
1170-96: a woman's gift was traded back to her son in return for some marl-bearing
lands. When a property of Saint Trond had been reintegrated into the house’s possession
aL great cost and then proved unmanageable, abbot Rudelph exchanged it for a more use-
ful po ion {Gesta abl Trudonensium, bk. 10, chap. 4. ed. B. Koepke, MGH, 58,
vol. 10 [Hanover, 1852], p. 292).

23. E. Miller, “England in the Twelfth and Thirteenth Centuries: An Economic Con-
trast?”, Economic History Review, 2d ser., 24 {1571): 1-14.

24. 1. Leclercq., "La Crise du monachisme aux xi® et xii® sitcles,”” Bulletino dell’Istituto
Starico Naliano per il Medio Evo e Archivio Muratoriano 70 (1958): 19-41, finds that the
recurring themes in the criticism of monasticism from 1050 to 1150 were the wealth and
worldliness of the Benedictine houses.

25. Idungus of Prufening, Dialogus duorum monachorum, ed. R. B C. Huygens. "Le
moine ldung et ses deux ouvrages: Arg e Super gual ibus et D
duorum monachorum,” Studi medievali, 3d ser., 13 {1972): 400 I B Mahn Lordre cts#ercten
et son gouvernement des origines au milieu du xiii® siecle, 2d ed. (Paris, 1951), pp. 48-51.

26. The Premonsiratensian statutes of 1131-34 specified: "Hec sunt que proposuimus
ammodo non recipere: telonium, vectigalia, servos, ancillas, advocatias secularium, altaria
ad que cura animarum pertinet, nisi possit esse abbatia” (R. van Waefelghem. "Les
premiers statuts de Uordre de Prémontré: le clm 17.174 (xii® sitcle),” Analectes de {'ordre
de Prémontré 9 [1913]: 45). The Grandmontines also took measures to ensure their sepa-
ration from worldly business {]. Becquet, “La Rigle de Grandmont,” Bulletin de la société
archéologique et historique du Limousin 87 [1958]: 20-22). For Carthusian attempts to avoid
excessive wealth and its problems, see Die Whesten Consuetudines der Kivinuser, ed. ).
Hogg (Berlin, 1970), the capitulum generale Basilii secundum (1156}, chaps. 5 and 9,
pp- 138-40; capitufum generale Basilii tertium {1157-587), chap. 1, p. 14); and Con-
suetudines Basilii (ca. 1170), chap. 48, par. 12, p. 216.

27. Scriptores ordinis Grandimoneensis, ed. J. Becquet, Corpus Christianorum, Conti-
nuatioc Mediaevalis, val. 8 (Turnhout, 1968), Reguln saacti Stephani Grandimontensis,
chap. 19, p. 80: chap. 21, pp. 80-81; chap. 24, p. 82; chap. 31, p. 84; see also pp. 183,
485, 488. The Rule of the Order of the Holy Trinity, founded at Paris by John of Matha,
forbade novices to give gifts that might cause litigation: chap. 7, Migne, vol. 214, col. 448.

28. Leclereq, "La Crise,” pp. 34-36; Mahn, L'Ordre cistercien, pp. 48-49, n. 3, lists
instances of the acceptance by Cistercian houses of forbidden revenues, to which may be
added Ourscamp, no. 303, 1140, and Berdoues, no. 266, 1155.

29. St P¥re, vol. 2, no. 32, 1101-29: the family of a monk ad succurrendum was
forced to agree that if its gift was not secure and free from litigation within twa years,
it would give anather gift of comparable value; St Aubin, vol. 1, no. 55, dale unceriain:
a man was promised entry if he seitled all ¢laims against his dwelling place and gave ir as
a gift; La Chronique de Saint-Hubert dite Cantatorium, ed. K. Hanquet {Brussels, 1906).
pp. 58-65.

30. For a study of arrangements with religious houses to obtain life rents, see E.
Lesne, “Une Source de la fortune monastique: les denations i charge de pension alimen-
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taire du viii® au x° sidcle,” Mémoires et travaux . . . des facultds catholiques de Lille
32 (1921:33-47: or H. M. Siuckert, Corrodies in the English Monasteries: A Study in
English Social History of the Middle Ages {Philadelphia, 1923).

31. 5t Trinit€, vol. 1, no, 233, ca. 1072,

32. N a relative was absent, the charter might record that fact: 5t Trinité, vol. 1, no.
134, 1060; St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 24, 1109: an absent daughter was sought out for her con-
sent, and the unexpected return of another absent relative threw the situation inte turmeil.
I.-G. Bulliot, Essai historigue sur {'abbaye de Saint-Martin d’'Autun {Autun, 1849}, vol. 2,
no. 34, 1218: a [ather promised to force his absent son to agree to a gilt.

33. Si Denys, no. 67, 1100: donors promised explicitly that when an infant grew up,
he would cenfirm a gift.

34. Redon, no. 363, 1095: a pgift was made "cum consensu suorum aliorum filiorum
et parentum.”

35. Vigeois, no. 338, 1165-71.

36. St Pére, vol. 2, no. 26, 1113-39: a bastard son contested a gilt and received one-
halfl of it in return for his consent.

37.  Redon, no. 295, 1081-83.

38. Gellone, no. 465, 1077-99.

39. 51 Stephan, no. 164, 1075-80: a charter recording attempts to reestablish the anity
of an allod that had been fragmented among a maze of cousins and others belonging to a
parentela, i.e., an extended kin group.

40. Berdoues, nos. 787, 788, 1199 and 1210: a man was paid twice in eleven years to
assent 1o his father’s gift at entry.

41. In theory, prescription sheuld have given securily to possessors: see R. Naz,
"Prescription.” DDC, vol. 7, cols. 178-%4; but claims of kin could not be dismissed easily:
E. Durtelle de Saint-Sauveur, Recherches sur Phistoire de la thforie de la mort civile des
refigieux (Rennes, 1910), pp. 78 fl. Figeois, nos, 118, 122, 306, 1092-1137: a dispute of
forty-five years' duration was settled by a compromise favorable 1o the lay disputant;
Vigeois, no. 322, 1147-64: an entrant confirmed a gift that had been made fifty years
earlier; Redor, no. 205, 1081-83: a deathbed entrami confirmed gifts of his father and
grandfather, which he had relused to confirm earlier; St Vicier, vol. 1, no. 449, 1079,
and vol. 2, no. 702, 1156: the monks paid claimanis who disputed & giflt made seventy-
five years before.

42. Duby, Rural Economy, pp. 232-42; Génestal, Réle des monasidres, pp. 121-24;
Genicot, “L'Evolution des dons,” p. 147.

43. St Pere, vol. 2, no. 53, 1119-28: a lord was paid for his assent. On other ocea-
sions [ull or partial payment for a lord's assent included admission ol some dependent to
the monasiery: 5t. Pére, vol. 1, no. 3, 1079-88; Ronceray, no. 354, 1120,

4. St Mawr, no. 58, ca. 1140,

45.  St. Pére, vol. 1, no. 20, 1033-6%; ne. 23, 1086; vol. 2, no. 108, 1120-50.

46. Génestal, R8le des monastéres, pp 73-8l, notes that Nerman monasteries used
martgages as a preferred way to abtain property in the 1welfith century. Monasteries {requent-
ly received indebied properiies as entry gifts: Congues, no. 572, 1060; Redon, no. 352, 1104;
Berdoues, no. 135, 1208; no. 682, date uncertain; Figeois, no. 338, 1165-71: in order to re-
gain direct possession of one of its fiefs, the monastery received four male members of a
family, gave a life rent to a wife, and paid large debts on Lhe property in question.

47, Pout 252,

48, {rellone, no. 206, 1082: a donor’s mother retained lifetime use of parl of a gilt;
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St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 172, 1130-50: a donor retained hall of the revenue from a gift for his
lifetime, and after his death a cousin litigated successfully for the donor’s half; Vigenis,
no. 169, 1096: a gift would pass to the monastery after the deaths of the donor's children;
Chieaux, no. 158, ca. 1160: a priest offered a gift but retained usufruct for life.

49. For the far-Bung recruitment efforts of Bernard of Clairvaux, see M.-A. Dimier,
“Saint Bernard et le recrutement de Clairvaux,” Revue Mabitlon 42 (1952}: 17-30, 56-78.
On Cluny's recruitment in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, see J. Fechter, Cluny, Adel und
Volk, Studien Wber das Verkidimis des Klosters zu den Sttnden (910-1156) {Stutigart, 1966),
pe. 1-49. Knowles, Monastic Order, pp. 422-25, holds that in the later twelfth century
Black Monk houses in England recruited locally, though they received a few men of mare
distant origins.

50. Saint Trend near Lidge had suffered from disputed abbacies and the enmity of some
neighbors who usurped its property. In order to increase its numbers, the house was com.
pelled to receive some unsavory and unstable monks: Gesta abb Trudorensium, MGH,
55, 10:257. From 1098 to 1112 Giteaux could atiract no recruits because of its poverty:
Exordium parvum, chap. 17, in ). Turk, “Cistercii statuta antiquissima,” Anelecta saeri
ordinis cisterciensis 4 (1948): 34.

31. In twelfth- and early thirteenth.century sources, complaints about overpopulation in
religious houses are commen, and complaints about a shortage of recruits are rare: Statuts,
chapitres généraux et visites de Uordre de Cluny, ed. G. Charvin {Paris, 1965), vol. 1, no. 3,
p. 55, 1205-6; no. 8, p. 43, 1200; and Siatuta capitulorum generalivm ordinis cisterciensis,
ed. ). M. Canivez (Louvain, 1933), vol. 1, no. 2, p. 118, 1190; no. 9, p. 225, 1198; no. 5, pp.
306-7, 1205; no. 12, p. 359, 1209. Charters confirm the view that the religious could and did
refuse entry to some: 5t. Aubin. vol. 1, no. 328, 1060-67; no. 204, 1070; ne. 45, 1082-1106.
Caesarius of Heisterbach, Dialogus miraculorum, ed. J. Strange (Cologne, 1851}, 1:43,
45-46, 224, indicates that in the first third of the thirteenth century the Cistercian houses
with which he was familiar could afford to turn away recruits.

52. The frequency with which entry charters contained a renunciation of claims against
monastic possessions is a sign that entry negotiations played a key role in stabilizing
monastic possessions: St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 29, 1101-29; Ronceray, nos. 93, 95, 66, ca. 1080;
St. Aubin, vol. 2, na. 432, 1107-20; Ginont, vol. 1, no. 59, 1179; vol. 6, no. 61, 1173; Gellone,
no. 206, 1082,

53. Rubinus, Summa decretorum, in Die summa decretorum des Magister Rufinus, ed.
H. Singer (Paderborn, 1902}, p. 224: "“Puta ecclesia beati Petri habebat cum Scannabico
causam de quodam predio, cumque Scannabicus filium suum in eadem ecclesia peteret
ordinari, non aliter annouunt canonici, nisi ipse vel X libras pro filio offerat vel liti cedat.”
The same example was used hy John of Faenza in his commentary on Gratian (BN lat.
14606, fol. 1117). In a twelfth-century collection of canonistic quaestiones, it was asked
whether it was permissible for a child to be received as a canon on the condition that his
father cease to seize and harass the property of the canenry (G. Fransen, “Les 'questiones’ des
canonistes: essai de dépouillement et de classement,” Traditio 12 [1956]: no. 32, p. 576).

54. St Aubin, vol. 2, no. 675, 1195: the monks and a priest named Robert disputed over
certain properties and debts. An amicable agreement was worked out, which included:
“Rursus, abbas monacabit nepotem Roberti, Joh nomine, et vestiet eum in ingressu
monasterii; exinde Reobertus vestiet eum omnibus diebus vite sue et habebit eum secum in
predicia dome, etiam statim monachatum.”

§5. Ronceray, no. 95, ca. 1080, See also Aniane, no. 121, 1110: a man relinquished a
claim against a tithe in order to be received ad succurrendum; 4nigne, no. 327, 1204: a man
compensated for the depredations of his parents, uncles, and other relatives in order to have
a son received; St. Trinité, vol. 2, no. 586, 1188: a family dropped claims against a vineyard
in order to have a member received.

56. St Aubin, vol. 2, no. 432, 1107-20; Gimont, pt. 6, no. 3, 1162; no. 61, 1173.
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57. St Aubin, vol. 2, no. 432, 1107-20. St Trinité, vol. 3, no. 671, 1227: the monks
flatly refused to bury a dead man until his sons rencunced a claim against the monastery.

58, St Aubin, vol. 1, no. 328, 1060+67; vol. 2, no. 873, 1114; St. Trinité, vol. 2, no. 487,
ca. 1140; no. 528, ca. 1150; no. 619, 1199; no. 640, 1203.

59. St Pdre, vol. 2, no. 6, ca. 1095,

60. Children almost invariably needed a patron or a gifi, or both, to be received: St
Trinité, vol. 2, no. 335, 1091; vol. 3, no. 649, 1207; 5t. Aubin, vol. 2, no. 659, 1096; Ronceray,
no. 405, 1111-20; St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 82, 1130-50; Odo Rigaud, Registrum, pp. 207, 310, 338,

6l. Letter of Bishop Marbod to Vitalis of Savigny, Migne, vol. 171, cols. 1474-75: if
Vitalis would receive a poor girl at Marbod’s request, the bishop promised he would “gladly
favor you if you think something should be sought from my humility.”

62. From the twelfih to the fourteenth centuries, the papacy perfected a sysiem of ap-
pointing to benefices (G. Barraclough, Papal Provisions [Oxford, 1935]). An analogous
though less-developed movement went on with relation to religious houses {U. Berlidre,
Le Recr ent dans les m tres bénfdictns oux xii® et xiv® sidcles, Académie royale de
Belgique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques: Mémoires in 8" vol. 18,
fasc. 6 [1924), pp. 34-35). See JL 11316 and 13135; by 1196 papal letters requesting entry
were common engugh to be obtained under false pretenses {JL 17426a).

63, 5t Trinité, vol. 2, no, 335, 1091: the monastery was given a gift on condition that the
monks negotiale entry 1o a nunnery {or the donor’s sister; Ronceray, no. 405, 1111-20: the
cathedral chapter of Le Mans asked for the reception of a girl, the chapter gave the nunnery
some revenues, and each house received the other in beneficium and fraternitas.

64, St Trinitt, vol. 2, no. 479, ca. 1137: a monk was received at the request of the bishop
of Angers and of a subdeacon of Orleans. Innocent I1f ordered the bishop of Norwich to stop
forcing the prior of the cathedral monastery to accepl his nominees (The Letters of Pope
Inrocent Il (1198-1216) concerning England and Wales, ed. C. and M. Cheney [Oxford,
1967], ne. 205, 1200).

65. ). M. Besse, "Du dreit d'oblat dans les anciens monastdres frangais,” Rewue
Mabillon 3 (1907): 1-21, 116-33, esp. 8-11. J. Marchal, Le Droit d'oblat: essai sur une
variéd de pensionn, t (Poitiers, 1958}, pp. 57-59. Some royal agents attempted

1

1o exercise such a right as well, and Louis IX forbade his baiflis 10 place their sons,
daughters, or dependents in religious houses within their jurisdiction (Jean de Joinville,
Histoire de Saint Louis, ed. Natalis de Wailly [Paris, 1868|, p. 252). For Germany see H.
Bauver, Das Recht der Ersten Bitte bei den deutschen Kbhigen bis auf Karl [V, Kirchenrecht-
lichen Abhandlungen, vol. %4 {1919), pp. 37-39, 57.

66. St. Trnié, vol. 2, no. 619, 1199 “Monachi vero pro hujus recompensatione
benelicii et dilectione quam erga me habent, faciunt mihi unum monachum, Andream
scilicet Charrete,”” CI, St Aubin, vol. 2, no, 881, 1163-70.

67. St. Pre, vol. 2, no. 35, 1101-2%: a child was offered as a pignus and testimonium
of a gilt; Ronceray, no. 304, 1075: a man offered the house auxilium necessaribus rebus if il
accepted his daughter; Redon, no. 338, 1086-91: the monks actively sclicited the offer of a
rhild in order 10 end enmity hetween the house and a local family; St Stephan, no. 71,
1098-99: a child was offered in testimonio of the restitution of a church; St. Denys, no. 70,
ca. 1190: a knight offered auxilium and eonsifium in return for a son’s reception. The Paris
theologian Peter the Chanter defended such receptions to promete a publii: good, like peace
{S: de sucramentis, ed. ).-A. Dugauquier |Louvain, 1963), vol. 3, part 2a, p. 25: “Esto
enim quod ecclesia desideral favorem principis propter liberationem ecclesie, propier ejns
luitionem, el canonical filium eius hac intentione. Videtur hoe licitum esse'').

68. Redon, no. 374, 1104(?): * . . . Redoret, preshyter et dominus evelesiae Chro-
achac, . . . ad ecclesie rothonensis abhatem nomine Justinum veneril, ot ad reliquos (ratres,
el se el omnia sua necnon el patrem et mairem of parvulum flium suum Restanet
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tradiderit, hoc tamen pacto ut illi habitum religionis sumerent, et ipse ecclesiam predictam,
licentia monachorum, donec pannos sumere ammonerent, teneret, ita ut monachi . . . post
hoc omnia sua, . . . possideret.”

69. St Aubin, vol. 1, no. 328, 1060-67: "Contigit autem ut quidam miles Adam, nomine
Hugo, qui &1 de servitio seculari strenue servierat, monachus fieri vellet. Mandavit ergo
Adam abbati Otbranno et congregationi . . . , ut pro amore suo facerent monachum de
milite supradicto, et ille eis amica vicissitudine el ecclesiam concederet et vicariam per-
donaret. Convenit igitur ita inter monachos et dominum Adam quod monachi satisfecerent
ei de milite suo recipiendo in monachitatem, et dominus Adam exequutus est eis quod®
prologuutus erat. . . . "

70.  Sance Denedicii Regula, chap. 66.

71.  Genicot, “L'Evolution des dons,” pp. 141-42, discusses examples of reconstitution of
iragmented properties. W. Kurze, "Der Adel und das Kloster S. Salvatore all'Tscla im 11. und
12. Jahrhundert,” Quetlen und Forschungen aus italienischen Archiven und Bibliotheken 47
{1967): 518-20, discusses the ecanomic policy of Abbot Hugh (1154-35), who consciously
sought to increase and to round out the abbey’s holdings by shrewd purchases. Some houses
brought back into direct control properties that had been given out on feudal tenure and that
had become hereditary in the family of the lay holder: Gesta abbatum Trudenensium,
MGH, 55, 10:292; St. Aubin, vol. 2, no. 884, 1127; Vigeois, no. 338, 1165-71.

72. In reaction against precisely such calculation, the Grandmontines forbade their
members to choose or to ask for particular properties from patrons or entrants (Reguls,
chaps. 19, 21, in Beoquet, Seriptores, pp. 80-81).

73, St Aubin, vol. 2, no. 884, 1127: a sick man was received ad suceurrendum in return
for a modest gift. The monks sought for a mill from his wife, and when she balked at donat-
ing it, they purchased it from her.

4. Gellone, no. 293, 1079; 5. Stephan, no. 296, 1084; Ronceray, ne. 273, ca 1100; St
Trinité, vol. 2, no 386, ca. 1100, Charters often noted when a new acquisition was near
othet possessions of the house: St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 24, ca. 1109; Cheaux, no. 158, ca.
1160. Charters likewise noted when claims against properties of the house were extin-
guished: St. Trinitd, vol, 2, no. 487, ca. 1140; vol. 3, no. 649, 1207; St. Pére, vol. 2, no. 108,
1120-50.

73 Berdoues, no. 197, 1181: "Et nunc Iraires de Berdonis possident omnem villam de
Leziano et omnem ecclesiam cum omnibus pertinentiis earum jure perpetuo tam ab ipsis
donatoribus quam ab Arnalde de Leziano, avunculo eorum, monache Berdonarum.”

76. St Denys, no. 67, ca. 1100; "Hugo Berlaius de Faieto habebat decimam in parrochia
Beati-Petri de Cetone, tertiam partem cujus decime habebant monachi Beati-Dionisii de
Nogento, et placuil ei quad faceret monachum de quodam clericule filio suo, et dedit
monachis duas partes supradicte decime, qui puerum susceperunt in monachum. . . . "
For ather charters that record the use of cash, spiritual benefits, and receptions 1o con-
solidate fragmented property in the hands of the religious, see Conques, no. 284, 1000;
no. 45, 1081; no. 356, 1060-1108; no. 559, 1183; St Stephan, no. 164, 1075-80; no. 240,
1083-98; no. 520, 1141-49; §t. Pére, vol. 2, no. 6, ca. 1095; Roreeray, no. 343, before 1100;
Redor, no. 368, 1101; Perseigne, no. 342, 116667, Clairvaux, p. 37, 1147; 5¢. Croix, no, 85,
1082.

77. Mahn, L'Ordre cistercien, pp. 48-51. Grandmontine Regula, chap. 4, in Becquet,
Seriptores, pp. T1-72. A Grandmontine commentator, Gerard, writing in the late 1190s
atressed the spiritual reasons for the order’s land policy (ibid., p. 485): ™ . . . In hoc maxime
capitulo justitia eius declaratur qua se sucsque discipulos praemunire dinoscitur, ur decimas
et redilus, possessionesque terrarum permaximas rehabere non permittit, timens ne cum
saecularibus frequenter conflictum haberent, unde contigeret eos multotiens egredi de
heremi solitudine et dulcedinem divinae inspirationis, vellent nollent, amitterent.”
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CHAPTER TWO

Lay Needs and
Entry into Religious Life

Reception of new members under conditions and after
negotiation served the interest of religious communities
by helping to perpetuate the group while at the same
time contributing to the management of serious eco-
nomic problems. But why did those who sought recep-
tion, primarily laymen and their families, cooperate in
the functioning of this social institution? Certainly lay-
men valued religious houses for their prayers and their asceti-
cisms, which were thought to promote good fortune in this world
and salvation in the next. But the answers to that question are
also to be sought in the useful functions that religious houses per-
formed for the lay world when they received new members.

Places in religious houses were a moderately scarce commodity.
The medieval monastery did not usually have a large population
of religious. There were variations in size that the history of a
given house and its wealth would go far to explain. There were,
of course, houses with very large numbers; but these were few
and favored places, the aristocracy of the monastic world.! In
spite of the {ragmentary and relatively late nature of the evidence,
it is possible to make certain generalizations about the size of
houses, at least in France. Dom Philibert Schmitz has pointed out
that though Cluny at its height had about four hundred monks,
the Cluniac priories of La Charité and Moissac had about eighty
monks, and most of the hundreds of other Cluniac priories had
no more than twenty monks.2 Similarly, Dom Ursmer Berliére
has gathered the admittedly imperfect statistics on French Bene-
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dictine houses, and his work suggests that in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries a house with sixty monks was large, where-
as a hgure in the thirties was more normal.® The visitation
register of Odo Rigaud, archbishop of Rouen, reveals that for
his ecclesiastical province in the years 1248 to 1269, the 162
religious houses subject to his visitation had an average of 11.4
members, whereas the eighteen nunneries visited had about forty-
four members each.® For purposes of comparison, John Moorman
estimated in his Church Life in England in the Thirteenth Century
that few English Benedictine houses had a population of fifty,
but that forty was rather commeon.®

From these figures it is clear that even though the death rate
in medieval religious houses is unknown, one can be relatively
certain that the number of new members that needed to be ad-
mitted annually in order to keep the house’s population in equi-
librium was rather small. Consequently, positions in any given
house were relatively scarce. Contemporary piety and social in-
stitutions cooperated to exert a certain pressure on the supply of
available places and to make positions objects of value, indeed, of
competition.

There were three groups of people who sought entry to religious
houses in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries. First, adults in
good health sought to enter monastic life for a variety of personal,
social, and religious reasons. Second, adults in danger of death
took the religious habit as an act of piety and as a form of
spiritual insurance. This was the entry ad succurrendum. Third,
children were offered to religious houses by their parents or rela-
tives to be raised there as monks or nuns. The effect of these
practices was to create a steady and relatively large pool of
people who sought admission to religious houses.

Adult Conversion

The decision of an adult in good health to join a monastic
community for religious reasons constitules the classic paradigm
of conversion. Hagiographers and the drafters of charters de-
scribed such an adult convert as inspired,” or remorseful for sin,?
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or yearning for a more satisfying way of life. In the eleventh
and twelfth centuries adult converts constituted a modest but sig-
nificant portion of those who entered religious life. The religious
community provided a framework for a life of prayer and ascet-
jcism, and the grateful convert normally arranged that some por-
tion of his possessions went as a gift to the support of the group.®

Entry ad succurrendum

Medieval spiritual writers were well aware that many adult
converts were driven by circumstances rather than by religious
conviction to seek entry into religion.!! In a letter of the mid-
twelfth century, attributed to a regular canon of Saint Victor at
Paris, those who entered religious life were divided into three cate-
gories: those who sought God and abandoned the world, that is,
converts in the classic sense; those who were drawn by a certain
sort of society; and those who were moved by the force of dis-
ease.'? Disease, injury, and the ravages of old age were catalysts,
personal crises, that frequently aroused in medieval men a desire for
entry into religious life. Most spiritual writers saw nothing wrong
with such a motive, since they were convinced that Divine Provi-
dence could bring a person to a better life as well by the goad as
by love. Anselm of Canterbury pointed out to a monk who re-
gretted that he had converted because he feared he was dying
that Saint Paul himself had been forced to conversion on the road
to Damascus.!3

Popular piety, fostered by the religious, saw in the religious
habit a talisman powerful enough to forgive sins and to ease the
transition to the next world. The entry into religious life was a
second baptism, which left the soul as pure and sinless as the
first baptism had. A saying in the popular Vitae Patrum, a record
of early Egyptian monasticism, was one of the sources for this
view: “There was a certain one who was great among the seers;
he declared, saying: I saw over the clothing of the monk, when he
took the spiritual habit, the viriue which I saw standing over bap-
tism.”* It was commonly believed that a sincere reception of
the religious habit would save a person {rom damnation, no matter
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how evil his prior life had been.'s Indeed, there were those who
held that even a reception marked by fear and self-interest would,
or at least could, save a man from perdition.!® The monks of the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries were willing to make very strong
claims about the efficacy of their particular habit to save its
wearer. Gerald of Wales, who was, of course, no friend to monks,
recorded the following tale about the Cistercians, which is, how-
ever, paralleled by other sources:

It happened however that the said rich abbot, that he might be richer,
approached with two or three monks a certain matron in the city of
Dublin who was gravely ill, whom he knew to be rich. And filling her
with dire tales, he then promised her the kingdom of heaven with an
assured guarantee putting forth himself and the whole Order as spon-
sors. . . M7

Although Gerald saw in such bold promises a thing to be ridi-
culed,'® many members of the secular clergy felt that they would
prefer to die as monks and arranged to take the habit at the end
of life. In a letter written about 1150, Odo, a monk of Canterbury,
described, with only modest exaggeration, one of the major streams
of contemporary feeling about the monastic habit;

Hence it is that all peoples, nations, tribes, and tongues run to him
[Saint Benedict] to receive his blessings; so much so that those
maockers who in their lifetime attack this form of religious life do not
dare to be secure in death without the habit of this religion, i.e., the
hood, finally taken on their deathbed.!®

Likewise, in his defense of deathbed receptions, the Anglo-Nor-
man monk Ralph stressed that no one in danger of death says
“Make me a bishop, make me a cleric or a regular canon or any-
thing of that sort; but they say 'Make me a monk’.”’20

There is considerable sober documentary support for these views
in the cartularies of religious houses, in which transactions cen-
tering on reception at death or ad succurrendum are common.
There was no mention of deathbed reception in Benedict’s Rule,
but its development as a regular feature of Benedictine monasti-
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cism is readily comprehensible. The concept justifying such recep-
tions is relatively simple. A person in imminent danger of death
was as free as any other man to convert to the religious life. A
sincere conversion, no matter how late, was preferable to no con-
version at all.?!

When a seriously ill person sought to become a religious, he or
his representatives petitioned for reception and for clothing in the
habit, which was the crucial event in the popular imagination.
Caesarius of Heisterbach told of a tyrannus who ordered his
friends to clothe him in a habit as soon as he had died, “but be
very careful that you do not do it while I am alive.” The religious
habit did him no good in the next world because he had donned
it too late.?? The race against death to complete the ritual and
clothe the new monk in the habit was noted in many texts. An
abbreviated ritual was permitted when death seemed imminent.?
In an emergency any monk, acting as the abbot’s delegate, could
clothe an ill person in the habit, even in the sick man’s home, and
arrangements would be made to move him to the monastery.® It
was a canonical precondition for reception ad succurrendum that
the person be in grave danger of death, and it was frankly antici-
pated that the new religious would die soon.? In the meantime
he was cared for in the monastic infirmary® and was buried in
the monastic cemetery after he had expired.

The individual so received was truly and, in theory, permanent-
ly a religious, with the spiritual privileges and duties of a religious.
If the entrant had possession of his mental faculties and if his
spouse had consented to the reception, it was legally impossible
to escape from the obligation to remain, even if he unexpectedly
recovered from his illness.?’

In this study the category of religious received ad succurrendum
will be broadened to include not only the sick and injured but also
those whom the regular canon of Saint Victor described as drawn
by a certain sort of society, i.e., the old and tired. It was not un-
common for a man who was old but not actually in imminent dan-
ger of death to seek to spend his last years in a religious house.
The following charter, dated to about 1150, concerns such a man:
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. . . A certain knight of Venddme, Joscelin by name, of the Rue des
Vasseleurs, decided to finish his life in the monastic habit. For he had
now almost reached decrepitude, and he wanted to leave behind him
the world and worldly affairs. Therefore Joscelin sent his two sons
and other friends to the lord abbot of Venddme, Robert, so that he
might request humbly that he [the abbot] might make him a monk
for the love of God. The lord abbot, acknowledging the result of
Joscelin’s good intentions, gave assent to his prayers and to the peti-
tions of his friends, and he wade him a monk. Before Joscelin was
made a monk he gave an offering to God and to the monks whe
served God, so that he might win heavenly goods by means of his
earthly goods.?®

Alongside those like Joscelin, who became religious in order to
retire from worldly affairs or were pushed by their sons to retire,?*
there were others who were driven to the habit by more vigorous
goads. Fighting, a favored occupation of the knightly class, had
its dangers and disasters that could force an injured man to seek
refuge in the cloister. Even modest wounds were often fatal. The
frequent wars, feuds, and tournaments of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries left in their wake injured men who sought to expiate
their sins in a monastic conversion.

Norman, the son of Droge of Montoire, was captured by Geoffrey of
Mayenne and was gravely wounded. He vowed himself to God and
he promised that he would be a monk at the Holy Trinity if Gleof-
frey), his captor, would allow it. At the request of the monks the
latter agreed to it. The monks therefore came and clothed him with
the habit in the porch of the prison in which he was being held. He
gave one half of the church of Martaizé, with all its revenues.®

But of course it was not merely for the aged or the injured that
the habit ad succurrendum was sought. Disease struck youths and
men in their prime, and they were often disposed to die as religious.

At length the same young man fell into sickness and being fearful of
death, he sent for the monks to come to him. When they were pres-
ent he gave 1o them all that he held at Boisseau. . . . Then he asked
that the brethren receive him as a monk in their community, but his
mother ohjected, lest she be left alone and deprived of the solace of a
son. . . . [His condition grew worse.] Then he begged in every way
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that they make him a monk. . . . And so the monks blessed him a
monk. He then left to us whatever he had at Qucques from his father,
[which we would get] after the death of his mother. . . . After these
events the monks were taking him to the monastery, but he died en
route, and his corpse was transported to the monastery.®!

Thus when old age, serious injury, or disease raised the specter
of death, many persons saw in the reception of the religious habit
that “second baptism” which would atone for their sins and would
give them spiritual comfort. The religious shared the belief of their
society that their prayers and habit did in fact benefit the man
who was accorded them. Many of those whom they received ad succur-
rendum had been friends and patrons of the house. The Deeds of
the Abbots of St. Trond told of a man who helped over the years to
defray building costs at Saint Trond. In return he and his wife re-
ceived membership in the prayer confraternity; they were given a
monk’s portion of food daily for life; their son was received as an
oblate; and when the wife died, she was buried within the monastery,
before the chapter room. The man obtained permission from his
third wife to become a monk, and he spent several years in the
habit, died, and was buried in the monastic cemetery. Thus a
close association of many years’ duration was capped by reception
in old age.3 It is also no accident that all of the charters quoted
in this chapter reveal the monastery as recipient of gifts on the oc-
casion of the reception of a member ad succurrendum. The new monk
and his family virtually always accompanied his entry with gifts.
Thus the reception of a religious ad succurrendum was for the
house an act of piety, a gesture of good public relations, and an
economic benefit.

Many laymen wanted sincerely, indeed desperately, to die in a
religious habit, for the sake of the assurances of salvation that it
provided. The ability to influence the salvation of men at the crit-
ical period of a last illness was a useful economic tool in the hands
of the religious. Lay families expected to offer something in re-
turn for the great benefit given them. Since time was on the side
of the religious in negotiating entry ad succurrendum, they could
afford to drive a hard bargain when necessary. A charter from
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Saint Maur-sur-Loire, dated about 1040-45, exposed the hard,
venal aspect of one such reception. Stabulus gave one borderia of
land to the monastery, but his son Peter laid a claim against it.
Stabulus feli ill and asked to be made a monk, but the monks re-
sponded that “'they were in no way going to receive him since his
son was claiming that land from the monks and from the saint.”
The son begged the mercy of the monks, gave up his claim, and
confirmed his father's earlier gift, after which his father was re-
ceived.3 In situations such as these, it must have been possible
for the religious to go too far in their demands and proveke crit-
icism, but I have found no instance of it. Negotiation, with the ad-
vantage on the side of the religious, was simply in the nature of the
transaction.

However, the institution of receiving monks ad succurrendum
was not without its frictions and problems, arising chiefly out of
legal considerations. To seek reception ad succurrendum was not a
step to be taken lightly, because if the sick man recovered, he was
bound by law to remain a religious.* The charters make clear
that, if there was any hope for recovery, the sick person and his
relatives were reluctant to receive the habit.

Geoffrey of Oudon was gravely wounded at Chantoceaux while serv-
ing in the army of the Count of Anjou, and he was brought to death’s
door. He had himself carried to the house of the monks of Oudon,
and he humbly sought the monastic habit there. His friends however
were opposed to his wishes. Since they thought he might live, they
advised him not to become a monk. At length, however, seeing him-
self very close to death . . . he gave the site of one mill on the river
Loire, and one fishing weir . . . , and his share in the vineyard of
Guihenocus Burellus, and all his meadows at La Vieille-Cour 3

Not only laymen feared a premature reception to the habit. The
ecclesiastical hierarchy was reluctant to permit tco easy an entry
to those seeking reception ad succurrendum because of the scan-
dals, disorders, and disputes that arose when those who recovered
attempted to leave.*® Peter Damian attacked vigorously the opin-
ion of a bishop who held that those who took the religious habit
in sickness might abandon it freely when they recovered. Damian
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cited an Impressive series of canon law texts to prove that once a
person was formally received as a religious ad succurrendum, he
could abandon the habit only if his spouse’s permission had not
been granted. Mere recovery was no justification for leaving.®
Damian clearly upheld the traditional view that saw such persons
as apostates from their vows, who should be forced to return to the
monastery.

In addition to problems occasioned by the recovery of the dy-
ing man, religious houses found in the gifts given for reception
ad succurrendum a frequent source of litigation. In the emotional
period of sickness and death, the new religious could often induce
his family to give gifts, which, in sober afterthought, they regretted.
In his last illness Duke Godfrey of Lorraine (d. 1069) made a gen-
erous gift to found a religious house. The gift consisted in large
part of properties supporting soldiers, who complained among
themselves about what they perceived as an injustice to them. The
duke’s son and heir also resented the gift because it would weaken
him militarily. The abbot to whom the gift was offered saw that
the resistance of the soldiers and of the son would prevent the gift
from coming to fruition. Consequently the abbot refused the gift
and told the dying duke why. Duke Godfrey summoned his son
and shamed him into agreeing to it. As soon as the father died,
the son reneged on the gift and a long period of litigation began.
The son argued "that he should not lose the friendship of his sol-
diers, in whose hand his power lay; his father was out of his mind
in his last illness; he [the son} was going to look after his own af-
fairs rather than to the ravings of his father.”?® This incident in-
volved a large gift given by an important man, but it was mirrored
in humbler dealings when the new monk’s kin laid claims against
the gift, seized it back, or simply never handed it over at all.

