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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This study grew from my own Ph.D. study, completed a few years ago in
Corpus Christi College, Cambridge. It was titled “The ‘Imperial’ Rule
of Cnut the Great: a Re-examination of the Nature of his Hegemony
in England and Scandinavia”, and was always intended to attempt
to work concurrently with the widely differing sources of evidence
for the various regimes of Cnut’s ‘empire’. It was during the course
of that study that I became convinced that progress could be made
in the field, either through pure interdisciplinary research or through
the comparison of the conclusions of a number of single-disciplinary
studies. The work was then augmented by a spell of teaching and
research in the rich interdisciplinary environment of the Senter for
Studier 1 Vikingtid og Nordisk Middelalder (‘the Centre for the Study
of the Viking Age and Nordic Middle Ages’) of the University of Oslo,
during which time much of the Scandinavian material evolved or was
added to. In fact, I now have trouble discerning what is the product of
my time in Cambridge and what is the product of my time in Oslo,
and it seems to me that the situation is much like a particular paradox
as seen in both Plutarch’s description of the Ship of Theseus and an
episode from the British television series “Only Fools and Horses”—the
reader may choose whichever he feels more comfortable with. Plutarch
reports that the ship in which Theseus and the youth of Athens returned
from Crete was preserved by the Athenians down even to the time of
Demetrius Phalereus, in so much as when the old timbers rotted away
they replaced them with new ones in their place, and the ship became a
standing example among philosophers for the logical question of things
that grow; one side holding that it remained the same ship, the other
contending that it was not. Similarly, in an episode of “Only Fools and
Horses”, a character nicknamed Trigger, who works as a street-sweeper,
proudly displays a medal which he was awarded by the local council
for having contributed to the community for the past twenty years, and
holding up his brush claims he has “Maintained it for twenty years.
This old broom’s had seventeen new heads and fourteen new handles
in its time”. Another character interjects, “How the hell can it be the
same bloody broom then?”, and Trigger holds up a photograph of him
and the broom receiving the medal, and ‘proves’ his argument with
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the line, “There’s the picture. What more proof do you want?”. As old
timbers, handles or brush-heads have rotted away from this work they
have been replaced with newer, better and more appropriate ones in
a process of organic growth that makes any acknowledgement of the
vast amount of aid I have received across the entire project extremely
difficult. Ultimately, this study was only possible through the financial
support of the Arts and Humanities Research Board, who funded both
my Master’s Degree and doctoral study. Professionally, I must acknowl-
edge the tireless input of my supervisor, Simon Keynes, given at a time
when the Department of Anglo-Saxon, Norse and Celtic demanded
much of his attention. Thanks are also due to my friend Kari Maund
and my graduate-advisor David Dumville for equal amounts of help
and advice, and the librarian, Christopher de Hamel, and the staff of
the Parker Library, namely Gill Cannell, Iwona Krasodomska-Jones, Will
Hale and Shiralee Brittain, for suffering my typically disruptive presence,
incessant questioning and calls for aid over the last three years. It has
been an honour and a pleasure to spend a large amount of my time in
such an environment with such fine individuals. Thanks are also due to
the staff of the Senter for Studier i Vikingtid og Nordisk Middelalder
in Oslo, in particular to Jén Vidar Sigurdsson, for providing a friendly
and supportive environment in which at least half of the Ph.D. was
composed, and to whom I returned after that course of study was com-
pleted. I must thank also Michael Gelting for reading the Scandinavian
part of this work and responding to a barrage of questions from me.
Jesper Hjermind and Mette Iversen of Viborg Stiftsmuseet also merit
special note for their willingness to aid me in my research through the
free-exchange of ideas and research materials. Further thanks are also
due to Kenneth Jonsson, Brita Malmer, Frederick Elver and Cecelia von
Hejne of the Kungliga MyntKabinettet in Stockholm. In Cambridge
and Oslo respectively, I should like to especially note the support of
Prof. Ray Page and Prof. Michael Benskin, whose scholarship and
friendship, offered kind-heartedly over numerous pints of beer (often
the way I have accepted advice best) jump-started me and my study at
times when it was greatly needed. Most recently Niels Lund has read
a number of chapters in proof and offered many helpful comments.
I beg the forgiveness of anyone who has been omitted here, but my
appreciation of their efforts is heartfelt.

In my personal life this study has also generated a bewilderingly long
list of those who have given support at crucial stages, and I regret that
space forbids the mentioning of any but a few here. My wife Ingela
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has supported me throughout the worst parts of this study and has my
greatest thanks. Dr. Peter Stokes has been a devoted friend and academic
touchstone and deserves far more than I think I can ever give back. In
addition to Peter, Catriona Strauss, Laura Williams, Lizzie White and
Nancy Moss have stood by me and helped me through exceptionally
difficult times. Finally, I should like to express my thanks to my father
and my mother for their nurturing of my bibliophilic interests. Both
of them went above and beyond their duties to their bookish son; the
former through countless hours in the weekends of my childhood spent
travelling to bookshops, patiently waiting while I ransacked the shelves,
when I am sure he had better things to do; the latter through passionate
defence of the precocity of my reading ability, even when it included
heated confrontation with my primary school teacher.

Conventions

There remain only a few technical points for me to comment on. The
various forms of ampersands found in a number of sources and some
modern editions have been silently expanded here to the OE ‘ond’ or
‘&’. Additionally, a number of letters which may be unfamiliar to the
reader do appear in their OE or ON forms: most obvious to the reader
will be Thorn ‘P’ and its lower case form ‘p’, and Eth ‘D’ and its lower-
case form ‘d’, which are both pronounced as Modern English ‘th’.
Moreover, it should be noted that when anyone writes in English
about historical figures and places from both England and Scandina-
via, it is difficult to select a consistent principle by which these names
should be spelt. Anglicised spellings, whether modern or medieval, often
distort Scandinavian names so that they become almost unintelligible
to a modern reader of Scandinavian history (and certainly to those in
more linguistic fields such as Old Norse or skaldic verse), and likewise
the use of normalised Old Norse or modern Scandinavian forms garbles
Anglo-Saxon names. Moreover, while many problems that remained at
the completion of the Ph.D. have been resolved in the following years,
this one has not; and in my subsequent publications I have found no
editor’s decision that made perfect sense to me. Thus, here I shall fol-
low the convention that seems to me to make the most sense for the
readers: in that, the names of the majority of the historical figures
are given here according to the geographical spheres in which they
were most active, with Scandinavian skalds’ names appearing in their
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normalised Old Norse form and Anglo-Saxon statesmen in the accepted
English form. Returning to the names: where doubtful cases occur, such
as in Scandinavians who came in with Cnut and spent most, if not
all, of their careers in England (and as such appear predominantly in
English records with various Anglicised spellings), Anglicised forms are
used, but the first such use is accompanied by the Old Norse form of
their name if the deviation produced is significant. The only excep-
tions to this are Cnut, for whom I hope to show that neither England
or Scandinavia can be conclusively identified as his main region of
activity, and Harthacnut and Harald Harefoot, who also straddle these
modern boundaries.

With the same eye on ease of access for my reader, the same atten-
tiveness to detail has not been shown to modern placenames, and
with these sense alone has been my guide. On these last two issues in
particular, I beg my reader’s linguistic forgiveness, and ask him or her
to overlook the occasional arbitary decision that I have made.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The reign of Cnut the Great marks a pivotal point in the history of both
England and Scandinavia, yet his route to power and the development
of his authority over the countries he ruled remains under-appreciated
and rarely studied. His career was relatively short, from commanding
armies in England under his father in 1013 to his early death on 12
November 1035. Yet, in the intervening twenty-two years, he claimed
and held the thrones of England, Denmark and Norway, all the while
accumulating power, influence, skill and wealth.

English language scholars have commented on some aspects of this
remarkable ruler, Freeman initially in 1877, and subsequently Stenton
in 1943, as part of their respective general studies of Anglo-Saxon
England, but it was Larson who made the first comprehensive studies
of Cnut’s reign in 1910 and 1912, producing assessments of his actions
in England and Scandinavia which have set the scene for almost all
comment in the following century.! Larson’s studies are now often some-
what dated, and in recent decades scholars have returned to the study
of Cnut, with Lawson’s study of his rule which was published in 1993
and the collection of articles discussing diverse aspects of his rule which
was published in 1994.2 While these publications have brought debate
about Cnut up to date, and opened many new avenues of research,
they have fought shy of the Scandinavian sources of evidence. Lawson
expressly avoided these sources, stating in the preface to his work, that
he had “concentrated largely on the English aspects of Cnut’s reign”,
because “the English material has proved a richer field, as well as being
more central to my own interests”.* The collection of articles published
in 1994 included more Scandinavian material, but many aspects were

' Freeman, NC, i, 380-479 and Stenton, A-SE, 386—419; L. M. Larson, “The Politi-
cal Policies of Cnut as King of England”, Amencan Histoncal Review 15 (1909-10), and
the same author’s Canute the Great 9951035, and the Rise of Darmsh Impenahism During the
Viking Age (London: Putnum, 1912).

? Lawson, Cnut, and Rumble, Regn of Cnut.

* Lawson, Cnut, x. Indeed, his work includes only minimal comment on Cnut’s
actions in Scandinavia in a chapter entitled ‘Cnut, England and Northern Europe,
1017-35, where only eleven pages out of a possible thirty-five (pp. 89-91 and 93-102
out of 81-116) contained such comment.
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left uncovered.* In particular, as Jesch has noted in a review of this
work, it almost entirely avoided discussion of the difficult Scandinavian
narrative sources. As she notes, the only contributor to discuss these in
any detail was Keynes, paradoxically in his contribution on the English
diplomatic evidence.’