The Cistercians and some other new orders attempted to avoid
these difficulties by forbidding entirely receptions ad succurrendum.
They sought to prevent the reception of those who had no desire
to be monks while healthy but came to conversion when it was
clear that death was near. Cistercian charters contained a recurring
proviso that a man would be received as a monk “if he shall come
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according to the custom of the order.”?® That custom was speci-
fied in this text from a charter promising some benefactors the
right to enter: ™. . . and they ought to be received in Berdoues if
they wish, if nevertheless they are able to come riding and unim-
paired in their members.”#® In effect this requirement meant
that to be eligible for reception a person must come to the monas-
tery under his own power. Such a restriction would make it nearly
impossible for a man to take the Cistercian habit in his last,
debilitating illness. However, just as the Cistercians began to con-
form to the older orders in the kinds of property that they ac-
cepted, so too, by the later twelfth century, they were willing
to write into some charters provisions about taking a man no
matter what his condition. The need to round out domains, settle
claims, and honor benefactors gradually overcame the “custom of
the order.” In 1186 Bernard of Logorsan gave to the Cistercians
of Gimont all his lands and abandoned his legal claims against the
property of the house. In return the monks agreed to receive him as
a conversus or a monk, as he wished. Not only did the monks waive
all requirements of health, but they conceded that “if by chance
he should fall ill, and not be able to come to Gimont on his own
feet or riding, then the monks ought to go for him up to seven
leagues, when they see his messenger.”*! The attempt to curb or
eliminate receptions ad succurrendum generally failed in the later
twelfth century because of social and economic pressures to offer it
to friends and patrons. However, procedures were worked out
that protected the interests of the laymen and of the religious.
The ideal situation for both parties was to negotiate the details of
the agreement before the final illness arrived, with its accom-
panying haste and emotion. The entrant would be assured of a
smooth reception when he wished it, presumably at the very last
moment, and the house would be assured of a gift that was more
stable because it was made in a calm atmosphere. Compacts and
prepayments with varying details were employed to arrange in ad-
vance such an orderly and mutually satisfactory reception ad suc-
currendum. One common way to work out such an agreement was
to make it a provision of some other transaction. Many charters
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of gift, sale, confirmation, or settlement of dispute contained
agreements about deathbed entry. The right to enter under known
conditions was thus offered by the religious as a part payment for
whatever was being purchased in the charter. The house had the
security of knowing that if the giver or seller tried to renege on the
agreement, he would be restrained by the threat of losing his
guaranteed place. In 1183 a man made a deathbed gift to Conques
of {ree passage through his portion of Le Port, a place where tolls
were collected. Two knights who also possessed an interest in Le
Port gave free passage and agreed to observe the dying man’s gift.
In return the knights were given the right to claim the habit ad
succurrendum in return for a “good and acceptable portion of their
goods.”*? Thus the gift and confirmation served as a kind of
down payment that would be completed by a “good and accept-
able portion of their goods” if they actually tried to exercise
their option. Similarly a certain Bocherius gave a gift to the Bret-
on monastery of Redon in return for reception ad succurrendum.
The monks then sought the agreement of some relatives:

Herveus, the son of Bocherius, and Judicalis the archdeacen, his
nephew, conceded this gift; and Judicalis retained this, that if he
should wish to be a monk, he would be received with all his money
and with a large gift from his landed possessions.*3

Thus Judicalis received the right to enter the house at some future
time, and both he and the monks of Redon understood the condi-
tions and financial arrangements that must precede the entry.
What emerges from this consideration of the practice of receiv-
ing the old, the injured, and the ill to religious life is that it was a
social institution that always involved negotiations and conditioned
agreements. It was a practice favorable to the religious because
their habit was eagerly sought by the dying. Time and fear acted
to the advantage of the monks. For the dying man and his family, it
was an occasion for reconciliation and for righting wrongs.
For the religious it was a time for exhortation to penance, con-
version, and almsgiving. It was only natural that among the wrongs
to be righted were those of the entrant and his kin to the religious
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house that he wished to enter. A dispute of years’ standing fre-
quently ended on a deathbed attended by the religious. In addi-
tion to restitutions and recognitions of rights, there were new
gifts accompanying the religious ad succurrendum, gifts that were
at times suggested or demanded by the monks. Since the habit
was highly valued, outsiders tried to arrange for its reception long
before they would want it. The promise of reception under condi-
tions was a privilege to obtain during dealings with religious
houses. Thus in a variety of ways the reception of the aged and
dying was a way for a religious house to tighten its hold on its
patrimony and to increase it, a way to find leverage in dealing
with its lay and clerical neighbors. But this meant that the reli-
gious habit became a nexus around which to negotiate, to form
pacts, and to trade.

Child Oblation

It was only by way of exception that a religious received ad
succurrendum recovered and became a permanent addition to the
monastic community. Likewise, adult converts probably never con-
stituted a majority of the religious in eleventh- or early twelfth-
century communities. The major source of members for religious
houses was children, the oblati or nutriti who had grown up in the
community. Benedict’s Rule had accepted as normal the practice
by which children were given to a religious house by their par-
ents and were raised there as full monks.*> Benedict was not
unique in this aspect of his legislation, for many of the extant
monastic rules from late antiquity made provision for children in
the community.*® However, Benedict’s contribution to this practice
was that for him the oblate child was not a boarder or pupil, but
was truly and permanently a monk who had no right to leave
monastic life. His permanent vocation had been chosen for him by
his parents.4?

Premodern European society had little sense of children’s righis,
especially their right to choose a spouse or a career. For the mid-
dle and upper strata of society, marriage was a major economic
event that was not to be complicated overmuch by the wishes of
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the children involved.*® This same set of attitudes operated in
the oblation of children to religious houses. Down to the twelfth
century the dominant opinion was that expressed in canon forty-
eight of the fourth Council of Toledo (633): "Either the devotion
of the parents or the monk’s own profession makes one a monk.
Whichever one of these it is, the monk is bound.””*® On isolated
occasions this view was challenged. The cause céldbre of Gott-
schalk of Orbais in the mid ninth century was partially due to his
attempts to abandon the monastic life, even though he had been
an oblate at Fulda. Due in large measure to the efforts of Hine-
mar of Reims and Hrabanus Maurus, Gottschalk had a very dif-
ficult time in his attempts to escape from the obligation placed
on him as a child.*® The exact disposition of his case is unknown,
but a council at Worms in 868 reaffirmed the view that oblates
were monks with no right to leave the cloister.5!

In the eleventh century the practice of offering children to mon-
asteries was deeply rooted and was sanctioned by religious senti-
ment, custom, and considerations of family pride and self-interest.

As Richard Southern observed in The Making of the Middle Ages:

. . . The number of those who came to monastic life as adults was
never negligible; but it remains true that the proportion of the monastic
population of the eleventh century, which had adepted the life by their
own volition, was probably no greater than the proportion of volunteers
in a modern army.

The monasteries were filled with a conscript army. It was not an
unwilling or ineffective army on that account: the ideal of monastic
service was loo widely shared for the conscription to be resented.s?

To eleventh-century observers religious houses were inhabited
by two distinct kinds of monks, the nutriti who had grown up in
the monastery and the conversi, a term that then meant adults
who cntered the monastery as mature persons. There were frie-
tions bhetween the two groups, but contemporaries saw the divi-
sion as quite normal and atiributed to each group its own
strengths and weaknesses.3® However, in the twelfth century the
institution ol child oblation was atlacked because of certain prob-
lems inherent in it thal seemed to new sensibilities to outweigh
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its advantages.>* In that century monasticism experienced a
period of uncertainty. The total number of persons in religious life
increased greatly, due in part to the rise of new orders. With that
growth the numbers of unhappy, unfit, and apostate monks in-
creased also, or so, at least, it seemed 1o contemporaries. A restless
desire to move from house to house and from order to order posed
a serious problem for the ecclesiastical authorities.® Contem-
porary opinion saw at least part of the reason for this unrest in
infant and child oblation.

The reformed orders of the twelfth century reacted to the situa-
tion by refusing to accept new members below ages in the mid-
teens, late teens, or even twenty. These monastic reformers for-
bade oblation largely because the presence of children in the
cloister was disruptive and an impediment to the austerity and rou-
tine that they sought.56

In the older monastic tradition, whose origins predated the
twelfth century, there was no such radical break with the recep-
tion of oblates. But even in that older tradition there was a recog-
nition that the oblation of children often meant unfit, unhappy
monks. Guibert of Nogent, a Benedictine abbot, wrote his auto-
biography about 1115-17, and he commented on the monks of his
youth, most of whom had been oblates:

Therefore in our day in the oldest monasteries, numbers had
thinned, although they had an abundance of wealth given in ancient
times and they were satisfied with small congregations, in which
very few could be found who, through scorn of sin, had rejected the
world, but the churches were rather in the hands of those who had
been placed in them by the piety of their kinsmen early in life. And
these, having little to fear on account of their own sins, as they imag-
ined they had committed none, therefore lived within the walls of the
convents a life of slackened zeal. They being allotted managements
and outside duties in accordance with the needs or wishes of the ab-
bots, were eager enough themselves to accept them but inexperi-
enced in outside freedom from restraint and had easy opportunities
for wasting church monies: these being accounted for as expended
or as free gifts.57

The monks Guibert described were restless, tepid, without a sense
of sin, and administratively inept. He traced this malaise to its

38



LAY NEEDS AND ENTRY INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE

origin in their entry into religious life as children, before they
were experienced in the world or aware of their own sinfulness.

Likewise, Peter the Venerable, Abbot of Cluny, forbade the recep-
tion of anyone as a Cluniac monk before he was twenty years of
age. Peter’s explanation of the reasons for this ruling reveals the
considerations that weighed with conscientious monastic leaders in
attempting to check the practice of oblation:

The reason for this ruling was the unconsidered and overly quick re-
ception of youngsters, who put on the clothing of holy religion before
they are able to possess any rational intelligence, and since they are
enmeshed in boyish foolishness they disturb everyone; and thai | may
be silent about some things and lump together many other things for
brevity's sake, they profit not at all to themselves, they impede the

resolve of the other monks not merely a little, but sometimes a great
deal 52

Abbot Peter’s decision did not forbid the promise of the religious
habit to children, but its actual reception was to be delayed until
the twentieth year.5®

Thus in the mid twelfth century child oblation was in decline,
banished entirely in many of the new orders and regarded with
ambivalence even within the older tradition.®® However, the seri-
ous decline of child oblation should not obscure the fact that the
practice was normal in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries
and was criticized then only rarely. In a social system that gave
parents wide powers of disposal over their children, many, per-
haps most, of the youths offered to religious life saw this as a nor-
mal, accepted procedure. They came to choose or at least to accept
what originally had been placed upon them. It is symptomatic of
the acceptance of oblation that the monastic critics of the practice
in the twelfth century did not deny the right of a parent to offer
his child 10 God, but rather they attacked what they considered
to be the unacceptable consequences of allowing children in the
cloister 8! Oblation retained its atiractions even when criticized
or banned. In spite of clear prohibitions against receiving children
as monks, Cistercian abbots were regularly punished for it by the
general chapter of their order. The guilty abbots apparently saw it
as an advantageous practice from which it was frankly difficuli
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to abstain, or else the abbots were under pressure from the sur-
rounding lay world to preserve this time-honored and socially use-
ful custom 52

When child oblation was common, religious and material inter-
ests were intertwined inextricably in the act of oblation, as they
were in so many aspects of medieval religion. The parents who of-
fered a child saw themselves performing a major work of piety
and playing a role comparable to that of Old Testament figures
who sacrificed or offered their children to God. Indeed, the can-
onist Gratian proposed as one of the possible defenses of payment
for entry into religion an Old Testament model: . . . Anna took
Samuel with her when he was weaned, to the house of God in Sile,
with three cows, and three measures of wheat and an amphora of
wine.”’s® The canonist Bishop Stephan of Tournai wrote in the later
twelfth century on behalf of a parent to the abbot of Saint Bavo
at Ghent:

Warned by the example of the patriarch [Abraham], he wishes to
ofter one of his sons upon one of the mountains which the Lord has
pointed out to him, i.e., your holy church, so that he may increase
merit from the imitation of so great an example; and your convent
may pgather the profit of the holocaust in the daily service of himself
and of his son.5

In the monastic theology of the time, the child was first and
foremost a hostia vive, a living sacrifice, who would pray for his
parents and the rest of his kin before God. He was an offering to
expiate the sins of his parents:

I, Bermond . . . of Dromon-Saint-Genies, am aware that | have been
called to the rewards of heaven along with a multitude of innumer-
able peoples; yet, fearing that for the stain of my many sins and with-
out the grace of God I may not be among the elect few, [ hand over,
give, and offer my son William with the will and advice of Richildis,
his mother; . . . so that with him living henceforth under regular dis-
cipline, aided by his intercessions, . . . I may be worthy to be a
coheir in the election of the servants of Jesus Christ.®

Because the child was a gift to God, his decision to leave the reli-
gious house could negate or frustrate his parent’s good work.
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Hence there was pressure on the child to remain, a pressure that
operated even in the later twelfth century when the canon law
guaranteed the child the right to leave at puberty.

The discussion of child oblation would be distorted unless this
element of piety and of sacrifice to God is recognized as essen-
tial to the functioning of the institution. However, for a complete
understanding of the social significance of oblation, the material
interests of the family that offered a child must be examined.
Between 1079 and 1087 Ulrich of Cluny described the consuetudines,
or customs, of Cluny for Abbot William of Hirsau. In his dedi-
catory letter to William, Ulrich congratulated the abbot for his de-
cision to restrict, or perhaps to eliminate, the reception of oblates
at Hirsau. In the course of the letter, Ulrich depicted in dark colors
the unworthy motives that led some laymen to offer their children
to religious houses:

After they have their house, as I may say, full of sons and daughters,
or if any of those children is lame or maimed or hard of hearing or
blind or humpbacked or leprous or any other things of this sort which
make him in some way less acceptable to the world, indeed they of-
fer this one to God with a very eager vow, so that he may be a monk.
Although clearly [they do it] not for the sake of God but on acceunt
of this only, that they may free themselves from bringing up and nour-
ishing them, or that the situation may be more favorable to their other
children 7

Ulrich charged that such oblates, whether well or ill, enervated
the discipline of the monasteries that they entered. Indeed, in his
view oblation of unwanted children was “that root from which
alone almost all those monasteries were destroyed which have been
destroyed in areas of German or of Roman tongue.”®® Ulrich’s
righteous anger at the motives for, and consequences of, child
oblation is understandable. However, somewhat disingenuously he
reserved all his criticism for the parents of the child and failed
to mention that the oblate was nermally not accepted gratis by
the religious house. As was the case with virtually all kinds of mo-
nastic recruits, the child was accompanied by a gift of land, money,
or some valuable concession. The monastic house as well as the
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family had its material interests to be promoted by the entry of the
child.

Ulrich mentioned two specific reasons why a lay family might
be eager to offer a child: first, if it had too many children for
whom to provide, and second, if a particular child was handicapped
in some way. These two charges will be tested indirectly. The
offering of a child to a religious house was often recorded in a for-
mal document, many of which survive. In order to ensure the sta-
bility of the entry gift, the charters of oblation were often wit-
nessed and approved by the other male children in a family.
Consequently it is possible in many cases to know the number of
male children in those families that offered oblates. The figures
are of course minima, since female children were ordinarily not
mentioned and a family might have absent male children or chil-
dren born to it after the oblation. Out of sixty-one oblations (see
table 1) in which the number of other sons is known, forty-two
involved families with three or more sons and twenty-nine families
had four or more sons.®® Ulrich’s assertion that the burdens of a
large family were an important inducement to offer a child is also
confirmed by literary evidence, although much of it comes from
the thirteenth century.”™ William of Auvergne, bishop of Paris
from 1228 to 1249, wrote:

Others [monks] are cast into the cloister by parents and relatives just
as if they were kittens or piglets whom their mother could not nour-
ish; so that they may die to the world not spiritually but, as we say,
civilly, that is so that they may be deprived of their hereditary portion
and that it may devolve on those who remain in the world. . . .1

Although lay families provided the majority of oblates, there
were others who sought positions for children. In order to combat
clerical marriage, or nicolaism, as it was called by the eleventh-
century reformers, the sons of priests had been forbidden to suc-
ceed their fathers directly in an ecclesiastical position.” As that
legislation against clerical incontinence and hereditary benefices™
grew more strict, there were some priests who found it conve-
nient to provide a monastic career for their children, particularly
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TABLE 1

NuUMBER OF Sons (N FamiLies OFFERING AN (IBLATE

HELIGIOUS HOUSE NUMEER OF S0MS
AND YEARS 1 2 3 4 5 L] 7 & Several

Saint Sernin
1050-1100. . . .. 2
1100-1150. . . . 1 2 1 ..

mso-azoe. ... [ b | s
Conques
1050-1100. . . .. 1 2 1 6
11001150, . . .. 1 1
o Son PR N . .. R RV N . .

of Beanie
1050-L100. . . .. 5 4 9

Saint Victor
1050-1100). . . .. 1 2 1 R 1 1 H 3

1150-12000. . . ..
Gellone
1630-1100. . . .. Ce 1 e 6 3 1 2
HO-1150. . . .. 2 1 1
1150-1200. . . .. 1
Redon
1050-1100. . ., 1 2
LL0G-1 150, . ... 1 i
1150-1200, . . .. .

—

since such children were freed from the legal stigma of being
priests’ bastards by entering religious life under a rule.™

Ulrich’s companion charge against families offering children was
that they placed in religious life handicapped children. The actual
charters of oblation are not a useful source of information about
the offering of such children. Naturally enough, a religious aura
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predominates in the charters; it would not have been seemly to
mention that the oblate, the offering to God, was in some way
blemished and was being dedicated to God's service for that reason.
However, at rare intervals the charters are tantalizing even on this
issue. For instance, it was normal that younger sons be offered as
oblates, and older sons inherited the family property and pursued
secular careers. Yet in a charter of the Holy Trinity at Venddme,
dated 1097, the situation was reversed: “Gaudinus of Malicorne
[made a series of gifts] . . . , when he gave his firstborn son
Warren to be a monk, to whom the whole honor of Gaudinus was
to come if he had remained in the world. . . . % There is no
explicit proof in this charter that Warren was handicapped, but the
very unusual circumstance that he was both the eldest son and also
an oblate suggests that some factor of great weight to his family
was at work in the oblation. The charter says nothing about War-
ren’s special desire for religious life, nor does it say that the family
offered him as a special gift to God for some particular favor. Hence
there would seem to be a good possibility that the boy was deemed
by his family to be unfit for secular life.

However, to obtain more conclusive evidence for Ulrich’s asser-
tion that religious houses were used as custodial institutions for
handicapped children, it is necessary to turn to the writings of re-
formers, monastic and episcopal visitors, and literary figures. The
following discussion is not an attempt to provide an exhaustive
proof of Ulrich’s contentions, but rather to suggest that he had in-
deed accurately identified one of the motives for child oblation.

Peter the Venerable issued statutes for the reform of the Cluniac
Order between 1132 and 1146. In chapter 35 he discussed forth-
rightly the danger posed for the order by the reception of defectives
of all kinds, including children.

It is decided that no one is to be received as a Cluniac monk without
the order and permission of the Abbot of Cluny, as is the custom, unless
[the person is received| ad succurrendum. . . . The reason for this
measure . . . was the very frequent and indiscrete reception of use-
less persons throughout almost every Cluniac house. As a result of this
indiscrete reception of peasants, of children, of old men, of mental
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defectives, and of others not useful for anything, the situation reached
the state that such persons were almost a majority, and the frequent
and detestable evils done by them . . . are heard frequently from all
parts of the land.™

The chronicle of the abbey of Andrés in the diocese of Arras
recorded the reaction of the new abbot who arrived at the house in
1161.

The honorable man was received with due deference and on his arrival,
besides their [the monks’] practices, which he found misshapen, he was
shocked and frightened at the deformity of the flock. For some were
lame, some were crippled, some were one-eyed, some were cross-eyed,
some blind, and even some missing a limb appeared among them; and
almost all of these were of noble stock. Having seen this, the prudent
shepherd was saddened and he contemplated what afterward the de-
voted man fulfilled: for through thirty two years and more in which he
ruled this place, he never permitted anyone to be a monk whe had any
defect in any part of his body.”

One must of course allow for rhetorical exaggeration in such liter-
ary descriptions. However, it remains true that children with mild
disabilities—the sources speak mostly of non-debilitating prob-
lems™—were often candidates for oblation if their families could
arrange it.

But, of course, superfluous and handicapped children were not
the only ones whom a family might wish to place in religious life.
Some youngsters entered for what were probably reasons of a pre-
dominantly pious nature, to fulfill a vow or to atone for the sins of a
parent. But special circumstances created smaller categories of
youngsters for whom entry into religion constituted a solution to
some problem. If a child was deprived of his parents or of his father
in particular, other members of the kin group would provide for
him. In most cases the child was taken into the household of a
relative and was raised as one of the children of the family. How-
ever, the sources indicate that not infrequently the kin discharged
its duty by procuring for the child a place in a religious house.
"[Her] relatives gave for Fania, daughter of Hugo and of Hermen-
sendis, both of whom were dead, a part of the tithe of Ormeaux
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which the mother had held, and the land of La Greve and two
shillings of rent. . . . 7’7 It is important not to overestimate the
force of kin ties. Entry into religion for an orphan was perhaps
arranged as a way to get rid of a problem. Guibert of Nogent
reported that when his widowed mother entered a pious seclusion,
he was left with plenty of food and clothing but with no particular
care or affection from his relatives, who were probably relieved
when he decided to enter a religious house.®

It was especially the younger children in a family who could ex-
pect to be offered to a religious house in the event that their parents
died. At times the dying parent had expressly provided that the
child enter religion, as a source of prayers for his soul or as a con-
venient way to provide for the child.?! The anonymous biographer
of Edmund Rich noted the steps that Edmund’s dying mother took
to provide for her two young daughters:

. + . And calling to herself Edmund, the brother of those virgins, . . .
she placed them with a certain sum of money under his providence and
protection: adding that as soon as an opportune moment offered itself,
he should hand them over to a monastery to be wed to the Heavenly
Spouse of virgins.s?

If a dying parent did not or could not make such arrangements,
the charters suggest that the child’s surviving parent, siblings, or
uncles often made the decisions necessary to place him in a reli-
gious house. Indeed, it is noticeable how frequently uncles and
brothers figure in the charters as the oblators of the child and as
the providers of his entrance gift.?¥ At Gellone between 1077 and
1099 Rainelmus Guitardi and his two sons offered Hugo Guitardi,
his nephew, whose father had died. The child’s three other uncles
and three brothers assented to the arrangement and to the gift,
which was apparently taken from the deceased father’s estate.®
In many situations the brothers of the oblate took the leading role;
for the death of the paterfamilias meant that there would be a di-
vision of the family assets among the heirs, and it was often per-
ceived as more profitable to place the youngest child or children in
religious life than it was to give them their full share. A charter of
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Aniane, dated 1173, contained the provisions of such an arrange-
ment:

1, Raymond Bertrannus, who am son of the late Peter Bertrannus, with
the advice . . . of my mother Alamanna, give . . . whatever my
father Peter Bertrannus had from you . . . in the parish and in the
district of Carcares . . . except for a vineyard which is between the
vineyards of Raymond of Carcares and the vineyards of the Elemo-
sinarius. . . . I concede to you everything else with my brother Peter,
to whom these things suffice for [his] part of the paternal in-
heritance. . . . ®

There were events besides death that could leave a child the
equivalent of an orphan. For instance, when a man with children set
off on a long trip, e.g., a pilgrimage, a crusade, or even a business
trip, he had to make some provision for his minor children and un-
married daughters. Normally he must have entrusted them to his
wife or relatives. But on occasion, for reasons that are generally not
stated, those arrangements were not available. In that event he
might turn to a religious house as the place in which to provide for
his child. He had two options, either to make the child a religious
or to board the child in a religious house until his return. The first
option is recorded in a charter of Saint Peter of Chartres:

I, R., vidime of Chartres, . . . wish to make known that Philip of
Tréon, wishing to go to Jerusalem, made his son Walter a monk in the
monastery of Saint Peter of Chartres; and for the love of God and for
his sake he gave . . . a meadow of the close, a vineyard, and land
placed in the middle (and] also the tithe which Juhellus of Nonancourt
held in his lifetime,%

On the other hand, some travelers were not so positive as Philip
that they wished to make their child a religious. They exercised the
second option and arranged for the religious house to keep the child
in its custody until their return. However, even one of these might
decide as a form of insurance that if he died abroad, the child should
be made a religious:

. - . Renaudus of Beré, before he set off on his trip, arranged his al-
fairs thus. The forenamed Renaudus commended his possessions to
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Lord Granus and to the Lady Abbess [of Ronceray] so that they might
pay his debts from the houses. If it happened that he died in barbarous
lands, he ordered that after his debts were paid, his daughter should be
married to Christ and to the Virgin, His Mother, by means of the
monastic habit, along with the remainder of his goods. If however
divine grace should permit him to return, he would have his goods as
free as he had possessed them before this arrangement.¥

Finally, there were in the twelfth century deep yearnings among
both the laity and the clergy for the vita apostolica, a life of poverty
and preaching modeled on that of the apostles. In response to these
aspirations there were laymen, laywomen, and clerics, some of
them with dependents, who converted to the religious life in one of
its formal or informal manifestations. In order to abandon the world,
they had to find some haven for their children and spouses. When
Guibert of Nogent's mother took up a life of pious seclusion near a
monastery, she sent her little son to live in the monastery as a
boarder, where he eventually took the habit.?® In order to embrace
the vita apostolica in the early twelfth century, Werimbald of Cam-
brai placed his wife, three sons, and one daughter in various re-
ligious houses.® Peter Abelard recommended the founding of
double monasteries in which members of both sexes could be re-
ceived, precisely because a man with dependents who wished to
convert could thus be relieved of his responsibilities by taking them
with him into the house.® The famous preacher Peter Waldo sent
his two daughters into Fontevrault in order to free himself for a
career of wandering preaching.”! Individuals who wished simply
to join a more conventional religious community, with no inten-
tion of adopting one of the extreme forms of the vita apostolica,
also found it useful to place children in religion:

The monks of Saint Aubin and Gerbert, a canon of Saint Magnobodus,
had this agreement with one another: since by reflecting on his long
experience, Gerbert discovered that clerical freedom in many ways
closes the way of true salvation to clerics, he sought the more certain
path of monastic discipline, . . . and at length to be received as a
monk gratis as an act of kindness by the monks of Saint Aubin; and
since he loved very much a certain litile boy whom in some way he
had fathered, for him also he asked persistently that when he was ac-
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ceptable because of age for reception in the monastery (for he was
then very small), he might be received by those same monks because
of that same kindness. The monks both receive Gerbert gladly and for
his sake they promise faithfully that they will receive the boy at the
proper time. Gerbert recompensed the monks for that boy by thirty
pounds of pennies and by two arpents of good vineyard, with vessels
sufficient for collecting their yield, and one table at the gate of Angers
paying twelve shillings of rent each year. . . . %

Thus oblation of children to religious life met a range of problems
that might confront an upper-class family. The usefulness of obla-
tion explains the willingness of those seeking it to negotiate and,
indeed, to pay for it. It is probably true that the gift at entry was
often freely conceded, in the sense that it was determined by ne-
gotiations between the house and the parents of the oblate, who felt
no resentment about it. Perhaps some children were taken for free,
but such oblates would leave little or no trace in the economic
documents that constitute a cartulary.” However, even when
these qualifications are granted, it remains true that custom and
repetition had made a gift, whose exact provisions were worked out
by the parties within the framework of their needs, an indispens-
able part of the act of oblation. Contemporaries presumed that any
entrant would be accompanied by a gift, and the reception of a
child in particular was a beneficium, a favor granted by the reli-
gious house,® which demanded some recompense. A charter of
Saint Aubin implied clearly the contemporary view of oblation and
gifts:

A certain man, Berengar, wishing to make his little son a monk, sought
with all supplication through his own efforts and through those of
others that he might be received in the monastery of Saint Aubin. And
since he knew that the boy was not going to be received gratis by the
monks, he gave with his son to Saint Aubin a certain property which
he had near the well.%

Finally, a charter of Saint Denys de Nogent-le-Rotrou, written abhout
1190, when child oblation was in decline, offered an insight into
the emotions and values that surrounded an ordinary act of obla-
tion. A knight offered his son and promised gifts, aid, and counsel
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if the child was received. The knight’s brother seconded the request
with a promise of other gifts if his nephew was received. The
charter made clear that the father and uncle were doing an honor-
able thing, what any sensible persons should do to place a child in
religion. The monastic prior who received the request was cast in
the role of the good and faithful steward seizing an honest op-
portunity to increase the wealth of his church. The deal was a rathér
blunt quid pro quo, and was consummated to the satisfaction of all
parties, with no hint that it might be illegal or dishonorable.%

Conelusion

From whatever perspective it is viewed, entry into monastic life
in the eleventh and twelfth centuries was not simply a religious
decision, though the religious element was generally present. Both
the entrant and the religious house had needs to be satisfied and
problems to be solved by entry. For the religious house and for the
entrant, the gift at entry was simply part of the normal process for
obtaining entry. Custom made that gift the focus of negotiations in
the course of which problems were ameliorated and needs met.
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Dreacon, Chronicon casinense, Migne, vol. 173, cols. 773-74). W. Brilckner, “‘Sterben im
MYnchsgewand. Zum Funktionswandel einer Totenkleidsitte,” Kontakte und Grenzen: Prob-
leme der Volks., Kultur- und Sosialforschung. Festschrift ftr Gerhard Heilfurth zum 60,
Geburtstag {G¥tlingen, 1969), pp. 259-77, describes twel(th- and thirtsembh-century beliefs
aboul the efficacy of the habit of a religious order 10 save its wearer,

16. Even if the sick man had no intention of remaining a monk in the event that he
recovered, the Anglo-Norman monk Ralph felt that there was hope in 1aking the habir:
“Tamen numquam desperandum est de misericordia Dei. . . . Fortassis dicet of Dominus:
"licet aspiciam cor tuum obscurum et nen parum linclum lenebris infidelitalis, tamen
signum clementiae mese, quo qui suscipiunt a damnatione solenl liberari, suscepisti; new
proplerea si de esse modicae lidei video, te damno, sell prepier misericordiam meam libero,
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qui etiam imperfectos in libro meo seribere soleo; et hoc ideo facio quia magis vitam
peccatorum quam mortem diligo” (J. Leclercq, “La V&ture “ad succurrendum’ d'aprés le
moine Raoul,” Studie Anselmizne 37 [1955]): 162}). In respense to critics of lax receptions
od succurrendum, a twellth-century Benedictine held that it was never too late to convert,
because a man’s eternal fate was decided on the last day of his life (Leclereq, "Nouvelle
réponse,” pp. 92-93}.

17. "Accidit autem ut dictus abbas dives et pecuniosus, ut ditior adhuc existeret, ad
matronam quandam in urbe graviter infirmantem, quam ipse noverat opimam, cum duobus
monachis suis vel rribus importunus accederet, diraque carmina fundens, regnumque
coelorum quasi sub certa sponsione promittens, et se sponsorem ad hoc ordinemgue totum
praestans . . . " (Speculum Ecclesiae, dist. 3, chap. 11, ed. ]. 8. Brewer. Rolls Series 21/4
[London, 1873], p. 179). Idungus of Prufening reported that the abbot who received him ad
suceurrendum promised that if be did as instructed by the abbot, the latter would answer
for him to God (Dialegus duorum nwmcfwmm inR.B.C Huygens, “Le Moine [dung et ses
deux ouvrages: Arg tum super g tionsbus et I duorum monachorum,”
Studi. medievali, 3d ser. ., 13 [1972] 414) The monk Ralph comended that the reception of
the monastic habit at death was the quickest way to find mercy with God and that the
man who died in it was as the sun in heaven compared with an ordinary christian dying
with the last rites of the church (Leclereq, "La Véture,” p. 164).

18. For another criticism of deathbed conversions, see Liber de doctring of Stephen of
Grandment, in Scriptores ordinis Grandimontensts, ed. J. Beequet {Turnhout, 1968), p. 39.

19. "Hinc est quod ad eum omnes gentes, nationes, tribus et linguae benedictionum
gjus accipiendarum gratia currunt: adeo ut ipsi derisores, qui huic Religioni in vita sua
detrahunt, in morie tamen absque hujus Religionis habitu, scilicet cuculla, saltem ad sue-
currendum, securi esse non sudeant” (Vetera analecta, p. 477).

20, Leclercq, "La Veure,” pp. 163-64.
21. Ibid., pp. 162, 163,

22.  Dialogus miraculorum, 2:316-17. See also ibid., 2:298-99, for the tribulations of a
monk who died without his habit.

23. 8. Wilhelmi constitusi Hirsaugi seu Gegenb , chap. 76, in Fetus dis-
ciplina monastica, ed. M. Herrgott (Paris, 1726}, p. #444; A. Wilmart, "'Les Ouvrages d'un moine
de Bec: un débat sur la profession monastique au xii® sidcle,”” Revue bénfdiciine 44 (1932):
37. Innocent III described the often hurried and confused conditions under which a sick
man might receive the habit (Pott 252).

24. C. M. Figueras, "“Acerca del rito de la profesifn monfstica medieval "Ad Succur-
rendum’,” Liturgica 2 (Montserrat, 1958): 380-93, describes the ritual of reception at death.
See also St. Trinit#, vol. 2, no. 391, ca. 1100, and no. 386, ca. 1100. The abbat of the Holy
Trinity at the time, Geoffrey of VendBme, asked the canonist bishop of Chartres, Ivo,
whether reception by s simple monk had to be repeated by the abbet. [vo replied that a
reception by a simple monk could be repeated, but by no means had 10 be (Correspondance,
ed. ). Leclercq (Paris, 1949), vol. 1, no. 41, pp. 164-69).

25. Figueras, "Acerca del rito,” pp. 369-72; J. B. Valvekens, "Fratres et sorores ‘ad
succurrendum’,” Analecta praemonsiratensia 37 (1961): 323-28. Much legislation of religivus
houses and orders presumed the impending death of the new monk: Statutes of Peter the
Venerable, no. 35; Statutes of Hugh ¥ of Cluny, no. 8, in Charvin, Statuts, 1:30 and 43.

26. Benedict's Rule provided for a special official, the infirmarius, to care for sick
monks {Regula, chap. 36). Many monastic houses of the twellth century had an irfinnarius
and an infirmary for the care of sick monks and monks received ad suceurrendum: see E. A.
Hammond, "Physicians in Medieval English Religious Houses,” Bulletin of the History of
Medicine 32 (1958): 105-20. For information o¢n the death of monks, see ). Leclercq,
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“Documents sur la mort des moines,” Revue Mabiffon 45 (1955): 165-80; 46 (1956); 65-81.

27. Gratian, Decreum, causa XVIL, ¢. [. In practice, from the mid-eleventh century the
papacy demanded that the monk ad succurrendum be compos mentis, that is, in control of his
mental faculties al the time of entry (JL 4520, 4560, 4625, 9707, 11036; Pot 36, 207). The
faiture of an entrant’s spouse to give permission was also a reason to invalidate an entry
ad succurrendum: Peter Damian, Rhetoricae declamationis invectio, Migne, vol. 145, cal. 373;
JL 4520; Marbod to Hildebert of Le Mans in Feterum aliguot scriptorum spicilegium, ed. L.
&’ Achery {Paris, 1677), 13:295; Figueras, "Acerca del rito,” pp. 378-80.

28. St Trinied, vol. 2, no. 528, ca. 1150: " . . . Quidam miles de Vindocino, Joscelinus
nomine, de Rua Vassalorum, jam fere ad decrepitam etatem productus, mundumque et
que mundi sunt deserere cupiens, vitam suam in monachi habitu finire disposuit. Hujus rei
causa predictus Joscelinus per duos filios suos, . . . et per ceteros amicos suos, domnum
Robertum abbatem Vindocir ad rationem mittens, quatinus eum pro Dei amore
monachum faceret suppliciter exoravit. Domnus vero abbas, bene voluntatis Joscelini cog-
noscens effectum, ejus precibus el amicorum suorum peticionibus assensum prebuit, atque
illum monachum fecit, Antequam vero Joscelinus monachus beret, ut bona celestia lu-

craretur de temporalibus bonis . . . , ipsi Deo et sibi servientibus monachis . . . oblatus
est.”

29. G. Duby, “Dans la France du Nord-ouest au xii® sidele: les ‘jeunes’ dans Ja sozifié
aristocratique,” Annales. E ies, socibefs, civilisaii 19 (1964): 835-46, comments on

the pressure from unmarried knights—ihe so-called juvenes—to have their fathers retire so
that the sons could have their inheritance.

30, Se. Trinied, vol. 2, no. 391, ca. 1100: . ., Normannus, filius Drogonis de Mon-
teaureo, captus a Gaufredo de Meduana et graviter vulneratus, se Deo vovit, el apud
monachos . . . se fore monachum, si G. qui eum captum feceral, hoc ei concederet,
promisit. Quod ille, monachis rogantibus, concessit. Yenerunt igitur monachi . . . et in-
duerunt eum monachali habitu in reburdolio carceris, ubi captus tenebatur. llle vero dedit
., . dimidium ecclesiae de Marthaiaco, cum omnibus redditibus suiz.”” For other examples
of men injured in feuds, wars, or otherwise, who sought the monastic habit, see St. Pire,
vol. 2, no. 24, 1101-12; Redon, no. 382, 1144; 5t, Maur, no. 59, 1141-45; 5t. dubin, vol. 2,
no. 872, ca. 1140. In an atiempt Lo end tournaments, a council at Reims (1157) forbade those
injured or killed in one to be accorded a Cheistian burisl, even if they had become monks or
conversi in a religious house (Mansi, vol. 21, col. 844}. The abbey of Saint Bertin countered
this attack on receptions ad succurrendum by seeking a papal privilege to receive even
wounded men, wilrerati (JL 10134).

31, St Trnik, vol. 2, no. 386, ca. 1100: "Denique isdem juvenis cadens in infirmitatem,
mitlens, fecit ad se venire monachos, videlicet mortem . . . metuens., Qui cum presentes
adessent, donavit illis omnem suam partem, que sibi de Buisseello conveniebat. . . .
Siquider 1unc rogavit ut eum fratres in suum consortium susciperent monachum. sed mater
tunc contradixil, ne sola, . . . Alii solatic destituta remaneret. . . . Tunc se omnimodis ut
se monachum facerent deprecatus est. . . . Ei sic eum tunc monachi monacum benedixer-
unt. Reliquit etiam tune nobis quicquid ex jure paterno habebal apud Ulchas, past obitum
mairis. . . . Monachi itaque post hec aflerebant ad monasterium, sed in via defunctus, ad
monasterium usque prolatum est corpus.” For other examples of youths or men apparenily
in their prime seeking the habit od succurrendum, see AzE, pp. 56-57, ca. 1100; 5t. Plre,
vol. 2, no. 53, 1119-28; 5i. Tririté, vol. 1, no. 134, 1060; no. 487, ca. 1140; Gellone, no., 320,
hefore 1140; St. Aubin, vol. 2, no. 841, 1157-89.

32. MGH, 85, 10:42~44. See A28, pp. 5657, ca. 1100, for a comparable relationship.
5. Wood, English Monasteries ond Their Pairons in the Thirteenth Century {Oxford, 1955),
pp- 122-35, discusses the fact that lifelong association of house and pairon might be capped
by burial or by reception as a monk.
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33, St Maur, no. 26, 1040-45.
34. Figueras, "Acerca del rita,” pp. 397-400.
35, S Aubin, vol. 2, no. 872, ca. 1140 "Gauffridus de Uldone, in exercitu comitis

Andegavensis apud Castrum Celsum graviter vulneratus et ad extrema perductus, in
domum monachorum de Uldone se portari fecit, ibique habitum monachi devote petiit.
Huic autem voluntati ipsius amici sui impedimento {uerunt, qui eum putantes posse vivere,
ne monachus fieret dissuaserunt. Ipse vero tandem videns se morti proximum, . . .
dedit . . . locum unius molendini in flumine Ligeriz et bracam unam ad piscaturam, . . .
et complanctum vinee Guihenoci Burelli, et omnia prata sua de Veteri Curte.” For other
instances of reluctance to receive the habit until death was assured, see St Triritf,
vol. 2, no. 386, ca. 1100; St Mawr, no. 28, before 1120, Caesarius of Heisterbach,
Driglogus miraculorum, 2:316-17.

36. Innocent III to the Archbishop of Pisa, Pott 434. St. Trinité, vol. 1, no. 241, 1073,
noted with some amazement that a man who had been a persecutor of the house entered
ad succurendum, recovered, and remained for the rest of his life. The monasiery of Saim
Remy at Reims held in chains a man who recovered and sought to leave. He appealed to
Pope Alexander 11, who released him on the technical grounds that his wife had not con-
senied to his entry (JL 11036).

37. Rhetoricae declamationis invectio, Migne, vol. 145, cols. 365-80.

38. La Chronique de Saint-Hubert dite Cantatorium, ed. K. Hanquet (Brussels, 1906),
Pp. 38-60. For other examples of gifts regretted, see St. Pore, vol. 2, ne. 103, ca. 1150;
Gellone, no. 545, 1171. In St. Triniuté, vol. 1, no. 168, 1064, the meonastery had to return
part of a gift when the dying man’s wife and sons began weeping and claiming that
they were being disinherited.

39. Berdowes, no. 197, 1181: ". . . Secundum consuetudinem ordinis ad religionem
venire poterit.” See also Berdoues, no. 645, 1181; Gimone, vol. 1, ne. B, 1147; vol. 3, no. 2,
1159.

40. Berdoues, no. 547, 1174: ™. . . Et debent suscipi in Berdonis si voluerint, si
tamen equitando et membris integris venire potuerint.” The Carthusians issued a similar
regulation between 1174 and 1222: “Supplementa ad Consuetudines Basilii,” chap. 83,
(Analecte cartusiana, vol. 1: Die Wtesten Consuetudines der Karttuser, ed. ). Hogg [Berlin,
1970), p. 232). The Grandmontine Rule, composed between 1139 and 1163, laid restric-
tions on the reception of the ill: Becquet, Scriptores, chap. 44, p. 88: . . . Praecipimus
ne quis infra viginti annos, aut home infirmans, nisi equitande aut pedibus ambulando
venire possit, in hac religione recipiatur.” A bishop permitted the Order of Chalais to
found a house in his diocese, but the order had to agree not to receive any diocesan sub-
ject for burial who was unable to come “on his own feet or riding, without the support of
anyone” (Chalais, vol. 1, no. 79, 1199-1200). The Order of Artigas forbade its officials to
receive anyone in sickness without permission of the prior (J. Becquet, “Les Chapitres
généraux de l'ordre de I'Artige,” Revue Mabillon 45 [1955]: 198, ca. 1200},

41. Gimont, vol. 2, no. 173, 1186: "Et si forte infirmaretur, et pedibus suis vel equit-
ando Gemundum venire non posset, habitatores Gem. debent pro ipso ire, si nuntium
ejus viderint, usque ad septem leucas.” In return for a gift Gimont promised to receive a
man “if nevertheless he is able to enter the monastery according to the custom of the order,
and they ought 1o have him carried if that was necessary” {Gimont, vol. 6, no. 64, 1188).
Ourscamp promised a doner that “they will receive me when 1 wish, ne matter what sick-
ness may hinder me” (Qurscamp, no. 306, 1190). See also Berdoues, no. 133, 1208,

42.  Conques, no. 559, 1183.

43. Redon, no. 389, 1144: "Hoc concesserunt . . . Herveus filius jam dicti Boscherii,
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et Judicalis, archidiaconus, nepos ejus, qui hoe retinuit quod si monachus esse vellet, cum
lota pecunia et cum largo dono de terra sua reciperetur.”

44, St Pere, vol. 2, no. 7, 1109,

45. Sancti Benedicti reguls, chap. 59.

46. Statuta sanciarum virginum, chap. 7, in Sanck Caesarti gpera omnia, ed. G. Merin
{Maredsous, 1942), 2:104, sought te avoid receiving girls below age six or seven. See also
S. Aurelioni regula aod monachos, chap. 17, Migne, vol. 68, col. 390; S. Donati regnla ad
virgines, chap. 32, Migne, vol. 87, col. 284; Regula ad virgines, chap. 25, Migne, vol. 88,
col. 1070y 5. Fructuosi Bracarensis Episcopi regula monastica communis, chap. 6, Migne,
vol. 97, cols. 1115-16; Waldeberti regula ad virgines, chap. 24, Migne, vol. 88, col. 1070.

47. G. de Valous, Le monachisme clunisien des origines an xo® sidele (Paris, 1935),
1:40-41; J. R. Riepenhofl, Zur Frage des Ursprungs der Verbindlichkeit des Oblateninstients.
Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des minelniterlichen Bildungswesen, Milnstersche Beitidige zur
Geschichtsforschung, vel. 74/75 {Munster, 1939). A. Lentini, "Note sull'ohlazione dei
fanciulli nella Regola di S. Benedetto,” Siudia Anselmiane 18-19 (1947):220-25, chal-
lenges Riepenhofl’s view that Benedict had not seen oblation as permanent. For the devel-
opment of oblation in Western monasticism, see ). N. Seidl, Die Goit-Ferlobung von
Kindern in Minchs- unrd Nonren-KlWstern oder de pueris oblatis (Munich, 1872); M.-P.
Deroux, "Les Origines de Poblawure b&n€dictine,” Revwe Mabiffon 17 (1927):1-16, 81-
113, 193-217, 305-51; and C. M. Figueras, De impedimentis admissionis in religionem
usque ed Decretum Gratieni. Scripta et documenta, vol. 9 (Montserrat, 1957}, pp. 45-88.

48. Lentini, "Note sull'oblazione.” pp. 222-24. M. Sinopoli, "Influenza di Graziano
nell’evoluzione del diritte monastico,” Studia Grationg 3 (1955): 336-37, discusses the
parental rights over children 1hat were acknowledged by Gratian. A. L. Smith, Church and
State in the Middle Ages (Oxford, 1913), pp. 58-72, discusses tweifth- and thirteenth-
century attempts to base the validity of marriage on ihe consent of the couple rather
than on the wishes of their parents. A letier of Peter of Blois states clearly the power
that an uncle feli.that he held over an orphaned niece {Petri Blesensis . . . opera omnia,
ed. J. A. Giles [Oxford, 1846], vol. 1, ne. 34, pp. 162-63).

49. Mansi, vol. 10, col. 631: "Monachum aut paterna devotio, aut propria professio
facit; quidquid horum fuerit, alligatus tenebit.”” This text was incorporated into many of
the pre-Gratian cananical collections, including Burchard of Worms: Libri viginti decretorum,
bk, 8, chap. 6, Migne, vol. 140, col. 793; Anselm of Lucca, Collectio canonum, bk. 7,
chap. 179, Migne, vol. 149, col. 517; Iva of Chartres, Decretum, pt. 7, chap. 30, Migne,
vol. 16, col. 533. Peter Damian, Rhetoricae declamationis invectio, Migne, vol. 145, cols.
374-78, held that anyone who put on the monastic habit, willingly or unwillingly, was
required to keep it.

50. K. Vielhaber, Gottschalk der Sachse (Bonn, 1956), pp. 15-17. For a contemporary
defense of the legitimacy and permanence of oblation, see Hrabanus Maurus, Liber de
oblatione puerorum, Migne, vol. 107, cols. 419-40.

51. Dercux, “Les Origines,” pp. 1-16, 81-113, discusses Carolingian hesitations about
the permanence of oblation. See also de Valous, Le Monachisme clunisien, 1:41-42. On
vanons 22 and 23 of the Council of Worms (868), see C. de Clercq, La Ligislation religieuse
Sranque de Louis le Pieux 3 la fin du ix® siele {Antwerp, 1958), p. 272.

52. R. W. Southern, The Mcaking of the Middle Ages (New Haven, Conn., 1953}, p. 162.

53, Ubrich of Cluny, in the dedicatory letter of his Consuetudines, contrasied these who
rntered religious life “aetale lasciva™ and “imperio parentum,” i.e., cblaies, with those
who cnleeed "sponle sua, el majoris aetatis, sole Christo imperante,” ie., conversi He
clearly felt that the lsiter made better monks than the former {Migne, vol, 140, cols.
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636-37). The Liber Anselmi de humanis moribus per similitudines, chap. 78, in Memorials
of St. Anselm, ed. R. W. Southern and F. 8. Schmitt (London, 1968), pp. 68-69, dis-
cusses the rivalry between nutriti and conversi. Guibert of Nogent, De vite sua, ed. G.
Bourgin (Paris, 1907), bk. 1, chap. B, pp. 23-24, notes the faults of oblates and contrasts
themn unfavorably with those who had entered religious life as adults.

54. For a brief account of the breakdown of the permanence of oblation in the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries, see J. Orlandis, "Notas sobre la "Oblatio puerorum’ en los siglos
xi y xi,” Anuario de historin del dereche espafiol 31 (1961):163-68; or Riepenhoff, Zur
Ursprung, pp. 190-200.

55. The letters of Stephen of Tournai offer a varied perspective on the unrest among
religious in the later twelfth century: Lettres d’Etienne de Tournal, ed. 1. Desilve (Paris and
Valenciennes, 1893). Letter one is a discussion of transitus, or transfer from one religious
house to another, prompted by an inquiry from Grandmontine novices who wished 1o be-
come Cistercians. Letters 15, 32, 58, 59, 101, 135, 264, and 288 are concerned with reli-
gious houses that refused to receive back members who had heen expelled or had left.
Letters 103, 134, 147, 130, and 169 concern transitus. On the legal question of treasitus
in the twelfth century, see M.-A. Dimier, “S. Bernard et le droit en matidre de “transitus’,”
Revue Mabillon 43 (1953): 48-82; and K. Fina, "Ovem Suam Reguire. Eine Studie zur
Geschichte des Ordenswechsels im 12. Jahrhundery,” Augusiiniana 7 (1957): 33-56.

56. Guigo recorded the customs of the Grande Chartreuse between 1121 and 1127
Chapter 27 forbade the reception of anyone below the age of twenty (Migne, vol. 133,
cols. 691-92), The Cistercian general chapter decreed in 1134 that no ane was to be re-
ceived as a novice befare the completion of his Afteenth year (Canivez, Stamia, 1:31); in
1157 the chapter raised the minimum age to eighteen (ibid., p. 57). Ci. Berdoues, no. 614,
1186, in which a boy was promised reception when he reached eighteen. The Grandmen-
tine Rule placed the age for reception at 20 {Becquet, Scriptores, chap. 44, p. 88).

57. Guibert de Nogent, De vita sua, bk. 1, chap. 8, pp. 23-24; translated by C. C. Swin-
ton Bland as The Autobiography of Guibert Abbot of Nogent sous Coucy (London, 1925),
pp. 28-29,

58. Charvin, Statuts, vol. 1, chap. 36, p. 30: "Causa instituti hujus fuit, immatura
nimisque celer infantium susceptio, qui antequam aliquid rationabilis intelligentie habere
possent, sacre religionis vestibus induebantur, et admixti aliis puerilibus ineptiis omnes
perturabant: el ut quedam taceam, et multa breviter colligam, et sibi nihil pene proderant,
et aliorum religiosum propositum non parum, immo quandoque plurimum impediebant.™

59. Ibid.: ""Statutum est, ut nullus etiam ex concessione futurus monachus regularibus
usque ad xx annos vestibus induatur.” For examples of reception under the rubric futurus
monachus, see St. Aubin, vol. 1, no. 661, 1106; no. 115, 1119-20. Un the background to
the statutes of Peter the Venerable, see D. Knowles, "The Reforming Decrees of Peter the
Venerable, with a note by M. M. Postan,” in Petrus Venerabilis 1156-1956, ed. J. Kritzeck
and G. Constable, Siudia Anselmiana 40 (Rome, 1956): 1~20.

60. Pope Alexander 111 freed Saint Augustine’s ar Canterbury from being forced to re-
ceive boys below the age of ffteen (JL 12709). Celestine III gave the same right io Saint
John in vineis {JL 17475). In 1232 the papal visitor Matthew of Foigny set the minimum
age for reception in Saint Vaast of Arras at fifteen, and he forbade the abbot even 10
promise entry to a boy below that age (M.-A. Dimier, “Les Statuts de 'abb& Matthieu de
Foigny pour la réforme de Yabbaye de Saint Vaast [1232]," Revue bénédictine 65
[1955)}: 116).

61.  See Bernard of Clairvaux’s letter to his cousin Robert, who had lefi the Cistercians
for the Cluniacs, ciaiming he had been an oblate at Cluny: Sanct Bernardi opera, vol. 7:
Epistolae, ed. ). Leclereq and H. Rochais (Rome, 1974), especially pp. 5-7, where Bernard
argues that oblation was good but entry to Citeaux was better.
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62. Cistercian general chapters in the twelfth century reiterated the ban on receiving
underage recruits: Canivez, Statuta, vol. 1: chap. 16, p. 57, 1157; chap. 12, p. 72, 1160;
chap. 26, p. 84, 1175; chap. 2, p. 95, 1184. The general chapter punished abbots for
breaches of the regulations on age: ibid., chap. 47, p. 128, 1190 chap. 30, p. 139, 1191;
chap. 53, p. 190, 1195; in 1201 the chapter increased the penalties for such admissions
and complained that they were too frequent (ibid., chap. 4, p. 264). See also J. Lynch,
"The Cistercians and Underage Novices,” Citeaux-Commentarii Cistercienses 24 (1973):
283~-97.

63. Decretum, cousa |, . 11: * . . . Anna detulit securn Samuelum, postquam ablactatus
fuerat, in tribus vitulis, et tribus modiis farinae, et amphora vini ad domum Dei in Sylo.”
Rudolph of Saint Trond, writing between 1123 and 1136, used the exemplum of Anna te de.
fend the legitimacy of gifts offered along with oblates (MGH, S5, 10:422}. 8¢, Vietor, vol. 1,
no. 199, 1015, made a more general appeal to the example of Old and New Testament
figures who offered children to God.

64.  Lettres, no. 279, p. 351: "Exemplo monitus patriarche, filium quemdam sudm super
unum montivm quem monstravit ei Dominus, ecclesiam scilicet vestram sanctam . . .
desiderat i lari, ut eidem accrescat meritum ex imitatione tanti exempli, et universitas
vestra in cotidiano servicio tam ipsius quam predicti filii fructum colligat holocausti.”

65. St Fietor, vol. 2, no. 722, 1080-1103: ™ . . . Ego Bermundus, . . . de¢ Dromone,
sciens, . . . me vocatum esse ad premia regni celorum cum innumerabilium populorum
multitudine, et, pro diversorum meorum peccaminum labe, nisi gratia Dei annuente, timens
cum electione paucorum non esse, redde, done, offero quendam filium meum Guillelmum,
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CHAPTER THREE

Gifts from Entrants

The Beginnings of Criticism

In general, the social and economic transactions associ-
ated with the reception of the religious habit were ac-
cepted without comment before the twelfth century.
However, there had been one relatively isolated period
in which the open demand for money from new monks
was criticized, although it was not explicitly condemned
as simony. Charlemagne and his son Louis the Pious
forbade, or placed limits on, the demand for money from entrants
at least three times between 789 and 819. The texts were brief, as
Carolingian legislation tended to be, and their exact interpretation
is not entirely secure because their context is obscure.

The first text was in a series of instructions to royal inspectors,
the missi. The instructions are designated as the Duplex legationis
edictum and were probably issued on 23 March 789. The document
reflected the general concern felt by Charlemagne and his advisors
about greed on the part of abbots and other church officers. Chap-
ter 3 warned such churchmen not to give more attention to earthly
profit than they expended on the souls entrusted to them.! Chap-
ter 15 ordered the missi to make sure “'that no abbot should require
a reward for the reception of a monk.”?

In 794 Charlemagne held an empire-wide council at Frankfort
to deal with the heresy of Adoptionism in Spain and the treatment
of icons at Byzantium. Canon 16 of the council was probably a re-
sponse to the findings of the missi of 789.
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For we have heard [presumably from the missi] that some abbots,
motivated by greed, demand gifts for those entering a monastery.
Therefore it pleases us and the Holy Syned that money never be de-
manded for receiving brothers in the holy order [of monks], but rather
they should be received according to the Rule of Saint Benedict.?

Benedict’s Rule, chapter 58, allowed the entrant a choice in the
disposition of his property. He could give his goods to the poor
or to the monastery. In calling for a return to Benedict’s practice,
the Council of Frankfort was not criticizing gifts as such, but was
attempting to reestablish their free-will character.

Louis the Pious supported the monastic reforms proposed by
Benedict of Aniane. Between 816 and 819 the emperor translated
into legislation the main features of the reform program at a series
of imperial meetings.® The monastic legislation issued in August
816 and that of July 817 did not refer to payments for entry.?’
When the two sets of legislation were combined for an imperial as-
sembly in 818-19, the anonymous compiler added this text: "“That no
one should be received for a gift, except him whom good will
and merits commend.”® This text apparently permitted gifts for an
entrant, provided that he was acceptable on other grounds as well.
In effect the criticism of forced gifts was narrowed to include
only bribes for the acceptance of those who could not be accepted
otherwise. I have found no similar direct criticisms of forced pay-
ments for entry in Carolingian capitularies or church councils either
before 789 or after 819.

It is not entirely clear why Charlemagne and his son chose to at-
tack these practices in the first place. Certainly the Carolingian
rulers were deeply concerned about good order in the church, and
such forced payments may have struck them as inimical to good
order. However, there is evidence that one source for the legislation
lay outside the Carolingian realm itself, in the Carolingian emula-
tive rivalry with their Byzantine neighors to the east.” At Nicaea in
787 the Byzantines had convoked a great council, ecumenical in
their view, to which Frankish representatives had not been invited.
In canon 19 the council criticized in specific terms, for the first
time in the history of the church, the requirement of a payment
from an entrant to religious life.®
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Scholars have long recognized that Charlemagne had a serious
interest in the council, both because it was a calculated snub to
him and because of its decrees on the veneration of icons or holy
images. He and his advisers took great exception to the Byzantine
promulgations on images and rejected them as heretical.® The
Carolingian court had received a Latin translation of the acts of the
second Nicaean council, and the nineteenth canon on monastic entry
payments was no doubt included. This explicit Byzantine attack on
entry payments was probably the stimulus to the Carelingian con-
demnations. Within seventeen months after Nicaea, Charlemagne
issued his instructions to the missi, warning abbots not to require
gifts. The borrowing entered the Carolingian legislation without
acknowledgement of its source for two reasons. Carolingian rela-
tions with the Eastern Empire were strained; the Carolingians had
vehemently attacked the council in which the prohibition first ap-
peared, and consequently there was little incentive to make an open
reference to the source for concern about payments.1°

The Carolingian efforts against required entry payments spanned
about thirty years. The issue failed to take root as a major or, in-
deed, a minor concern of the later Carolingian church. The prohibi-
tions of payment were not repeated in subsequent royal capitu-
laries or church councils, nor were they incorporated into important
canonical collections,!! probably because the Carolingian church
reformers of the ninth century were reluctant to userecent texts as
canonical authorities.!? The legislation of 818-19, with its quali-
fied prohibition of required payments, did serve as an addition to
the False Capitularies of Benedict the Levite. However, that was not
an exception to the reformers’ reluctance to use recent texts, be-
cause the False Capitularies were by design a collection of recent
secular texts favorable to reform.!® Because of this neglect by
ninth-century church councils and compilers of canonical collec-
tions, the issue of forced payments disappeared from active in-
terest. When canonists began to concern themselves with entry pay-
ments in the second third of the twelfth century, the Carolingian
texts played no significant role. Indeed, aside from some biblical
and patristic citations, the oldest directly relevant text used by
twelfth-century opponents of payments for entry was canon 7 of the

63



SIMONIACAL ENTRY INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE

Council of Melfi (1089). Thus in spite of Carolingian foreshad-
owings, the issue of the legitimacy of payment for entry into re-
ligion was a new one in the twelfth century.

Simony

The dissolution of the Carolingian Empire in the later ninth cen-
tury had grave consequences for all aspects of society, including
the church. The decay and eventual disappearance of the relatively
firm Carolingian power, which had generally protected the church
even while exploiting it, left it at the mercy of localistic, centrifugal
powers. Especially in West Francia and in the Kingdom of Italy,
effective social and political power generally fell into the grasp
of the Carolingian bureaucracy and other regional strongmen who
used the relative anarchy to consolidate their power.!> The Scan-
dinavian, Magyar, and Saracen invasions of the ninth and tenth
centuries intensified the social disorganization left in the wake of
the collapse of the Carolingian order.1®

Among the consequences of that disorder were that preexisting
problems of the church were aggravated and new problems arose.
Much of the property accumulated by ecclesiastical institutions
during the Carolingian era was alienated de jure or de facto into the
grasp of the new regional rulers.!? Along with the property, actual
control over parishes and monasteries gravitated into lay hands.
The dislocation and disruption of church life were severe. Indeed,
a number of monasteries and dioceses ceased to exist in the most
badly disorganized areas, such as Normandy and England.!®
Where ecclesiastical institutions continued to function, they were
absorbed to a greater or lesser degree into the system of propri-
etary churches. The property and offices of the church often be-
came, for practical purposes, part of a lay lord’s patrimony. Ee-
clesiastical revenues, offices, and sacraments were treated by their
lay and clerical holders as personal possessions that could be
bought, sold, and used, like virtually any other form of property.
In the vivid phrase of Emile Amann, the church was “au pouvoir
des laiques.”1?

The net result of these developments in the life of the church

64



THE BEGINNINGS OF CRITICISM

was serious decline, especially when judged against the standard of
the relatively orderly Carolingian church. Many of the economic,
administrative, intellectual, and moral achievements of the ninth
century were eroded during the times of troubles in the late ninth
and tenth centuries.

However, the late tenth and first half of the eleventh centuries
witnessed recovery and regeneration in many areas of Latin Chris-
tendom, coinciding with a general demographic and economic
recovery. There were stirrings of reaction within the church against
the disorganized state of affairs. Lorraine, Burgundy, Rome, and
other areas were the sites of spontaneous and generally uncoordin-
ated reform movements, which often worked for different ends and,
indeed, sometimes at cross-purposes.?

In their attempts to attack the abuses in the feudalized and lay-
dominated church, the reform movements created or revived intel-
lectual tools. The abundant polemic literature produced by pro-
ponents and opponents of particular reforms was the forum within
which such intellectual tools were employed and refined. These
tools were intellectual techniques, attitudes, and value judgments
that served to undermine and discredit conditions offensive to the
reformers. They included a renewed interest in, and cultivation of,
the canon law;?! a stress on the hierarchical nature of the church
that placed it beyond the legitimate control of laymen;?? an em-
phasis on the papacy as the center and arbiter of ecclesiastical
affairs;** and a concern for the moral reform of the clergy, in-
cluding the enforcement of clerical celibacy.?*

There was one further intellectual tool that is of central impor-
tance lor this study. The full-blown concept of simony was a product
of the struggle by the reformers to break lay control over the
church.® The reformers saw in the buying and selling of sacred
things, especially holy orders and church offices, a hateful crime,
indeed, a heresy,? that was a root cause of the other problems
facing the church. They sought to end the commerce in sacred
things because they saw in it a source of profit and of encourage-
ment to the lay and clerical exploiters of the church.

To be sure, the Carolingian church had also opposed the buying
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and selling of the sacraments and ecclesiastical offices. The term
simonia and the constellation of ideas it connoted were relatively
common in Carolingian documents.?” However, when the re-
formers of the eleventh century sought to elaborate the concept of
simony as a weapon with which to attack economic dealings in
sacred things, they apparently could find little help or, more to the
point, little prestige and authoritative weight in the writers of the
Carolingian age. They turned instead to the texts of Christian
antiquity, particularly to the writings of Pope Gregory 1. His letter
collection and sermons provided hints, comments, and key ideas
that formed the elements for the fully developed concept of si-
mony.?® In addition to the texts of Pope Gregory, the eleventh-
century polemicists drew on certain striking biblical texts for ,up-
port. First and foremost, frequent use was made of the account of
Simon Magus in the Acts of the Apostles, in which the Apostle
Peter rebuffed his attempt to buy the power of the Spirit.?® The
punishment of Giezi with leprosy because he had demanded
money for a cure wrought by his master, the prophet Elisha, was
also cited often, and Giezi became the literary symbol of the simo-
niacal seller as Simon Magus was that of the buyer.*® Christ’s driv-
ing of the money-changers and dove-sellers from the temple also
served the reformers well as a proof text.3! Finally, Christ’s ad-
monition to the apostles to give freely what they had received freely
completed the set of much-used biblical texts.3? The reformers also
cited the second canon of the Council of Chalcedon {451} and
the accounts of Simon Magus in the Apocrypha® to work out a
concept of simony that was an effective ideological weapon in the
struggle to loosen the grip of laymen on the church and to purify the
relations of bishop to priest and of priest to people.®

The concept of simony has been treated often by scholars, es-
pecially from the viewpoint of its implications for the validity of
sacraments performed or received simoniacally.® However, for
the men of the eleventh century the term simonia had far richer
connotations than those to be found in it by a primarily canonistic
treatment. Simonia was a term that evoked a theological-historical
myth of complexity and fascination for contemporaries. A charter of
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the monastery of Saint Victor at Marseilles, written about 1060,
placed simonia in the broad context of the history of God's dealings
with men. The charter recounted the story of the Creation of Man,
the Fall of Man through sin, and his salvation by Jesus Christ. Then
it continued:

. . . And they [the apostles] were witnesses of the truth, and as long
as they lived in the present life they strongly resisted the simoniacal
heresy, obeying their Saviour who had commanded them, saying
“Freely you have received, freely give.” From among all of them there
was one in the primitive church, the most blessed Peter, . . . who
fought Simon Magus, from whom this unspeakable heresy took name
and deed, by means of different arguments of word and act from
Jerusalem all the way to great Rome. Peter acted in such a way that,
having prayed to God, he cast down to earth his [Simon’s] wicked
body, which he saw flying in the air by magic arts; and not much later
he subjected that body to a horrible death. That detestable heresy has
spread so much that in modern times . . . there are scarcely any to
be found in the ecclesiastical order who are not bound by the chain of
this execrable evil.??

The view that was reflected in this charter depicted Simon Magus
as a colorful anti-hero, the very first heretic, and his heresy the
very worst of all.3® Simon Peter, the first pope, was a rival and
foil to Simon Magus, the first heretic.?® The charter of Saint
Victor also reaffirmed the note common to many reform-minded
men of the eleventh century: that in their day simony had gained
the upper hand and threatened to corrupt the church from top to
bottoms. Simony was visualized as a contagion, a filth that con-
taminated all it touched.*® The frequency and seriousness of
simony raised questions in some minds about the very survival of
legitimate priesthood in the church.*! Only when the deep disgust
with which many reformers approached simony is understood can
the reaction against it be comprehended and the often extreme
forms which that reaction took.*?

The simonia myth, with its biblical, canonical, and historical
roots, was a potent and emotional force in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries. There were disputes even within the camp ol the reform-
ers about the punishment appropriate for simoniacs and about the
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effects of simony on the sacraments. There were also attempts by
some lay apologists to deny that certain practices were, in fact,
simoniacal. But it is a clear index of the myth’s acceptance that no
one dared defend buying and selling of holy things in a theoretical
way, as some did defend clerical marriage.3

By the middle of the eleventh century, the concept of simony had
been defined and consequences had been drawn from it by the
reformers that would have required a social revolution to realize
in practice. To eliminate simony, as it was defined by the more
extreme reformers, would have necessitated the severing of most of
the customary ties by which laymen of high social station controlled
and also supported the church.+

Concepts, once created and endowed with emotive force, persist.
They are often transferred by intellectuals from one context to
another with unexpected—sometimes unwanted—results. So it was
when the concept of simony was applied 1o entry into religious life.
The idea of simony had been elaborated to deal with gross and
specihc abuses, such as the outright sale of sacraments and ec-
clesiastical offices. In the course of attacking such practices, a
vigorous antisimoniacal propaganda program was pursued, and
conscientious churchmen and laymen were sensitized to the prin-
ciple that a res spiritualis, "a spiritual thing,” ought not to be sold,
with the term sold being understood in a broad sense to mean given
for money, favor, or services rendered. Thus, in a strictly logical
sequence, anything included in the category of res spiritualis could
be bought or sold only at the peril of simony. However, in human
affairs it is often true that logical deductions from principles are
not drawn immediately, if at all. It is one of the main conclusions
of this study that it was a relatively long period of seventy-five
years before the conclusion was firmly accepted that the religious
habit and status were res spirituales and their sale simoniacal.
The last major extension of the concept of simony was completed
in the twelfth century, when economic dealings revolving about the
entry into religion were perceived as potentially simoniacal.

It is clear that payment to become a monk was not one of those
gross abuses against which the concept of simony was originally
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directed. To be sure, eleventh-century reformers were convineced
that monks could and did commit simony. But there was nothing
unique about their simony, which consisted in purchasing offices,
e.g., an abbacy, and sacraments.*¢ Their offenses were not differ-
ent from those that any Christian could commit, so there was
nothing “"monastic” in their simony. The reformers apparently did
not think that when a man gave a large gift or negotiated an
agreement to become a monk he was thereby committing simony.
[ have found no eleventh-century list of simoniacal acts that in-
cluded the purchase of the religious habit. At the very most, one may
surmise that the vague terms that concluded such lists contained an
implicit reference to entry into religion.#” But such a surmise
hardly seems justifiable. In the eleventh century simony was a
common topic for conciliar legislation and for pamphleteering, and
to find no explicit statement about the simoniacal nature of many
entry agreements creates a strong presumption that contemporaries
did not draw a connection between entry gifts and simony. Indeed,
the first church council of the eleventh century that criticized
the association of payment and monastic entry was that held at
Melfi in 1089 by Pope Urban II, who was a former prior at Cluny.
For the first time since the early ninth century, a church council
forbade the requirement of a gift from those coming to be monks:
“Let no abbot presume to demand a price from those who come to
conversion, on any occasion of agreement.”’*® The canon was re-
peated in a Roman council of 1099, held under the same pope.*
This brief text did not use the term simonia to describe the prac-
tice that it criticized, and it is not absolutely certain that the canon
was conceived within the framework of the simonia myth. It was
only about thirty years later, in the 1120s, that clear, explicit crit-
icism of required entry payments as simoniacal can be found in
the sources. Before that time criticism was based on other grounds.
The fact that gifts at entry were customary and normal did not
shield them [rom unfavorable judgments in the eleventh and early
twelfth centuries. Scrupulous churchmen perceived problems when
the custom was abused, and two paticrns of criticism of entry
gifts appear in the sources. First, it was alleged that a gift obtained
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under dubious circumstances might be a form of "filthy gain';
second, it was argued that any gift might endanger the humility
of the entrant.