The poor state of the historical evidence appears to have inhibited
modern Scandinavian historical study of Cnut’s hegemony. After Steen-
strup published his wide-ranging study of the Viking Age in 1878 there
have been no large-scale studies of Cnut in a modern Scandinavian
language, and scholars seem to have confined themselves to debating
individual aspects of his reign.® The problem is simple: the contempo-
rary native sources which do inspire confidence (such as runestones)
are few, commonly fragmentary, and offer little concrete information.
Native narrative sources survive from the mid twelfth century onwards
for Denmark, but are not numerous, and like the notoriously unreli-
able saga material often require a great deal of work to establish their
veracity. The only supposedly clear light through this dark period has
been that of the handful of foreign sources which comment on events
in Scandinavia. Within these Adam of Bremen’s Gesta Hammaburgensis
Ecclesiae Pontificun holds a commanding position, but its record is often
the only coordinated witness to events, and worryingly, it is an openly
partisan account. Thus, for the early eleventh century, history seems to
have slowly become the ‘poor cousin’ of the other disciplines in Danish
medieval studies, such as archaeology and numismatics, whose sources
of evidence are more plentiful and reliable; and as technical develop-
ments throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries increased the
reliability of the findings of the latter two disciplines, awareness of the

* There are discussions there of Cnut’s rule in Denmark (N. Lund, “Cnut’s Danish
Kingdom”, in Rumble, Rewgn of Cnut, 27-42); his coinage there, as well as in England
(K. Jonsson, “The Coinage of Cnut”, ibid., 193-230); the verse composed for him
by his Scandinavian court-poets (R. Frank, “King Cnut in the Verse of his Skalds”,
106-24); and a general discussion of his Scandinavian hegemony with an appendix
discussing some of the runic material (P. Sawyer, “Cnut’s Scandinavian Empire”,
10~22, with an appendix by B. Sawyer, “Appendix: the Evidence of Scandinavian
Ru_nic Inscriptions”, 23-6).

> J- Jesch, in her review of the book for Saga Book 24 (1996): 273—4.

¢ J. C. H. R. Steenstrup, Normannerne (Copenhagen, 1876-82) 3: 290-412; for one
such debate see O. Moberg, “The Battle of Helged”, Scandinavian Journal of History
14 (1989) and B. Graslund, “Knut den Store och Sveariket: Slaget vid Helge i ny
Belysning”, Scandia, Tidsknfi for Histonsk Forskning 52 (1986), regarding the details of
the battle of Helgea.
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problems of the historical sources has grown. While notable exceptions
to the trend can be found in the contributions of historians such as
N. Lund, H. Janson and M. Gelting amongst others, it is common to
find that the thin historical sources have limited the potential for dis-
cussion to the point where these sources habitually serve to bolster the
observations of archaeologists or other non-historical specialists, or to
provide an interpretative key for otherwise difficult (and often non-his-
torical) data.” The result is that archaeological specialists have come to
dominate the majority of medieval scholarship written in the last century
in Scandinavia on its early eleventh-century past, and thus the questions
asked of the surviving historical sources are often archaeological ones,
with archaeological preconceptions and perspectives.

Within such an approach the reign of an individual ruler, no matter
how prominent or innovatory, can become lost.? The ability of history to
focus on the significance of individual events and very short periods
of time within an overall context, allows interpretations of the events
unlike that reached by other disciplines.

It is possible to reassert the position of the historian in the study of
Cnut’s actions in Scandinavia. The native narrative sources are dif-
ficult but represent some skeletal fragments of historical tradition that
must be accounted for. Furthermore, the hypercritical attitude taken by
many scholars towards the Scandinavian historical sources has begun
to be eroded in recent years. Studies of the political and social climate
of the period in which the majority of the medieval Danish histori-
cal narratives were composed, the twelfth century, has allowed us to
identify many of the accretions of later centuries. Progressively, work
on individual historical narratives and annals have inspired confidence
in those parts of their texts which appear to embody reliable histori-
cal traditions. Skaldic verse in particular has received much attention,
and linguists and literary specialists have shown that we can place trust

7 Historical studies such as N. Lund, “Cnut’s Danish Kingdom”; H. Janson, “Kon-
fliktlinjer i Tidlig Nordeuropeisk Kyrkoorganisation”, in Kristendommen 1 D vk for
1050. Et symposium 1 Roskilde den 5.-7. februar 2003, ed. N. Lund. (Roskilde Museums
Forlag), pp. 215-34; and M. H., Gelting, “Elusive Bishops: Remembering, Forgetting,
and Remaking the History of the Early Danish Church”, in The Bishop: Power and Piety
at the Furst Millennium, ed. S. Gilsdorf (Munster, Hamburg & Berlin, 2004), are notable
and welcome exceptions.

® See for example K. Randsborg, The Viking Age in Denmark (London: Duckworth,
1980), and T. L. Thurston, Landscapes of Power, Landscapes of Confhct. State Formation in
the South Scandinavan Iron Age (New York, London: Kluwer Academic/Plenum, 2001),
for assessments of this kind.
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in those named poems which are stated in the sagas to be by known
authors.’ It seems to me that an avenue of research into Scandinavian
history in the eleventh century which remains to be explored, is to ask
historical questions of the accumulated bodies of archaeological and
numismatic evidence, in order to ‘flesh out’ our understanding of the
difficult historical sources.

Thus, this study re-examines the nature of Cnut’s hegemony through
the perspective of the political historian, but with a more omnivorous
approach to the source material; that is, I do not believe that we can
even begin to approach an assessment of this hegemony without try-
ing to understand his actions in Scandinavia, and the study of those
requires the historian to attempt to incorporate and understand the
traditional fare of the archaeologist, numismatist, literary specialist and
perhaps even art historian.

The sporadic survival of the sources in both England and Scandi-
navia, and the nature of those sources, inhibits any approach to gather
a complete and comprehensive picture of Cnut’s hegemony. However,
enough evidence does survive to allow us to target a few crucial areas
of study. For the initial part of the study, that which focuses on events
in England, these are:

Cnut’s affect on the national government of England, the royal court,
* Cnut’s affect on the local government of Southumbrian England,
Cnut and the English Church,

Cnut’s affect on the Imperium of late Anglo-Saxon England: Northum-
bria, Wales, Scotland and Ireland.

In Denmark, where the sources are most scarce, a more general
approach has been taken, and rather than examining individual organs
of government, the focus is on Cnut’s consolidation of authority in the
individual regions. Thus there are sections on:

* Cnut’s consolidation of power in Western Denmark,
* Cnut’s consolidation of power in Eastern Denmark and the Baltic,

and finally, a study of Cnut’s affect on Norway is appended.

? See in particular B. Fidjestel, Det Norrone Fyrstediktet (Bergen: Universitet i Bergen,
1982). See also R. G. Poole, “Skaldic Verse and Anglo-Saxon History: Some Aspects
of the Period 1009-1016”, Speculum. A Journal of Medieval Studies 62 (1987), for an
extended defence of several poems which were composed for Cnut.
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These individual studies vary greatly in the type of evidence used,
and the methodologies in handling and assessing such evidence. This
leads to a somewhat eclectic approach, but my intention is that while
some of the individual studies within this book sit within different dis-
ciplinary backgrounds and thus cannot be comfortably compared with
each other at each individual stage of their argument, the results and
conclusions of those studies can be compared, and understood within
the context of each other. Thus, the final sections examine how Cnut
conceived of the political unit he had constructed, and whether such
a unit might be granted the title ‘empire’.






PART ONE

THE NATURE OF CNUT’S HEGEMONIES IN ENGLAND






CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Cnut’s takeover of power in England came as the culmination of some
thirty-five years of renewed Scandinavian raids on English territory. The
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle records that the raiders came first in 980, strik-
ing Southampton, and this force was followed, until 991, by numerous
small raiding-armies which struck at coastal sites or headed inland on
devastating raiding campaigns.' In 991 a larger raiding-party arrived
and remained in England until 1005, closely followed by another in
1006—7. In 1009 Thorkell’s army arrived at Sandwich and remained
in England, raiding and extracting protection money until 1013.2 This
force was the most devastating yet. As the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle enu-
merates they swept through East Anglia, Essex, Middlesex, Oxfordshire,
Cambridgeshire, Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Bedfordshire, half of
Huntingdonshire, all the land of Kent and Sussex which lay south of
the Thames, Surrey, Berkshire, Hampshire and much of Wiltshire. Dur-
ing the raiding they had plundered and burnt widely, and succeeded in
razing the towns of Oxford, Thetford, Cambridge and Northampton,
and finally seized and executed the archbishop of Canterbury? The
chronicler’s account is passionate and partisan at this stage, but his enu-
meration of the areas affected by this army in 1011 remains a reliable
contemporary witness to the impact of this army upon the infrastructure
of England, and his poetic description of the wretched imprisonment
and execution of the archbishop is a testiment to the crushed morale
of the English nobility. Athelred succeeded in purchasing peace with
this army, but as this force was paid off, the Danish king, Sveinn Tju-
guskegg (Sweyn Forkbeard) and his son Cnut, struck with another fleet
aimed not at raiding, but at invasion and conquest.* This force struck
up the East-Anglian coastline into the North of England, and having
forced this region to submit, turned southwards via western Mercia

ASC 981-1008 D (Cubbin, 48-54).
ASC 1009-13 D (Cubbin, 54-8).
ASC CDE 1011 (E: Irvine, 68-9).
ASC 1013 D (Cubbin, 58).