“Seekers after Filthy Gain”

In his First Letter to Timothy, Saint Paul warned Christians
against choosing men as bishops who were sectantes turpe lucrum,
“seekers after flthy gain.”’50 By the fifth century the phrase
“filthy gain” was becoming an ecclesiastical commonplace that
encompassed all modes of gaining income that were perceived as
incompatible with the dignity of a cleric or a monk, such as usury
or business.>! The phrase took on a life of its own, and in the
ninth century Carolingian capitularies and councils reiterated
frequently the ban on clerics seeking turpe lucrum as business-
men (negotiatores),’* agricultural agents or foremen (vilici, con-
ductores),53 usurers,>* slick dealers,’> and speculators in food-
stuffs.’ The prevailing canon law of the eleventh century
perpetuated the view that particular forms of income were “filthy”
for clerics, monks, and even all Christians. The Decretum of Ivo
of Chartres, a_canonical collection composed about 109457 re-
peated the earlier tradition by forbidding to the clergy a whole
series of practices on the grounds that they represented hlthy
gain. Ivo’s work included under the ban usury,® buying crops
cheaply at harvest and selling them dearly during famine,®
and managing a business.% Monks in particular were warned
te avoid all secular business in which profits were made.! In
general, the category of turpe lucrum included any sort of greedy
or 'shady dealing in which the clergy ought not to be involved.
In a common literary antithesis, flthy or earthly gains were con-
trasted with the profit of souls, lucrum animarum

Since the category of turpe lucrum was firmly established in
eleventh-century canon law, it was only natural that churchmen
concerned about abuses of the custom of gilts at entry into reli-
gion should invoke it. Indeed, the Carolingian Council of Chalons
in 813 set a precedent when it condemned bishops and abbots for
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inviting men to religious life on account of their money or prop-
erty. The council specifically called the abuse a form of turpe
lucrum.®® Eleventh-century churchmen also found in the category
of filthy gains a means to express disapproval of certain aspects of
monastic entry gifts. When Abbot Warin of Saint Arnulf wrote to
John of Fécamp about the case of a wealthy Jewish convert
who had become a monk, he declared that if the convert left
the monastery and took his considerable fortune with him, he
should be allowed to do so because it was better for an abbot to
save souls than to seek gold.** Peter Damian, citing directly the
canon of Chalons (813), criticized monastic officials who enticed
entrants to join their community in order to get their property.
He declared that those officials

do not love God, nor are they found to seek the profit of souls [lucrum
animarum), [but] fired up by the pricks of flthy gain [wrpe lucrum],
they deceive some simple folk with their oily persuasions so that they
may draw them by empty promises lo the monastery.%

In a letter dated 1104-5, encouraging a hermit to send him re-
cruits, Abbot Geoflrey of Venddme expressed his uneasiness about
venal receptions:

Concerning the other one . . . whom you mentioned, if he seems to
you 1o be of good life, take care to send him to us; and do not delay
sending to us whatever clerics of upright life you find. We love in
men honest poverly more than their proud riches. If they possess
them, the riches ought not to be scorned; for they have their place.
We seek nothing for making monks, but if something is offered we
aceepl, since the Rule requires it to be accepted. Indeed, our order
requires that we be such who give effort not for temporal gain |fucris
temporalibus| but for gaining souls [lucrandis animabus).5

Geoffrey clearly hesitated about too close a connection between a
man’s wealth and his encouragement by monks to enter religion.
He openly defended gifis, but he criticized the prelate who vio-
lated the norms of his order and whose ¢xcessive interest in wealthy
recruits made him a “seeker after filthy gain.”
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Gifts as a Threat to Humility

Thus in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, abuses of entry
gifts were criticized as a base and unworthy means for a cleric to
gain money, with no reference to simony. There was a second
reason, rooted in an ancient tradition of monastic psychology, that
prompted certain thinkers to have reservations about receiving
any gift from an entrant. In a sermon delivered to monks about
1126-27, Peter Abelard criticized some religious houses for their
venality in receiving new members:

“If you wish to be perfect, sell all that you have, and give to the poor
and come follow me.” He did not say, “Come and bring what you have
to us,” but rather, “First offer your possessions to others and thus
afterwards receive our possessions.” But we, on the contrary, since
we seek not so much the profit of the soul as of money, exhort any-
one coming to conversion to bring what he has, and we do not so
much give him our support as sell it.8”

Abelard’s sermon was a lengthy attack on monastic ambition and
greed, which contradicted the ideal of withdrawal from the world.
In the sentiments expressed and in its vocabulary, it stood in the
long tradition of condemning forms of turpe lucrum. However, in
his specific references to entry gifts, Abelard sounded another
criticism as well:

In which [procedure] we give him [the novice] a large occasion for
temptation. Easily becoming proud about the things that he brought,
he may grow angry and murmur when he lacks for anything; and he
may complain that he is miserable and betrayed, since he sees him-
sell equated with those who brought less or nothing at all. Cutting
away all these excuses [for complaint], Christ therefore ordered [a
man| to be taken naked rather than rich. He who ordered his dis-
ciples, “Freely you have received, freely give,” wished to exhibit this
first in himself, desiring not so much by his words as by his example
to incite us to this. And it would have been much better and more up-
right for him [the convert] to have kept his goods so that he might
have the fruit of charity from his own property, than by begging for
others’ goods to incur detriment of his reputation and to injure in a
large way the dignity of the religious state.®
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This opinion that a novice who brought a gift was particularly
prone to the vices of pride and complaining was not original with
Peter Abelard. Some of the monastic rules of late antiquity and
of the early Middle Ages, especially in the Latin West, reveal a
marked reluctance to accept gifts from new members. John Cassian,
who was one of the earliest and most influential writers on mon-
asticism in the West, spelled out the reasons for this reluctance
in his Institutes, written at Marseilles about 420-24. Cassian said
that the monks of Egypt refused to take a single coin from those
who joined their group. The Egyptian monks had learned by bitter
experience that the memory of a gift made the monk restless, in-
subordinate, and ready to abandon the monastic life when difh-
culties appeared.

Therefore they refuse to receive from him money which is going to be
put to the uses of the monastery; first, lest inflated by confidence
in that gift he may not deign to equal himself to the poorer brethren;
second, lest on account of this pride not descending to the humility
of Christ, when he is unable to tolerate the discipline of the monas-
tery, he may flee from it.5¢

When such monks left the monastery, they often sought the return
of their gift, which led to litigation and distraction for the house.
Thus Cassian expressed a tradition that saw in the gift at entry a
direct danger to the humility of the monk and an indirect threat
to the tranquility of the house. The Regula monastice communis,
attributed to Fructuosus of Braga, a Visigothic abbot and bishop
of the mid-seventh century, voiced a similar view. The Regulo
painted a gloomy verbal picture of the problems and scandals
caused by men who left a monastery and sought the return of their
entry gift. Its solution was a simple one: “When anyone requests
to enter, let the monastery receive nothing from his resources,
not even a single coin; but rather let him give all to the poor with
his own hand. . . .”7 The Regula thus interpreted literally the
text of Matthew’s Gospel that said, “If you would be perfect, go
and sell all that you have, and give to the poor and come follow
me.” The prospective monk was obliged to give everything to the

73



SIMONIACAL ENTRY INTO RELIGIOUS LIFE

“poor of Christ,” and he risked expulsion from the monastery if he
gave anything to his immediate family, other relatives, the church,
the ruler of the region, or his slaves,

. since we see him not in the number of the apostles, but a fol-
lower of Ananias and Saphira. May you know that such a person is
unable in the moenastery to come up to the standard of a monk, or to
stoop to the poverty of Christ, or to acquire humility, or to be obedi-
ent, or to persevere there forever; but when any reason for punish-
ment or correction of the monastery by the abbot shall arise, immedi-
ately he arises in pride and puffed up by the spirit of distaste, he
leaves the monastery in flight.™

Such an absolute rejection of gifts from entrants was not feasi-
ble economically for most religious houses. But even the more
moderate monastic rules, such as that of Saint Benedict, which al-
lowed the prospective monk to offer his goods either to the poor or
to the monastery, were careful to insist that, whatever he did with
them, the man was cut off from them.’? The essential concern
was the personal humbling of the new monk, the fostering in him
of a psychological state beftting his new life. The Regula mon-
asteri tarnatensis held that if a gift impeded the growth of the in-
ner virtues of humility and poverty, then it would have been better
for there to have been no gift at all:

If they have offered a little part of their property to aid the expenses
of the group, let them not be puffed up on account of this; from that
action whence at first they desired to ascend they may afterward
fall. What good is there in distributing wealth and in being made
poor by giving to the poor, if the wretched soul is made more proud
in scorning riches than it was in possessing them?™

Thus it was the consideration of pride on the part of the giver
and of scandal or litigation if he reneged on his gift that made
some monastic legislators reluctant to receive gifts from novices.
Fear of simony was in no way an element of this thought pattern.
The reluctance to receive gilts was embodied in authoritative texts,
especially the Institutes of Cassian, whom Benedict recommended
as reading matter for his disciples.™ Therefore Abelard could crit-
icize the gifts of entrants on the basis of this monastic psychology.
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with no reference to simony. Indeed, it would probably falsify its
meaning to see a reference to simony in the sermon, which stated
clearly that a gift at entry was dangerous because,

easily becoming proud about the things which he brought, he may
grow angry and murmur when he lacks for anything; and he may
complain that he is miserable and betrayed, since he sees himself
equated with those who brought less or nothing at all.™

Conelusion

In the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries, monastic think-
ers accepted the basic legitimacy of gifts at entry into religious
life. When the admission of a new member was motivated by
mercenary considerations, the critics attacked it as the search for
“filthy gains” and as an incitement to pride in the novice, who
was supposed to be abandoning worldly pride. In spite of their
willingness to criticize payments on those grounds, monastic think-
ers before the mid-twelfth century seem to have been reluctant to
admit that simony in the reception of new members was a danger,
or even a significant possibility. The Paris theologian Peter the
Chanter attributed an opinion to Bernard of Clairvaux, who was
active from 1115 to 1153: “Abbot Bernard said that there could
never be simony in the giving of a gift for making a monk, particu-
larly when the monastery was poor.”” The editor of Peter the
Chanter’s Summa de sacramentis was not able to find this opinion
in the extant works of Bernard. However, whether or not Bernard
himself said this, the opinion expressed was widely held among the
religious. The entry gift, with all its implications of negotiations
and pacts, was an all but unquestioned element of their tradition,
open to criticism when abused, but not perceived as fundamentally
wrong.
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CHAFTER FOUR

Entry Payments as Simony

-l | This chapter will treat early twelfth-century attempts to
i apply the intellectual category of simony to the payments
¢} and transactions that customarily accompanied entrance
to religious life. The major texts reflecting this attempt
{ were those of Rudolph, abbot of Saint Trond; Gerhoh of
i Reichersberg; and Gratian, the Bolognese compiler of the
'5 Decretum.

Rudolph of Saint Trond

Sometime between 1123 and 1138, a controversy arose at Co-
logne concerning the gift demanded from a man who wished to
place his son as an oblate in the monastery of Saint Panteleon. The
dispute became heated and began to draw the interest of the city
populace. The prior of Saint Panteleon, Sibertus, wrote for advice to
Rudolph {ca. 1070-1138), a former abbot of Saint Panteleon and,
at the time of the controversy, abbot of Saint Trond. Rudolph was
experienced in the areas of canon law and the study of simony. He
had compiled a canonical collection about 1100.! In addition, a
notice of Mabillon indicated that Rudolph had written two works on
simony, including one that was specifically concerned with the si-
mony of monks.? Unfortunately, these three works seem to have
perished However, Rudolph’s reply to the prior Sibertus does sur-
vive, in which he laid out his position on simony in entrance to
religion. Sibertus’ letter described the origins and issues of the con-
troversy thus:

A certain young boy was offered to us by his parents as an oblate, and
because of their devotion they offered as much as they wished of their
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wealth along with the boy. A certain man, richer in goods but poorer
and greedier in will, saw this and was envicus, and immediately he
asked that his son be received. Much time was consumed in asking and
denying, since his parents wished to intreduce that boy by force, with-
out a gift.?

It is important to remember that the monks had custom and prece-
dent on their side in this quarrel.

At length, when his father was summoned in a friendly way, so that he
might give to the church something from the goods which God had
given him, he began to rage, saying that he was unwilling to commit
simony. Seized by this fury, he struck us with much injury, he hlled
the markets and streets, he moved citizens and ecclesiastical persons,
by declaring that we offer for a price that which we are ordered to give
for free. He said "If indeed a rich commoner is easily admitted, [and] a
nobler person coming simply [i.e., without a gift] is driven away by
many excuses, then it appears obvious that not the person, but the
money is sought. And when he, who at first was repudiated, has
brought a sack of money and has merited the formerly denied entrance,
who does not see how much simony is committed here?”

Since he was a well-known person of the city, this accusation dis-
turbed us very much. At length, summoned again by clergy and laity,
we answered as before that it was fitting and just, and net conirary to
canonical rigor, that whoever wishes to join himself or one of his own to
the church, while he has possessions whence he can offer, ought to
offer [something] for the use of the same church. They said, however,
“"Monasteries are set up for this [purpose|, sc that whoever wishes to
abandon the world ought rightfully to enter, and neither the occasion of
poverty nor of any other thing should be an obstacle to him since those
whom God unites and brings 1ogether, He fills with all good things.”™

The father of the boy, and his lay and clerical supporters, made
three charges against the monks of Saint Panteleon. First, they ac-
cused the monks of taking new recruits for money. Second, they
asserted that monasteries should be open to all and that Saint
Panteleon was not, Third, they declared that the monks should rely
on God rather than on recruits for their needs. Rudolph of Saint
Trond wrote a long reply to the letter of Sibertus, in which he at-
tempted to meet these three criticisms. It is his reply to the first
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criticism that is significant for the problem of simony in entrance
to religious houses.

Rudolph wrote to Sibertus that the charge was not serious, could
not really be pursued in a court of law by the man, and therefore the
monks should ignore their critics with “silent derision.”s However,
he agreed to write a reply because the charge was upsetting and
scandalous for the monks. Rudolph took the offensive against the
“rich but tight and greedy man,”s and he defended the premise
that those who offer a child to a monastery are obliged to give with
him that portion of their goods which the child would have re-
ceived if he had remained in secular life.

He wishes to cover himself and to purify himself with the name of
piety, so that as if on account of simony . . . he may seem to retain
what he retains on account of greed. If he wishes [both] to aveid
simony and to shed avarice, let him do justice, for simony and avarice
can not be done with justice. But what is the justice we ask him to do,
so as to flee simony and avarice? Let him divide equally among his
sons that which he is saving or retaining on account of his sons, or, as
he lies, in order to avoid zimony. But, he wishes to send one [son]
from himself to give to God and to the holy church. This is very good;
but nevertheless it is good and just that he send after him or with him
his share. But I believe that he wishes to send [him] from the world for
this purpose, that he may keep the boy's portion in his money-bag.’

The lines were clearly drawn, with Rudolph asserting that the
money was owed to the boy and the father asserting that it was
simony to demand the money. Rudolph accused the rich man of
avarice, idolatry, and sacrilege because he was cheating his son, the
monastery, and God out of their rightful due.® Rudolph questioned
the sincerity of a man whose accusation of simony fitted in so well
with his own self-interest.

However, the boy’s father had certain religious and social atti-
tudes on his side of the argument. Monastic theology held that the
monk was dead to the world, and many of the relatives of monks,
beginning especially in the twelfth century, interpreted that the-
ological image literally and drew the conclusion that normal inheri-
tance laws should prevail when a person "died” by entering re-
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ligion.? Rudolph tried to counter that view by insisting that the
image of the monk’s death had another, contrary interpretation.

May he give to him [the boy] what is his, may he hand over what he
was keeping for him. But he says, “"He is dead.” Indeed, he is dead to
the world, but he lives to God. His pertion is owed to the poor of Christ
and to the church. It is owed to them o whom he went; it is owed to
Christ, for he has gone to him.1

Rudolph’s opponent next declared that he would give the boy’s
goods to the poor, rather than to the wealthy monks. Rudolph in-
sisted that the monks, because of their voluntary abnegation, were
truer and worthier “‘pauperes Christi” than the worldly poor, who
were still marked by greed and desire for goods. He concluded
that it was to the monks that Christ was referring in the gospel
when he told the rich young man to sell all he had and give 10 the
poor. 1!

Furthermore, Rudolph returned to his major contention that the
rich man could not legitimately choose whether or not to give the
boy’s portion to the monastery: “You say well, “The goods which |
have I am going to give to the poor.” The goods that you have,
give to whatever poor you wish but allow the goods which are
your son’s to follow him to the monastery, where you offer him
among the poor of Christ to follow the Lord.”!2

Rudolph’s opponent apparently claimed that the Rule of Benedict
was on his side as well, because Rudolph felt obliged to offer a
rather forced exegesis of the text. Chapter 59 of the Rule said clear-
ly that the parents ought to disinherit their child, and that only if
they were unwilling to do so were they to give a gift with him to
the house.’® Rudolph omitted entirely the part of the text on dis-
inheritance and concentrated his argument on the right of the
parent to choose what to give, or, indeed, whether to give.

Likewise in the text about the sons of nobles and of the poor. "If they
should wish to offer anything for their reward as a gift to the mona-
stery, let them make a donation to the monastery out of the posses
sions which they wish to give.”” He hears perhaps and is happy, because
the blessed Benedict places this decision in his choice. But certainly
the holy man would place this in the choice of no one, unless he knew
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that the decision which eught to be made was going to be holy and
just and pious. However, since what is holy and just and pious could
not enter the will of this man, may he have his possessions in perdition.
He wishes that his son be taken empty-handed, [then] let him bring it
about that he is one of the number of those about whom the blessed
Benediet writes. “But, who,” he says, “have nothing at all, let them
simply make the petition and may they offer their son with the oblation
before witnesses.””!4

Thus Rudolph argued that this man could not choose, as the Rule
allowed, because he was insincere and would choose incorrectly.
Whereas it seems that Benedict’s Rule foresaw the possibility of
receiving the sons of rich men gratis, Rudolph restricted such re-
ceptions to the sons of the poor. The rich, in his view, must give a
gift, or the child should be rejected.

Thus the burden of Rudolph of Saint Trond’s positive argument
was that the father was under a binding obligation to send the boy’s
portion to the monastery along with the boy. To support his claims,
he referred to the ius Dei et hominum, and to the lex optima ecclesiae
and the leges imperiales.’S However, he did not cite these texts or
specify them more exactly. Presumably, the terms ius hominum and
the leges imperiales referred to the Code of Justinian, which pro-
vided that the undisposed  goods and rights of a man entering
monastic life should follow him.! The lex optima ecclesiae and the
ius Dei are equally mysterious terms. It is recorded that Rudolph
compiled a collection of canons and of scriptural excerpts, and was
presumably familiar with earlier collections.!” These terms may
refer to adaptations of Justinian’s law that had found their way into
canonical collections,'® or to certain biblical and patristic texts
that he felt supported his view.!® Indeed, there is a possibility that
the terms were mere rhetorical embellishments to strengthen a
weak case, a case without the support of prestigious auctoritates.

In addition to this positive task of proving that it was the
father’s duty to give his son’s share to the monastery, Rudolph also
set himself the negative task of rebutting the charges of simony
made against the monks of Saint Panteleon. The main question at
issue, raised by the rich man and his supporters, was the propriety
of the monastery’s refusal to receive an oblate without a gift. They
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had charged that the requirement of a gift with an entrant was
simony. Rudolph attacked the sincerity of this charge, attributing
it to the simple greed of the father.2® However, he did make two
attempts in his letter to deny that the reception of new monks with
required gifts was, in fact, simony. He assumed that one of the
characteristics of a simoniacal act was its clandestine nature. Using
this assumption, he denied that an open, public gift made at an
oblation could be simoniacal. “The holy Benedict orders that not a
hidden, but a solemn gift be made to the monastery, which that
wretch, seized by the furies, calls simony.”’?! This argument was
not developed at all, probably because a forced gift, even if public,
was of questionable propriety and of dubious freedom from simony.

The second, more-sustained argument put forward to deny that a
forced gift was simoniacal was that based on the father’s obliga-
tion to give the boy’s portion along with him. For if the father
was obliged to give, then a forced gift was nothing more than the
monastery seeking its due,

For that portion, which ought to come to the son in the world, should
by the law of God and of men follow him to the church to which he
wishes to hand him over to God. However, to demand and to wish to
have what is just is no simony, but much more is it rapine and avarice
to keep what he ought jusily to give.2

Rudolph pursued this argument and developed it, but finally he
apparently could not find in it a convincing defense of forced gifts.
For he admitted that the monks were wrong to demand a gift, and
he advised them to proceed with caution in the matter.

Therefore, brethren, pull back from a man of this type and don’t touch
his uncleanness, lest you seem both to join in idolatry through his greed
and to incur the mark of simony because of it. Just as it is your duly to
demand nothing from him or from anyone else for an affair of this type,
g0 it was his duty, if he were a man of God and not of Mammon, to
make a gilt from the portion of his estate that would come to the son,
along with him to the church that must hereafier feed and clothe him.
But since he does not wish to do this, and you cannot and ought not to
force him, but only to exhort picusly, then he cannot and cught not to
force you if you do not wish to receive his son.
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Therefore, beloved brethren, flee every kind of simony, removing
your hand from every gift. Very subtle simony is the art of the devil.
It is threefold, . . . : for it is connected by three strands: undue ser-
vice, gift, and flatiery. Often, by these three at once, sometimes by one
of them, he [the devil] trips up feet that seem ta walk well, he binds up
the eyes of some who think they have lynx-eyes. . . . If anyone offers
to you himself or his son for reception in the monastery, with a sound
eye of the mind and with full purity of heart, without any evil greed,
may he hear through you the advice of Saint Augustine and the precept
of Saint Benedict’s Rule. . . . If he hears and obeys, it is well, you
have saved his soul from death; if he does not obey, it is no iniquity
or sin for you if you do not receive him. . . . Dear brothers, it is a
major task in such affairs to retain great purity of mind, and no greed
of avarice, since, just as every man who sees a woman and lusts after
her has committed fornication in his heart, so every man who, through
wicked greed, demands or desires anything, or even acts in hope of
retribution, from ecclesiastical goods, is made a simoniac, and if not
before the people, then certainly before the eye of God.2?

In his treatment of this new problem, Rudolph of Saint Trond
admitted that the charge made by the boy's father was, indeed,
possible. He sought for the monks of Saint Panteleon to avoid both
the appearance and the reality of such simony. At the same time he
wished to preserve the custom of accompanying a new monk with
an entrance gift. Indeed, his major line of defense for the monks
was to argue that the gift was, according to the law of God and of
men, obligatory on the part of the boy’s father, because he owed to
the boy and to the monastery what he would have given to the oblate
if the child had remained in secular life. :

Rudolph recommended specifically that the monks meet with
the father and remind him in a pious, friendly way of his duty in
the matter.? But they ought not to demand from him a gift. If he
persisted in his refusal to give anything, then their course of action
was to refuse entrance to the boy. Rudolph therefore left entrance
contingent on money, and he never came successfully to grips with
the father’s accusation that had touched off the controversy:

Il indeed a rich commoner is easily admitted, [and] a nobler person

coming simply [i.e., without a gift] is driven away by many excuses,
then it appears obvious that not the person, but the money is sought,
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And when he, who at first was repudiated, has brought a sack of
money and has merited the formerly denied entrance, who does not
see how much simony is committed here?%

Rudolph accepted as normal and just the custom according to
which entrants, especially from the wealthy classes, were accom-
panied by a gift.

Monasteries of monks have not been set up so that they may indis-

criminately receive, clothe, and nourish at the expense of the church

the sons of greedy rich men and [that] their fathers, eager for greed

and avarice, may satis{y their money-bags from the due portion of their
2
sons.

In the case of such men, Rudelph felt that it was acceptable for
the monks to bargain with the father and to refuse to receive his
son if they didn’t receive the gift that they thought appropriate.
Thus, in spite of his opposition to simony, Rudolph went far to
confirm the accusation that it was not the person but the money
that was sought. To Rudolph’s scale of values, simony was bad; but
greed on the part of the new monk or his family was, in its way,
worse.

Rudolph may indeed have been criticized by contemporaries for
this reluctance to fault the monks vigorously enough for their ad-
missions practices. The seventeenth-century scholar Mabillon re-
corded the following précis of the final books of Rudoelph’s lost
Seven Books against Simoniacs: “‘In the fifth [book], he accuses
himself that, in speaking of monks, he covers up their simonies. In
the next two books, he cleanses himself of charges of this type.”"%
The work in question seems to be, in chronology, the second of his
two lost works on simony, and may indeed have been written in
response to criticisms of the letter to Sibertus.?® In any case,
Mabillon’s notice indicated that the problem of monastic simony
was under discussion in the 1120s and 1130s in Rudolph of Saint
Trond’s cultural sphere.

Gerhoh of Reichersberg
Gerhoh of Reichersberg (1093-1169), the prolific polemicist for

reform in the empire, left an interesting testimony to the new issue
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of simoniacal entry in his Libellus de eo, Quod princeps mundi
huius ftam iudicatus sit, or Liber de simoniacis.?® The occasion for
the composition of the work was a dispute about one of Gerhoh’s
theological views He upheld the position that the sacraments per-
formed by heretics were irrita, without effect.*® When he explained
his position to Bernard of Clairvaux at Rome in 1133 and again at
Bamberg in 1135, he was not able to convince the latter that his
views were correct. Gerhoh therefore wrote this tract to Bernard,
citing arguments and authorities to justify his position in the
matter.3! Ernst Sackur, who edited the tract in the Monumenta
Germaniae historica, dated its composition to a period not long after
the meeting of Gerhoh and Bernard at Bamberg in March 1135.
Damian Van Den Eynde, who recently studied the entire corpus of
Gerhoh’s works, has shown that the work was revised three times
by its author. The first revision, dated to the year from March
1135 1o 1136 by Van Den Eynde, added a new conclusion,?? in
which Gerhoh wrote a brief disquisition on a new form of simony
that had appeared in his own day.

However, it is convenient now to say something about that most
wicked plague, simony. Indeed, among all the litile foxes which de-
molish vineyards, no little fox is worse or more clever than simony. For
as a certain one says, "By what knot do I hold a face changing as
Proteus?”” Thus, we could say, by what knot may we hold simony, that
very clever little fox, multifarious in aspeet, a thousand-formed in
dress, and almost always dissimilar not only to the other litile foxes,
but even to itself; so much so that when he destroys the vineyards
of Christ, he sometimes appears in the costume of the vintner himself.
For when he has begun to be recognized in any particular one of his
pelts, he immediately puts on another, and sometimes he makes be-
lieve he is planting the vines which he is devastating. Sometimes and
often this little fox is captured by the wise huniers of Christ and his
pelt is taken. But now he finds such a pell in which he can scarcely
be recognized, when he uses craftiness in it, not in the way of a fox nor
does he appear as a wild beast, but as if a tame sheep. For when the
officials of monasteries demand gilts from those whom they receive
in their congregation, they cover over that simoniacal avarice by the
name of “offering”; quite improperly, for an offering is one thing, an
exaction another. What is offered freely is one thing, another thing
what is taken and forced even from unwilling persons. The blessed
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Benedict in his Rule did not order [it] to be done thus: no rather, he
forbade that to be done, teaching that poor people, who offer their
sons, simply make a petition; however, he did net permit anything to
be demanded from rich parents, but if they offered anything volun-
tarily, he agreed that it could be received, because a thing thus re-
ceived could be called an offering, not an exaction. Indeed, when
Christ was recommending to a certain rich young man a perfect con-
version, he did not say, “Go, sell what you have, and bring it to me,”
but rather he said, “Give to the poor, and come follow me (Luc. 18,
22)." Also, when the apostle Peter was ruling the common life at
Jerusalem, he demanded no one's goods, although he received as a
voluntary offering those things placed at his feet. He did not demand
that Ananias and Saphira hand over their possessions to Christ; but
when the possessions were already offered, he demanded them for
Christ and he exercised due punishment against the frandulent hold-
ers of them.3?

In this text Gerhoh treated briefly chapter 59 of the Rule, as
Rudolph of Saint Trond had done, but he came to a diametrically
opposed conclusion. Gerhoh used as his touchstone of judgment the
voluntary nature of the entrance gift. He insisted that even the rich
parent must be free to choose whether or not to make a gift with
his child. Offerings were acceptable; exactions, under whatever
name, were not. In addition to oblates, those adults who sought a
perfecta conversio or who wished to join the vita communis could
give of their goods if they wished, but they should not be forced to
give.

It seems clear that Gerhoh regarded this practice of monastic
leaders as a new form of that fox, simony, which can hide under
all sorts of externally pious appearances.®* The earlier chapters of
this study have made clear that economic transactions accompany-
ing entry were far older than 1135-36. Therefore, what this text
testifies to is the relatively recent recognition, in Gerhoh’s expe-
rience, of such transactions as simony.

There is an interesting methodological point to be made here in
support of the recent date for the emergence of the issue of simoni-
acal entry. The Liber de simoniacis, in which this text appeared, was
marked by a heavy use of authorities to prove its points.® The
pages of the text are studded with quotations from papal letters,
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councils, and the fathers. Gerhoh of Reichersberg obviously com-
manded a wide arsenal of proof texts and liked to use them to
buttress his views. Yet when criticizing this simony connected with
entry into religion, he did a methodological velte-face. He could
apparently find as authorities only Christ’s advice to the rich young
man;% the exemplum of Ananias and Saphira from the Acts of the
Apostles;3” and chapter 59 of Benedict’s Rule, whose stress he had
to change slightly in order to make it say what he wanted.?® One
may conclude that Gerhoh’s sensitivity to simony was offended by
forced “gifts” at entry into religion, but, as far as his citations
show, he had almost no acceptable proof texts directly relevant to
the issue. To use twelfth-century terms, he had ratio on his side, but
only weak and sparse auctoritates and those mostly biblical.

Gratian

It remained for the canonist Gratian, who may have been a monk
himself, to define this problem of simony and to point to a con-
sistent -approach to it. The critical factor in making payment for
entry into religion a recognized form of simony was Gratian’s de-
cision to include a section to that effect in his systematic treatment
of canon law, the Decretum. Causa I, questio 11, was devoted to the
problem “Whether money may be demanded for entrance to a
monastery, and if demanded should it be paid?”’*® This was an
important addition to the stock themes normally treated by canon-
ists, 4

Gratian composed his Decretum sometime between 1139 and
1150, and his difficulties in treating the problem reveal the state of
the question before his own work.*! Gratian’s normal mode of
procedure in the causae, or divisions, of his work was to state a case
and then to answer certain questions about it. His answers were
framed around auctoritates, or authoritative lexts, drawn from
councils, papal decretals, the fathers of the church, and other
sources. By means of reasonings and comments, traditionally called
dicta Gratiani, he sought to harmonize these often disparate and
contradictory lexts, and thereby to answer the questions thal he
had posed for himself. The original title of his compilation, The
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Concordance of Discordant Canons, revealed the aim of the work and
the procedure of harmonization that it followed 4

The problem of simony in entrance to religious houses was a
difficult one for Gratian to treat according to his normal method,
because he lacked one of the components for a solution. To state
the matter clearly, Gratian, like Rudolph and Gerhoh, apparently
did not have acceptable auctoritates to prove that payment to enter
religious life was simony. The earlier canonical collections that he
used as sources, such as those of Burchard of Worms and Ivo of
Chartres, contained no texts directly relevant to the problem. The
reason for this lack of help from earlier collections is not difficult
to determine. The issue was a new one, almost unknown before
Gratian’s time. It was not one of the traditional questions of canon
law, but it was in fact formulated by Gratian and his generation.

The case that Gratian set for himself to solve was stated in the
prologue to causa I: A certain man having a son offered him to a
very rich monastery; he paid ten pounds demanded by the abbot
and the brethren, so that his son might be received, but the latter
was unaware of this by benefit of his age.”’#* Gratian then pro-
ceded in the prologue to state one side and then the other of the
argument about whether such a payment was licit. Here are his
arguments in favor of gifts.

Whether this is done licitly is proved by the course of both Testaments.
For it is read in the first book of Kings that Anna took Samuel with her,
after he was weaned, with three calves, three measures of wheat, and
an amphora of wine to the house of the Lord in Sile. In the Acts of the
Apostles it is read that "there was one heart and one spirit in the
multitude of believers”” nor did anyone call anything which they pos-
sessed to be his own; but all things were common to them. Each of
them sold his felds, and placed their prices before the feet of the
apostles. One of them, Ananias by name, fell dead before the feet of
the apostle, having accepted a sentence of curse because he kept a part
to himself, and so did his wife.

Hence, it appears clearly, that those about to enter a monastery
ought to offer their goods to the officials, and they ought not otherwise
to be received unless they offer their possessions.*

This was a conclusion similar to that which Rudolph of Saint
Trond defended, and which led the latter to justify the demal of
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entry to those who did not offer a gift. Gratian went on in the
prologue to reject this view in part and to modify it in part.

But, it is one thing to offer one’s goods voluntarily, it is another to
pay demands. Anna, the mother of Samuel, offered to the priests not
things exacted or sought, but gifts [given] freely. The believers offered
their goods freely to the apostles, so that they might serve the needs
of those in want. It was not permitted to them to possess the goods
while the persecution of the unbelievers continued. Also, Ananias was
not damned because he was unwilling to offer his goods, but because
he lied to the Holy Spirit [and] he defrauded partially the prices which
he handed over to the apostles.

Therefore, by these authorities, it is not permitted to demand any-
thing from those about to enter, but [it is permitted] to receive things
offered freely, since the former is damnable, but the latter is not.#*

Thus Gratian criticized the Old and New Testament texts cited,
among others, by Rudolph of Saint Trond to defend the insistence
on gifts {rom entrants. Gratian argued, as Gerhoh of Reichersberg
did, that the gift must be given freely, and could not be demanded,
or even asked for, petita.

This prologue to causa 1, questio 11, was followed in Gratian’s
normal method of argumentation by ten chapters of auctoritates
and four comments, or dicta Gratiani. The prologue and the four
comments, that is, Gratian’s own contribution, were the decisive
places in which it was asserted that to demand payment, and to pay,
for entry into religion were simoniacal. It is striking that the ten
authoritative texts cited in the question are, with one exception,
related to the problem obliquely, if at all.

The exception was chapter two, which was an apocryphal
letter of Pope Boniface I, supposedly written in the early fifth cen-
tury to the monks of Cagliari in Sardinia. In fact, the letter is a
forgery that appears, as far as | can determine, nowhere else but in
Gratian’s Decretum.% It was entitled by Cratian, or his editors,
“From those who come to conversion nothing should be demanded,
nor should anyone be invited to conversion for a price.” However,
it dealt in fact solely with the second part of that tille, that is,
the invitation to conversion for a price,

The brethren of an abbey apparently sought a monk from another
house to join theirs, perhaps as their abbot. The monks of the
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second abbey asked for a payment, because they were poor and
were giving up a valuable asset. The monks of the first house
consulted Pope Boniface, and he wrote the following reply.

We have never read that the disciples of the Lord or those converted
to their service brought anyone to the worship of God by means of a
gift. . . . We alse know that “every best offering and every perfect
gift is from above,” from whence he accepts the gift of good will whe
decides by a holy decision of deliberation to serve God freely. [1 stands,
therefore, that he who accepts a price for any reception in a church
sells a gift of God . . . ; the importunate man offering the price buys
la gift of God]. It is not necessary to draw the conclusion which fol-
lows about sellers and buyers of a divine gift. . . . Nevertheless, if he
whom you seek is very useful to your need, let him come, let him begin
to serve God freely, and let him bear piously the burden of his rule.
Afterward, the Roman church permits you, as if by a kind of grant,
to offer some gifts to his church as a comfort to the brethren, so long

as every pact i3 absent, every agreement ceases, and there is no loss to
your church.#’

This letter forbade anyone to be paid to come to a religious house,
because the desire to convert was a gift of God and ought not to be
subject to venal treatment. However, the letter said nothing explicit
about the man who paid for reception or the abbot who demanded
payment to receive a new monk.

This text of the Pseudo-Boniface was, as noted above, an ex-
ception to the statement that the authorities cited in causa I, questio
I1, did not refer to simony in entrance to religious houses. The other
chapters contained diverse material. Chapter one was a canon from
the Council of Braga (572) that forbade bishops to demand anything
for dedicating a church. Chapter two was the letter of the Pseudo-
Boniface. Chapter three was a canon of a Roman council that for-
bade exactions by lesser officials on the occasion of the ordination
of a priest. Chapter four was a quotation from Pope Gregory I that
reinforced the prohibition to bishops and their officials about de-
manding gifts from those to be ordained. After these four auctori-
tates, Gratian inserted his own comment.

By the authority of Boniface, it is shown openly that, just as no one is
to be invited for a price to conversion, so likewise to no one should
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enirance lo a church be offered by the intervention of money. By the
authority of Gregory, it is given to be understood that for entrance of a
church it is not permissible to demand money, but that which is given
freely may be accepied.®®

Chapters five through ten of the questio dealt with the issue of
whether a cleric of independent means ought to be supported at the
expense of the church. The decision reached was:

But, by these authorities, they are not prohibited from being received
by a church, who were formerly rich and abandoned it all, as Peter,
Matthew, and Paul; or those who distributed it to the poor, as Zacheus;
or those who added it te the possessions of the church. . . . But,
they [are prohibited] who, residing in the homes of their parents or
being unwilling to leave their goods, wish to be supported by ec-
clesiastical wealth.

These texts were relevant to one who entered the secular clergy
and who had a choice as to the disposition of his property. However,
they do not seem to be germane to the individual who became a
monk or a regular canon, since his vows of poverty and of com-
munal living effectively denied him any way to live at home or to
retain his wealth personally. Therefore, such an individual would
never be in the situation of being independently wealthy and also
living from the monastic endowment as a monk.

Gratian concluded causa 1, questio 11, with an observation about
the net result of his argument and his authorities: "It stands clearer
than light by the authority of many that it is not permitted to de-
mand money from those about to enter a monastery, lest he who
demands and he who pays incur the crime of simony.”30

However, the texts cited by Gratian had proved or demonstrated
no sach thing. Except for the letter of the Pseudo-Boniface, which
referred to a man’s being paid to come to a monastery, Gratian’s
auctoritates did not refer directly to simony in entrance to monas-
teries, as his initial case had been proposed. It is significant to note
that one of Gratian’s successors or copyists recognized this weak-
ness and took steps to buttress the argument. Possibly sometime
between 1140 and 1170, the third chapter of causa I, questio 11,
was added as a palea.’! The new chapter began with a citation of
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the Council of Melfl, held under Urban II in 1089: “Let no abbot
presume to take or demand a price from those coming to conver-
sion, on the occasion of any pact.”52 The chapter was completed,
perhaps at some later time, by a canon from a sixth-century Roman
council forbidding anyone to seek profit out of priestly ordina-
tions.%?

In spite of any weakness that Gratian’s argument may have had,
his decision to include monastic simony in his Decretum was cru.
cial for the issue. His opinions, expressed in the prologue and dicta,
and his texts made simony in the entrance to religious houses a
problem for canonists and, through them, for the whole church.