I
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to Wessex. Athelred withdrew within London, and Sveinn, unable to
breach the city, turned his attention to the south west of England. In
1013 this region submitted to him in a formal ceremony at Bath, and
Zthelred fled to Normandy. No previous Scandinavian raider or invader
had succeeded in causing the West Saxon king to flee England, and it
is clear that Sveinn intended to rule England, rather than just extract a
single payment from it. We should like to know more about his reign,
but it was cut short by his unexpected death only a few months later
in 1014. Cnut fled with the Danish forces, and Athelred returned from
exile. England had already seen much factioning under the pressure
of invasion, and the political climate appears to have worsened during
Athelred’s final years, until a decisive split appeared between Athel-
red and his immediate heir, Edmund Ironside, in 1015.% It was at this
moment of crisis that Cnut re-invaded, and by the end of the summer
in 1016 his forces had fought the English into submission, and a settle-
ment was reached between Cnut and Athelred’s son Edmund Ironside.
Edmund died later in that year in unclear circumstances, and Cnut
assumed full control over England.

The narration of these events is important in order to appreciate the
political climate of England in 1016, as well as Cnut’s subsequent actions
in that country. In 1016 Cnut’s regime in England was not a promis-
ing one. He inherited a country devastated by raiding and politically
factioned along many lines, in which he had only the right of conquest
to support his claim for the throne.® Furthermore, the main part of his
forces were composed of mercenaries, and in 1018, these were paid
and they returned to Scandinavia, removing the majority of his military

> ASC 1015 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 99-100).

® His father had held control briefly, and his reign may not have been seen as
legitimate. As noted above, Sveinn held power for only a few months, and there is
evidence to suggest that he died 16 days before the meeting of a witenagemot called
to pronounce him king. J. Wilcox, “Wulfstan’s Sermo Lupi ad Anglos as Political Perfor-
mance: 16 February 1014 and Beyond”, in Wulfstan, Archbishop of York: The Proceedings
of the Second Alcuin Conference, ed. M. Townend (Turnhout: Brepols, 2004), noted that
the D-text of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle’s mention of the appointment at York of
one Alfwig as bishop of London on 16 February (i.e. just 13 days after the death of
Sveinn), is suggestive that immediately prior to his death Sveinn had called a witena-
gemot in York. He appears to have died while most of the dignitaries were in transit
and so the assembly was held without a king, carrying out such business as episcopal
appointments. Wilcox reasonably surmised that this assembly was probably called in
order to crown Sveinn in York.
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might at this crucial stage.” Thus, with so many forces opposing the
likelihood that a strong and peaceful regime could be established, it is
something of a paradox that Cnut remained in control and quickly and
efficiently consolidated his authority over England. It is to the processes
which enabled this consolidation of power that we now turn.

7 ASC 1018 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 104); note that this entry specifies that
Cnut had to demobilise all but 40 ships.






CHAPTER TWO

NATIONAL GOVERNMENT IN CNUT’S REIGN:
THE ROYAL COURT!

The Nature of the Royal Court Immediately
Before the Reign of Cnut

The systems of central government and the nature of the royal court
which Cnut inherited from his Anglo-Saxon predecessors are only occa-
sionally reported in the extant sources, and have rarely been discussed
by modern historians.? However, some general features are discernable.
The king was the source of all authority in late Anglo-Saxon England. A
body of counsellors, the witan, advised him and shared the consequences
of some of his actions.> However, little is known of the composition of
this political body or its precise functions. Royal charters seem to offer
some indications of its composition, preserving within their witness-lists
the names and titles of some of the men who surrounded the king at
public assemblies.* At the head of the secular entries in the witness-lists
are the ealdormen or earls. As well as their obligations in the localities
of England, these officials appear to have held significant influence
at court.> However, I shall only trace the briefest details of their role.

' I shall discuss only the secular officials in the royal court here. Clerical members
of this political body will be discussed in a subsequent chapter on Cnut’s relations
with the Church.

2 J. Campbell, “Anglo-Saxon Courts”, in Court Culture in the Early Mddle Ages: the
Proceedings of the Furst Alcuin Conference, ed. C. Cubitt (Turnhout: Brepols, 2003), and
Keynes, Diplomas, are notable exceptions to this silence.

3 For an example of the witan sharing in a king’s fate, see Asser’s comments on King
ZAthelwulf’s renegade son Athelbald and his witan: Vita ZElfredr Regis, ch. 12-13, ed.
W. H. Stevenson (Oxford: Clarendon, 1904), 9-12.

* Here I concur with Keynes, Diplomas, 14—83, especially 39-79, in his conclusion
that similarities in witness-lists surviving from a variety of archives, often geographically
distant from each other, indicate that some written record of the pronouncements of
the royal court (including the upper echelons of the witness-lists) was made at that
court and sent out to the localities.

5 As observed by T. J. Oleson, The Witenagemot in the Reign of Edward the Confessor. A
Study n the Constitutional History of Eleventh-Century England (London: Oxford University
Press, 1955), 53—4, the frequency of their appearance in the witness-lists of royal
diplomas would appear to suggest that their presence at meetings of the witan was
compulsory.
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Recently, Keynes has expanded Larson’s discussion of Cnut’s ealdor-
men and earls, to show their influence on Cnut’s administration.® He
demonstrated that Cnut’s reign in England can be divided into three
time-periods, each marked by the ascendancy of a particular earl: the
period 1017-21 marked by the primacy of Earl Thorkell, that 1021-3
by the primacy of Earl Eirikr, and that 1023-35 by the primacy of Earl
Godwine. Little remains here but to concur with him.

Below the social level of the earls previous studies have begun by
identifying members of the royal household through the occasional
inclusion of a title such as discpen, byrle, hreglpegn, or their Latin equi-
valents, in the witness-lists.” As no such figure is identified in any
reliable diploma from Cnut’s reign this approach is not possible. The
standard title for the majority of secular officials in Cnut’s diplomas is
the term munister. The term is indiscriminately used in witness-lists for
a variety of officials of both local and national importance, who held
a wide range of responsibilities. However, it is apparent that amongst
the ministri present in the witness-lists there are both attendant thegns
travelling with the royal court, whose names frequently recur and
who attest prominently at the head of the lists, and locally powerful
men based in the immediate hinterland of the meeting, who are usu-
ally found lower down the witness-lists and who usually appear only
once or twice. Thus, a careful approach to those names which appear
commonly at the head of the lists of ministri can identify some whose
influence was beyond that of any individual locality and who probably
held responsibilities at court.

As Keynes has shown in his research into King Athelred’s diplomas,
patterns can be discerned in the relative order of the uppermost names
in these witness-lists, and the height of individuals in these lists appear
to mark (or perhaps only reflect) their prominence at court.? It is unclear
what practises were used to organise and orchestrate the sliding-scale
of prominence within this group, but it is clear that names within the
uppermost ministri can be observed appearing consistently in positions
of prominence relative to their peers, and that the rising or falling in
such a sequence can be connected to increased prestige in the royal
court, or falling from the king’s grace.

® Larson, “Political Policies”, 725-8, and S. Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls” in Rumble,
Reign of Cnut, 43-88.

7 See Keynes, Diplomas, 158-9, for approaches to Athelred’s reign in this vein.

® Keynes, Diplomas, 84-231.
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It is unlikely that individual ministri held responsibilities specific to an
identifiable governing office.® The Anglo-Saxon royal court had begun
to exhibit some specialisation of function in the tenth and eleventh
centuries, but, in comparison with the highly specialised division of
labour in the royal courts of the neighbouring Norman and Capetian
states, it was markedly disorganised.'® The surviving evidence from
the early eleventh century reveals an internal court structure with a
poorly defined division of labour. An eleventh-century compilation on
status, Gepyncdo, implies that the majority of the royal court consisted
of groups of ministri, constantly jostling for position, who were given
duties on an ad hoc basis."" Instead of specialised court-officers Gepyncdo
identifies those ministri whom the monarch trusted and who “rode in
his household band on his missions”,; as the most influential figures at
court.”? Furthermore, the thegn who could be regularly trusted with
these royal errands, or, in Gepyncdo’s words, he who served the king in this
way three times or more, was accorded especially high honour. Royal
favour seems to have been conveyed by the assigning of the operative
tasks of government to individuals or groups of ministri.

The Danish Officials of Cnut’s Court

A large number of Scandinavian names appear among the lists of min-
istre following Cnut’s conquest. Very few of these names had occurred
prominently in the charters of Athelred, and certainly never in the
numbers which we can observe in Cnut’s reign. It seems that these
ministri were either members of Cnut’s retinue, or fellow invaders who
did not return to Denmark in 1018.

The most prominent Scandinavian name in the ministri from the
early years of Cnut’s reign is that of Thored (an anglicisation of ON
bordr). Given that only twenty-seven of Cnut’s thirty-six extant charters
include any ministn amongst the witness-lists, it seems remarkable that

9 See H. M. Chadwick, Studiws on Anglo-Saxon Institutions (Cambridge: University
Press, 1905), 355, for comments reflecting this.

1 The exception to this rule is found in the increasingly specialised office of the
chancellor in eleventh-century England. See S. Keynes, “Regenbald the Chancellor
(s¢)”, Anglo-Norman Studies: Proceedings of the Battle Conference 10 (1987), for details.

' Liebermann, Die Gesetze, 1: 456-8.

12 Ibid.: “his radstzfne rad on his hirede”. The translation here follows Whitelock,
Enghsh, no. 52a, pp. 431-2.
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this name can be found in eleven of these. Furthermore, it appears
from the consistent position of the name at the head of these lists that
the majority of these attestations are of a single man. He is present
at the head of the ministri in both versions of an authentic witness-list
appended to two dubious Exeter grants of 1018."* Similarly, he heads
the ministri in a grant supposedly from 1023, and another from 1024."
Furthermore, he heads a group of three Scandinavians in a further grant
from 1023." The Thored who attests prominently in other charters is
probably the same man. In a grant from 1026 he attests third among
fourteen muimstri. In three grants from the 1030s he appears in posi-
tions indicating importance: in a grant from 1032 he is seventh among
sixteen ministri, in another from 1033 he is fourth among fourteen, and
in another from 1035 he attests third among nineteen.'® Clearly this
man held a position of some influence in Cnut’s court.

However, some records from the first decade of Cnut’s reign attest to
the existence of two prominent Thoreds in his following. Two Thoreds
are present in a block of four names bearing the ethnic epithet Danus,
in the Liber Vitae of the New Minster, Winchester.!” This section of
the Liber Vitae appears to be based on lists complied during the later
part of Athelred’s reign and added to up until ¢. 1031, the date of
the compilation of the original form of the codex.'® The four Dan-
ish names follow a block of entries which include figures identifiable
from Athelred’s reign, such as the ministri with the rare names Frana,
Wynnelm and Wiper, who witness royal charters between 994-1004,
995-8 and 1005-1009 respectively.'® The four Danish names are fol-
lowed by a block of names including the name of Bishop Lyfing, who
was appointed by Cnut in 1027. Thus, they would appear to date to

'*'S. 951 and S. 953 (both Exeter). A comparison of the witness-lists of these texts
reveals that they come from a common source. This will be commented on further
below at pp. 25-6.

'*'S. 959 (Christ Church, Canterbury) and S. 961 (Abbotsbury).

'>'S. 960 (Old Minster, Winchester).

'°S. 964, S. 967 (both Abbotsbury) and S. 962 (Old Minster, Winchester) and S. 975
(Sherborne).

'” London, Brit. Lib., Stowe MS. 944, fol. 25r. The sequence runs thus: “Pored
Danus, Toui Danus, Pored Danus, Toca Danus”. See S. Keynes, The Liber Vitae of The
New Minster and Hyde Abbey Winchester, Bntish Library Stowe 944, Together With Leaves From
British Library Cotton Vespasian A. vin and Bntish Library Cotton Titus D. xxvu, (Copenhagen:
Rosenkilde & Bagger, 1996), for a facsimile.

'8 See Keynes, Liber Vitae, 66-8, for the date of the compilation of the original
form of the codex.

' See Keynes, Atlas, table Ixiii.
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the early years of Cnut’s reign (at least before the late 1020s). The
existence of two prominent Thoreds in this period is confirmed by the
attestations in two royal charters issued in 1023 and 1024.%° In these two
separate Thoreds are entered above and below another Scandinavian
figure at the head of the minisiri in a pattern similar to that seen in the
New Minster Liber Vitae. It is possible to separate out the areas of their
respective influence and identify the Thored who dominates Cnut’s
court. One Thored owned estates in the counties of Surrey and Kent,
and appears to have been based there. Records from Christ Church,
Canterbury show his connections to that house and its hinterland. A
brief note of confraternity between Christ Church and Cnut which
was entered into a Gospel book from this monastery, bears his and two
other Scandinavians’ names: Dord (Thored), Kartoca and Thur, individu-
ally naming each as ure brodor.?' Additionally, Thored donated an estate
at East Horsley, Surrey to Christ Church, and the fullest version of
their obituary lists records the gift from him of two gospel books deco-
rated with gold and silver.?? Through this connection to the south-east of
England he can probably be identified as the Thored who is named as
an optimatus regis in a land sale of 1020 x 1023, which “was confirmed
in London in the presence of King Cnut”.?

The other Thored appears to have held land in south-western Eng-
land. One Thored (here Toref) appears in the Domesday Book as the
giver of two hides of land at Laverstock, Wiltshire, to Wilton Abbey,
providing that his two daughters were subsequently clothed by the com-
munity.?* It appears that his other estates in Wiltshire passed to his son
Azor Thoredsson (ON Ozurr Pérdarson), who is named as a wealthy

%8, 960 (Old Minster, Winchester): “Dured minister, Purkill minister, Pored minis-
ter”, and in S. 961 (Abbotsbury): “Dord minister, Agemund minister, Pord minister”.

2! Entered in space following the end of the Gospel text in London, Brit. Lib. Royal,
L D. ix, fol. 43v, and tentatively dated pre- ¢. 1019, through the mention of Cnut’s
brother Haraldr in a form which implies he was alive at the time it was written.

2§, 1222 (Christ Church, Canterbury). See R. Fleming, “Christchurch’s Sisters and
Brothers: An Edition and Discussion of Canterbury Obituary Lists”, in The Culture of
Chnistendom: Essays in Medieval History in Commemoration of Dems L. T. Bethell, ed. M. A.
Meyer (London: Hambledon, 1993), for the various versions of the obituary-list, but
disregard her comments on p. 22 regarding Thored’s commission of a Gospel book,
which are based on a misunderstanding of the composite nature of London, Brit. Lib.,
Cotton MS. Claudius A. iii.

#°S. 1463 (Peterborough); edited as J. M. Kemble, Codex Diplomaticus Aevn Saxonict
(London, 1839-48), no. 733, 4: 11-13): “emptio stagni ita confirmata est Londoniae
coram rege Cunut”.

# DB, i, fol. 68r.
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landowner in Domesday Book’s entries for Wiltshire.?® Furthermore,
Clarke has shown that many of the estates owned by this Azor Thoreds-
son can be traced through the lands held, after the Norman Conquest,
by Earl Aubrey, his Norman successor.® This adds to the number of
estates that he held in Wiltshire, and shows that he also held some small
estates in Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and Northamptonshire.

The evidence is complicated, but does allow us to conclude which of
these Thoreds had an influential role in the royal court from 1018. It
appears that where both Thoreds witnessed together it is the one based
in Kent who took precedence. A pattern is noticeable in the initial two
attestations of ministri in an authentic grant of 1024 from the archive
of Christ Church, Canterbury:

Dord minister.
Agemund minister”

a spurious grant from the same archive (although this may not be an
independent witness):

bored steallara ond Agamund.”®

and the initial ministri of an unrelated authentic grant from the archive
of Abbotsbury:

Dord minister
Agemund minister
Pord minister®

The repetition of a pattern in which a Thored attests immediately
before an associate Agemund (ON Ogmundr) is suggestive that the
Thored who witnesses at the head of the ministri in the charter from the
archive at Abbotsbury was the one who held estates in Kent and Sur-
rey. However, this does not necessarily imply that this Kentish Thored
attested at the head of the ministri throughout Cnut’s charters. In fact,
it seems more likely that in this charter from Abbotsbury the names
of the Kentish Thored and Agemund have been inserted at the head

» See P. A. Clarke, The English Nobiuhty Under Edward the Confessor (Oxford: Clarendon,
1994), 32, for details of his wealth.

% Clarke (ibid., 253) lists the three estates of Elcombe, Stratford Tony and Gussage
St Michael in Wiltshire, as well as smaller estates in Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire
and Northamptonshire.

7S, 959 (Christ Church, Canterbury).

%8 S. 981 (Christ Church, Canterbury).

# 8. 961 (Abbotsbury).
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of the list of mimstri as prominent, but infrequent, visitors to Cnut’s
court. The Thored who was the influential official in Cnut’s court had
a career that can be traced through the consistency of his attestations
from 1018 to 1045, and he received a grant of 2 hides in Ditchampton
from Edward the Confessor in 1045.* As Ditchampton is less than two
miles from Wilton, it seems unlikely that this man was based in Kent,
and probable that he can be identified with the benefactor of Wilton
Abbey, whose son Azor held estates throughout Wiltshire. Further-
more, Azor’s position at court may indicate much about his father’s
status. He emerges in the witness-lists in 1040 x 1042 under Harthacnut,
and seems to have risen in prominence throughout the following two
decades.*’ Azor does not appear frequently in Edward the Confessor’s
charters, but seems to have been prominent at court, being styled regis
dapifer in a document dating to 1062.%

There are some persons with other Scandinavian names in the wit-
ness-lists of Cnut’s charters whose attestations may indicate a role in
Cnut’s royal court in the first decade of his regime. A Halfdan (ON
Halfdan) occurs second among the twenty-six ministri, and third amongst
the twelve ministri who attest two charters from 1019.3 A man with
the same name can be found in close connection with Christ Church,
Canterbury. He occurs in the obituary lists of the community as the
donor of estates at Hythe and Saltwood.** Accordingly, he features in
a number of documents created at later dates by this house, notably a
grant which purports to be a confirmation of the house’s privileges.*
Another two such witnesses with Scandinavian names are Hakon (ON
Hékon) and Aslac (ON Aslakr).3® Hakon attests immediately before

% S. 1010 (Wilton).

31 S. 982 (Féchamp), S. 994 (Old Minster, Winchester) and S. 1396 (Worcester).

3 S. 1036 (Waltham).

* S. 954 (Exeter) and S. 956 (New Minster, Winchester).

* See the edition of the obituary-lists by Fleming, “Christchurch’s Sisters”, 130.
> 8. 952 (Christ Church, Canterbury). Much has been written about this grant, and
what it may indicate about Halfdan’s position and power. For this see Lawson, Cnut, 90-1
and 185, and Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 62. However, it should be observed that the title
princeps which Halfdan bears in some of these records is only found in conjunction with
his name in documents originating from Christ Church. Furthermore, the title princeps
was used elsewhere in the tenth and eleventh century to indicate nothing more than a
favoured munister. See for comparison S. 611 (Abingdon) and S. 1036 (Waltham).