Thus one can date the concern about simoniacal entry to the
pericd between 1123, the earliest date for Rudolph of Saint Trond’s
letter, and 1150, the latest date proposed for the composition of the
Decretum. Other sources confirm that thirty-year period as forma-
tive for the issue of simoniacal entry. A council at London in 1127
issued a canon condemning ‘'hxed exactions of money for re-
ceiving monks, canons and nuns.”®* In the late 1120s Urban II's
canon of Melfi, directed against payments for entry, was incor-
porated into at least two canonical collections.

There was nothing inevitable in the development that led to pay-
mentis at entry being classified as simoniacal. The issue could have
been ignored, as it had been for centuries, or could have continued
to be classified as “filthy gain™ or as a spiritual danger to the new
monk. However, the twelfth century was acutely aware of the prob-
lem of simony, and it was natural for entry payments to be seen
from the perspective of payments for a holy thing. When Gratian de-
cided that such payments were indeed simoniacal, that view drove
out all competing opinions, and a new intellectual and practical
problem was posed for solution.

l. When Rudelph entered Saint Trond. Abhot Thierry commissioned him to make
"quasdamque utilissimas compilationes, plenas plurimarum divinarum senlemtiarum scri-
bendas #1 multorum decreta conciliorum™ (Chronique de {'abbaye de Saint-Trond, bk. 8,
chap. 3, ed. C. de Borman (Lidge, 1877), 1: 122).
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2. “Praeter istud Chronicon Rodolfus alia quaedam opuscula seripsit, quorum ipse in
eo Chronico meminil, in primis, . . . volumen septem librorum quos contra simoni-
acos scripsit.”” Mabillon found a copy of the Septem libri conira simoniacos in the library of
Gembloux, and he summarized it thus: “In prime libro, primam et maximam haeresim esse
simoniam ostendit. In secundo deplorat, quod nihil maximum aut minimum tunc esset in
domo Dei, quod qualicumque mode non esset venale. In tertio, ab agris incipiens, id est a
presbyteris villarum, progreditur usque ad rectores et magistratus ecclesiarum, ostendens
quomodo soleant elerici feri, et ecclesias suscipere. In quarto ab agris transit ab [sic] urbes,
agens de venditionibus praebendarum et omnium officiorum, quae sunt in Ecclesia. In
quinto sibi objicit, quod de monachis loquens, simonjas eorumn dissimulet. In ducbus posteri-
oribus libris purgat se de ejusmadi objectis” {J. Mabillon, ed., Vetera analecta, 2d ed. [Paris,
1723), p. 471). W. Levison, A Rhythmical Poem of abeut 1100 (by Roduli of Saint-
Trond?) against Abuses, in Particular Simony and Dancing in Churchyards,” Medievalia e
humanistica 4 (1946):12, n. 31, lists the four known, and presumably lost, manuscripts of
the Septem Lbri contra simonigcos. The poem ediled by Levison, i genuine, is further
evidence of Rudolph’s interest in the issue of simony.

3. “Oblatus est aliquande quidam puerulus nobis a parentibus suis, et devotione sua
cum puero de facultate sua shtulerunt quantum voluerunt. Vidit hoc quidam ditior facultale,
sed pauperior et avarior voluntate et invidit, statimque etiam suum flium suscipi rogavit.
Multum temporis est in petendo et contradicende consumptum, quoniam eundem puerum
parentes vi intrudere voluerunt nudum™ (de Borman, Chronique, 1:243-44). The letter of
Rudolph to Sibertus is also available in MCH, 58, vol. 10, ed. R. Koepke {Hanover, 1852),
pp. 319-24.

4. "Tandem pater eius familiariter convenius, ut de rebus quas sibi concesserat Deus
aliquid conferret aeclesiae, coepit [urere, dicens se nolle symoniam incurrere. Hac arreptus
furia, multa nos pulsavit iniuria, replevit fora et plateas, cives et aecclesiasticas movit per-
sonas, contestans apud nos precio constare quae iubemur gratis dare. ‘S enim, inquit,
plebeius nummatus facile admittitur, generasior simpliciter veniens multum excusationum
repagulis repellitur; patet profecto, quia non persona sed pecunia requiritur. Dumque is qui
primum repudiatus fuerat, sacculum pecuniae attulerit e1 denegatum inireitum meruerit, quis
non videat quantum hic symonia operetur et valeat? Ei quia nota et urhana fuit persona,
satis nos inquietavit hac infamia, Tandem iterum conventi a clericis et laicis, respondimus id
quod prius, quia essel competens el iustum, nec canonico rigori conirarium, ut qui se vel
quempiam suorum aecclesiae vellet sociare, dum haberet unde possel, in usus eiusdemn
aecclesiae deberet conferre. T autem: "Ad hoe, inguiunt, sunt instituta coenobia, ut qui-
cunque seculo voluerit renuntiare, licenter debeat intrare. nec pauperlatis aut alicuius rei
occasio huic erit obstaculo, quia quos Deus coadunat et sociat, bonis omnibus replet et
saciat” (de Borman, Chronique, 1:244),

5. "De re erge, pro qua humilitas vestra parvilatem nosiram dignata est consulere,
prope a scribende manum subtraxeramus, cum nemo sit qui inde vos provocer ad audien-
tiam vel qui irahalt ad i{udicium, et vobis non minus quam nobis sint nota inde sacrae
scripturae et apostolica precepta. . . . Tales silenti irrisione magis sunl pretereundi,
yuam amabili illis conlentionis fune diutius trahendi™ (ibid., p. 246).

6. . .. Pecuniosus homo sed parcus el avarus . . . {ibid.}.

7. “Palliare se vult nomine pietatis et dealbare, ul quasi propter symoniam . . .
videatur servare quod propter avariciam servat. Si vult vitare symoniam el exuere avari.
ciam, facial justiciam, nam symonia et avaricia non possunl fieri cum iusticia. Sel quam
sum rogamus [acere iusticiam, ut fugiat symoniam el avariciam? Inter filios aeque dividat
quod propler filios sive propler vitandam symoniam, ul ipse mentilur, relinel el serval,
Bed a s¢ unum vult emitiere e1 Deo dare et sanclae accelesiae. Bonum bov est utigques
sed el nichilominus bonum et iustum est, ut mittal post illum sive cum ille parlem suzm,
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Sed credo ad hoc vult emittere e seculo, ut partem illius retineat in sacculo™ (ibid.,
pp. 247-48).

8. ... Si post oblationem filii retinuerit quae illi debentur, idolaira erit et sacrilegus,
idolatra propter avariciam, sacrilegus propter Dei et sanctae aecclesiae rapinam' ({ibid., p.
248).

9. Ourscamp, no. 83, ca. 1140. C. Landry, La Mort civile des religienx dans Pancien droit
Jrangais, Eude historique et critigue (Paris, 1900); E. Durtelle de Saint-Sauveur, Recherches
sur Phistoire de la théorie de ln mort civile des religienx (Rennes, 1910).

10. "Reddat ergo illi quod suum est, reddat quod illi servabat. Sed: "Mortuus est’ inquit.
Utique mortuus seculo, sed vivit Deo. Pauperibus Christi et aecclesiae pars ipsius detur.
Illis debetur, ad quos perrexit, Christo debetur, ad eum enim perrexit” (de Borman,
Chronique, 1:248).

11. 1Ibid., p. 257. Abelard, in a sermon on almsgiving, expressed a similar view about
the greater merit of the veluntary peor over those who are poor by necessity: “Hi quidem,
qui sacculo penitus abrenuntiantes apostolicam imitantur vitam, veriores sunt pauperes, et
Deo propinquiores”™ (Migne, 178:568). The view that monks and others living under a rule
were veriares pauperes was incorporated into canonical collections in two texts avtribured
to Gregory (Quingue compilationes antiquae, ed. E. Friedberg [Leipzig, 1882], pp. 36-37,
Comp. I, bk. III, tit. 14; tit. 21).

12. "Bene dicis: ‘Res quas habeo pauperibus confero.” Res igitur quas habes quibusvis
pavperibus confer, sed res quae sunt filii tui dimitte eum ad monasterium sequi, ubi inter
pauperes Christi ad sequendum Dominum eum tradis™ {de Borman, Chronigue, 1:257).

13. "De rebus autem suis aut in praesenti petiticne promittant sub iureiurande, quia
numquam per se, numquam per suffectam personam nec quolibet modo ei aliquando aliquid
dant aut tribuunt occasionem habendi; vel certe si hoc facere noluerint et aliquid offerre
volunt in eleemosynam monasterio pro mercede sua, faciant ex rebus quas dare volunt mon-
asterio donationem. . . .”" (Benediet’s Rule, chap. 59).

14. "Ttem in sententiam de fliis nobilinm vel pauperum: ‘Si aliquid offerre veluerint
in elemosina monasterio pro mercede sua, faciant ex rebus quas dare volunt monasterio do-
nationem.’ Audit forsitan et laetatur, quod in voluntate eius hoc ponat beatus Benedictus.
Et certe vir sanctus in nullius voluntate hoc poneret, nisi sciret, quod debere hoe fieri sane-
tum et iustum et pium esset. Nune, quia quod sancium et justum et pium est, non potest
intrare istius voluntatem, habeat sibi res suas in perditionem. Vult ut vacuus suscipiatur
eius filius, faciat ut de eorum sit numero, de quibus seribit beatus Benedicius. “Qui vero,
inquit, ex tote nil habent. simpliciter petitionem faciant, et cum oblatione offerant filium
suum coram testibug’ ™ {de Borman, Chronigue, 1:249).

15. “Nam portio illa, quae debebat flio contingere in saecula, iure Dei el hominum
deberet eum sequi ad aecclesiam, ad quam eum vult tradere Dee™ (ibid., p. 246).

16.  Corpus juris civilis, vol. 3, Nevellae, ed. R. Schoell and W, Kroll (Berlin, 1895), V,
5; CXXIIL, 38. For a historical treatment of Justinian's measures concerning the property of
religious, see K. Orestano, “Beni dei monachi e monasteri nella legislazione Giustinianea,”
in Studi in onore di Pietro de Francisei (Milan, 1956), 3:561-94.

17, De Borman, Chronique, 1:122.

18. C. G. Mor, “Le Droit romain dans les collections canoniques des X" et XI® sidcles,”
Revue historique de droit frangais et &ranger 6 (1927): 512-24; and ). Imbert, “Le Droit
romain dans les textes juridiques earolingiens,” in Studi in onere di Pietro de Francisci,
3:601-67.

19. Rudslph relied heavily on a sermon of Augustine, whose theme was the criticism
of men who say that they cannot give alms because they must provide for their sons.
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Augustine argued that if a son died, his share should follow him as alms (Sermon 86, Migne,
Yol. 38, cols. 526-29). [n addition, Rudolph cited Benedict's Rufe, chap. 5% Exodus 23:
"Non apparebiz in conspectu meo vacuus'; the exempla of Jesus being offered with gifts
in the temple and of Anna offering Samuel with gifts to God; the exemplum of Ananias
and Saphira, who were siruck dead for helding back part of their gifi; and the wvitee of
Saint Lucia and of Saint Lawrence, both of whom gave property and life to God.

20. The father was described as “miser &1 avaricia excaecatus”™ {(de Borman, Chronique,
1:246); he was called a liar {p. 247); “'what was holy and just and pious could not be par
of his motivation™ {p. 249); he was being led by "an evil spirit™ {p. 230); he and his sup-
porters were men whe “'spiritu avaritiae suae et parcitatis gravati. deorsum feruntur per
vacua obloquii sui campestria (p. 261).

21. “Non occultam sed solempnem rogat fieri beatus Benedictus ad monasterium do-
nationam, quod iste miser arreptus a furiis appellat symoniam™ (ibid., pp. 248-49).

22, "Nam portio illa, quae debebat flic contingere in saeculo, iure Dei et hominum
deberet eum sequi ad aecclesiam, ad quam eum vult tradere Deo. Exigere autem et velle
habere quod iustum est, symonia nulla es1, magis vero rapina est et avaricia retinere quod
iuste debeat dare” {ibid., p. 246}.

23. "Recedite ergo. fratres, recedite ab huiusmodi homine el immundum etus nolite
iangere, ne videamini et per eius avariciam idelatriae communicare, et per eandem notam
symoniae incurrere. Sicut vestrum est nichil ab eo vel ab alio aliquo pro huiusmodi re
exigere, ita et eius erat, si homo Dei esset et non mammonae, de portione hereditatis,
quae filic deberet contingere, oblationem cum eo ad aecclesiam facere, quae eum amplius
deberel er nutrire et vestire. Sed sicut ipse non vult hac facere, el vos non potestis nec
debelis eum compellere, sed pie tantum commonere, ita et. si filium eius non vultis sus-
cipere, non polest nec debet ad hoc vos cogere™ (ibid., p. 250

“Ergo, dilectissimi fratres, fugite omne genus symeniae, excutientes manus vestras ab omni
munere. Ars est diabeli subtilissima symoema, Triplex est . . . : nam guibus connectitur
tria sunt fila, obsequium, manus, lingua. His glerumque tribus simul, aliguando horum
quovis uno quorundam inaodat pedes, qui videbaniur gradi simpliciter, quorundam pre-
siringit oculos, qui se putabant lincees. . . . 5i quis vel se vel hlium suum obtulerit vobis
in coenchio suscipiendum, simplici mentis ocule et tota cordis puritate, sine omni mala
cupiditate, audiat per vos sancti Augustini consilium et regulae sancli Benedicti preceptum.
. .. 5 audierit et obaudierit, bene, salvastis animam eius a morte. si non obaudierit,
neque iniquitas vestra neque peccatum si eum non receperitis. . . . Fratres karissimi,
magnum opus est in tali re magnam habere mentis puritatem et nullam avariciae cupidi-
latem, quia, sicut omnis qui viderit mulierem ad concupiscendum eam, iam mechalus est
cam in corde suo, ita omnis qui de aecclesiasticis donis mala cupiditate aliquid exigit vel
roncupiscil, plus dicam, ve) in spe agi retributionis, symoniacus fit, 1 si non hic coram
populo, cerie coram divino ocule™ {ibid., pp. 261-62).

24, " . . Audial per vos sancti Augustini consiliom el regulae sancti Benedicti pre-
ceptum. . .7 {ibid., p. 262}. In his initial letter Sibertus said that the monks had in laci
summeoned the father for a friendly discussion {p. 244}. The father saw this us simoniaral
pressure: "Quid calumpniaris servos Dei de symonia, pro eo quod lamiliariter 16 conven-
ienles exuere voluerunt avarivia et post avariviam dolatria, nichil a e requirenios nish
quae diclal justicia, exigil misericordia. . . . (p. 25]).

25, lbid., p. 244,

26, “Monachorum coenobia non sunt ad hoc instituta, ut avarorum divitum filios in-
vonsulle suscipiant, vesliant ct nutriant aecclesiae stipendiis, el paires eorum de debita
Niorum porticne maiori students avariciae +1 questui satisfaciant suis narsupiis. . .

(ibwl., p. 25%).
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27. "In quinto sibi objicit, quod de menachis loquens, simonias eorum dissimulel.
In duobus posterioribus libris purgat se de ejusmodi objectis™ (Vetera analecta, p. 471).

28. In the prologue to the Septem libri contra simoniacos, as cited by Mabillen, Rudolph
referred to a work of his called Laberinthum primae simonis, which must have predated
the Septem libri. There is no way to prove that the Septem libri followed the letter 10
Sibertus, but it is suggestive that the Septem lbri, from Mabillen’s description, was di-
rected partly against critics who said Rudolph was lenient te monastic simony.

29, The tract was edited by E. Sackur in MGH, Libelli de Lite, 3:239-72.

30. Sackur's historical introduction to the Liber de simoniacis discusses the events lead-
ing to its composition {ibid., 3:239-40). ). T. Gilchrist, "Simoniaca Aseresis and the Prob-
lem of Orders from Leo IX to Gratian,” in Proceedings of the Second International Con.
gress of Medieval Canon Law, ed. 5. Kuttner and J. J. Ryan (Vatican City, 1965),
pp- 209-35, discusses at length the problem of the significance of the term irrita when it
was used during the sacramental quarrels ol the eleventh and early twellth centuries.

31. MGH, Libelli de Lite, 3:240. On Gerhoh's attempts to convince Bernard of his
views, see D. Van den Eynde, L'Oenwre hittéraire de Géroch de Reichersherg (Rome, 1957),
pp. 34-42. P. Qlassen, Gerhoch wvon Reichersherg: eine Biographie mit cinem Anhange
Vher die Quellen. ihre hondschrifliche Uberlieferung und ihre Chronologie (Wieshaden,
19603, pp. 78-86, discusses the origins of the work.

32. Van den Eynde, L'Ocuvre, p. 40. Classen, Gerhoch, pp. 408-9, agrees in essence
with Van den Eynde's dating ol the Liber and of the revision.

33. “Libet autem adhuc dicere aliqua de iniquissima peste, symonia. Inter omnes
quippe vulpeculas, que demoliuntur vineas, nulla vulpecula nequior vel astutior symenia.
Nam, ut quidam ait,

Quo teneo nodo mutantem Prothea vulius?

sic nos dicere possumus, quo t nodo symoniam vulpeculam astutissimam, vultu
multifariam, habitu milleformem, et pene semper non solum aliis vulpeculis, verum et
sibimetipsi dissimilem, usque adeo, ul cum vineas Christi demoliatur, interdum in ipsius
vinitoris habitu cernatur? Cum enim in una qualibet sua pelle dignosci ceperit, continue
aliam induit, et vineas, quas devastat, interdum se plantare simulat. Aliquando 1 multotiens
haec vulpecula a sagacibus Christi venatoribus deprehensa est, et pelle sua spoliata, at
nune peliem talem invenil in qua vix dignosci possit, quande in ea non more vulpis
utitur astutia, nec omnino apparet quasi bestia, sed quasi ovis domestica. Cum enim ceno-
biorum prelati ab his, quos in suum consortium recipiunt munera exigunt, ipsam symoniacarn
avaritiam nomine oblationis teguni: nimirum satis irproprie, cum aliud sit cblatio, aliud
exactio; alind quod sponte offertur, aliud quod etiam ab invilis aulertur et extorquetur.
Non sic beatus Benedictus in regula sua precepit fieri: immo istud vetuit fieri, docens ut
pauperes, qui pueres suos offeruni, simpliciter petitionem faciani, a divitibus autem par-
entibus non sinit quidem aliquid exigi; sed si quid sponte offerunt, acquiescit posse recipi,
quod ita receplum potest appellari oblatio, non exactio, Christus etiam diviti cuidam per-
fectam conversionem suadens, non ait: Vade, vende que habes, et affer mihi: sed 'da.’
inquil, ‘pauperibus, et veni, sequere me.’ Petrus quoque apostolus communem vitam
[herosolimis regens a nemine sua exigit: quamquam ea suis pedibus apposita, quasi volun-
tariam oblationem recepit. Ananiam et Saphiram sua Christo destinare non exegil: sed ea
iam destinata Christo vendicavit, et in eorum fraudatores debitlam vindiclam exercusl”
(MCGH, Libeili de Lite, 3:268-69),

34. Gerhoh’s insistence that simony has "a new skin,” thai of menastic eniry pay-
menls, corroborates the view that such practices were only just beginning lo be perceived
as simoniacal about 1135-36.

"
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35. One need only examine the text in the MGH, in which the editor used different
type faces for the portions of the work citing authoritative texts. At its most extreme,
Gerhoh's method of compusition consisted in stringing together older texts, for example,
pp- 249, 259. Van den Eynde, L'Ocuvre, p. 36, also notes Gerhoh’s penchant for argu-
ments well-butiressed by auctoritates.

36. Luke 18:18-25.

37, Aets 5:1-1L

38. The Rule, chap. 59, said simply, “But if they are unwilling te do this [i.e.,
disinherit the child] and they wish to offer something as a gifi to the monastery for their
own reward, may they make a dopation o the monastery {rom gifts which they wish to
give.” In writing of forced gifts, Gerhoh strengthened Benedict’s attitude by saying that
“he forbade that to be done” and that "he did not permit anything to be demanded from
rich parents.” Gerhoh obviously read inta the rule his own scruples about forced gifts and
simony.

39 ... An pro ingressu monasterii pecunia sit exigenda, vel exacta persolvenda?”
(Corpus juris canonici, vol. 12 Decretum, ed. E. Friedberg [Leipzig, 1879], p. 407},

4. The important pre-Gratian canonical collections, such as Burchard of Worms’
Decretorum {ibri viginti, Migoe, vol. 140, cols. 537-1058; and Ivo of Chartres” Decretum,
ibid., vol. 161, cols. 591036, and his Panormia, ibid., vol. 161, cols, 1045-1344, had not
given specific attention te simoniacal entry into religion.

41. The date of composition of the Decretum has been a much-discussed topic.
P. Fournier, "Deux controverses sur les origines du Décret de Gratien,” Revue d’histoire
et de lintkrature refigieuse 3 {1898): 235-B0, reviews proposed dates of composition, of-
lered from the twelith to the fiteenth centuries, and discusses the critical reasons for and
against each date. His conclusion is that the Decretum was composed aboul 1140 or sherily
thereafter. This view is accepted by |. Rambaud-Buhot, L’Age classigue, 1140-1378
(Paris, 1965), p. 58. 5. Kuttner, "Gratian,” Encyelopedia Britannica (Chicago, 1968},
10: 707, suggests the period from 1139 to 1150 as that of composition. The most imperiant
recent dissent from this view has come from A. Vetulani, "MNouvelles vues sur le DEcrer de
Cratien,” in La Pologne au X* congrds international des sciences historigues & Rome (War-
saw, 1955}, pp. 83-105, who contends that the Decretum was composed circa 1105-20.
This view has not been generally accepted. For a sympathetic criticism of Vetulani's posi-
tion, see ;. Fransen, "La Date du Décret de Gratien,” Revue d'histoire ecclfsiastique
31 (1956): 521-31, which defends the traditional date of about 1140 {or the Decretum’s
appearance.

42. 5. Kuttner, Harmeny from Dissonance: An Interpretation of Medieval Canon Low
{Latrobe, Pa., 1960}, offers a thoughtlul essay on the procedures used by Gratian and
other canonists to bring order out of their 1angled sources and authorities. P. Torquehian,
"Corpus juris canonici,” DDC, 4:616-20, has a useful illustration of Gratian’s method ol
argumenl in the form of an analysis of his distinctio L.

43, "Quidam habens filium obtulit eum ditissimo cenobio; exactus ab abbate et a
fratsibus decem libras solvit, ut flius susciperetur, ipso tamen beneficio etatis hoc ig:
noranle” {causa 1, prologue).

4. “Hoc ulrumque licite fieri, utriusque testamenti serie conprabatur, Legitur enim in
primo libro Regum, quod Anna detulit secum Samuelum, postquam ablactalus Tueral, in
tribus vitulis, ¢ tribus mediis farinae, et amphora vini ad domum Dei in Sylo. |, In Actibus
vero apostolerum legitur, quod ‘muliitudinis credentium eral vor unum el anima una,’ nes
aliquid carum, que possidebant, quisquam proprivm esse dicebal; sed erant Hlis omnia
rommunia, Singuli vendebant predia sua, el ponebani precia eorum ante pedes apostolorum,
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quorum unus, nemine Ananias, dum partem sibi reservaret, cum uxore sua Sapphira,
sententia maledictionis accepta, ante pedes apostoli ceridit mortuus. 2. Hine liquida
aparet qued ingressuti monasterium sua debent offerre rectoribus, nec aliter sunt recipi-
endi, nisi sua obtulerint™ (causa 1. g. I}, pars. 1).

45. "Sed aliud est sua sponte offerre, alind exacta persolvere. Anna mater Samuelis
non exacta neque petita, sed sponte munera sacerdotibus obtulit. Credentes sua sponte
offerebant apostolis, ut indigentium necessitatibus deservirent, que instante persecutione
infidelium eis possidere non licebat. Ananias quoque non ideoc dampnatus est, quia sua
nollet offerre, sed quia, Spiritui sancto mentitus, precia eorum, que apostolis oblulerat,
ex parte fraudabat. Non ergo his auctoritatibus permittitur rectoribus ab ingressuris aliquid
exigere, sed sponte oblata suscipere, quia illud dampnabile est, hoc vero minime™ {ibid.).

46. C. 5. Berardi, Gratiani ¢ genuini ab apocryphis discreni. . . . (Venice, 1777),
pact 2, pp. 241-43, notes that by reasons of style and of its complete absence outside the
Decretum, the letter Quam pio of the Pseudo-Boniface must be apocryphal. A similay opin-
ion was held by the correciores romani in their edition of 1584, and this was adopted
by Friedberg, Decretum, col. 408. | have been able to find no evidence as to the age
or purpose of the forgery: it is cited directly only in Gratian's work. There was in Rudolph
of Saint Trond’s letter to Sibertus an allusion that may be relevant to the problem: "Sus-
ceptiones igitur de aecclesiis et in aecclesiis maturarum et immaturarum personarum
utique omnes debent gratis fieri, . . " (de Borman, Chronigque, 1: 249}, Rudolph’s let-
ter in fact discussed oaly "susceptiones in aecclesiis,” and the phrase “'susceptiones de
aecclesiis” received no comment. However, on the face of it, the phrase could refer to
a practice similar to that criticized in Quam pio. Il this imerpretalion is corvect, then
Rudolph’s demand that suscepiiones de aecclesiis”™ be made without simony may indi-
cate that the letter of the Psendo-Boniface, or its views, were known outside Gratian's
milieu.

47. “Numquam enim legimus Deomini discipulos vel eorum ministeric conversos
quempiam ad Dei cultum alique muneris interventu provocasse. . . . Scimus equidem,
quod ‘omne datum optimum, et omne donum perfectum desursum est,” a que bonae
voluntatis donum accipit qui sancto deliberationis arbitric gratis Deo servire disponil.
Restat ergo, ut qui pro aliqua ecclesiae susceptione munus accipit. Dei donum . . .
vendat; munus autem largiens inportunus emat. Quid autem de divini doni venditoribus

vel emptoribus consequatur, concludi necesse non est. . . . Verumtamen. si vesirae
necessitati adeo est oporiunus quem reperistis, dum tamen omnis absit pactio, omnis
cesset conventio, nullaque vestrae ecclesiae fial distractio, accedat, gratis Deo servire in-

cipiat, suique regiminis devote gestet obsequium ac postmodum vos, quasi subsidii
gratia, aliqua suae ecclesiae munera largiri fratrum solatio Remana permittit ecclesia”
{causa I, g. 11, canen 2 Quam pio}.

48. "Auctoritate Bonifacii patenter ostenditur, quod, sicut nullus precic est invitandus
ad conversionem, ita nulli pecuniae interventu ecclesiae largiri oportet ingressum.
Auctoritate vere Gregorii datur intelligi, quod pro ingressu ecclesiae non licet pecuniam
exigere, sed spontanee oblatam suscipere licet™ (ibid., dictum after canon 4).

49, "Verum his aucteritatibus prohibentur ab ecclesia suseipi non illi, qui quondam
fuerunt divites, et omnia reliquerunt, ut Petrus et Mattheus et Paulus, aut pauperibus
distribuerunt, ut Zacheus, aut ecclesiae rebus adiunxeruni, . . . : sed illi, qui in domibus
parentum residentes vel sua relinquere nolentes ecclesiasticis faculiatibus pasci desider-
ant™ {ibid., dictum after canon T}.

50. "Multorum auctoritatibus luce clarius constat, quod ab ingressuris menasterium
non licet pecuniam exigere, ne et ille, qui exigit, et ille, qui selvit, symoniae crimen incur-
rat” (ibid., dictum after canon 10).
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51. The problem of the paleae, i.c., additions to the Decretum, is disputed and complex.
1. Rambayd-Buhot,” Les Palene dans le décret de Gratien,” pp. 30-31, says that between
114 and 1170 ihe Decretum recrived additions and corrections to fill gaps and to
steengthen arguments. F. J. Gossmann, Pope Urban Il and Canon Law (Washingten, D.C.,
1960), Catholic University of America Canon Law Studies, no. 403, studied the texts of
Urban IT as they appear in canonizal cellections. Out of twenty-four collections siudied,
the seventh canon of Melfi, Gratian's palea, appeared in ouly two, the Collection in Ten
Parts, and the Cellection of Saint Germain-des-Prés, both of which added the text as a
supplement in the 1120s. On these collections see P. Fournier and G. Le Bras, Histoire des
collections canoniques en occident (Paris, 1932), 2:285-306. The palea of Melf was un-
common in cangnical collections before the Drecretum, and, indeed, the research of Madame
Rambaud-Buhot, pp. 40-44, and of ]J. von Schulte, "Die Paleas im Dekret Cratians,”
Sitzungsberichte der kuiserlichen Akademic der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Klasse no. 78
(1874): 287-312, indicate that in twelfth- and thirteenth-century manuscripts of the
Decretum, this particular pafea was not common.

52. "Nullus abbas precium sumere vel exigere ab eis, qui ad conversionem veniunt,
aliqua pacli occasione presumat” {causa I, ¢. II, canon 3}

53. The text added 1o canon seven of Melfi was canon five of a council convoked
al Rome by Gregery I about 595 {Mansi, 10: 435}

54. “Exactiones certas pecuniarum pro recipiendis canonicis, monachis, et sanctimonial-
ibus, condempnamus™ (The Chronicle of John of Worcester, 1116-1140, ed. ). R. H.
Weaver [Oxford, 1908), Anecdota Oxoniensia, no. 13, p. 24).

35. The Collection in Ten Parts and the Coilection of Saint-Germain-des-Prés, Goss-
mann, Pope Urban H, p. WM.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The Canonists and

Simoniacal Reception

Gratian’s decision to dedicate a questio of his Decretum
to simoniacal entry into religion was crucial for the
evolution of the issue. Gratian’s Decretum was one work
in the long line of canonical collections. However, its
use of certain technical innovations, such as illustrative
cases and comments on the texts, and its avowed in-
tention to harmonize and regularize the canon law,
made it an outstanding example of its genre. Its appearance early
in the intellectual revival of the twelfth century assured it of a
place of importance in the schools. Although the Decretum never
received official approbation from the church, it became the basic
manual and source book for canonical studies in the second half of
the twelfth century.! Training in canon law was a valuable asset
for an ambitious man, and the Decretum was studied, glossed,
and commented by many of those who attained high office in the
church in the later twelfth century.?

It was the Decretum, with its format of authoritative texts and
Gratian’s own comments, that set the boundaries within which
later canonists and moralists carried on the discussion of simony in
the entrance to religious houses. As a legacy of a half-century of
intense intellectual activity that centered on the Decretum, there
survives an abundant, mostly unpublished, body of canonistic lit-
erature.® The comments on causa I, questio 11, were the chief focus
for a treatment of monastic simony that completed and expanded
that of Gratian.

These commentaries were limited, more or less, to the issues
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raised by the Decretum and to the controversies in the schools about
doubtful or disputed points in it. As a result of their common
basis in the text of Gratian, the commentaries shared large
amounts of traditional material and some stereotyped approaches.
In addition, the canonists had the habit of quoting one another,
often without acknowledgment, so that there was a considerable
amount of overlapping comment. However, the canonists did dif-
fer in emphasis, in detail, and in particular opinions. Each suc-
ceeding commentator felt compelled to take account of, and to re-
spond to, some of his predecessors on some issues. Thus later
commentaries became more sophisticated as a result of the accumu.
lation of opinions and of arguments. Certain issues were settled
by a consensus of commentators, but many continued to be con-
tested until the cessation of formal commentary on Gratian, in
the early thirteenth century.*

The commentary as a literary form was, by its nature, discon-
tinuous and disjointed, because of its obligation to follow the
course of the authoritative text that was being commented. In the
canonical commentaries on cause I, there was seldom a clear the-
oretical structure. Instead, the commentaries concentrated on in-
teresting and disputed points. However, the decretists who wrote
about simony in the entrance to religious life gave attention to
six main issues, which they apparently thought required discussion
and resolution.

I shall organize my discussion around the six issues. First,
why was ingressus monasterii, entry to a monastery, a thing whose
sale involved simony? Second, what difference was there between
a payment for entry and an offering on the occasion of entry?
Third, did the economic state of a religious house affect the prob-
lem of payment for entry? Fourth, could a man be induced to
enter religious life for money? Fifth, what was to be done to the
monk who was received simoniacally? Sixth, what was to be done
with the money paid for entry?

1. Why Was the Entry of a Monastery a Thing Whose Sale

or Purchase Involved Simony?

Gratian did not say in a direct way why the purchase of entry to
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a religious house was simoniacal. He noted in the prologue to
causa 1, questio 111, that the propositum religionis, i.e., the religious
state, was a spiritual thing.® This was no innovation, for it was a
well-established view that the taking of the monastic habit was a
second baptism. He noted in the same prologue that “not only
those who receive spiritual things for a price, but also those who
accept temporal things connected to spiritual things are judged
simoniacs.”® Thus he suggested that whether ingressus monasterii
was itsell a spiritual thing, or was merely connected to a spiritual
thing, it was simoniacal to buy or sell it. Paucapalea, Gratian’s
earliest commentator, was content to allow the master’s haziness
by simply listing the position of monk among other ecclesiastical
offices and orders, without further distinction.” Roland Bandinelli
treated the issue succinctly: “But nothing ought to be demanded as
a result of force or agreement for the acquisition of a holy thing,
and therefore [it ought not to he demanded] for the entrance of a
church.”® However, as in the Decretum itself, Bandinelli’s text
left a certain ambiguity about whether the entry to a church was
spiritual itself or an access to something spiritual.

The author of the Summa Parisiensis, writing about 1160, pro-
posed an analysis that attempted to explain more clearly what made
it simoniacal to purchase entry into religious life:

Therefore, in order that we may establish some certainty over this
matter, we say: Seeing that [holy] orders and ecclesiastical office
and things connected to them, that is, things which cannot be had
without them, such as prebends and the like; also fraternal society,
re., that which lay converts dwelling in cloisters or in hospices have,
I say, fraternal society and things connected 1o it, that is, which can-
not be had without it, such as administration of the claustral offices
—since all these things are such that it is simony to buy or sell them.’

This text, as it stands in Latin, is difficult to interpret, in part
because the clauses that make it up are disorderly. T. P. McLaugh-
lin, the editor of the Summa Parisiensis, noted several reasons for
the confusion of the text. In the first place, it was a reportatio,
notes on an oral lecture; in the second place, the scribe who copied
the notes was not competent or careful.’® In spite of these dif-
feulties, the Summa seems to have divided things susceptible of
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simoniacal treatment into two categories. The first was the cate-
gory of “lholy] orders and ecclesiastical office and things con-
nected to them.” This was a clear restatement of the traditional
view that holy orders and positions in the church hierarchy, and
their exercise, were subject to simoniacal manipulation.!! The
second category was that of “fraternal society, i.e., that which lay
converts dwelling in cloisters and hospices have.” This category
was not a traditional one in the discussion of simony, and was
apparently created to explain why payment for mere ingressus mon.
asterii was simoniacal. The term laicus conversus probably desig-
nated that new category of members found in many twelfth-
century religious houses. Such conversi joined the house
permanently, took vows, and had their prescribed round of prayers
and pious practices. However, they were separate from the monks.
They were often illiterate and performed much of the hard physi-
cal work of the house.!? Such “lay converts’” were truly members
of the religious community. One of their distinguishing features
was that they did not receive any holy orders. Hence, to the author
of the Summa Parisiensis, they stood as the very model of a kind
of minimal member of a religious community, fully a part of it but
receiving within it neither holy orders nor important administra-
tive posts. When such a person paid to enter a religious house,
what did he receive? By his status as a laicus conversus, he ob-
tained neither orders nor offices. What he did obtain was “fra-
ternal society,” i.e., membership in a religious community. The
author of the Summa Parisiensis defmed more exactly the nature
of that fraternal society: “"May you distinguish thus, since in pre-
benda two things are understood, i.e., the external income of the
prebend, and a certain spiritual adjunct, such as the communion
of the brethren, participation in the choir, and in the chapter,
etc.”® Thus to participate as a full member in the ceremonies
and way of life in a monastery was to enjoy its “'fraternal society,”
even if the member held no office and exercised no holy orders
in the house. The Summa explained the simoniacal nature of pur-
chashing entry into religion by the fact that one thereby obtained
a spiritual thing, fraterna societas, which was the sum total of
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rights and duties that a member of a religious community pos-
sessed. Even if the entrant remained a “lay convert,” without holy
orders or ecclesiastical office, the two traditional objects of simony,
he did receive a spiritual thing subject to simoniacal treatment,

Thus, in contrast to the ambiguity of earlier decretists, the
Summa Parisiensis held that the sale of the ingressus monasterii
was simoniacal because it gave access to a spiritual thing, fraterna
societas. The summa “De iure naturali,”” composed between 1171
and 1179, took a similar position when it classified ingressus
ecclesiarum among things that were not themselves spiritual, but
that were so closely linked to spiritual things that their sale was
simoniacal.!®

Peter the Chanter, a Paris theologian of the later twelfth cen-
tury, had a pronounced interest in the problem of simoniacal entry,
and was familiar with the canonical discussion of it. He wrote in
his Summa de sacramentis:

Some people say about congregations of menks, canons and nuns that

it is not simoniacal to receive or to give [payments] in such places

when no dignity [i.e., administrative position] is acquired there.