% This Hakon minister is distinct from Earl Hakon. See S. 955 (Shaftesbury), where
they both attest. Although Aslac’s name can be derived either from OE Oslac, or ON
Asldkr, context and spelling suggests the latter. D. Whitelock seems to have supported
this interpretation. In “The Dealings of the Kings of England with Northumbria in

@
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Halfdan in one of the grants from 1019, and at the head of another
grant for the same year.*’ Aslac attests immediately after Thored Azor’s
father in both versions of a witness-list appended to two dubious grants
which claim to date to 1018, and third amongst the thirteen munistri in a
charter from 1019.%® Additionally, if the Oslacus and Dord, who are the
first two witnesses in the column of munistri in a spurious charter from
¢. 1022 from Bury St Edmunds, are more than local thegns, then this
may be another record of Aslac’s presence at the royal court. However,
none of these individuals can be convincingly identified as having held
a position of importance in the royal court for a prolonged period of
time. Their appearances in witness-lists were prestigious, but unlike
Thored (the benefactor of Wilton) they were brief. The fact that most
of these men (the Kentish Thored, Halfdan and perhaps Hakon and
Aslac if the connection to Bury St Edmunds can be sustained) seem
to be connected to estates in the south-east of England, is suggestive
that they formed an elite group of settlers there who had only sporadic
contact with the peripatetic royal court, but were accorded especial
status in their own locality.*

From 1026 two new Scandinavian names, Osgot and Tovi, appear
at the head of the witness-lists, forcing the name of Thored Azor’s
father into third place.* The frequent appearance of these two names
together allows the identification of them as Osgot clapa and his son-
in-law Tovi pruda.*' A Tob: minister, who appears in witness-lists from

the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries”, in The Anglo-Saxons. Studies in Some Aspects of their
Hustory and Culture Presented to Bruce Dickins, ed. P. Clemoes (London: Bowes & Bowes,
1959), 79, she observed that “Oslac is often an Anglicized form of ON Asldkr”, and
her translation of this document in her Enghsh, no. 131, pp. 551-3, suggestively leaves
the name as Aslac’.

37°8. 956 (New Minster, Winchester), S. 955 (Shaftesbury).

%8. 951, S. 953 (both Exeter) and S. 955 (Shaftesbury).

% Fuller comment on the local administration in Kent will be made below at pp. 72 3.

*°S. 962 (Old Minster, Winchester). It should be noted that A. Williams, “The
King’s Nephew: The Family and Career of Ralph Earl of Hereford”, in Studies in
Medieval History Presented to R. Allen Brown, eds. C. Harper-Bill, C. J. Holdsworth and
J- L. Nelson (Woodbridge: Boydell, 1989), 333-6, has argued that Osgot clapa was
descended from an English East-Anglian family. However, with Osgot’s close associa-
tion with Tovi pruda, who John of Worcester, Chromcon, s. a. 1042 (532-5) identified
as Danish, I have placed him here among the Scandinavian descended followers of
Cnut. He may be the exception that proves the rule.

* They occur together with their distinctive appellations in S. 968 (York), and the
Liber Vitae of Thorney Abbey. For an edition see Gerchow, Gedenkuberheferung, 326-8.
See also John of Worcester, Chromcon, s. a. 1042, eds. R. R. Darlington, P McGurk
and J. Bray (Oxford, 1995), 532—4.
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1018 to 1024, has been supposed by some scholars to be Tovi pruda.*
The evidence does not seem to bear out this conclusion. Osgot is absent
from these charters, and, as he is identified in the other sources as the
older (and probably senior in responsibility) of the two men, it seems
unlikely that Tovi’s career significantly predated his.** Furthermore,
there are some indications that the Tovi in the witness-lists from 1019
and 1024 may be a different and less prominent witness of the same
name. This Towvi attests in both alongside a Karl. This pair of names
appears in another charter from 1032, and there the Tovi who witnesses
in conjunction with Karl attests some five entries after Tovi pruda,
who witnesses alongside Osgot clapa and Thored Azor’s father.** All
the grants witnessed by this Tovi and his associate Karl are from the
south-west and perhaps we should conclude that he was a figure of
primarily local importance there.

In addition to their local jurisdiction in the vicinity of London, Osgot
clapa and Tovi pruda operated as important members of Cnut’s court.
The frequency of their attestations indicates their presence at Cnut’s
court, and there is evidence that they held influential positions there.
A history of Bury St Edmunds written by its arch-deacon, Herman, in
the very last years of the eleventh century, gives Osgot the title maior
domus.” Additionally, the late-twelfth-century account of Waltham’s
foundation outlines Tovi’s responsibilities as those of a wexillifer regs,
adding that he “was guiding the monarch”.* The account states that
Tovi was “closest to the king in his counsels”.*’ It is uncertain whether
Hermann was attempting to compare Osgot’s role with that of the
maior domus of the Merovingian court, and it is equally uncertain
what the responsibilities of an eleventh-century “royal standard bearer”

#8.951, S. 953 (both Excter), S. 955 (Shaftesbury), and S. 961 (Abbotsbury). Wil-
liams, “The King’s Nephew”, 335, has made this assumption.

¥ See The Waltham Chromcle: An Account of the Discovery of Our Holy Cross at Montacute
and its Conveyance to Waltham, ch. 13, eds. L. Watkiss & N. Chibnall (Oxford: Clarendon,
1994), 22, for their familial relations. Osgot is clearly here the senior and, by implica-
tion, older figure.

* S. 964, (Abbotsbury).

¥ Herman, Liber de Maracubs, ch. 21, in Memonals of St Edmund’s Abbey, ed. T. Arnold
(London, 1890-6), 1: 54.

' Waltham Chromcle, ch. 7 (Watkiss & Chibnall, 12); “Toui le Prude...monarchiam
gubernabat”. Note the translation used here is mine; Watkiss has provided a sense-
translation instead, rendering the phrase as “accustomed to advising the monarch”.

¥ Ibid.; “...regi proximus in consiliis”.
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were, but we can be surer of the implications of a literal translation of
maior domus as implying a significant position within the royal household
or palace, and the statement that Tovi was a close advisor to the
king.*® Additionally, it appears that we can connect Tovi’s actions on
behalf of Cnut with what Gepyncdo identified as the role of the most
prestigious and trusted ministri in the late Anglo-Saxon royal court.
It is recorded in the Waltham Chronicle that when the foundation
relic of the house was discovered, Tovi was “occupied in distant
parts of England, involved in royal business”.* Furthermore, in a docu-
ment which records a Herefordshire shire-court settlement from Cnut’s
reign it is noted that Tovi was present “on the king’s business”.*® It
appears that Tovi was engaged on the royal errands which are recorded
in Gepyncdo as given to the most favoured munistr.

The English Officials of Cnut’s Court

A recently debated issue concerning the Englishmen in Cnut’s court
is the possibility that some of Athelred’s and Edmund Ironside’s admin-
istrative personnel may have survived the conquest of 1016 and thus
represented some form of continuity in the political structure. Mack
directly addressed this topic in a study published in 1984, and Keynes
revised her statistics some years later.”' Both attempted to identify names
in the witness-lists of royal charters either side of 1016, who might
represent personnel active in both regimes. Both concluded in varying
degrees that there was, in Keynes’s words, “rather less than a lot” of
administrative continuity.> The assessment bears deeper examination
than space allowed him to give.® As a maximum figure I count from

8 Although if the writer knew the first book of Einhard’s Vita Karol, or St. Boniface’s
Letter Collection, then it is possible that he knew of the mator domus of the Merovin-
gian court.

* Waltham Chronucle, ch. 7 (12); “Ille tunc in remotis Anglie partibus degebat, regiis
implicitus negotiis”.

*0S. 1462 (Hereford); “...on pas Cinges zrende”.

> K. Mack, “Changing Thegns: Cnut’s Conquest and the English Aristocracy”, Albwn
16 (1984): 386, n. 74, and Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 79, n. 206. For his later tabulation
of the data, see Keynes, Atlas, table Ixiv.

%2 Mack, “Changing Thegns”, 385, was the bolder of the two, concluding that no
thegn can be positively identified in the administration both before and after 1016.

% His correction of Mack’s statistics was given in a footnote to an article on “Cnut’s
Earls”, and hence was outside the remit of that study.
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Keynes’s tables some twenty-seven Englishmen who could conceivably
have spanned the gap between the regimes, but on closer inspection
most of these identifications do seem too tenuous to be credible.>*

Name Last witness for First witness ~Comments on likelihood of
Zithelred for Cnut being same individual

Zlfgar 1014 (S. 933) 1018 (S. 951) Plausible.

Zlfmer 1014 (S. 933) 1018 (S. 953) Plausible.

Zlfweard 1005 (S. 911) 1022 (S. 958) Implausible: absence of 17
years.

Klfwig ‘1008’ (S. 918) 1019 (S. 954) Implausible: absence of 11
years.

Zlfwine ‘1012’ (S. 927) 1019 (S. 954) Plausible.

Kthelmer 1013 (S. 931b) 1019 (S. 954) Plausible.

Athelric 1013 (S. 931) 1018 (S. 950) Implausible: only in 2 of
Cnut’s grants, and both for
Christ Church, Canterbury.
Possibly a local thegn.

Kthelweard 1015 (S. 934) 1019 (S. 956) Implausible: only in 1 of
Cnut’s grants.”

Athelwine 1013 (S. 931) 1019 (S. 954) Plausible.

Beorhtric 1016 (S. 935) 1018 (S. 953) Implausible: only in 1 of
Zthelred’s grants, and he is
probably a local thegn.

Brihtsige 1013 (S. 931b) 1024 (S. 961) Implausible: absence of 11
years.

Ceolric 1015 (S. 934) ¢ 1023 (S. Implausible: only in 1 each

977) of Athelred’s and Cnut’s
grants.

Eadric ‘1008’ (S. 918) 1026 (S. 962) Implausible: absence of 18

ears.

Eadwig 1005 (S. 911) 1019 (S. 954) %Implausible: absence of 14
years.

Eadwine 1016 (S. 935) 1019 (S. 954) Implausible: only in | of
Cnut’s grants.

Godric 1013 (S. 931b) 1022 (S. 958) Implausible: absence of 9

years.