Others distinguish, and say more correctly, that spiritual fraternity
ought always te be given for iree,!

The conciliar legislation and canonical commentators of the pe-
riod after 1170 broadened Gratian’s prohibition of payment for
ingressus monasterii 1o include all forms of regular life. Nuns and
canons were explicitly mentioned in the prohibition of simony at
the Council of London in 1175.'¢ Clement 111, pope from 1187 to
1191, issued two decretal letters concerning canons, apparently
regular and secular, who had entered their houses simoniacally.'”
In the late twelfth century, hospitals, which were generally struc-
tured as groups living under a religious rule, began to add to their
statutes a prohibition of simony in entry.!® The military order
of the Templars was warned about simoniacal eniry by Innocent
I in 1213.1° Indeed, the inclusion of all forms of religious life in
community under the prohibition of simoniacal entry enabled Peter
the Chanter to discuss entry into aliqua congregatio, without further
qualification as to the nature of the group.2
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In summary, most of the decretists who broached the question
took the view that ingressus monasterii was not in itself a spiritual
thing, but provided access to a spiritual thing, membership in a
religious body. For that reason, its sale or purchase was simoniacal.

2. What Difference Was There between a Payment for
Entry and a Gift Made on the Occasion of Entry?

Almost all those entering religious life were accompanied by a
gift of some kind, a gift that was a normal, customary concomitant
to entry. Indeed, there was a conviction among religious that it was
only right for the gift to come with the new member. Rudolph of
Saint Trond gave expression to that conviction when he wrote:

For that portion which ought to come to the son in the world ought, by
the law of God and of men, to follow him to the church in which he
[the father] wishes to hand him over to God. 2!

Gratian and the decretists were not hostile to the view that a
person entering religious life ought to make a gift, if he possessed
the means to do so. Gratian took note of that view, though with-
out embracing it, when he wrote:

Hence it appears clear that those about to enter a monastery ought
to offer their goods to the officials fof it], and unless they offer their
goods, they should not otherwise be received.??

Stephan of Tournai, whose summa on the Decretum was com-
posed about 1159, supported the entrance gift as a moral neces-
sity.

Certain people say that they do not hold him perfect, who leaves all
his goods to his parents, and gives nothing to the needy church which
he enters. . . . For there are many who leave all their goods to their
parents and take the habit of poverty, not from a love of poverty,
but so that they may enrich their parents, or so that they may be
made bishops. . . .2

The commentator Sicardus of Cremona, writing about 1179-81,
likewise took a favorable view of entry gifts when he wrote:
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Money demanded conditionally from those who have entered is a
permitted procedure. No, indeed, it ought to be done as a counsel of
perfection, if the weakness of our era would sustain it, so that none
of these rich persons who could be supported on their family’s wealth
should be received in a church unless he left his goods to his parents

. or distributed them to the poor . . . or added them to the pos-
sessions of the church. . . .2

The decretists evidently had no quarrel with the entrance gift as
such. However, the rising concern in the twelfth century about
simony in entrance to religious houses called into question the cus-
tomary connection of entry and gift.

As the controversy at Saint Panteleon revealed, there were indi-
viduals who drew the conclusion that there need be, indeed should
be, no entrance gift at all.? There was support for such a nega-
tive view of entrance gifts in some of the monastic rules of late
antiquity and in twelfth-century criticism of monastic venality.?
Some canonists entertained, at least as a debating topic, the idea
that individuals rich encugh to give a gift were not eligible for
reception in religious houses at all. Gratian had taken care to
point out in his dictum after chapter 7 of causa I, questio 11, that
those who had been rich were not prohibited from entry into reli-
gion, provided that they disposed of their wealth to their relatives,
to the poor, or to the church.?’” The Summa coloniensis composed
about 1169, proposed the following opinion as a debating point to
be rejected: “Therefore, if those with possessions are not to be
gathered in monasteries, then neither are those who give [entrance
gifts], since he who gives has [possessions].” 28

If such opinions had become widespread in the twelfth century,
major adjustments would have been necessary in the economic life
of religious houses, since entrants were important both for bringing
new possessions and for assuring the security of properties already
held. In fact, however, in spite of the views of a few theorists,
the decretists had no intention of anything so revolutionary as an
end to gifts on the occasion of entry into religion. They concentrated
instead on the nature of those gifts.
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The key words, recurring in the conciliar decrees and canonists’
comments of the twelfth century, were exactic and pactio, which
denoted concern about compulsion and negotiation connected with
entry into religion. Gratian formulated one of the significant dis-
tinctions when he wrote, “But it is one thing to offer one’s goods
voluntarily, it is another to pay exactions.”?® Roland Bandinelli
echoed this comment, with significant modifications:

On this point it must be noted that some of those things which are
offered are put forward voluntarily, others under pressure; likewise,
some by agreement, others by pure generosity. . . . Therefore, we
say nothing at all should be demanded nor if demanded paid; nor
should anything be given by pact for entrance of a church.*

These texts of Gratian and Roland Bandinelli make clear that the
nexus of gift and entrance was not to be broken. However, the
nexus had to result from the free-will offering of a gift by the new
entrant. The consensus of decretist opinion was that if a gift was
demanded of a new entrant, and consequently was not a result of
a free-will offering, it was simoniacal. Any gift offered voluntarily
by the entrant was acceptable, indeed, praiseworthy.’! The no-
tion of exaction, which stood in opposition to that of free-will
offering, served as a means of distinguishing simoniacal fees from
legitimate gifts, and thus justified the entry gift, within given
limits.32

There was a second, more complex issue with which the canon-
ists had to deal. That was the situation in which entry was pre-
ceded, not by an exaction, but by a pact or agreement. For in-
stance, Rudolph of Saint Troud had recommended to the monks of
Saint Panteleon that the father who was reluctant to give a gift
with his son “hear from you the advice of saint Augustine®® and
the command of saint Benedict’s Rule.” Rudolph advised the monks
to meet with the father and to reason with him about a gift. He in-
sisted that such a discussion be handled carefully, without giving
in to greedy or simoniacal intentions.

This sort of negotiatory meeting constituted a major problem for
those concerned about the integrity of monastic entry. It was often
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unnecessary to fix an amount or to demand overtly anything from
the prospective monk or his family. The latter were frequently
quite willing to offer a reasonable gift in order to obtain a place for
a child or an adult. The burning question in the normal situation
must have been the size and nature of the gift, rather than whether
there would be a gift. A discussion about entry and gift, as recom-
mended by Rudolph of Saint Trond, must often have turned into a
bargaining session, as happened at Saint Denys de Nogent-le-
Rotrou about 1190.

When Dom Nicholas presided over the church of St. Denys, a certain
knight, William of Villula, approached him and asked humbly that he
consent to make his son William a monk, for the love of God and of him.
He promised that he was going to place many goods there and that he
would, as best he could, give his aid and counsel in all things [to the
monastery], if his request received the effect he desired. Orricus, the
brother of the forenamed William, promised that he would do similar
things, if what they sought was fulfilled. The prior, bearing diligently
the care of the church committed to him and desiring to improve it
during his tenure of office, decided that he would satisfy their will, if

they worked to give something . . . {from their revenues along with
the hoy.%

The brothers consented to the prior’s suggestion, and they offered
two tithes and the confirmation of earlier gifts along with the boy.
In this charter there was no fixed sum sought, and there was no
clear demand for a gift. Indeed, the two brothers took the initiative
in oflering to give something for the reception of the boy. Yet there
was an air of commerce about such agreements, and the decretists
lelt that such a bargain before reception was trading in holy things
and that such a child was received in religious life because his rela-
tives paid, voluntarily to be sure, a considerable sum for his entry.

To support their view, the canonists could cite the general pro-
hibition in the law against simoniacal pacts for acquiring any holy
object.% But they also relied heavily on the letter of the Pseudo-
Boniface to justify their objection to the particular form of hargain-
ing that accompanied entry into religion. In that letter the pope had
given permission to a group of monks to receive a new member
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from another monastery. “"But nevertheless, if he whom you seek is
s0 useful to your need, let him come, provided however that every
pact is absent and every agreement ceases. . . . "3 On the basis
of this very explicit text, the decretists banned pacts and agree-
ments, either on the part of the entrant or the house, to give any-
thing in return for entry into religious life.

A problem subsidiary to that of pacts and agreements was the
timing of a gift. Apparently there was a view current that a pact
to give a gift before or at entry was forbidden, but that a pact about
a gift to be transferred after the actual entrance was acceptable.®
As will be demonstrated in section three of this chapter, gifts agreed
on after entry were allowed for the special case of entrants to im-
poverished houses. But, as a general proposition, the canonists were
not willing to admit that a pact about an entry gift could be legit-
imized by any temporal subterfuge. The author of the Summa
Parisiensis attacked such manipulations that were intended to
conceal either a pact or a demand: “Money ought not to be de-
manded [nor] if demanded given, either along with the entrant, or
before or after [entry], since that is simoniacal. But, if it is offered
freely, then before or after it is laudably received or given.”* A
commentator on the early thirteenth-century Compilatio 111 sum-
marized this view of the effect of timing on pacts and agreements:
“But is one able to offer something at the time when he is received?
Lawrence said no . . . John and Vincent said—and I believe well—
that it is permitted to give at that time so long as a pact does not
precede, since if a pact precedes, then neither before nor after
[reception] is it licit to give. . . . 7% Thus the canonists agreed
that no simoniacal pact or demand could be legitimized merely by
delaying the payment until after the actual entrance into the re-
ligious house.

Finally, the decretists were interested in whether the ultimate
use of money received by pact or by exaction made any difference
in evaluating the act itself. Rufinus wrote, * . . . Although some
say that then without sin money can be demanded for entrance,
when something is demanded with the intention that the sum
exacted should afterward be spent in the need of the church or
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the aid of the poor.”#! In the course of his argument, Rufinus
rejected such an opinion, as did several of the later canonists.42
The Summa coloniensis noted:

| say nothing should be demanded from those who are te be received,
for the sake of any pious act, as Alexander says in the chapter “Ex
multis”, toward the end: "We establish that no cleric of whatever
grade should dare to offer anything for a benefice in a church either
to the fabric of the churches or to the coffers of the churches or even
what is to be offered to the poor, since, with scripture as witness, he
who receives [something] illicitly, so that he may give well, is bur-
dened rather than aided.*3

The decretists held that the ends, even pious ones, for which an
entry gift was exacted could not justify the exaction itself.

In summary, Gratian’s commentators and successors branded as
simoniacal all exactions, all pacts, and all temporal subterfuges in
receiving new religious. The canonical norm for judging gifts was
their free-will character; otherwise, they were simoniacal.

3. Did the Economic State of a Religious House Affect
the Problem of Payment for Entry?

There was one significant modification that many decretists
brought to their opposition to pacts and demands for payment on
the occasion of entry into religion. One of the practical realities of
the later twelfth century was that religious houses varied signifi-
cantly in size and income. For a house with a substantial endow-
ment, the gifts brought by entrants probably did not constitute a
crucial percentage of its annual income. However, for houses on the
poorer end of the spectrum, the reception of a member without an
increase in income could conceivably work a hardship.®* The
twelfth-century decretists were normally administrators at some
time in their careers, and, in any case, they were concerned with
the workings of a complex institution, the church. They were aware
that the income accompanying a new entrant was, in practice, a
necessity for a poor house. Their treatment of Gratian's text gradu-
ally adapted it to the problems of poor religious houses.

The Bolognese decretist Rufinus upheld as a matier of course
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Gratian’s opposition to forced payments and to pacts on the occa-
sion of entry. However, he introduced a new element, not found in
Gratian’s treatment of simoniacal entry, when he took account of
the economic condition of the house.

If anyone who possesses his own income in abundance is received by
a church that is not particularly rich, it is demanded of him either that
he add his income to the goods of the church, or that he live off his
own possessions and not seek support from the church.#

In the Decretum itself Gratian’s focus had been upon the wealth of
the entrant rather than upon the poverty of the church being en-
tered.* Rufinus shifted the stress to the financial state of the
religious house. If it was poor, it could lay down certain conditions
for the reception of a wealthy entrant. Since the entrant could
choose whether or not to live off—and therefore to retain—his own
property, Rufinus felt obliged to point out that this procedure was
not intended for persons entering a house under a rule of poverty,

. even though certain defenders of evil custom drunkenly think
these texts apply to regular canons. But how, from these authorities,
is it granted to regular canons te live from their own or their parents’
goods, since they ought to possess nothing personal, but ought 1o have
all things in common.#7

Gratian had posed this difficulty of exegesis for his interpreters
because he had not distinguished carefully in causa 1, questio 11,
between clerics entering houses living under a rule of poverty and
those entering communities whose members retained personal
property. His original question had been formulated around ingres-
sus monasterit, but it became at times ingressus ecclesiae, i.e., en-
trance lo any ecclesiastical body that received members.®
Gratian’s concern was to prevent wealthy persons from living al the
expense of the church, but his choice of authoritative texts centered
on secular rather than regular clergy.®® He had cited three texts
about eleries who bad the option to retain their personal wealth,
and he concluded:

But by these authorities, they are not prohibited from being received
hy a church, who were formerly rich and left it all . . . or gave it to
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the poor, . . . or added it to the possession of the church . . . : but
they are prohibited who reside in the homes of their parents or who,
unwilling 1o leave their goods, desire to be supported by ecclesiastical
income.5®

It is evident that Gratian framed his opinion about rich men
entering a church on the model of secular clerics, who had the
option te retain and live from their personal wealth, When his
commentators attempted to apply this opinion to regular clergy,
they found themselves in the untenable situation of seeming to
recommend that clergy bound to personal poverty nonetheless be
given the choice of retaining their personal property, a view that
Rufinus denied. The author of the Summa coloniensis, writing
about 1169, recognized this anomaly and tried te correct it by
distinguishing between two types of reception:

Therefore, let this be the opinion in this question, that one may never
demand from those to be received, but sometimes from those already
received, that they give their goods to the church or that they not de-
mand support from it. I say "received” to support [i.e., perhaps
novitiate], but not to prolession, since the rule does not allow personal
property to professed religious.5!

Stephan of Tournai, writing about 1159, adapted the exception
for poor churches directly to the needs of religious houses living
under a rule of poverty: “Note however that if any monastery is so
poor that it cannot provide for those who convert, in that case an
abbot may well demand from one offering himself to the monas-
tery, and having some possessions, that from which he who is
converted may derive necessities.”’52

Huguceio, whose work was a summation of much that preceded
him, reiterated the opinion that a man of means entering a poor
church should choose whether to give his goods away or to live
from them at no cost to the church.5® But, he also proposed the
alternate solution, used by Stephan, which it well the needs of a
religious house living under a rule of poverty:

If nevertheless the church is so poor that it cannot provide for more
than are there, then the prelate can legitimately say to a person wish-
ing te enter that church, "“This church is so poor that it cannot provide
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for those in it and therefore we cannot receive [you]. But if you have
[resources] whence you can live, we are prepared o receive you and
you may offer to the church [something] from which it may provide for
you.” There is not noted here the vice of greed and of simony, but
the necessity of the church is simply made known.5

Thus Huguccio offered the potential entrant the choice whether to
make a gift so that a poor house could receive him or to forgo entry
because of the church’s poverty. This was a choice adapted to the
needs and circumstances of a regular house.

This exception for the poor religious house met an obvious need,
and it became, in one form or another, a permanent part of the
discussion of simony in entrance to religious life.55 However, the
exception threatened to reopen the way for simoniacal pacts and
demands. The canonists tried therefore to hedge it with qualifica-
tions that would prevent abuse.

Some decretists feared that the ability or willingness to make a
gift would become the determining factor in receiving new mem-
bers.>® A conciliar canon of the early thirteenth century does indi-
cate that some French houses rejected those candidates who stood
on their right not to make a gift.5" Some canonists proposed that a
man be formally received first, and only after reception should the
house's poverty be discussed with him. Rufinus was a proponent of
this measure:

It should be recognized that sometimes money is demanded from those
to be received and sometimes from those who have already heen re-
ceived. Likewise, sometimes [it is demanded} absolutely, and some-
times conditionally. . . . Thus, money is never 1o be demanded
absolutely or conditionally from those who are to bereceived. . . . How-
ever, from those who have been received, it is not to be demanded
absolutely at all, nor conditionally except in this single situation.5®

The “'single situation” was, of course, that in which a wealthy man
entered a poor church. In Rufinus’ view it was not enough that a
poor church demand only from those already received. The demand
had to be made “conditionally” rather than “absolutely.” I inter-
pret these terms to mean that not every religious house could re-
quest a gift from every person received, but that only poor houses
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could ask a gift of well-to-do entrants, and even then without com.
pulsion.

But to receive a person and only then to ask for a gift for his sup-
port could be inconvenient and embarrassing if he would not or
could not make a gift. The Summa coloniensis, and later Huguccio,
upheld the opinion that poverty justified mentioning the house’s
finances even before an individual was received: "But nevertheless
if the poverty of the monastery is so severe that an increase in the
number of persons would require an increase in the endowment, in
such a case we do not disapprove of indicating the situation of the
place to those seeking entry.”®® The Summa coloniensis went so far
as to suggest, without explicit disapproval, the idea of fxing fees
for entrance of such poor places: “Certain persons go so far as to
say that even fixed entry fees are permitted in this case, using as a
justihcation for their opinion the custom of monks.”

Peter the Chanter, who discussed the exception for poor houses
on a number of occasions, gave it a careful minimalist interpreta-
tion, along the lines followed by Huguccio:

Likewise, if any congregation is so much in need thal it can not receive
more brethren, if anyone seeks its membership. they can licitly demand
from him encugh from which he can be supported there for so long as
he lives. But when he has died, they ought to give those things back,
unless he voluntarily wishes to hand them over. But. if they demand
from him a perpetual revenue, it is simony, since they sould exist
without it.9?

Peter prescribed a different procedure in his Verbum abbreviatum
when he recommended that a poor house receive an applicant on
his merits to a form of spiritual, nonresident membership, and then
agree to receive him as a resident member of the congregation if
he was able to provide it with a life revenue for his support.b?
Thus Peter the Chanter recommended, at different times, both the
demand from those already received and the demand from those to
be received. Apparently, if a house was truly poor and il its molives
were pure, then either procedure was acceplable.

The successors of Cratian, in fifty years of discussion, had at-
templed to balance the legitimdte needs of a poor house against the
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crime of simoniacal reception of new members. They held to a ban
on all forced gifts and pacts, but with the important proviso that a
poor religious house could make known its plight to a potential
recruit, and could ask the recruit to provide his own support either
before or after the house received him.

4. Could a Man Be Induced to Enter Religious Life for Money?

Gratian had introduced into the learned discussion of monastic
simony an issue that derived from the letter of the Pseudo-
Boniface, cited in causa 1, questio 11, canon 2. The letter dealt with
the case of monks who asked the pope whether it was licit for them
to pay another monastery for a monk whom they wished to join
their congregation, perhaps as their abbot. The pope replied that
the purchase of a religious vocation would be simony, because it
was a divine gift that inspired a person to choose to enter a re-
ligious house.®® Gratian’s authority and the fact that the Pseudo-
Boniface was almost the only auctoritas in the Decretum that per-
tained directly to monastic simony were such that the propriety of
paying a man to come to religious life became a standard item in
discussions about monastic simony. Gratian's commentators de-
cided that it was illicit to induce anyone to enter religious life by
means of a gift.®

Peter the Chanter lectured on the problem at Paris in the last
two decades of the twelfth century, and his views are an ade-
quate summary of earlier canonist opinion:

v is asked if it is permitted to anyone to sell himself for taking the
religious babit. . ., For example, [suppose] someone is invited to
the monastic habit by an abbot who sees that his church needs such a
person. The man says that he has a poor little mother whom he neither
wishes nor is able to leave all alone, or [he has] an unmarried sister or
[he is] in debi. It is asked whether it is permitied to him to offer
himself without a pact, so that, i.e., with the intention that, he would
enter their monastery if they would free him from debt? In such a case,

a pact is ruled out by causa I, questio I, Quam pio [i.e., Pseudo-
Boniface].®

But there were apparently people who could see little harm in pay-
ing a man’s debts so that he might enter religious life. Indeed,
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Peter’s treatment is followed by several sentences, perhaps by a
student taking notes on the lecture, that expressed doubt about the
whole basis for calling this simony. “"But does not intention result
in simony? But such a simony, if it is simony, does not seem to have
much impiety about it. But, is it not simony when reception of the
religious habit is arranged for a price? And likewise, if it is simony,
is it not a mortal sin?7'%

Caesarius of Heisterbach told with satisfaction of a man of learn-
ing who entered the Premonstratensians under the condition that
they pay his debts: “When the provost of the aforementioned
monastery learned of that [condition], he very gladly paid the
money, and the scholastic immediately took the habit.”’¢" Thus
even in the first third of the thirteenth century, when Caesarius
wrote, the simony in paying a good man to come to religious life
was not always evident. However, the letter of the Pseudo-Boniface
and the force of the canonical tradition deriving from it convinced
most canonists that to pay a man to come to religious life was the
purchase of a gift of God; and so, in a strictly technical sense, it
was simony.

Although this form of simony was certainly not so common as
payment offered by the entrant, it was not merely an academic
fantasy. Charters reveal that monasteries were, at times, willing
to pay debts on the property of an entrant in order to obtain the
endebted property. The entrant, for his part, was freed from the
debts and could give the endebted property as part or all of his
entrance gift. At Vigeois in the Limousin about 1165-71, just
such a series of bargains was concluded with an impoverished fam-
ily.%% The charter reveals that over a period of years, the monks of
Vigeois received three brothers and the son of one of them. The
monks paid their considerable debts, provided the men with mo-
nastic garb and bedclothes, and gave a corody for life to the wife of
one brother. In return the monastery brought back into its direct
possession this family’s estate, which was apparently in origin a
fief from the monastery. By paying off the debis of the sons of
Peter Fulcherius, the monks were able to take over the property
and exploit it as they wished. Thus the practice of paying a man
to take the habit could redound to the benefit of the house, if
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the man brought with him endebted properties and rights that
the monastery could redeem and retain.

However, the consensus of canonist opinion was that it was wrong
to be paid to enter religious life, just as it was wrong to pay for
entry. The only acceptable form of gift at entry was a free-will
offering by the entrant or the monastery, in which neither pact
nor compulsion had a place.

5. What Was to Be Done to a Monk
Whose Entry Was Simoniacal?

One of the conditions of the case envisioned by Gratian in
causa | was that it concerned a boy who was too yourg to under-
stand his father’s payment to the monks for his reception.®®
Gratian introduced this element so that he would have the oppor-
tunity to discuss the effect of ignorance on the boy’s guilt. His
conclusion was: “In this instance, however, there was not ignor-
ance of the law, but of a fact, and of a fact about which he was
not obliged to know. Therefore, the ignorance about his father’s
crime excused him from the guilt of the crime. Even if he had
known it, he could not grasp it because of the weakness of his
age.”" As a consequence of the manner in which Gratian set up
his hypothetical case, the child was not personally guilty of simony,
and his punishment for simoniacal entry did not enter into discus-
sion. Furthermore, Gratian never said specifically what was to be
done about an adult who was simoniacally received nor about the
prelate who received him simoniacally.

The appropriate punishment for simomiacs was a complicated
problem, and that complexity was reflected in Gratian’s causz I,
questio I, which contained 130 authoritative texts. Gratian at-
tempted to harmonize the disparate opinions about simony and si-
moniacs that the canonical and theological traditions contained.
It was a monumental task. Indeed, the decretist Everard of Ypres
noted simply that the punishment of simoniacs was not fixed but
arbitrary.™

However, in spite of the complexity of the issue, the punish-
ment of the pure type, i.e, of the conscious, adult simoniac, was
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still governed by norms laid down in canon two of the Council of

Chalcedon {451):

If any bishop shall have performed an ordination for money and
shall have given for a price that grace which cannot be sold, and if
he shall have ordained for money a bishop or a priest or a deacon or
any one of those who are included in the clergy; or if he shall have
appointed by money for the sake of his most wicked gain a dispen-
sator or a defensor or anyone who is placed under the rule; he, who
was proved to be attempting this, will lose his own rank, and he who
was ordained will profit in no way from this ordination er promotion
which was performed by means of business. But may he be kept from
that dignity or job which he received through money. But if anyone
is a go-between for such wicked and unspeakable givings and takings,
if indeed he is a cleric, may he fall from his rank; but if he is a layman
or a monk, may he be anathema.™

Thus, in the classic case, the simoniac purchaser was to lose that
which he had gained illicitly, and the other party to the transac-
tion, the seller, was to be removed from his position as well.

Twelfth-century commentators on the Decretum did not normally
broach the question of punishment for an abbot who received
members simoniacally. Perhaps this was so because, at least on
the level of theory, there was little incertitude: the offender was
subject to the sanctions against any simomiacal seller, i.e., deposi-
tion. Innocent Il confirmed that view at the Fourth Lateran Coun-
cil.™

On the other hand, the punishment of the monk who was re-
ceived simoniacally did interest the commentators. If a simoniacal
monk was treated strictly according to canon two of Chalcedon,
he would lose the illicitly gained object, presumably the monastic
habit. However, one of the persistent problems of religious houses
in the twelfth century was that of members seeking to leave,
either legally or by apostasy.”™ The canonists, as they were no
doubt aware, would have contributed to this problem if they had
insisted that monks guilty of simony be forced to abandon the
monastic habit. One can conjecture that individuals who wished to
escape from the religious life would “confess” to simoniacal en.
try, and thereby win expulsion from the habit. The canonist
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Ruhnus, who had aided religious houses by promoting the ex-
ception for poverty, also came to their assistance in this matter.

It is usual to ask at this peint (since such promotions, as the council
of Chalcedon says, profit in no way) . . . , whether anyone made a
monk by means of money given or received or by any promise ought
to be stripped of the monk’s habit. To which we say that just as if any
monk should be made a bishop by means of money. he would not
lose the sacrament of order—which is what it is whether received
well or badly—but he would lose the dignity of the sacrament, [for]
to obtain that alone he gave money. For he would not care about
the sacrament, if the dignity could exist apart from the sacrament.
Just so, when anyone is made a monk in a particular place by means
of money received or given, he ought to be deprived of that on ac-
count of which he gave or received money. i.e., he should not be a
monk in that place: for it was on accournt of the place that the money
was given. He ought not simply 10 be stripped of the monastic habit;
for money was not given so that he could be a monk, but so that he
could be a monk there.”

By asserting that the monk who entered simoniacally gained,
not the religious habit, but the habit-in-a-particular-place, Rufinus
was able to respect the letter of canon two of Chalcedeon and also
to avoid encouraging apostasy from the religious life. He recom-
mended penal exile to another monastery, a procedure that pun-
ished the simoniac while respecting his life-long commitment to
God’s service.™

The Summa coloniensis advised the same punishment for the
guilty monk, but it was more explicit than Rufinus about the mo-
tives for such a recommendation.

Therefore, with the exception of this case [i.e., the case of a payment
to enter a poor monastery], if anyone is made a monk by means of
money, it is asked whether he ought to be stripped of the habit. He
did not give money so that he might be made a monk, but so that he
might be a monk in thal place. As a resuli, he ought to he removed
from that place [but] not separated from the austerity of religious
life, lest if we say this, we would open the way for fugitives.”

The author of the Summa coloniensis wanted to avoid making si-
moniacal entry an excuse to flee the “austerity of religious life,”
since the life of a monk was, in itself, a punishment.™
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This opinion of the canonists about the fate of a simoniacal
monk met a need, and it was apparently adopted in theory™ and
in practice. Pope Alexander III, himself a decretist and rcom-
mentator on Gratian, adopted such a view in a decretal letter
dealing with a case of simoniacal entry that was referred to him 30
Pope Clement III issued a decretal letter between 1187 and 1191
that espoused the decretist opinion, but with the important qualifi-
cation that the monastery into which the simoniacal monk was
exiled should be stricter than the one that he had illicitly entered.®!
The decretal letters of Alexander and Clement were incorporated
in the Compilatio 1I, a canonical collection of papal letters that
was put together between 1210 and 1212.82 Finally, the sixty-
fourth canon of the Fourth Lateran Council prescribed as the pre-
ferred punishment of simoniacal entrants a penal exile to a house
of stricter life (arctior regula).®

By the late twelfth century the canonists generally agreed that
simony could not be an excuse for escape from monastic vows.
The guilty religious was to be sent to a house of stricter rule for
penance. If no house of exile could be found, the religious could re-
main in his own monastery, but stripped of seniority and of the
right to promotion.® In this way guilt could be punished without
any concession to the attempts to escape from religious life.

6. What Was to Be Done with the Money Paid for Entry?

Apparently, the decretists never responded to this problem di-
ectly, but they laid down principles that were used by early
thirteenth-century glossators to solve it. In causa I, questio 111,
canon 2, Gratian cited a letter addressed to the bishop of Rouen
and to all Gauls, The letter, which concerned simoniacal reception
ol office, was signaled in the Decretum as sent by a Gregory, and
Friedberg attributed to it the era of Gregory VIL. In part the letter
said: “For whoever has wished to serve God by taking up religion
both loses the merit and is stripped of the benefice he received,
if he accepted anything. Therefore, by the force of reason, he is
compelled to give back what he received unjustly, and not to re-
tain whatever he received for the sake of Althy gain.’”®

This text became the focus for a discussion of whal to do with
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money illicitly given or received in a simoniacal transaction. The
decretists did not treat the particular case of money paid for en.
try into religion. They concentrated on the more inclusive situa-
tion of money paid for any spiritual thing, including such entry.

Some of the early decretists took the text at more or less face
value and held that the money should be returned to the giver.
Paucapalea cited a lex Justiniani which had ordered that “it [the
money| should be claimed for the church whose priesthood he
wished to buy. If however he is a layman, who accepted anything
for this reason, or was an intermediary in the affair, those things
which were given should be demanded in double from him and
claimed for the church.”% Paucapalea dissented from this view.
He explained that Justinian’s law was the rigorous position, but
that Gratian’s chapter recommending the return of the price to
the giver was a result of ecclesiastical mercy.® Rufinus like-
wise upheld a simple interpretation of the text:

There were some who said that the money should not be returned
to him who gave it, but should be given 1o the church or to the poor.
However, this is not “to give back,” but to despoil; for “to give back”
is to hand over to him who had it before. Therefore, it will be more

sound to judge that it ought to be returned to the perverse giver.
88

Like Paucapalea, Rufinus did not admit that the giver had a strict
right to the return of the money: ™. . . Not that the giver him-
self is able to claim back what he gave for an immoral end. But,
the money is returned to him in his eternal opprobrium, so that
he may have it in damnation, since he thought that he could pos-
sess a gift of God for money.”® Rufinus argued further that
such money was unclean and should not be put in the coffers of
the church or given to the poor.® Therefore, a simoniacal giver
should have his money returned when his transaction was thwarted.

In the situation in which the guilty giver was not an individual
but a church, Rufinus came to the same conclusion, but for a dif-
ferent reason. He based his contention on the canonical opinion
that “the crime of an individual ought not to result in the damage
of a church.”?! This was a view designed to protect the interests
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of an ecclesiastical corporation against the incompetence and
misdeeds of a person who held a responsible position in it. Ru-
finus argued that a church should not lose its money because an
official committed a crime. Thus Ruhnus held that a simoniacal
giver, whether an individual or a church, should have his money
returned.

The view that a simoniacal religious corporation should have its
money back was generally accepted by the decretists, with the un-
derstanding that the individual officials responsible for the crime
be punished.” In contrast, the problem of what to do if the giver
was an individual had a more complicated evolution. Apparently,
many of the decretists could see no reason why a simoniac should
be so fortunate as to have his money back when his illicit nego-
tiation failed. Stephan of Tournai noted:

It [causa 1, questio II1, canon 2] seems to indicate that he who re-
ceived anything from the sale of spiritual things ought to return [it]
to him from whom he received [it]. But, since both are on a par be-
cause of immorality, he who gave cannot demand return, since in an
immoral aflair the situation of the possessor is beiter.”

This uneasiness about rewarding either the giver or the receiver
of a simoniacal payment was allayed by adopting the view of
Justinian, cited by Paucapalea, that the money should go to the
church whose office the simoniac tried to buy.

Basing themselves on the practice current in punishing the crime
of calumny, Sicardus of Cremona and the author of the summa
“Tractaturus magister,” both writing in the late 1170s, expressed
the view that neither the giver nor the receiver of a simoniacal pay-
ment should receive the money. Instead, it should be awarded to
the party injured in the transaction, i.e., to the church that was in-
volved.” The summa “De iure naturali” expressed the same view:

Likewise, it is said that money simoniacally received ought to be re-
turned. . . . But to whom, since neither the giver has a right 10 get
it back nor does the receiver have a right to keep it? Therefore, the
situation of the possessor will not be the better [of the two|. They
say it ought Lo be returned to the church in whose injury it happens
tlo have been given, by the example of money offered on account of
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calimny, which is not returned to the giver, nor is it permitted to the
receiver to keep it, but is conceded to him in whose calumny it was
given. . . .%

The decretists proposed other alternatives that would also have
avoided giving benefit to the simoniacs; for instance, that the
money be returned to the giver’s heir,”” if he had one, or to a
stricter monastery in which such lapsed simoniacal clerics were to
be placed.”® However, the solution that awarded the money to
the church that had been injured was apparently the most success-
ful. The Summa Lipsiensis described the situation about 1186 as
one in which the “injured church” solution prevailed without dis-
sent.?

However, the decretists apparently did not directly broach the
specific question of the payment made by a man for entry into
religious life. In such a case there were problems inherent in the
award of the money to the monastery. The decretists agreed that
the simoniacal entrant was not to be stripped of the religious habit,
but was to be sent to another house for penance. Some measure
had to be taken to free the house of exile from the economic bur-
den of its prisoner. The decretists might have found a solution to
this problem in a text of the Decretum itself. In causa XVI, questio
VI, canon 4, a letter of Pope Gregory the Great had prescribed
for lapsed clerics a penal entry into a monastery. His letter or-
dered that support be provided for the lapsed clergymen out of
their own personal resources, “lest if they are stripped [of their
possessions], they might be a burden to the place into which they
were thrust.”1% The decretists had cited this text for other pur-
poses, but so far as I have been able to determine, they did not
explicitly connect it to the fate of simoniac monks. That connec-
tion was drawn in the early thirteenth century by the decretalists,
commenting on a letter of Pope Alexander 1II.

Alexander touched briefly on the issue of money in his letter
about the simoniacal entry of the priest “F.” The pope had writ-
ten:

. .. If you [his investigator] find the situation as reported, may you
admonish immediately and, in all strictness, compel the abbot and
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the monks to return the money so unworthily received to the fore-
named F., . . . may you order the said F. that he seek to serve the
Lord in another monastery in the monastic habit.1

This letter ordered the return of the money to F. and his entry into
another house, but it did not draw an explicit connection between
these two commands. The letter posed a problem in the case of
the money because it seemed to contradict the general trend of
decretist thinking, which favored the award of the money to the
injured church. It remained for the glossators, commenting on this
decretal in the early thirteenth century, to account for the fact
that, in the case of simoniacal entry, the illicitly paid money
should be returned to the giver.