% Keynes “Cnut’s Earls”, 79, n. 206, counted “about 32”. The extra five are the
result of his allowing for the greatest margin of duplication of royal thegns with the
same name. For my purposes here this approach is not necessary.

5% Here, as in other similar cases, the small size of the sample of the data makes it
impossible to draw a firm conclusion. However, so few attestations is suggestive that if
the figure did play a role in both regimes it was not at the royal court.
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Table (cont.)

Name Last witness for First witness Comments on likelihood of
Zthelred for Cnut being same individual

Godwine 1016 (S. 935) 1018 (S. 950) Plausible.

Leofnoth 1005 (S. 911) 1018 (S. 953) Implausible: absence of 13
years.

Leofric 1007 (S. 918) 1019 (S. 954) Implausible: absence of 12
years.

Leofsige 1013 (S. 931) 1018 (S. 953) Implausible: only in | of
Zthelred’s grants.

Leofwine 1015 (S. 934) 1019 (S. 956) Plausible.

Odda 1015 (S. 934) 1018 (S. 951) Plausible.

Waulfmer 1005 (S. 911) 1018 (S. 953) Implausible: only in 1 of
Cnut’s grants.

Wulfnoth 1005 (S. 911) 1024 (S. 961) Implausible: absence of 19
years.

Waulfric 1013 (S. 931b) 1022 (S. 958) Implausible: only in 1 each
of Athelred’s and Cnut’s
grants.

Waulfsige 1009 (S. 922) 1019 (S. 954) Implausible: only in 1 each
of Athelred’s and Cnut’s
grants.

Wulfweard 1014 (S. 933) 1018 (S. 953) Implausible: only in 1 of
Cnut’s grants.

Thus, out of the twenty-seven possible cases, only eight are even plau-
sible. Furthermore, very few of these names are uncommon. It seems
unlikely, given absences of nine to nineteen years of some of the names
from the record, that these are anything other than chance recurrences
of the name. Additionally, much of the information is insufficient to
suggest men with places in the royal court. The majority of these
Englishmen appear to be local officials.

However, a different approach to the material indicates that there
may have been some politically significant continuity. If we ignore
/thelred’s charters momentarily, it should be possible to identify some
of the most important Englishmen in Cnut’s following by ranking the
English names which attest Cnut’s witness-lists, according to the fre-
quency of their attestations. Many of the English names appear only
once or twice, and in the interests of brevity I have tabulated below
only those names which appear in the witness-lists of Cnut’s charters
four or more times.
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Name Freq. Comments

Zlfgar 11 Note that on 7 of these charters two Zlfgars witness
simultaneously.

Zlfwine

Odda

Athelmer

0 © ©

Note that on 2 of these grants two Athelmars witness
simultaneously.

Byrhtric
Ordgar
Klfged
Leofsige
Leofric
Eadmar
Leofwine

Waulfnoth

B i e AN S NS I RN

Much can be said about several of the names which rank highest in
this table.

An Odda can be found third among the eleven ministri of a char-
ter of Athelred’s from 1013.% He recurs in a charter of 1014, and
another from 1015, in similarly high positions (fifth among nine minustri
and second among four respectively).”” This individual’s entrance to
politics at such a high level does appear to indicate, as Williams has
suggested, “the influence of a powerful kindred”.’® As few charters are
extant from 1016, and none for 1017, no comment can be made about
his position at court in those years. However, an Odda reappears in
Cnut’s earliest extant charters. One of the earliest extant witness-lists
for Cnut’s reign is the apparently legitimate list appended in slightly
differing versions to two forgeries produced at Exeter in the late elev-
enth century.® Significantly, both charters claim to be from 1018, and

% S. 931b (Barking).

57 S. 933 (Sherborne) and S. 934 (Abingdon).

% A. Williams, “Land and Power in the Eleventh Century: the Estates of Harold
Godwineson”, Proceedings of the Battle Conference on Anglo-Norman Studies 3 (1980): 4.

%S.951 and S. 953 (both Exeter). Both witness-lists appended to these forgeries are
remarkably similar. However the list attached to S. 953 is some twelve names longer,
inserting the name Ordgar into the existing block of names, and adding some eleven
names after the point at which S. 951 stops. Additionally, a few of the names in S. 953
are added interlineally, although these additions were certainly made at approximately
the same time as the extant document was written, and appear to be in the hand of the
main scribe, as contemporaneous corrections made by him. It appears that the forger(s)
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this date may have been lifted from the original document used by the
forgers. This would accord with the inclusion of the three Scandinavian
names in both extant copies of the witness-list, indicating that they are
unlikely to have been copied from a document composed before 1016.%
Additionally, as Aslac’s attestation cannot be found in witness-lists after
1019 (perhaps with a single exception from ¢. 1022), it is unlikely that
the exemplar dated after that year. The highest ministri in the three
witness-lists are as follows:

S 931b S 951 S 953
(Barking) (Exeter) (Exeter)
1013 1018(?) 1018(?)
Ethelmer Bored boryd
Elfgar Aslac Aslac
Odda Tobr Tob:
Ethelric Alfgar Zlfgar
Elfgar Odda Odda
lfgar Ordgar
Zlfgar

The geographical distance between Barking and Exeter makes it unlikely
that any cross-contamination of the documents could have occurred.
Thus, the pattern of an Alfgar witnessing immediately before Odda,
and another Zlfgar closely following him after an intermediate figure
(either Ethelric or Ordgar), strongly suggests that the Odda here is the
same official before and after the conquest of 1016.

An association between Odda and the senior Alfgar is evident in
other charters of this period. A charter of 1019 also from Exeter’s
archive, but clearly not descendent from the 1018 witness-list, contains
an Alfgar and an Odda together, high up in the lists (fifth and sixth
among twenty-six ministri).*' This association seems to have endured
beyond Cnut’s early years. In a charter from 1026 Odda is accompanied
by an Alfgar, fourth and sixth among fifteen ministri.®* Furthermore, the

of both charters had access to an authentic witness-list, and only included part of this
in S. 951, but had more space or need of support when S. 953 was produced.

% T have removed the title munster from all names here. The use of characters in
bold for emphasis is my own.

'S, 954 (Exeter).

62°S. 962 (Old Minster, Winchester).
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figure between Odda and Zlfgar in this charter, Elfwine, also appears
to have had links to Cnut’s court. The trio reappears at the head of
the munistri in a grant from 1033, taking precedence there above even
Osgot clapa and Tovi pruda.®®

It is perhaps significant that, while Scandinavian names dominate
the attestations of Cnut’s charters, in the minority in which English
names head the lists of munistri there are nearly always one or more of
these three Englishmen present. In an authentic charter of 1023 Alfgar
and Alfwine witnessed together, second and third among six ministri,
before Thored Azor’s father, the Kentish Thored, and a minister named
Thorkell.** The pattern can also be found in the witness-list appended
to a suspect grant bearing the date 1032.% In this, following the figures
named Siuuard and Harold, who may have been important visitors to
court, Alfwine and Zlfgar stand immediately before the Danish ‘fac-
tion’ (Tovi pruda, Osgot clapa and Thored Azor’s father).®® Finally, in
two further charters where a few English ministri witness before the
Scandinavian ones ZAlfwine is among the Englishmen.®

Returning to Odda, we find that as our charter resources improve
in the 1030s we can begin to link more names from our table above to
him and his associate Zlfgar. In an authentic grant, whose witness-list
has been re-dated to 1026 x 1030, he appears immediately before an
Ordgar and an ZEthelmer, third, fourth, and fifth among eight ministri.*®
Odda’s association with this Ordgar and this Athelmar continues in
an authentic production from 1033.®° Furthermore, Ordgar in Cnut’s
reign has only one appearance where he is not immediately associ-
ated with Odda. This is in a spurious renewal of the privileges of Old

%S, 970 (Old Minster, Winchester).

6 S. 960 (Old Minster, Winchester).
% S. 964 (Abingdon).

% At least Haraldr has been tentatively identified as Earl Thorkell’s son. See Keynes,
“Cnut’s Earls”, 66.

7 S. 960 (Old Minster, Winchester), and S. 967 (Abbotsbury).

% S. 963 (Exeter), see Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 50, especially n. 43, for the re-dating
of the witness-list.

8. 969 (Sherborne). In this diploma some manipulation of the witness-lists is evident
as the central court officials are included a few places from the end of the list, and
below some seven names of demonstrably local figures. The thegns Siwerd, Wulfnoth,
Winus, Scirwold, Eadwold, Ecglaf, and Eadwig all recur in much the same order in
the lower levels of the witness-lists for another Dorset charter, S. 975 (Sherborne), and
the initial three names recur as locals in further Dorset charter, S. 961 (Abbotsbury).
Curiously, both Sherborne charters show this similar placing of names which we can
associate with the central court beneath men who were clearly locals.
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Minster, Winchester, supposedly from 1035, which includes only four
ministri.’® Ordgar is the last of these, and, revealingly, the only other
English name present is Alfwine. All these connections between these
associates can be summarised in a diagram thus:

S 931b (Barking) 1013
2. Elfgar minister
3. Odda minister (of 11)

S 953 (Exeter) 1018

4. Elfgar minister

5. Odda minister

6. Ordgar minister (of 18)

S 954 (Exeter) 1019
5. Elfgar minister
6. Odda minister (of 26)

Odda
S 960 (Old Minster, Winchester) 1023
Klfgar 1 2. Alfwine minister
3. Elfgar minister (of 6)
Ordgar S 962 (Old Minster, Winchester) 1026
4. Odda minister
Elfwine 5. Elfwine mipister
6. Alfgar minister (of 15)
Athelmer I S 963 (Exeter) 1031

3. Odda minister
4. Ordgar minister
5. Apelmer minister (of 8)

S 964 (Abingdon) 1032
3. Alfuuine minister
4. Alfgar minister (of 15)

S 969 (Sherborne) 1033

16. Odda minister

17. Ordgar minister

18. Apelmeer minister (of 20)

Fig. 1. The connections between the associates of Odda in the
witness-lists of Cnut’s charters.

*°S. 976 (Old Minster, Winchester).
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What then can be discerned of the careers of these men outside
the witness-lists of Cnut’s charters? The attestations of Odda stretch
seamlessly from Zthelred’s to Cnut’s to Harthacnut’s and into Edward
the Confessor’s reign, in a position of consistent prominence, often still
alongside £lfgar and Ordgar. He disappears in 1050 from the witness-
lists of royal documents, re-appearing only in a Worcestershire lease
of 1051 x 1055 as Odda eorl. ond Aelfric his brodor.”' The rise in office to
an earldom, as well as the record of Odda’s brother Zlfric, allows us
to identify him with the nobleman who became the earl of western
Wessex in 1051 and, after several years service within Edward the
Confessor’s administration, died on 31 August 1056, at his estate in
Deerhurst, Gloucestershire.”?

It is possible to identify Ordgar as well. Like Odda, he witnessed
charters in the 1030s and 1040s in positions indicating a man of impor-
tance in the royal court. His prominence, as well as the rarity of his
name, allows us to identify him with the royal minister Ordgar, to whom
Edward the Confessor granted half a hide of land at Littleham in
1042.” Through this grant it is possible to deduce that he was the head
of an influential aristocratic family based on the Devonshire Cornwall
border.”* At the time of the Domesday inquest the same half-hide in
Littleham was in the possession of the monastery of Horton. Details
recorded by William of Malmesbury plausibly explain the history of
the estate. William noted that two members of this powerful Devonshire
family, one Ordgar and his son Ordulf, were buried at Tavistock and
that their property passed to that house.”” However, this was against
Ordulf’s wishes, as he had left instructions that he was to be buried at
Horton. Furthermore, the Liber Exoniensis redaction of the Domesday
Book records evidence of litigation following Tavistock Abbey’s recep-
tion of both Ordulf’s corpse and his property.”® However, the eventual
outcome of this legal claim is not known. Thus, it appears easiest to

'S, 1409 (Worcester).

2 See Williams, “Land”, for details of Odda’s later career and family connections.

7*S. 998 (Horton).

™ See H. P. R. Finberg, “The House of Ordgar and the Foundation of Tavistock
Abbey”, Enghsh Historical Review 58 (1943), and his Lucerna. Studies of Some Problems in
the Early History of England (London: Macmillan, 1964), 186-202, for discussion of his
family and landholdings on the Cornish border.

> William of Malmesbury, Gestis Pontificum Anglorum, 2: 95, ed. N. E. S. A. Hamilton
(London, 1870), 203. I owe the connection to Finberg, Lucerna, 198.

S For references to this see ibid., 200.
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conclude that either the community at Horton received Littleham from
Ordulf pre-mortem or the estate came into the possession of the abbey
as part of some legal settlement.”’

The survival of a fragment of genealogical information in a Dev-
onshire document from the mid-1040s perhaps reveals the identity
of the AElfgar who witnessed in association with Odda and Ordgar.’®
Odda and Ordgar are cited as witnesses in this local record, alongside
an Alfric who is stated to be Odda’s brother, and an Zlfger and an
Escbern who are stated to be Ordgar’s brothers. As the name element
ger is a common variant for gar, then this first of Ordgar’s brothers is
a plausible candidate for this Zlfgar.”

These men were important figures in the West Saxon hierarchy,
and were closely related to the West-Saxon royal house. William of
Malmesbury’s statement that Odda was a cognatus of Edward the
Confessor, is apparently confirmed by the fact that after Odda died
without an heir in 1056, Edward the Confessor appears to have inher-
ited both Deerhurst and Pershore from his estates.?’ The precise nature
of this connection is obscure, but a connection through Ealdorman
ZAthelweard’s line is implied by Odda’s patronage of, and burial at
Pershore. This abbey was founded by Ealdorman Zthelweard in the
tenth century and subsequently patronised in a pattern that suggests
that it was considered to be an eigenkloster.®' Moreover, the Tewkesbury
Chronicle records that Athelweard mew (Zlfgar maew’s father) was
“descended from the illustrious line of King Edward the Elder”.®
Williams has read into this an identification of Athelweard maw with
Ealdorman Athelweard.®® The idea is attractive but not borne out by

7 Note that M. A. O’Donovan, Charters of Sherborne (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1988), 1x—Ixi, has reached a similar conclusion.

8 S. 1474 (Sherborne).

™ The common use of ger in the place of gar can be seen in the attestations for
Zlfgar, Odda’s associate, in S. 969 (Sherborne) and S. 963 (Exeter). In these context
reveals that this is the one identified above, yet on both occasions the written text has
lfger. Furthermore, it should be noted that his grandfather, Ealdorman Ordgar, attests
S. 770 (Exeter) in the form Ordger dux.

% William of Malmesbury, Gesta Regum Anglorum, 2: 199, eds. R. A. B. Mynors,
R. M. Thomson and M. Winterbottom (Oxford, 1987-99), 360; Harmer, Whnts, no.
99-102, pp. 363-7 & 519-21.

8 Williams, “Land”, 5. See William of Malmesbury, Gestis Pontificum Anglorum, 4:
162 (Hamilton, 298), for information about Ealdorman Athelweard’s patronage of
Pershore.

# Tewkesbury Chronicle, in Dugdale, Monasticon, 2: 60; “Haylwardus snew ... ex
illustri prosapia regis Edwardi senioris ortus”.

# Williams, “Land”, 5 and the same author’s, “A West-Country Magnate of the
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the evidence. The name Athelweard is common in the period, and
the Latin translation of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, which is generally
attributed to this Ealdorman Athelweard, states that its author was a
descendant of King Alfred’s elder brother Athelred, not Alfred’s son
Edward the Elder®

In addition to this, there is evidence for another group of associates
among the men with English names in Cnut’s charters. Both groups
attest together in the longer version of the 1018 Exeter witness-list,
and so it is reproduced again here:*

boryd
Aslac
Tobr
lfgar
Odda
Ordgar
Zlfear
Zlfmer
Elfged
Byrihtric

The names immediately following the second Zlfgar, those of Zlfmar
(corrected to AEthelmer), £lfged (ZElfget), and Byrihtric (Beorhtric) attest
together on a large number of documents.®® Athelmer, Alfget and
Beorhtric witness together immediately after a block of seven Scandi-
navian names heading the ministri in a grant of 1019.¥” Additionally,
despite the insertion of two Danish names into the sequence between
Zlfget and AEthelmar, the same group is recognisable among the

Eleventh Century: the Family, Estates and Patronage of Beorhtric, Son of Zlfgar”, in
Famuly Trees and the Roots of Poltics: the Prosopography of Britan and France from the Tenth to
the Twelfih Century, ed. K. S. B. Keats-Rohan (Woodbridge: Boydell, 1997), 44.

8 The Chronicle of Athelweard (Chromcon Athelweardy), ed. A. Campbell (London:
Thomas Nelson, 1962), 2.

8 That attached to S. 953 (Exeter).

8 While it is evident that the names Zlfmar and Athelmar are distinct from
each other, they are often confused in the sources. See Keynes, Diplomas, 235, n. 15,
for discussion of the phenomenon. It should be noted that this witness-list appears
to incorrectly record this name. This is the sole witness to a minister with the name
Zlfmer during the reigns of Cnut and Harthacnut, and all other attestations of the
group discussed here have an Athelmar in this context. Compare for example the trio
in the authentic S. 955 (Shaftesbury).

8 S. 955 (Shaftesbury).
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ministri witnessing a grant from 1024.%® Finally, ZElfgar, Zlfget, and
Athelmar witness together immediately beneath the Danes who head
the ministri in a grant of 1033.% Furthermore, this £lfgar and Beorhtric
attest together, separated by one Thorkell, immediately beneath five
Scandinavian names heading the ministri of a grant from 1019.% In
addition, these two men are found together among the ministri of an
authentic witness-list appended to a suspect charter bearing the date
1026.%" The connections between these associates can be summarised
in a diagram thus:

S 896 (Abingdon) 999
10. Abelmar filius Ldelwold
12. Alfgar Maw (of 12)

S 953 (Exeter) 1018

7. Elfgar minister

8. Alfmar minister

9. Zlfged minister

10. Byrihtric minister (of 18)

S 955 (Shaftesbury) 1019

8. Apelmer minister

9. Alfget minister

10. Brichtric minister (of 13)

S 956 (New Minster, Winchester) 1019
6. AElfgar minister
8. Byrhtric minister (of 12)

Alfgar 11

Athelmear 11

Zlfget S 961 (Abbotsbury) 1024
12. Elfget minister
Beorhtric 15. Apelmar minister

16. Byrthric minister (of 20)

S 962 (Old Minster, Winchester) 1026
9. Bryhtric minister
10. Alfgar minister (of 15)

S 969 (Sherbornce) 1033
5. Zlfgar minister

6. Alfget minister

7. Epelmar (of 20)

Fig. 2. The connections between the associates of Alfgar in the
witness-lists of Cnut’s charters.