Alan, writing about 1210, explained the discrepancy thus: “Note
that money simoniacally received ought to be restored to that
institution in whose injury it was given. . . . Nevertheless, it is
found returned to him who gave it as an act of mercy. . . .102
Thus, for Alan, the variance from normal was due simply to an act
of kindness on the part of Alexander III. A second glossator, writ-
ing about the same decretal, offered a more subtle explanation:

But why is it owed to him rather than to the monastery in whose prej-
udice it was given? . . . Solution, the money cannot remain with
the monastery, lest the monks receive some profit from it, for which
they have made themselves unworthy. To the second [objection],
we say that the monastery is given no injury here, since it loses noth-
ing if the possessions of others are returned. . . . Likewise, this is
done in favor of the second monastery, as in causa XV, questio VI,
De lapsis; otherwise as a rule it is owed to the [first] monastery.19

In this text the glossator linked the return of the money explicitly
to the entry of the priest F. into a second house; the money had been
returned to him for the sake of the second house, and the refer-
ence to Gregory the Great’s letter makes it clear that the priest F.
was to use his money for his support at the second house. By re-
interpretation, Alexander’s letter has been reconciled with the de-
sire not to return the money to the simoniacal giver. If the monk
arranged in some way not lo enter another house, then the com-
mentator recommended that he not receive the money, which was
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to remain with the first monastery. The canonist Albert, writing
about 1215, summarized the reasonings of his predecessors:

. . . Money given for simony ought to be given to that church in
whose shame it was paid. . . . Solution, Alan said the procedure
[i.e., award to injured church] was the common law, but this [Alexan.
der’s return of the money] is to be understood as done by way of
dispensation and mercy. Others say it is done because of the crime of
the abbot and of the monks, which is described here, since if the
money remained with the monastery, the monks would feel a benefit
of which they had made themselves unworthy. It seems to me that
the money ought not to be returned to a cleric returning to the world,
but it should remain with the church. . . . If, however, he must go to
fanother form of] religious life, that which is said here obtains, lest
he may be a burden to the secondary monastery.1%*

On the basis of Alexander’s letter, the early thirteenth-century
decretalists decided the fate of the money paid for entry. The
money was returned to the simoniacal monk in the case that he
was to be placed in another house for penance. But if the simonia-
cal entrant did not remain in religious life, then the normal pro-
cedure should prevail in which the money remained with the church
in whose injury it was paid.

It is vain to seek complete agreement among the canonists who
treated the issue of simoniacal entry into religion. They wrote
over a period of seventy-five years and with different emphases
and focuses of concern. However, the canonists went far toward
developing the theoretical implications of Gratian’s decision to
include in his Decretum a case involving simoniacal entry into
religion. They defined a series of thorny issues and proposed
various solutions to deal with them. On account of their work the
broad intellectual principles governing the discussion of simonia-
cal entry had been formulated and disseminated widely by the
year 1200, although many of the specific issues and, more signif-
icantly, the practical measures to be adopted were still open to dis-
agreement.
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1. For a treatment of the Decretum as a cangnical collection, and as an intellectual
phenomenon in its own right, see G. LeBras, J. Rambaud-Buhot, and C. Lefebvre, L'Age
classique [140-1378, sources et théorie du droit {Paris, 1965}, Histoire du droit et des
instilutions de I'Eglise en Occident, no. 7.

2. LeBras et al., L'Adge classique, pp. 1011, C. E. Lewis, "Ricardus Anglicus: A familiaris
of Archbishop Hubert Walter,” Tredido 22 {1966}: 469-71, notes that Hubert Walter,
archbishop of Canterbury from 1183 to 1205, had several canonisis in his household and
among his advisers. 5. Kuitner and E. Rathbone, “Anglo-Norman Canonists of the Twelfih
Century,” Tradiic 7 (1949-51):; 279-358, trace the interrelations of academic and ad-
ministrative careers among several late twellth-century English canonists. L. Genicot,
" Aristocratie et dignités ecclésiastiques en Picardie aux X11° et XII1"sidcles,” Revue d’histoire
ecelésiostique 67 {1972): 436-42, finds that a1 Beauvais a high percentage of non-nobles
holding important positions in the church were university masters: i.e.. university training
could compensate for lack of noble blood. W. Holtzmann, "Die Benutzung Gratians in der
pdpstlichen Kanzlei im 12. Jabrhundert,” Studia Grationa 1 (1953): 323-49, stresses that
from the pontificate of Alexander II1 (1159-81), the papacy was in the possession of
cangnists, and that many members of the curia were canonists as well.

3. The most useful guide to the canonical literature of the twellth and thirteenth
centuries remains 5. Kuttner, Repertorium der Kanonistk 1140-1234 (Vatican City, 1937).
This indispensable work may be updated by reference to the journal Traditie, which pub-
lished from 1955 to 1970 an annual report and bibliography on developmenis in the study
of medieval canon law. Since 1971, the annual report and biblicgraphy appear in the Bul
letin of Medieval Canon Law, New Series.

4. Kuttner, Repertorium, pp. 123-207, lists no summa on the Decretum written later
than the second decade of the thirteenth century. The formation of separate collections of
papal decretals, which were studied and glossed by canonists. led 10 a gradual shift in
canonical studies from the Decretum 10 the decretals (LeBras et al., L'Age classique, pp.
200-305). J. Rambaud-Buhot, "Les Paleae dans le décrer de Gratien,” Proceedings of the
Second International Congress of Medieval Canon Law, ed. 5. Kuttner and ]. ). Ryan {Vatican
City, 1965), pp. 23-44, describes attempis to bring the Decretum up to date in the later
twellth century by adding appendixes of useful texts and of papal letters. Such atlempts
proved unsatisfactory, and gave way 1o decretal collections.

5. "Sed adhuc obicitur, qui ingressuri monasterium pecunias tribuunt, non propositum
religionis, sed participationem stipendiorum ecclesiae emunt. Temporalia ergo, non spirilu-
alia ementes, nequaquam simoniaci habendi sunt. 1. His ita respondetur: Non solum qui
spiritualia, sed etiam qui temporalia eis annexa precio accipiunt symoniaci iudicantur”
{Decretum, cause 1, q. 111, prologue; of, distinctie 47, canon 9).

6, Ibid.

7. Archpriest, archdeacon, canon, monk, and any cleric were positions or orders not 10
be sold becavse they were subject to a regula {J. F. von Schulte, ed., Die Summa des
Paucapalea Wber das Decretum Gratiani [Giessen, 1890], p. 52).

4. "Nihil vero pro adeptione sacrae rei ex coactione vel paclione esl exigendum, nec
ergo pro inlreilu ecclesiae” (F. Thaner, ed., Die Summa Magistri Rolandi, nachmals Papstes
Alexander IHf, nebst einem Arhange tncerti auctoris Questiones [Innsbruck, 1874], p. 13).

. Ul igitur aliquam certitmlinem super hujusmodi constituamus, dicitmus: quia ordo
ef olficium ceclesiasticum et his annexa, quae scificet swine hix haberi non possunt, i
prachendae et similia, fraterna etiam societas, seilicet quae +s1 cenversorum laicorun in
rlausteis vel in plochiis manentiun, fraterna inquam socictas, et annexa his, seilicet quae
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sine his haberi non possunt, sicut sdministrationes officiorum claustrum—cum haec omnia
1alia sunt quod ea emere vel vendere simonia est” (T. P. McLaughlin, ed., The Summae
Parisiensis on the Decretum Gratiani {Toronto, 1952], p. 79).

10. "“The scribe was very careless at times and [requently it seems that he could not make
out what he was copying. . . . Often he has written in a clear hand words which do not
exist and phrases which have no possible meaning” (McLaughlin, Summa Parisiensis, p.
ix).
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from the second canon of Chalcedon, cited by Gratian in causa [, questio I, canon 8, which is
quoted below in note 72, However, it was the work of twelfth- and thirteenth-century
canonists that clarified the distinction between an ecclesiastical order and an ecclesiastical
position: see D). E. Heintschel, The Medieval Concept of an Ecclesiastical Office (Washington,
D.C., 1956) Catholic University of America Canon Law Studies, no. 363.

12, U. Berliére, "La familia dans les monasidres bénédicting du moyen age,” Mémoires
de I’Académie royale de Belgique, 2d ser., vol. 29, fasc. 2 {Brussels, 1931}, documents the
complex structure of inhabitants that a religious house could have. C. DuCange, Glossarium
Mediae et Infimae Latinitatis, ed. G. A. L. Henschel (Paris, 1842}, 2:583, cites three texts of
the twellth and early thirteenth centuries that indicate that laici conversi were individuals
who lived in a monastery, but were not menks. E. P. Sauvage, "Vitae B. Petri Abrincensis e1
B. Hamonis Menachorum Coenohii Saviniacensis,” Aralecte Bollandiana 2 (1883): 511, con-
tains a lext that states that a faicus conversus a1 Savighy was a layman who took the re-
ligious habit, but remained a layman.

13. "Distingues itaque quoniam in pracbenda duo intelliguntur, scilicet frucius exterior
pracbendae et quoddam spirituale annexum, ut est communio fratrum, participatio chori,
capituli, et huiusmodi”” (MeLaughlin, Summa Parisiensis, p. 93). In a1 least two other places,
the Summa added details to this view of membership in a religious body as a spiritual thing:
“Similiter dicimus de praebenda, circa quam tria considerantur: consortium spirituale
fratrum, jus recipiendi stipendia et ipsa stipendia. Consortium spirituale emere simonia est.
Jus etiam recipiendi stipendia nomine praebendae vendere simonia est” {pp. 79-850).
"Quaeritur de eis qui emunt victualia a monachis, el dicimus: =i ita emunt victualia ut etiam
habeant fraternitatem eorum, simoniacum est, alias non™ (p. 93).

14. “De simoniacis qui spiritualia emunt, vendunt, vel adnexa spiritualibus. Spiritualia,
ut sunt gratie virtutum, dignitates ordinationum, consecratienes ecclesiarum ete. Adnexa
spiritualibus, ut ingressus ecclesiarum, ius decimationum, prebendarum, administrationum
el similium, que vendere simoniacum est” (summa “De iure naturali,” Durham University,
Cosin V {II 3, fol. 417, cited by K. W. N¥rr, “"Die Summen *De iure naturali’ und 'De multi-
plici iuris divisione’,” Zeitschrift der Savignyv-Siiftung fMlr Rechisgeschichte, Kanonistische
Abtetlung, no. 48 {(1962): 142}. At least one decretist, the author of the Summa coloniensis,
writing about 1169, held that ihe ingressus monastersi was itsell a spiritual thing: “"Cum
enim ingressus menasterii res spiritwalis sit, gratis, non ob munerum largitionem conceden-
dus est” (BN lat. 14997, fol. 51%).

15. “'De collegiis cenobiorum, canenicorum, monialium, dicunt aliqui non esse symonia-
cum accipere vel dare in 1alibus, quando ibi nulla dignitas adquiritur, Alii distingunt et
melius dicunt quod spiritualis fraternitas gratis semper concedenda est” (Summa de
sacramentis, ed. ).-A. Dugauquier (Louvain and Lille, 1963), vol. 3, pt. 2a, p. 60).

16, Mansi, 22:149e.

17.  "De regularibus canonicis,” JL 16562; "Venerunt,” JL 16620: these Jetters were in-
corporated in the Compilatic 11, bk. 5, tit. 2, chaps. 7 and 8, and were commented by
canonists.
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18. Statuts d'hdtels-Dieu et de IEproseries, ed. L. LeGrand (Paris, 1901}, pp. 26, 36, 44,
194-95. J. Imbert, Les Hopitaux en droit canonique (Paris, 1947), pp. 249-50, especially note
7, discusses simony in the entrance to hospitals in the work of thirteenth-century canonists,

19. Pott 4783, See also La Régle du Temple, ed. H. de Curzon (Paris, 1880), pp. 153, 228,
234, 287-88, 311, 343; and Die Statuten des Devtschen Ordens nach den Whesten Hand-
schriften, ed. M. Perlbach (Halle, 1890), pp. 86-87, 164.

20. Dugauquier, Summa de sacramends, vol. 3, pt. 2a, pp. 14-15.

21. De Borman, Chronigue, 1:246. Peter the Chanter attributed a similar view 1 Bernard
of Claireaux {Dugauquier, S de saer tis, vol. 3, pt. 2a, pp. 213-14). A text of
regular canons likewise criticized those who held back their property when they entered
religious life (). Leclercqg, "Documents pour 'histoire des chanoines réguliers,” Revue
d'fustoire ecclbsiastique 44 [1949): 566-67; the text cited by Leclercq was alse incor-
poraied inte Robert of Bridlingten, The Bridlington Dialoque, ed. and trans. a religious of
C.5.M.V. [London, 1960], p. 56).

22. "Hine liquide aparet, quod ingressuri monasterium sua debent offerre rectoribus,
nec aliter sunt recipiendi, nisi sua obtulerint™ (Decretumn, cause I, g. I, prologue}. Gratian
maodified this view substantially by insisting that the entrant must have a free choice as to
whether or not 10 give his property.

23. "Dicunt quidam, quod non habent eum perfecium, qui omnia bona sua relinquit
parentibus et nil dat ecclesiae indigenti, quam infrat. . . . Nam maulti sunt, qui omnia
bona sua parentibus relinquunt et assumunt pauperatatis (sic) habitum, non paupertatis
amore, sed ul ditentur parentes, vel ut possini episcopari”” {J. F. von Schulte, ed., Die Summa des
Stephanus Tornacensis Wher das Decretum Gratiani |Giessen, 1891|, p. 146). John of Faenza,
relying on Stephan of Tournai’s text, repeated the opinion almost verbatim (BN lat. 14606,
fol. 51%). The author of the Summa coloniensis also criticized thoese who gave no gift, or who
gave a smalt gift when they could have given more: “De his intelligende sunt [i.e., the text
of the Decretum critical of wealthy entrants] qui se propriis facultatibus de toto exuere
nolentes, pro modica et particulari largicione ecclesias sartina sue persene et sumptibus ob
hane causam quaesitis gravare noo metuunt. Unde prosper: non est meum dicere quale
peceatum cibos pauperum presumendo commituni, qui ecclesiom quam de propriis facul-
1alibus iuuvare debuerant insuper suis expensis gravani”™ {BN lat. 14997, fol. 517).

24. "Peccunia exigi ab ingressis conditionaliter. Hoc licitum est, immo de perfectionis
consilio faciendus esset, si deleclus nostri temporis sustineret, ut nullus divitum gui possuni
palernis opibus sustentari in ecclesia susciperetur nisi sua parentibus relinqueret . . . vel
pauperibus distribuerer . . . vel ecclesie rebus adinngeret . . . 7 (BN lat. 14996, {ol. 407,

25. De Borman, Chronique, 1:243-44. At least one canonist held that there should be no
gill at entry: “Set nunquid eo \empore, quo quis recipilur, potest aliquid offerre? Lau . . .
dixit, quod non, ut I, Q. 1 Emendari {c. 104} et ¢. 11 Quam pio {¢.2}” (F. Gillmann, fes
Laurentivs Hispenus Apparat zur Compilatio HI auf der siqatlichen Bibliothek zu Bamberg
IMainz, 1935], p. 72).

20.  See above, chapter 4, pp. 72-75.

27, Decretum, causa 1, q. [I, dictum after canon 7.

28, "Si ergo mon sunt in cenobiis colligendi habentes tunc ner dantes quomiam habet
qui dai” (BN lai. 14997, fol. 517). The author went on to refuls this position: “Feonira
Sumwelum ablactatum anna in iribus vitulis et tribus farine modiis ot anphora vini oplulit
in domum domini in silo. Et in primitiva ecclesia qui s nunero fidelium adnunabam
vendebanl ommia, ponenies precia eorum ante pedes apostolornm. Quorum unus snanias
guia de precie [raudavit et spiritui sancle mentici praesumpsit aceepta maledictionis sen-
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tentia expiravit. . . . Similiter ex premissis exemplis habes quod liceat offerentem sus.
cipere . . . 7 libid.).

29. "Sed aliud est sua sponte offerre, aliud exacta persolvere” (Decretum, causa 1, g.
IL, prologue).

30. “Ad hoc notandum est, quod eorum, quae offeruntur, alia sponte, alia coacte
praestantur; item alia pactione, alia mera liberalitate. . . . Dicimus ergo nichil omnino
exigendum nec exactum solvendum nec pactione aliguid pro ingressu ecclesiae erogandum™
(Thaner, Die Summa, p. 13).

31. “Non ergo his auctoritatibus permittitur rectoribus ab ingressuriz aliquid exigere,
sed sponte oblata suscipere, quia illud dampnabile est, hoc vero minime’” (Decretum, causa
I, g. 1L, prologue). The Summa Parisiensis noted that, in the proper circumstances, an entrance
gift was a praiseworthy thing: "Non debet exigi pecunia [nec| exacta dari vel cum inirante
vel ante vel post quia simoniacum est. Sed si gratis offeratur, tunc ante vel post laudabiliter
recipitur et laudabiliter datur” {McLaughlin, Summa Parisiensis, p. 92). The summa “Trac-
taturus magister” noted, “Huius questionis negativa simpliciter est vera. Sponte tamen
oblata post factum non sunt respuenda non precedente duntaxat conditione vel intentione™
{BN lar. 15994, fol. 327),

32. "Eorum que dantur alia sponte, alia dantur coacte. [tem alia pactione, alia mera
liberalitate. Nichil vero pro ingressu ecclesie vel pro alicuius sacrae rei datione vel accep.
tione per pactionem vel exactionem ab aliqua est requirendum vel pactum vel exactum per-
soelvendum™ (summa “Cum in tres partes,” BN lat. 16540, fol. 2'}. For other expressions of
the distinction between a free-will, legitimate offering and an exaction, see the Council of
Melfi {1089}, Mansi, 20:col. 723; the Council ¢f Londen, canon 3 {1127}, in The Chronicle
of John of Worcester, ed. J. R. H. Weaver (Oxford, 1908), p. 24. Gerhoh of Reichersberg's
Liber de simoniacis criticized forced gifts as simoniacal exactions, no matter what euphem-
ism hid them: “"Cum enim cenobiorum praelati ab his, quos in suum consortium recipiunt,
munera exigunt, ipsam symoniacam avaritiam nomine oblationis tegunt: nimirum satis
improprie, cum aliud sit oblatio, aliud exactio; aliud quod sponte offeriur, aliud quod etiam
ab invitis aufertur €1 extorquetur™ (MGH, Libefli de Lite, 3:269).

33.  Augustine’s sermon 86, Migne, vol. 38, cols. 526-29, dealt with excuses used by
the rich to justily their failure te give alms to the poor.

34.  De Borman, Chronique, 1:261-62.

35, "Tempore quo domnus Nicolaus ecclesie Beati-Dvonisii preerat, miles quidam Guil-
lermus videlicet de Villula ipsum adiit, atque ut filium suum, Guillermum nomine, pre
Dei suoque amore, monachum facere dignaretur humiliter postulans, promittebai etiam se
bona plurima inibi collocaturum, suumque auvxilium et consilium in omnibus pro posse ad-
futurum, si peticio ejus effectum, ut desiderabai, consequeretur. Orricus vero frater prefati
Guillermi similia se facturum si implerelur quod petebant fideliter spopondit; prior denique
ecclesie sibi commisse sollicite curam gerens, eamque, suc tempore, ampliare desiderans,
voluntati eorum satisfacturum ita decrevit si de reditibus suis, cum ipso puero, . . . aliqua
conferre salagerent™ (8¢, Denrys, no. 70, ca. 1190).

36. Decretum, causa 1, q. I, prologue. CI. Pott 3235.

37. "Verumtamen, si vesirae necessitati adec est oportunus quem reperistis, dum lamen
omnis absit pactio. omnis cesset conventic . . . accedat . . . 7 (Decretum, cause 1, q. b,
canon 2). The decretists laid stress on opposition to pacts in their treatment of the letter of
the Pseudo-Boniface: ""Respondit papa quod haec quaestio difficilis sibi videtur quia inaudita.
Tandem dicit quia ex pacto mnihil dare debent, sed accedat ille gratis quem sibi credunt
necessarium, ¢l postea si voluerint gralis monasterio in subsidium aliquid dare, poterum
licite™ (MeLaughlin, Summa Parisiensis, p. 92). "Respondet apostolicus, non licere ex pac-
lione, tamen posiquam factum [uerit, permittit aliquid dari fratribus illius coenobii, v
prius pracerat” (Schulie, Die Summa des Stephanus, p. 145).
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38 In his comments on causa [, guestio LI, canon 2, Quam Pio, Huguccio expressed the
view thai the timing of a gift could make a difference in assessing its legitimacy: “Post-
modum, quod nan ante ne presumatur symenia, quum enim aliquid licet post quod non licet
ante. . . . Quum aliquid licet ante quod non post. . . . Quum quad non licet anie nec post
... " (BN lar. 3892, iol. 120%). The Pseudo-Boniface had recommended that the richer
monastery give a gift to the poorer house after the monk had come gratis. The summa
“Tractaturus magister’’ had approved gifts made after the actual entrance: “Sponte tamen
oblata pest factum non sunt respuenda, non precedente duntaxal conditione vel inteniione
... " (BN lat. 15994, fol. 327). A gloss to Compilatio I1I, bock 5, title 2, canon 6, Tua, like-
wise approved of gifts after reception: "'Non tamen receplionis tempore, set postmodum,
1. Q.1 Emendari et Q. [I Quam pio” (Gillmann, Des Laurentius Hispanus, p. 72).

39. "Non debet exigi pecunia [nec] exacta dari vel cum intrante vel ante vel post
quia simoniacum est. Sed si gratis offeratur, tunc ante vel post laudabiliter recipitur et
laudabititer datur™ (McLaughlin, Summa Parisiensts, p. 92). The summe “De iure naturali”
likewise held that timing was irrelevant in judging the simoniacal nature of a gifl: “"Con-
traitur autem simonia a pecunia, ab obsequio et lingua, pactione apud homines, intentione
apud deum, licet non precesserit pactio. Unde simoniacum intentio facit per obsequium et
linguam, pactio per pecuniam, quocumque tempore detur vel accipiatur. Neque enim
tantum est simonia dandi ¢t accipiendi, set etiam dati et accepti, quandoque nulla prece-
dente pactione, si intentione, quia promotus es, post dederis . . . 7' (Nt'er, "Die Summen,”
p- 142}. Huguecio also argued that in the case of entry into religious life, the liming of a gift
was ircelevant, if the gifl was required: “Hic intitulalur ii quaestio scilicet an in progressu
[ste] ecclesie peccunia sit exigenda vel exacta persolvenda. Haec quaestio nullam habet
dubitationem quia certum est quod in progressu [sic] monasterii, id est cuiuslibet ecclesie,
peccunia non est exigenda vel si fuerit exacta persolvenda non est, quia uterque symoniacum
est, scilicet exigere vel exactam persolvere sive ante susceplionem sive post susceplionem.
Utrumque enim prohibetur scilicet ante et post . . ™ (BN lat. 3892, {ol. 1207).

4. "Set nunquid eo tempore, quo quis recipitur, potest aliquid offere? Lau. [0:Laur]
dixit quod non, . . . Jo. et vi. dixerunt et credo bene, quod licet illo tempore dare, dum-
mode . . . talis . . . paccio non precesserit, quia si pactum precedil, nec ante nec post
dari licet . . . * {Gillmann, Des Laurentius Hispanus, p. 72).

41. " . .. Licei quidam aulument lunc sine peccato pacuniam pro ingressu exigi, cum
aliquid ea intentione exigitur, ut exacium postmodum in necessitatem ecclesie vel pauperum
ulimeniam erogetur™ (Singer, Die Summa. p. 224). lohn of Faenza reporied a similar view:
"Quidam male putant exigendam si exacta postmodum in necessitatem ecclesie vel ali-
moniam pauperum erogetur™ (BN lat. 14606, lol. 51%).

42. " . . . Que sententia penitus exsufflanda videbitur, si illud cap. Gregorii ad memori-
am reducatur, ‘Non est putanda’ (27), supra q.I et infra II cap” (Singer, Die Summa, p. 224).
John of Faenza also contradicted the opinion that he had reporied, "“Sed infringitur hoc ex
decrelo gregorii, ‘Non est putandum’ . . . " (BN lat. 14606, fol. 517).

43, “Nichil inquam a suscipiendis cuiuscumque pietatis obteniu exigendum, ut ail
alexander capitulo ‘ex multis’ circa Bnem: Constituimus ut nullus cniuseumgue gradus
clericus pro ecclesie beneficio audeatl aliguid conferre aut in ecclesiarum fabrica vel in
donariis ecclesiarum seu etiam quod pauperibus erogetur quia teste scriptura qui ma/le
acripil ul bene dispenset gravalur polius quam iuvetur” (BN lat. 14997, {al. 51°-51%}. The
reference is 1o a letter of Alexander 11, JL 4722.

M. Bonavenlura, Opera omniz {Quaracchi, 1898), B:369-T0. (Mo Rigawl, Regisirum,
P 3ol

45, S aliquis, qui census proprios exuberanter pessidel, suseeplus est ab ecclesia,
fque non adinodum dives est, exigetur ab eo, ut vel censum suum eeclesie rebus annuanerel
vel suis rebus incumbat el sumptum de ecelesia non requirat . " (Singer, Die Summa,
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p. 224). John of Faenza repeated Rufinus’ view and added 1o it a reason why a rich person
should not be allowed to keep his wealth after entry: "Si aliquis qui census proprios exu-
beratur [sic] possidet, susceptus est ab ecclesia quae non admodum dives est, exigetur ab
eo vel ut censum suum ecclesie rebus annumeret vel de ecclesia sumptum non requiret,
maxime cum occasione rerum suarum occupatus servitio desit ecclesie” (BN lat. 14606, (ol
51%).

46. Decretum, causa I, g. 1, canons 6, 7, 8, 9. 10.

47. " ... Licet quidam prave consuetudinis defensores illa decreta ebriose sentiant
data_pro cancnicis regularibus. Sed quomodo ex auctoritatibus illis indulgetur canonicis
regutaribus vivere de propriis aut de bonis parentum, cum nullum preprium possidere, sed
omnia in- commune habere debeant?’ (Singer, Die Summa, pp. 224-25). Stephan of
Tournai made a similar comment sbout the applicability of Gratian's texts to regular clergy
(Schulte, Die 5 des Steph pp. 145-46). John of Faenza followed Rufinus on the
izsue: "Quidam dicant hoc dici de canonicis regularibus, sed quomodo ex autoritatibus llis
indulgeretur canenicis regularibus vivere de bonis parentum aut de propriis cum nullum
preprium possidendum, sed omnia in communi habere debeant™ (BN lar. 14605, fol.
51%).

48. "Secundo, an pre ingressu ecclesiae sit exigenda pecunia, vel si exacta fuerit, an sit
perselvenda?’ {Decretum, causa I, prologue). “Sequitur secunda questio, qua queritur, an
pro ingressu monasterii pecunia sit exigenda, vel exacta persolvenda?” (ibid., q. II,
prologue). "Auctoritate Bonifacii patenter ostenditur, quod, . . . ita nulli pecuniae inter-
ventu ecclesiae largiri oportet ingressum™ (ibid., dictum after canon 4). “Multerum auctori-
tatibus luce clarius constat, quod ab ingressuris monasterium non licet pecuniam exigere

.. " {ibid., dictum after canon 10).

49, Ibid., canons 6, 7, 8, 9.

50. "Verum his auctoritatibus prohibentur ab ecclesia suscipi non illi, qui quendam
fuerunt divites et omnia reliquerunt, . . . aut pauperibus distribuerunt, . . . aut ecclesiae
rebus adiunxerunt . . . : sed illi, qui in domibus parentum residentes vel sua relinquere
nolentes ecclesiasticis lacultatibus pasci desiderant™ (ibid., dictum after canon 7.

51. ""Hec ergo sit in hac questione sententia ut nunquam a suscipiendis sed a susceplis
quandoque exigi debeat ut res suas ecclesie adnuerent vel sumpius ab ea non postulent.
Susceptis dice ad sustentationem, non ad professionem, quia professis regulam propria
habere non licet”™ {BN lat. 14997, fol. 51"}, Stephan of Tournai also commented that Gra-
{ian's opinions and texts were not always appropriate for regular clergy: "De secularibus
dicit, nam regularibus aequaliter distribuendum, vel generaliter de omnibus . . . * (Schulte,
Die Summa des Stephanus, p. 146).

32. "Nota tamen, quia, si aliqued coenocbium ita pauperrimum est, quod non possit suf-
heere his qui convertuntur, in hoc casu abbas ab offerente se coenobio et habente
aligua, bene potest exigere id, unde habeat necessaria qui convertitur” (Schulie, Die Summa
des Stephanus, p. 145). Jobhn of Faenza proposed a similar- view in his summa: "Nota si
sliquod cenobium its pauper est quod nec possit suficere his qui convertuntur, in hoc casu
abbas ab offerente se monaslerio vel cenobio et habente aliqua bene potest potest |[sic|
exigere unde habeat necessaria qui convertuntur™ (BN lat. 14606, fel. 51v).

53. “Autoritate bonifacii. c. quam pio. Ad versionem [sic}, id est, ad Rdem et cultum
dei, gregorii ¢. Sicut episc. Item opponitur ad id quod dixerat, scilicet quod pro ingressu
ecclesie nichil est exigendum a suscipiendis vel susceptis, sed omnes quot recipiuntur de-
beirent [sic] gratis suscipi et suscepti pasci de rebus ecclesie, exceptis 1alibus de qualibus
locuntur sequentia capitula. A talibus enim et videtur posse exigi ut sua temporalia

conferant ecclesie vel abstineatur a sumptibus ecelesie vel locantur™ (BN lat. 3892, fol.
1207},
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54. "Si tamen ecclesia est adeo pauper quod non possit pluribus quam ibi sunt sufficere,
licite potest dicere prefatus volenti illam ecclesiam intrare: ecclesia ista adeo pauper est
quod non potest presentibus sufficere et ideo non possumus suscipere. Sed si tu habes unde
possis vivre parati sumus fe recipere et tu offeras ecclesie unde ipsa possis [sic] etiam tibi
sufficere. Non notatur hic vicium cupiditatis et symonie, sed simpliciter declaratur necessitas

ecclesie” {BN lat. 3892, fol. 1207).

55, "Nota si aliquod cencbium ita pauper est quod nec possit suficere his qui conver-
tuntur in hec casu abbas ab offerente se monasterio vel cencbio et habenie aliqua bene
polest exigere unde habeat necessaria qui convertuntur” (BN lat. 14606, fol. 51¥). “"Con-
ditionaliter potest ab eo exigi qui ingressus est ecclesiam quae divitiis non habundat, et
habet de patrimomio vel de alio unde vivere potest” (Summe monacensis, Munich, Clm
16084, fo). 16"}, "Suppone quod monasterium adeo extenuatum quod non potest pluribus
sufficere. Numgquid possunt aliquid exigere? Credo sic in hune modum, "Frater, scias quia
res huius menasterii pluribus sufficere non possunt; si volueris intrare ducas unde vivere
possis” {Tancred on Compilatio I, bk. 5, tit. 2, canon 7, BN lat. 15399, fol, 51"). "Sed
quid si monasterium ad quod volo transire non sufficit in possessionibus ad sustinendum
plures quam habeat. Respondetur: licite potest a me aliquid petere pro mea sustintacione™
{Guilelmus on Compilatio I, bk. 5, ti1. 2, canon 7, BN la1. 3932, fol. 56').

56. “Non inde habemus quod ab eo qui, cum nichil promiitit, monasterium petit,
propter ingressum liceat exigere. Similiter ex premissis exemplis habes quod liceat offeren-
tem suscipere; non tamen quod a suscipiendo fas sit quicquid exigere vel propter oblata
susipere”™ (Summe coloniensis, BN lat. 14997, fol. 51"). Peter the Chanter held that, in
cases of extreme need, the ability 10 make a gift could be taken into account: “Aliquis acced-
it ad pauperem locum ubi sunt quatuor heremite vel monachi quorum singuli habent suum
panem tantum. Petit recipi ad conversationem inter illes. IMi, ostendentes paupertatem
suam, petuni ut facial assignari locum unde habeat victum et vestitum tempore vile sue.
Accedit dives aliquis et paciscitur cum illis de procurando eo in victu et vestitu suo tempere
vite sue. Est ne hec pactio symoniaca? Non credit et distinguit inter causam propter quam
et causam sine qua non fierel cum feri non possit. Causa enim sine qua non heret, cum
fieri possit, est causa propter quam, principalis scilicet non secundaria, et ista inducit
symonia in huiusmaedi, reliqua non™ (Dugauquier, Summa de Sacramentis, vol. 3, pars. 2a, 16}

57. "Praecipimus etiam sub poena suspensionis [ne| ab ingressuris claustrum, vel pasius
vel vestimentum exigantur, neque denarii, neque aliud in fraudem praedictorum, ita quod
propter hoc non repellantur™ {canon 27, Council of Paris [1213], Mansi, 22:833b; alse in
Council of Rouen [12§4], canon 30, Mansi, 22:911d).

58. ™ .. . Sciendum est quod pecunia aliquando exigitur a suscipiendis, aliquando a
susceplis; item aliquando absolute, interdum conditionaliter. . . . Ttaque a suscipiendis nec
absolule nec ullo modo conditionaliter pecunia est extgenda. . . . A susceplis autem

nullo genere absolule exigenda est nec conditionaliter, nisi in hoc solummodo casu®
(Singer, Die Summa, p. 224). The Summa Monacensis, written about 1175-78, made the
same point: “Aliquando peccunia exigitur ab ingressis, aliquando ab ingressuris; guando
ab gressuris simonia commititur. Quando ab ingressis refert ulrum ahsolule vel conditional-
Her exigatur. Si absolute quidem exigil, simoetiam incurrit: si autem conditionaliter ne-
guaquam® (Munich Clm 16084, fol. 167). The summa “Traclaturus magister” reported the
same opinion, bul nol necessarily as its own: "Quidam 1amen volual dislinguere inter
recipiendos et receptos, dicentes a recipiendis nil omnino esse exigendum nec a recoplis

allute, sed ronditionaliter si volunt pervipere stipendia ecelesic, quoniam ipsi habundant
el coclesia indiger .. . " (BN lat. 15994, fol. 327). Sivardus of Cremona sel up the ques.
lion ol receiving money from those reveived and Teom those about 10 e reveived in the

form of a ¢hari:
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ab ingressuris, hoc est symonia. . . .

Peccunis exigi [ absolute, symonia est. . . .
ab ingressis

conditionaliter, hoe licitum est. . . .

(BN lat. 14996, fol. 40"). 1. Weitzel, Bogriff und Erscheinungsformen der Simonie bei Gration
und den Dekretisten, Milnchener Theologische Studien, Kanonistische Abteilung, vol. 25
{Munich, 1967), p. 134, note 52, cites this text of Sicardus from Munich Clm 4555, fol. 20",
However, in his printed citation the meaning was reversed:

ab ingressuris. hoc est simoniacum. . . .
Peccunia exigitur [ conditionaliter, haec est simonia. . . .
ab ingressis [
absolute, hoc licitum est.

[t would require an examination of the manuscript used by Weitzel to determine whether
this difference was due to a real divergence in the lext, or to an error of transcription or
printing.

5% "Verumtamen si cencbii nimia paupertas sit intantum ut adaucto numere personarum
necesse sit augeri patrimonium, ibi statum loci significare introitum petentibus non im-
probamus” (BN la1. 14997, [el. 51Y). For Huguccie's comment see above, note 54. Siephan of
Tournai also defended the mention of the house’s economic state before reception of a new
member (Schulte, Die Summa des Stephanus, p. 145).

60. “"Quidem plus dicunt etiam taxationes hoc casu licere, habentes quo tueantur hanc
suam opinionem cenobitarum consuetudinem’ (BN lat. 14997, fol. 511.

61. “Similiter, si aliqua congregatio egeat in tantum quod non possit plures recipere
fratres, si quis petit fraternitalem ipsius, possunt ab eo licite exigere tantum unde possit ibi
sustenlari, quamdiu vixerit; sed eo mortuo debent illa reddere, nisi velit ea sibi gratis
conferre. Si vero exigant ab ec perpetuum, symonia est, cum sine illo esse possent”
{Dugauquier, Summa de sacramentis, vol. 3, pars. 2a, 14).

62. "S5 autem monasterium eguerit, ita quod offerentem se illi, sine pecunia recipere
non possit vel sustentare, spiritualem fraternitatem ei concedat, non corporalem: vel in
exceplionem paugerlatis suse, et sustentationem vitae illius exigere potest ab eo, ut eum
recipiat, et temporales redditus, quibus tantum sustenetur dum vixerit. Quod si perpetuos
exegerit, jam manifesta cupiditas vitiosum facit ingressum®™ (Verbum abbreviatum, chap. 38,
Migne, 205:130-31). Radulphus Ardens, apparently a disciple of Peter the Chanter, in-
cluded this text, with minor modifications, in his Speczium universale, bk. [2, chap. 73, BN
lat. 3240, fol. 128, Concerning Radulphus see M.-T. d’Alverny, "L'Obit de Raoul Ardent,”
Archives dhistoire doctrinale et liwbraire du moyen 8ge 15/17 (1940-42): 403-5; and |
Gritndet. Das, "Speculum Universale” des Radulphus Ardens, Mitteilungen des Grabmann-
Instituts der Universitft Minchen, vol. 5 (Munich, 1961}, p. 3.

63,  Decretum, causa I, ¢. 1], canon 2, Quam pio.

64. 11 is siriking how often the commentators summed up the letter in a single senlence,
and then went on to treat merely verbal difficulties: see McLaughlin, Summa Parisiensis,
p- 92; Singer, Die Summa, p. 225; Huguccio, BN lat. 3892, fol. 120", summa "Omnis qui
iuste iudicar,” Rouen ms. 743, fol. 50"-51".

65. “Queritur si alicui liceat vendere seipsum ad religionis habitum . . . suscipiendum.
Verbi gratia. Aliquis invitatur ad monasticum habitum suscipiendum ab abbate vidente
ecclesiam suam indigere 1ali persona. Dicit ille se pauperculam mairem habere quam nec
vuli, nec potest derelinquere desolatam vel sororem innnptam, vel se obligatum ere alienc.
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Queritur an liceal ei sine pactione ita vendicare se ipsum ut, scilicet ea intenticne, ingrediatur
minasterium illorum si liberaverint eum ab ere aliene. Pactio enim in 1ali casu excluditur,
Ca. 1, Q.I1, Quampio” (Dugauquier. Summa de sacramentis, vol. 3, pars. 2a, 45-46). The
summa “Tractaturus magister” made a similar point: " . . . Non debet aliquid promitti
alicui ut convertatur . . . sed forte posset e fieri spes aliqua. non certa pactio” (BN lat.
15904, fol.327. A twelfth-century charter of the Cistercian house of Berdoues offers a
confirmation of Peter the Chanter's hypothetical cases. The abbot provided a dowry for
the daughter of a monk, in order that the monk would confirm a gift he and his sons had
made at the time of his entry {Berdoues, nos. 481 and 482).

66. "Nonne intentio symoniam inducit? At symonia talis, si symonia est, nen multum
videtur habere impietatis, Sed nunquid non est symonia cum religiosi habitus susceptio
redigatur sub pretium? Nunquid item si symenia est mortale peccatum?” (Dugauquier,
" Summa de sacramentis. vol. 3. pt. 2a, p. 46).

67. "Quod cum intellexisset praepositus praedicti monasterii, pecuniam libentissime
solvit, et Scholasticus statim habitum suscepit” {(Dialogus Miraculorum, ed. J. Strange
|Cologne, 1851]. 1: 228),

68. Vigeois, no. 338, 1165-T1.

69. Decretum, cousa 1, prologue.

70.  "In hoc autem non fuil ignorantia iuris, sed facti, et illius, quod nen opertuit eum
scire. A reatu ergo criminis eacusal eum ignorantia paterni delicti, quod elsi oportuisset
eum scire, infirmitate tamen etatis deprehendere non poterat” (ibid., q. 1V, dictum after
canon 13).

71. "Queritur quae penitentia sit simeniacis iniungenda.. Responditur, non est
auctoritate taxata sed arbilraria” (Summauls decretalium quaestionum, Reims ms. 689, fol.
23n.

72, "Si quis episcopus ob pecuniam fecerit ordinationem el sub pretic redegerit
graliam, quae non potest venundari, ordinaveritque per pecunias episcopum aul presby-
lerum seu diaconum vel quemlibet ex his, qui connumeraniur in clere, aul promoverit
per pecunias dispensatorem aut defensorem vel quemquam, qui subiectus est regulae,
pro suo turpissimo lucri commodo: is, cui hoc adlemptanti probatum fuerit, proprii
gradus periculo subiacebit, et qui ordinatus est, nihil ex hac ordinatione vel promolione,
quae est per negotiationem facta, proficiat. Sed sit alienus ea dignitate vel sollicitu-
dine, quam per pecunias adquisivil. Si quis vero mediaior tam turpibue el nefandis datis
vel acceplis exstiterit, si quidem clericus fuerit, propric gradu decidal, si vero laicus
aut monachus anathematizetur” ([. Alberige et al., eds., Conciliorum oecumenicorum
decreta {Freiburg im Breisgau 1962], pp. 63-064). Gratian included this canon in the
Decretum, causa L, guestio 1, canon 8.

73.  Alberigo, Conciliorum, canon 64, pp. 240-41.

7d. The letters of Stephan of Tournai, who was himself a decretist, contain much in-
formation about Lhe restlessness ameng religious in the second hail of the twellth century.
He interceded for repentant aposiates, and for religious seeking legal permission to Lrans.
fer [rom one order to another {Les lettres d'Etienne de Tournai, ed. ]. Desilve [Paris-
Valenciennes, 1893|, nos. 1, 15, 32, 57, 101, 103, 135, 264, 288). In ceusa XX. questio 1V,
dictum after canon 3, Gratian had forbidden a monk to 1ake a pilgrimage vow withoui his
ahbot’s permission, precisely because such a vow might be used to escape from regular life
and discipline, See also K. Fina, "Ovem Suam Require. Eine Studie zur Geschichie des
trdenswechsels im 12, Jahrhundery,” A ugustintane 7 (1957): 33-56.

75. "Queri solet hic, cum tales promotiones, sicut ait Ualcedonense concilinn, in nulle
proficiant . . ., utrum aliquis per pecuniam datam vel acvepiam vel per afiquam pro-
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missionem {actus monachus monachico habitu debeat expoliari? Ad qued dicimus quoniam
sicut, si aliquis monachus ordinaretur in episcopum per pecuniam, non amitieret sacra.
mentum ordinis—quod sive bene sive male susceptum est id, quod est—amitieret tamen
sacramenti dignitatem, propter quam solam optinendam et nen propter sacramentum
dedit pecuniam,—non enim de sacramento curaret, si a sacramento dignitas absisterer—:
ita et quande per pecuniam acceptam vel datam aliquis in aliquo loco fit monachus,
debet ec privari, propter quod dedit vel accepit pecuniam—scil. ne ibi sit monachus;
propter hoc enim pecunia data est. Non autem simpliciter expoliandus est habitu mon.
achali; non enim pecunia oblata est, ut monachus fieret, ‘sed ut monachus esset ibi”
{Singer, Die Summa, pp. 229-30).

76. Penal exile as a form of punishment was in use in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries within religious orders: see Canivez, Statuta, vol. 1, chap. 5, 1202; vol. 2, chap. 68,
1233; chap. 7, 1247; vol. 3, chap. 3, 1262.

77. "Hoe ergo casu excepto, si quis per pecuniam monachus efficitur utrum habitu
expoliandus sit queritur. Ad hoc non dedit pecuniam ut monachus fieret, sed ut ibi
monachus esset. Unde et ab eo loco removendus, non ab austeritate religionis seperandus
ne si hoc dixerimus, profugis viam pandamus™ (BN lat. 14997, fol.51¥). Sicardus of Cre-
mona held the same view: ""Queritur itaque si aliquis interventu peccunie effectus mon-
achus sit monachico habitu expoliandus. Videtur, quia nullus ex promolione quae est per
negotionem facta proficiat. . . . Respondeo, privetur eo cenobio sed nom illo habitu.
Non enim data est pecunia prepter habitum'™ (BN lai. 14996, fol. 437434,

78. John of Faenza commented that the habit itsell was a pena, a punishment:
“Queritur cum tales promotiones in nulle proficiant, . . . utrum aliquis per pretium
monachus Sancti Preculi factus monachico habitu debeat expoliari. Dicimus quod non
habitum, cum pena sit, sed monasterio privabitur. Non enim propter habitum sed propter
monasterium pretium dedit” (BN lat, 14606, fol. 52¥).

79. In addition to Rufinus, John of Faenza, Sicardus of Cremona, and the author of
the Summa coloniensis, Everard of Ypres, also recommended penal exile for a simonia-
cally received religious: “"Queritur utrum aliquis interventu pecunie monachus factus
monachico sn habitu expollandus Responditur: Videtur privandus ille cenobio non habii™
{5 la decretali Reims ms. 689, fol. 22%); and so did the author of the
Summa  Lipsiensis: "Quld fiet de eo qui monachus factus est per pecuniam? Nunquid
debet monachico habitu expoliari sicut iste qui ecclesiam emit? Et dicimus quod non
habitu spoliabitur cum hoc pena sit. Sed monasterio privabitur, non enim propter habitum
sed propter monasterium pecuniam dedit” (Rouen ms. 743, fol. 51%).

80. VFeniens, JL 14149.

Bl. De regularibus, JL 16562.

82. E. Friedberg, Quirgue compilati rec non Colfectio Canonum Lipsien-
sis (Leipzig, 1882). For the origin and dating of lhe compilationes, see Kuttner, Repertorium,
pp. 322-8%; R. Naz, "Compilationes (Quinque Antiquae),” DDC, 2:1239-41; and Le
Bras et al., L'Age classique, pp. 227-32.

83. ... 1am recipiens quam recepta, sive sit subdila sive praelata, sine spe restitu-
tionis de suo monasterio expellatur, in locum arctioris regulae, ad agendum perpetuam
poenitentiam retrudenda” (Alberigo, Conciliorum, p. 240).

84. Master Honorius recommended an unpleasant readmission if a house of exile were
not available, "Solutio: dici potest in eodem posse retrudi qui niheminus [sic] locum
emptum amittitur nec enim ibi erit ut frater sed petius ut in ergastulum detrusus et ita
amitit quod ibi habebat honoris, eis qui sunt honeris remanentibus™ (BN lat. 14591, fol. 61").
Canon 64 of the Fourth Lateran Council provided that if no house of exile was available,
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“ne lorle damnabiliter in saeculo evagentur, recipiantur in eodem monastetio dispensa-
tive de novo mutatis prioribus locis et inferioribus assignatis” (Alberigo, Concifiorum,
pp. 240-41).

85. “Nam qui sub religionis obtentu Deo famulari voluerit, si quid acceperil, el
meritum perdit, et beneficio accepte frustratur. Rationis ergo vigore cogitur quod iniuste
recepil restituere, et quicquid turpis lucri gratia receperat non tenere” (Decretuin, causa |,
g. [, canon 2). Loewenleld attributed the letter to Gregory VII (JL 5276).

86. " .. . Ecclesiae vendicetur, cuins voluit sacerdotium emere. Si autem laicus est,
gui pro hac causa aliquid accepit, vel mediator rei factus est, ea quae data sunt, in duplum
ab eo exigantur, ecclesiae vendicanda” (Schulte, Die Summae des Paucapales, p. 55).
The lex Justiniani is Novella VI, c. i, 9, in Corpus juris civilis, vol. 3, ed. R. Schoell and
R. Kroll {Berlin, 1895), p. 38.

87. "Sed illud decretum de ecclesiastica mansuetudine, istud vero lustiniani de rigore
iuris intelligitur dictum™ (Schulte, Die Summa des Paucapalea, p. 55).

88. “Fuerunt hic qui dicerent pecuniam restituendam non ei, qui dedit, sed ecclesiae
vel pauperibus dandam. Sed hoc non restituere esset, sed potius destituere; restituere
enim est prius habenti reddere. Erit ergo magis intergrum estimare perverso datori pe-
cuniam reddendam esse . . " (Singer, Dic Summa, pp. 226-27).

89. . .. Non quod ipse dator repetere possit quod ob turpem causam dedit; sed
in sempiternum ejus obprobrium reddetur sibi pecunia, ut secum sit in perditionem,
quia existimavit donum Dei pecunia possideri”™ (Singer, Die Summa, p. 227). Everard of
Ypres, in his Summule decretalium quaestionum, agreed: “"Queritur cui pecunia sil red-
denda an fisco vel ecclesie vel pauperibus vel datori. Respondeo datori reddenda cui
dicendum est quod petrus symoni, ‘Pecunia tua tecum sit in perditione.’ ” {Reims ms. 689,
fol. 227).

90. "Non igitur ecclesiae huiusmodi pecunia est offerenda nec pauperibus danda—pro
eo quod precepit Dominus filiis Jerael, ut aflerrent oleum de elivis purissimum ad con-
cinnandas lucernas in tabernacule Domini [et] quia non de alienis, sed de nostris bonis
elemosinam facere debemus . . . {Singer, Die Summa, p. 227).

91. "Cum ergo clericus alicuius ecclesiae dat alicui pecuniam de ecclesia, ut ad ec-
clesiam servitlurus adveniat, tunc et dator et accepior graviler puniendus est, pecuma
autem ecclesiae restituenda est, quia delictum persone in dampnum ecclesiae nop est
convertendum, ut j, C. 16, 4.6 Si episcopum™ (ibid.}. See Decretum, causa XVI, guestio VI,
cangn 2, for the legal basis for this view.

92. “ ... In eo casu loguitur, quando aliquis bono zelo ad praelaturam emitur a
lratribus, reddi debet ecclesiae, quoniam et in hoc casu turpiter facil, non qui dat, sed qui
recipit” {Schulle, Die Summa des Stephanus, p. 147). "Queritur cui restituel. Si dixerimus
hoc decretum de eo tamen logui qui a clerico alicuius ecclesiae pecuniam accipit ut ad
illam ecclesiam veniat serviturus, . . . licet qui sic peccuniam ecclesiae dal vel accipil
lamquam symoniacus graviter sit puniendus, tamen peccunia est ecclesie restituenda quia
delictum persone non est convertendum in damnum ecclesie . . . {John of Faenza, BN
lat. 14606, Tol. 527). See also the summa “Tractaturus magister,” BN lat. 15994, fol, 327,
Hugueeie, BN lat. 3892, fol. 121%. Ndrr, “Die Summen,” pp. 161-63, has a collection of
lexis from decretists on the issue of the fate of money simoniacally received.

93. "Videtur innuere, quod, qui aliquid acceperit ex venditione spiritualium, ei, a quo
acrepil, debeat restituere, Sed cum ulerque sil in pari causa turpitudinis, qui dedit non
poterit repelere, quoniam in turpi causa melior est conditio possideniis. Sed resliluere
cogilur non danti, sed ecclesiae vel pauperibus” (Schulte, Die Summa des Stepharus,
p. 147).
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94, Novella VI, c. i, 9.

95. “Videtur quod non fsco sed potius ecclesie, quia data est in iniuriam ecclesie ut
XVIIL, q.MII Si quis in atrio” {Sicardus of Cremona, BN fat. 14996, fol. 43Y). The summa
"Tractaturus magister” mentioned giving the money to the church as one possibility
among several: “Queritur cui cum potior sit conditio possidentis . . . nec ecclesia debet
lucra querere ex iniquitate . . . nec de talibus debet fieri elemasinas. . . . Potest diei
quod ecclesie in conpensationem iniurie, ar. XV, ¢. 11T Si quis in atrio, XV, q. ult. Cum
multe; vel ipsi qui dedit in detestationem persone, sicut legitur dixisse petrus simoni

.7 (BN lat. 15994, fol. 327). Norr, "Die Summen,” p. 162, says that the injury rcon.
cept, used as a way to claim the illicit payment for the church, was cited for the first 1ime
by Sicardus and the “Tractaturus magister.”

96, “ltem pecunia simoniace accepta dicitur restituenda. . . . Sel cui, cum nec dans
habeat repetitionem nec accipiens retentionem? Non erge melior erit causa possidentis,
Dicunt eam esse reddendam ecclesie, in cuius iniuriam constat esse datam, exemple
pecunie cb calumpniam presiite, que nec danti redditur nec accipienti retinere permitti-
tur, sel ei conceditur, in cuius calumpniam data est . . " (Durham University, Cosin
¥ II1 3, fol. 42%, cited in Ntrr, “Die Summen,” p. 161).

97‘ "Nota quod pecunia symoniaca deber restitui non ei qui dedit, set eius heredi
' (summa ""Permissio quedam,” ecited in Ndfre, "Die Summen,” p. 162: see also Schulte,
D:e Summa des Stephanus, p. 147).

98. . .. Vel si heredes non habeat districtiori monasterio, in quod retraditur . . "
{(summa “Permissio quedam,” cited in NUrr, “"Die Summen,” p. 162). The Summa Lipsiensis
reported the opinion, though without embracing it: “Dicunt quidam quod debet restitui
nen ei qui dedit, sed eius heredi ut infra XVI, Q. ult Constituit vel si heredes non habeat
districtiori monasterio in que retrudetur ut infra XVL Q@ VI De lapsis” (Rouen ms. 743,
fol. 519).

99. "Queritur cui debet restitui pecunia. . . . Secundum alios debet restitui ecelesie
ad cuius iniuriam et ad cuius precium data est pecunia. . . . Horum sententiam applica-
mus, approbamus quia haec hodie optinet sine quaestione” (Rouen ms. 743, fol. 517).

100. *. . . Ne, si audentur, locis, in quibus dati fuerini, sint onerosi” (flecrerum,
cansa XVI, q. VI, canon 4). This text, JL 1112, was an excerpt from Pope Gregory's
register, bk, 1, no. 42; of. MGH, Epist. Gregorii I Papae Registrum Epistolarum, ed. P.
Ewald and L. Hartmann (Berlin, 1891), 1:67, lines 7 fl.

101. *. . . Si ita esse inveneris, abbatem et monachos ad restituendam pecuniam
praefato F tam indigne acceptam, instanter admoneas et cum omni districlione compellas

. ., praecipias dicto F., ut in alio monasterio in habitu monastice Damino studeat
deser\rlre" (JL 14149).

102, “Nota peccuniam simoniace receptam ei restituendam, in cuius iniuriam data
est. . . . Ei tamen, qui dedit, invenitur ex misericordia restituata . . .” {(gloss to Com-
pitatio L, bk. 5, tit. 2, Tua, cited in F. Gillmann, “Magister Albertus Glossator der Compilatio
11" Archiv Mlr katholisches Kirchearecht 105 [1925]: 149).

103. “Set cur ei, cum potius monasterio, in cuius preiuditium pecunia data est
debeatur . . . ? Solutio: penes monasterium pecunia remanere non potuit, quin monachi
inde lucrum sentirent, quo penitus se fecerunt indignos. Ad secundum dicimus, quod
nulle dampno hic afficitur monasterium, cui nil deperit, si que sunt aliena, reddantur.

. Ttem in favorem secundi monasterii hoc fit, ut s. XVI, q. ¥l De lapsis, alias regu-
lariter monasterio deberetur . . ." (Gillmann, "Magister Albertus,” p. 149),

104. . . . Quod pecunia propter symoniam data ei ecclesie dari debet. in cuius
ignominiam fuit soluta. . . . Solutio: dixit Al . . ., quod illud es1 ius commune, hoc ex
dispensatione &1 misericordia intelligitur. Alii dicunt, qued propter delictum abbalis et
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monacherum fi1, quod hic dicitur, quia monachi, si remaneret peccunia apud menastenum,
sentirent lucrum, quo se fecerunt indignos. Mihi videtur, quod clerico in seculo remanenti
non debet reddi peccunia, set remanet apud ecclesiam. . . . Si autem debet ad religionem
transire, optinet, quod hic dicitur, ne sit honerosus secundo monasterio . . " {ibid.
pp. 148-49). The Premonstratensians made just such a distinction between novices leay-
ing their order to enter another order and novices returning to the world: "Sin autem
aliquis remanere voluerit [correct to noluerit], quia promisit se ad aliam communem
vitam, consilio abbatis cum his que attulit se transferat. Si vero ad seculum redire voluerit,
nihil i reddetur, sed lazaris vel aliis pauperibus quicquid attulit sub testimonio distei-
buatur™ (R. van Waefelghem, “Les premiers statutzs de Tordre de Prémoniré: le ¢Im
17. 174 [XII° sitcle|,”” Analectes de Pordre de Prémontré 9 [1913): 38).
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CHAPTER SIX

Measures against

Simoniacal Entry, 1163-1198

The work of the canonists was primarily an intellectual
achievement—the definition of a problem and the elab-
oration of measures to deal with it. Theirs was an activ-
ity of the lecture hall and the study, but not necessarily
of the real world. It remains now to trace the conse-
quences of the canonists’ concern with simoniacal entry,

4] as those consequences appeared in the church at large.
The accession of Innocent III to the papal throne in 1198 heralded
a major shift in the intensity of the campaign against simoniacal
entry, and therefore this chapter will concentrate on measures
taken against monastic simony before Innocent, and the next
chapter on Innocent’s role, which culminated in the sixty-fourth
canon of the Fourth Lateran Council.

Papacy and Episcopate, 1163-1198

Alexander 111, the first of the popes trained as a canonist, was
also the first to attempt to translate into practice the views of the
canonists on simoniacal entry. Roland Bandinelli had been one of
the earliest students of the Decretum, and he completed a succinct
commentary on it between 1143 and 1145} In that work he
broached the question of simoniacal entry and treated it briefly:

In the second question, “Whether money may be demanded for entry
of a church, etc.” At this point it should be noted that of those things
which are offered, some are put forward willingly, others as a result of
force; likewise, some by pact, others by simple generosity. But nothing
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ought to be demanded by force or paet for entrance to a church. There-
fore, we say nothing at all should be demanded or [if] demanded paid,
nor should anything be asked by pact for the entrance to a church.?

Bandinelli’s commentary was one of the earliest of the genre,
and consequently it did not have as its background the complicated
academic discussions of several generations of decretists. However,
in brief compass it stated adequately the central canonist theme of
entry into religious life free from force or pact. From the modest
scope of his comments, it would be unwarranted to conclude that
Bandinelli the canonist was exceptionally interested in the ques-
tion of simoniacal entry. He gave the issue the same brief treat-
ment that he accorded to most topics in his commentary. But the
passage stands as proof that Bandinelli was aware of the problem
of simoniacal entry from at least the mid-1140s.

Bandinelli’s subsequent career was deeply marked by his studies
of canon law. When, in 1159, he was elected pope under the name
Alexander III, he began a twenty-two year pontificate of major
significance for the future development of the papacy and the
church.? He approached the problem of ruling the church with an
armory of intellectual models, value judgements, and ideas that
derived in great part from his study of canon law.*

In view of his canonist training, it is probably no accident that
Alexander III was the first twelfth-century pope to take an active
interest in the crime of simoniacal entry into religious houses.
At Tours in 1163 he gathered a council to pursue the goals of re-
form and church unity. At that council, apparently for the first
time since 1099, a papally presided assembly legislated against
simoniacal reception of monks:

Avarice is not satisfactorily refuted among the people if it is not
avoided in every way by those who are seen to be members of the
clergy, and particularly those who, having spurned the world, profess
the name and rule of religious. Therefore, we prohibit that any money
be required from those who wish to go to religion. . . .5

As its preamble indicates, this canon was directed against forms
of simony practiced by religious, and it forbade several other va-
rieties of monastic malpractice. Apparently, the framers of the
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canon thought that the demand for a payment from those wishing
to enter religious life was an actual or potential source of scandal
to the people. The canon contained no specific punishment for
the various monastic simoniacs who were criticized. It was content
to threaten them with the fate of Simon Magus, i.e., damnation *

This lack of a particular sanction was not uncommon in twelfth-
century conciliar canons, which were frequently intended simply
to alert public opinion to an abuse, create guilt feelings among
offenders, and arouse the concern of the important ecclesiastics
and laymen attending the council.”

However, the failure of the Council of Tours to specify a sanc-
tion for simoniacal entry may indicate that the pope and bishops
present intended that the well-known general sanction against
simony be applied, i.e., the loss of the position simoniacally gained
and the deposition of the simoniacal seller. The course of decretist
discussion in the 1160s and 1170s, that is, after the Council of
Tours, called into question the application of the normal sanctions
against simoniacal religious, primarily because of a reluctance to
encourage apostasy from the religious habit.® The Council of Tours
and its canon “Non satis” reflected the rather rudimentary state
of the issue in the early 1160s, when the focus of attention was on
the simoniacal prelate but not on the simoniacally received monk.

When Alexander 1II again took up the issue of simoniacal entry
at the Third Lateran Counecil in 1179, the new conciliar canon
“Monachi non pretio” reflected the decretist arguments of the
preceding sixteen years, and it incorporated sanctions designed to
meet the reluctance of canonists to expel monks from the religious
habit, even if that habit were obtained simoniacally:

Let monks not be received for a price in a monastery. . . . How-
ever, if anyone were pressed and gave anything for his reception, may
he not ascend to holy orders. May he however who took the payment
suffer the loss of his office. . . . May an abbot who does not take
care diligently in these matters know that he will suffer the loss of his
office.?

The guilty entrant was to be punished by declaring him ineligi-
ble, or irregularis as the canonists designated the condition, to
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receive further holy orders.!® Such an ineligibility served the dual
role of punishing the simoniac monk while not allowing him any
opportunity to escape from his commitment to the religious life.
In these two functions it responded to the similar concerns of the
decretists, although I have found no recommendation of this par-
ticular punishment among the decretists whom I have studied. The
decretists who addressed themselves to the appropriate punish-
ment for a simoniac entrant generally recommended penal exile to
another religious house.!! The punishment of simoniac religious by
declaring them ineligible to receive holy orders may be an innova-
tion of the Third Lateran Council, or of Alexander himself. On the
other hand, the council’s decision to depose an abbot who had
received a monk simoniacally was the normal punishment for all
forms of simony, and could be applied readily because the deposed
abbot would remain a monk.

In addition to these two important conciliar texts, Alexander
issued a decretal letter, "Veniens,” that had several points in com-
mon with the academic discussion of the issue of simoniacal entry.
Unfortunately, the recipient of the letter and iis exact date are
not known:

F., a priest, who came before us, told us on his own autherity that
the abbot and brethren of Saint R. were unwilling to receive him as a
monk until he agreed to give them for reception as a monk thirty
shillings; when the agreement had been concluded, on the following
day they put on him the monastic habit, and those same monks de-
manded thirty shillings, the abbot ten, and the familia twelve for a
meal, asserting that this was on account of the custom of the monas-
tery.!2

The priest F. had complained before Alexander I1I that he had been
compelled to pay fifty-two shillings for entry into the monastery
of Saint R. Since F. had initially agreed to pay thirty shillings, it
is clear that he objected to the new sum required rather than to
the payment as such. For Alexander, it was the procedure itself
that was objectionable.’® The entry of F. for a fee in cash would
probably have proceeded smoothly, if the payment io the abbot
and that to the familia had been setiled as amicably as that due to
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the monastic community. From the letter it is probable that F. saw
the dispute as breach of contract, rather than simony.

Alexander remarked in his letter that the sole proof for the
priest’s accusations was his personal assertion. Therefore, the pope
instructed the local bishop to investigate the situation:

. .. If you find the situation as described, may you immediately
urge and with all pressure compel the abbot and monks to return to
the forementioned F. the money so unworthily recetved; and suspend-
ing the abbot and the senior persons of the monastery from the execu-
tion of office because of an excess of such a great wickedness, may you
order the said F. that he strive to serve the Lord in another monastery
in the monastic habit,!¢

Because they had participated in this simoniacal reception, the
abbot and the important members of the community were to be
suspended from office, that is, they lost the right to exercise any
of the functions given to them by their positions within the house.
This punishment was similar to the privatio officii prescribed by the
Third Lateran Couricil, but was less severe in that the guilty
parties did not actually lose the positions that they had abused.
Presumably, some ecclesiastical judge, perhaps Alexander him-
self, would have to decide the duration of the suspension and its
final outcome, either reintegration into office or deposition.!s
The illicitly received money was to be returned to F., and he was
to be ordered to enter another house. Alexander’s letter said point-
edly that F. had been received as a monk, and the bishop investi-
gating the case was to ensure that F. remained a monk in some
other monastery.

The return of the illicitly used money and the exile of the
simoniac monk were measures frequently proposed in the decre-
tists’ discussion and, indeed, sometimes in conjunction with one
another. It is difhcult to know for certain whether the pope’s letter
suggested the solution to the decretists or the decretists themselves
were the source used by Alexander. As a matter of policy, Alexan-
der III did not cite the sources for his decisions.’® In this case
Alexander was probably depending on the decretists, perhaps on
the decretist Rufinus. The latter composed his summa on the
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Decretum between 1157 and 1159, i.e., before Alexander became
pope. In that work Rufinus proposed both that the payment be
returned to the illicit giver and that the simoniacal monk be sent to
another house.)” Alexander’s adoption of this view reenforced its
use by later decretists, who'could cite his authority for it.1#

The canons "Non satis” of Tours (1163) and “Monachi non
pretio” of the Third Lateran Council (1179} and the decretal letter
"“Veniens” represented different stages in the development of
Alexander’s views on the subject of simoniacal eutry and of the
measures required to cope with it. The apparent chronological
sequence of the texts was the canon of Tours, the decretal letter,
and then the canon of the Third Lateran council.'® The three texts
reflected Alexander’s growing awareness of the complexity of the
problem and of the academic discussion about it. Over a period
of about hfteen years, Alexander’s views became more complex.
From a position of silence on the fate of the guilty monk, he
moved in his decretal to the provision that the monk F. receive his
money and enter another monastery. By 1179 he apparently had
adopted the general proposition that simoniac entrants should be
ineligible for holy orders. His treatment of the simoniac abbol
developed from silence to suspension, and finally to deposition
from office. The three texts also testify to a certain independence
from the academic canomists, since, at the Third Lateran Council,
Alexander chose a solution that was, so far as I know, not com-
monly proposed by the decretists for simoniac monks, that of mak-
ing the simoniacs irregulares.

The texts of Alexander IIl were significant in at least three ways
for the development of the issue of simoniacal entry into religious
life. First, they took an abuse that was, so to speak, invented by
Gratian and his commentators and gave it full legal standing as a
crime with punishments tailored to it. Second, Alexander’s deci-
sions to condemn simoniacal entry at Tours and at the Lateran gave
the issue a major dose of publicity in two of the largest ecclesiasti-
cal gatherings of the second half of the twelfth century.? Finally,
and most significantly, these three texts of Alexander became, in
their turn, a stimulus to further canonical discussion and elabora-
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tion. The texts were incorporated into the new canonical collec-
tions of the later twelfth century, which were intended to supple-
ment Gratian and 1o embody the new papally created canon law.

In the twelfth century the significance of a conciliar canon or
of a papal decretal for future development was, to a large degree,
determined by its inclusion or lack of inclusion in the larger canoni-
cal tradition. No matter what its intrinsic interest, if a text remained
hidden in a papal register or in a monastic cartulary, its role in
future legal development was likely to be nil. The importance of
Alexander’s three texts lies in the fact that they were incorporated
into new canonical collections, were explicated and commented by
canonists, and their solutions were woven back into the fabric of
the canonistic discussion of the problem of simoniacal entry.?!

In addition to the two conciliar canons and the decretal letter
in which the activity of Alexander III is clearly visible, there was
one council {or perhaps two) held in England during his pontificate
that may reflect his influence. After a vacancy of more than two
years {ollowing the murder of Thomas Becket, the see of Canterbury
was filled in 1173 by the election of Richard, the Benedictine prior
of Saint Martin’s at Dover.?? The election was disputed, and
Richard was forced to go to the papal curia to vindicate his claim
to be the rightful archbishop of Canterbury. Alexander III ruled in
his favor, and the pope consecrated Richard at Anagni on 7 April
1174.2

Archbishop Richard’s relations with the pope during the re-
maining seven years of Alexander’s reign were, from an official
point of view, close. Richard served often as judge-delegate of the
pope, and was a frequent recipient of papal letters. Charles Duggan,
in his study of English decretal collections, stressed Richard’s role
as the recipient of many of the letters that were ultimately in-
corporated into the English decretal collections. Indeed, Richard
was perhaps responsible for the creation of decretal collections
composed in part of the letters that he had received from Alexander
1.2

Archbishop Richard has been credited with two church coun-
cils in which simoniacal entry was condemned. The first is the
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Council of Westminster (1173), in the course of which Richard was
elected archbishop. Thirty-seven canons were attributed to this
council by the eighteenth-century editor of councils, David Wil
kins.? The twenty-fourth canon said, “Let nothing be demanded
for receiving monks, canons, [or] nuns in a monastery.”? In
fact, the unique manuscript in which these canons survive does
not attribute them to the Council of Westminister (1173}, but notes
simply that they were canons of a council of Archbishop Richard,
without specifying a place or date.?” The canons attributed to
Westminster (1173) may represent a schema drawn up for the
Council of Westminster in 1175. However, the differences between
the canons of Westminster (1173) and those of Westminater (1175)
are such as to give support to the view that the canons of West-
minster (1173) are in fact a record of some undated council held
during Richard’s pontificate, i.e., 1173-84.28

In any case, from 11 May to 18 May 1175, Archbishop Richard
presided at a council at Westminster in which he personally prom-
ulgated a set of canons that were, in general, a reworking of cer-
tain elements of Gratian’s Decretum for local needs. This council
was one of the earliest examples of the explicit use of the Decretum
as a model for the canons of a local synod.?? The eighth canon
of Westminster (1175) was an amalgamation of the seventh canon
of Melfi (1089}, as it appeared in the Decretum, and the third
canon of the Council of London (1127}: “From the decree of Pope
Urban. May no prelate presume, in receiving a monk or a canen or
a nun, to take or to demand a price from those who come to con-
version, by reason of any pact. However, if anyone shall have done
this, may he be anathema.”%

There is to my knowledge no conclusive evidence that Richard
of Dover derived his concern with the problem of simoniacal entry
from Alexander III. It is quite possible that Archbishop Richard,
with his experience as a monastic prior, papal judge-delegate, and
patron of canonical collections, was aware of the problem from
other sources. His interest may simply reflect the growing con-
cern on the part of the hierarchy of the church about simoniacal
entry. However, leaving aside the probably authentic but undated
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first “Council of Westminster,” it is striking that at Westminster
in 1175, less than a year after he left the court of a pope clearly
interested in the issue, Richard chose to legislate against the prac-
tice. His was the only non-papal council of Alexander’s pontifi-
cate that I have found to have done so. Whether Richard acted
as a disciple of Alexander or as a prelate independently interested
in the abuse of simoniacal entry, his council or councils are a
further example of the manner in which the concerns of the can-
onistic schools were transformed into ecclesiastical practice.

There was at least one other prominent figure at the court of
Alexander II1 who expressed an interest in preventing simoniacal
entry to religious houses. Albert de Mora had taught at Bologna
and may have written a commentary on Gratian's Decretum. He
was a cardinal-deacon at the papal curia by 1155-56, and for
thirty years thereafter he served the papacy in various capacities.
In 1178 he was chosen by Alexander III to be papal chancellor,
and in 1187 Albert was elected pope as Gregory VIII. He died af-
ter a reign of only 57 days.™

In 1167-70 Albert de Mora founded a regular canonry dedicated
to Saint Andrew at Benevento, his natal city. To govern his foun-
dation, he issued a series of observantiae or institutiones to serve
as a supplement to the Rule of Saint Augustine, under which the
canons lived. In 1187 Pope Urban III issued a papal bull recount-
ing and confirming those institutiones.’ The second provision of
the regulations dealt with the new entrant and his property. In
essence it declared that the entrant was permitted, but not re-
quired, to make a modest free-will offering for his clothing during
the period of probation. If he gave or promised more than was
proper, both the entrant and the official who received it were to be
suspended from their religious duties until the papacy had judged
them. After the entrant had taken his final vows, he or his friends
could give a gift, if they wished.3® Albert’s provisions for his
foundation provide another insight into the critical role that canon-
ists played at the papal court in spreading the new concern about
illicit entry.

The only other papal text on monastic simony that I have been
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able to find before the pontificate of Innocent IIT is a response
of Clement III (1187-91) to the bishop of Saragossa in Spain:

You wished to consult us about regular canons or monks whe had
entrance by simony, which they knew about and arranged. Since many
authorities are found to have given an opinion on this subject, for
that reason we respond nothing but what has been laid down, that
they completely give up the place which they attained in that way,
and that they go to solitudes or to other stricter monasteries, in which
they may lament ceaselessly so wicked an offense.3

This decretal letter dealt with the classic case of an adult who
entered a monastery by simoniacal means, of which he was aware
and with which he cooperated. Writing about forty years after the
compilation of the Decretum, the pope noted that there was a tra-
dition on the subject; “many authorities™ had treated it. In a com-
monplace of ecclesiastical legislation, Clement insisted that he was
not innovating, but was repeating “what has been laid down.”
The authorities who had spoken presumably included his predeces-
sor Alexander III, but Clement may also have been drawing on the
work of the decretists. The command that the guilty religious give
up his position in the monastery, and go to “solitudes,” i.e., per-
haps a hermitage or to another monastery for perpetual penance,
derives from the canonists’ solutions. Clement himself may be re-
sponsible for the detail, not found in Alexander’s texts, that the
monastery of exile be stricter than the one that had been entered
simoniacally.® The latter provision became normal in the canoni-
cal commentaries of the later twelfth century, and was adopted
by Innocent III on a number of occasions.? Clement’s letter to
the bishop of Saragossa suggested the possibility that some of the
simoniacs were not personally guilty because the money involved
had been given without their knowledge. Clement ordered that
religious who were simoniacs in a technical sense but who were
not personally guilty should be put through a legal charade, in
which they were expelled from their illicitly gained positions and
then reintegrated into them. If their continued presence in the com-
munity was scandalous to the other religious or to the populace,
the simoniacs could be placed in another house of the same order,
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