% °S. 961 (Abbotsbury).
8°S. 969 (Sherborne).
“°S. 956 (New Minster, Winchester).
' S. 962 (Old Minster, Winchester).
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We can trace the careers of some of these men further into the elev-
enth century. Neither ZAlfgar nor Athelmer appears in the charters of
Harthacnut or Edward the Confessor, and it seems safe to deduce that
they both died at some point in the late 1030s.”> However, Beorhtric’s
career was more enduring. In the 1040s we can see Beorhtric still hold-
ing a position in the witness-lists which is indicative of importance in
the royal court, but subordinate to Odda and Ordgar.” Only in a grant
of 1044, in the absence of both Odda and Ordgar, is Beorhtric found
heading the ministri.®* This appearance seems to prefigure Beorhtric’s
rise in political status ¢. 1050, moving in a charter of this year to a
position immediately beneath Odda and receiving the same title as
him: nobilis.® In two charters from 1061 he is placed at the head of
the munistri, and in the one preserved in Bath’s archive he is given a
title indicating some status at court, consiliarius, perhaps to be translated
as “royal adviser”.%

The Domesday Book records that, in 1065, the wealthiest thegn
below the rank of earl was a landowner based in Gloucestershire and
Worcestershire named Beorhtric son of Zlfgar.”” The Domesday Book
records that among the properties held in 1065 by this Beorhtric were
estates at Cranborne and Dewlish.”® Both of these appear in a list of
estates found in an early modern transcript of the medieval chronicle
of Tewkesbury Abbey.” There the estates are listed as a gift from one
ZElfgar, who was a member of an Anglo-Saxon noble family which
patronised the monastic community. Three generations of this noble

9 Although an Zlfgar does witness charters in the 1040s, and very sporadically
alongside Beorhtric, it is clear from the association of this Alfgar with Odda and
Ordgar that this is more probably Ordgar’s brother.

9 See S. 994, S. 1001 (both Old Minster, Winchester), S. 1010 (Wilton), as examples.

" S. 1004 (Abbotsbury).

% S. 1021 (Exeter).

% S, 1033 (Rouen) and S. 1034 (Bath). See Keynes, “Regenbald the Chancellor”,
200~1, for discussion of the first of these.

7 See Clarke, Enghsh Nobihty, 2602, for an assessment of his vast estates, and Wil-
liams, “A West Country Magnate”, for an account of his later career.

% DB, i, 75v and 79. See also Williams, “A West Country Magnate”, 48.

% The main text of the chronicle was edited in Dugdale, Monasticon, 2: 59-65.
However, by the time that Dugdale came to consult the original manuscript it was
corrupt at the point at which the details of Zlfgar’s donations to the community are
listed. Both London, Brit. Lib., Additional MS. 36985, and Oxford, Bodleian, MS.
Top. Glouc. D. 2, are accurate early modern transcripts containing that part of the
text. I am indebted to J. Luxford for bringing this record to my attention, and to S. D.
Keynes for allowing me to see his unpublished material upon these lost charters.
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family are named in the text, and given their distinctive family name:
mew. They are, in genealogical order, one Haylwardus meaw (more cor-
rectly Athelweard maw), his son Algar meaw (ZElfgar maew), and his
grandson, Brictric meaw (Beorhtric maw). Most probably the Beorhtric,
son of Zlfgar, found in the Domesday Book should be identified with
the Beorhtric maw, son of Zlfgar maw, who appears in the Tewkesbury
Chronicle, and it can be surmised that he retained some form of own-
ership of the estates his father bequeathed to Tewkesbury Abbey until
1065 at least. Furthermore, the identification of the Zlfgar in Cnut’s
charters, who appears in conjunction with members of this second
group, with ZElfgar maew also seems probable. As shown above, two
persons named Alfgar witnessed S. 931b and S. 951. The one whose
name appeared beneath Odda, and was not Odda’s close associate,
can also be shown to have appeared as a witness on royal documents
both before and after 1016. There was only one prominent minister by
this name in the last years of Athelred’s reign, and he is named in
a grant dated 999 as Elfgar maw.'” He is most probably the Zlfgar
who is named in a charter of King Athelred’s as a royal prepositus atque
pretiosus (that is a “royal administrative official as well as a wealthy and
influential individual”). He is recorded in this document as persuad-
ing the king to grant him an estate in Wiltshire which had formerly
belonged to Abingdon abbey, and thus appears to have held a position
which placed him in close proximity to Athelred.'”'

Furthermore, in the charters from the last years of Athelred’s reign
this ZAlfgar mew nearly always attests with an Athelmer and his father
Athelwold.'” Ethelwold’s name does not appear after 1007 (as he pre-
sumably retired or died), but Athelmar can be found in conjunction
with Zlfgar mew and one Brihtric minister (who is probably Beorhtric
maw) in a charter of 1009.'® Thus, the Athelmer who is found com-
monly alongside Zlfgar maw and Beorhtric maw in Cnut’s charters,
was most probably their associate from before the conquest of 1016.

Again these men were prominent West Saxon noblemen who were
closely related to the royal house. Ordgar’s grandfather was the tenth-

'S, 896 (Abingdon). Note Keynes, Diplomas, 209, has traced the attestations of
this figure during these years.

'S, 918 (Abingdon). See Keynes, Diplomas, 183—4, n. 110, for discussion of this
source.

12 All are named together in S. 896 (Abingdon).

'%°S. 915 (Beorchore), S. 921 (Athelney).
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century noblemen, also called Ordgar, whose daughter Alfthryth mar-
ried King Edgar in 964. Thus, their father Ordulf was King Athelred’s
maternal uncle, and was part of a faction which dominated the royal
court from around 993 until his retirement in 1005.'%*

To summarise: the supposed continuity in the Anglo-Saxon adminis-
tration was numerically small, but in terms of importance in the royal
court, quite significant. We can perceive in the witness-lists two groups
of Englishmen; one composed of Odda and Ordgar, their brothers
and associates, and the other Alfgar maw, his son and a number of
their associates.

The Implications of this Administrative Continuity

These men did not merely survive the conquest in 1016 but thrived
under its pressures. All of them appear consistently in positions in the
witness-lists which indicate power within the royal court. They attested,
in general, in a lowlier position than the small groups of Scandinavians
in Cnut’s court, but they held positions of trust and relative indepen-
dence. As far as we can see, through such favour at court they each
had successful careers, acquired large landed estates, and represented
a powerful court bloc that remained in existence until the 1050s, and
perhaps the Norman Conquest. On the basis of the charter evidence,
it is hard to avoid the suspicion that they were collaborators with
Cnut’s regime, who withdrew their support from Athelred and offered
it to Cnut. Such an impression is probably correct; when John of
Worcester copied out the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle’s list of the traitorous
Englishmen among the ranks of the Danes in the battle of Sherston
in 1016, he added the name of one Algarus filius Meauues, who must be
ZElfgar son of Athelweard maw.'” We can safely assume that Zlfgar
maw’s associates followed him in this change of allegiance, and while
John does not mention Odda in this context, it seems probable that he
and his associates also changed sides at some point ¢. 1015-16.

Their personal motives for such an act of betrayal are now entirely
obscure, but we can press the evidence a little further to see the extent

19 For his presence in government in the years 993 to 1006 see Keynes, Diplomas,
186-208.
1% John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1016 (Darlington et al., 486).
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to which the actions of these men represented the general feeling among
the aristocracy of England on the invasion of Cnut.

Zthelred’s last years in government before 1015 were turbulent and
difficult ones, marked by a number of court figures being banished from
the court or entering self-imposed retirement. It seems that much of
this ‘palace revolution’, as Keynes has called it, was orchestrated by
an ambitious court figure named Eadric streona, who was (along with
his numerous brothers) the principal person to profit from the political
vacuum left around the king.'® Members of both Ordgar’s and Odda’s
families were among the victims of this. As Keynes has shown, Ordgar’s
father Ordulf either retired or was ousted from Zthelred’s government
in 1005. Ealdorman Athelmer, Athelweard’s son and thus Odda’s
close relative, also disappeared from public office in the wake of this
political crisis. Perhaps we should perceive a wider group of nobles who
were disgruntled with Athelred’s regime than just Odda and Ordgar
and their associates. Athelred’s ‘palace revolution’ had forced several
influential families from court, and perhaps they too offered support to
Cnut. This is an attractive solution but cannot explain the motives of
all the men in question here. Odda, and his probable relative, Ealdor-
man Athelmar, held prominent positions at court in the strained years
immediately before 1016 (and in Odda’s case since 1013), and so at
the time of Cnut’s invasion they appear to have been experiencing a
period of growing, rather than waning influence.'”” Additionally, some
of these collaborators actually profited from the political vacuum left by
the ‘palace revolution’. ZAlfgar maw and his associate Athelmar attest
only sporadically and very far down the witness-lists before 1006, and
leap to positions of prominence immediately after this date.'® Thus,
the events of 1006 would appear to have been responsible for their
success at court.

Perhaps the sources of this betrayal came from a section of the aris-
tocracy wider than just one expelled court faction. A few fragments of
evidence are suggestive that Athelred’s regime (as well as that of his
son Edmund Ironside) may have faced more general opposition from

1% See Keynes, Diplomas, 209-28.

"7 See S. 933 (Sherborne) from 1014, and Keynes, Diplomas, 209-10, for Athelmer’s
return to court.

' Compare their positions in S. 896 (Abingdon) from 999 where they are placed
tenth and twelfth at the end of the list of twelve mumstn, and that in S. 931b (Barking)
from 1013, where they are the first and second of eleven munstn.
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elements of the West Saxon and Mercian nobility. Retracing the events
of 1016 reveals much about the political climate in that crucial year.
Our sources indicate that support for Athelred and Edmund Ironside
was waning in some regions of England throughout 1016. Athelred
appears to have been infirm, and command of the forces fell to his son
Edmund Ironside. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle reports that in 1015
Athelred had lain ill in Cosham whilst Cnut ravaged Dorset, Wiltshire
and Somerset.'” Edmund appears to have had some difficulty in com-
manding the allegiances owed to his father. Early in 1016 Edmund met
opposition while trying to counteract Cnut’s ravaging of Warwickshire.
The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle states that Edmund began to collect the
_prd in the area, but the local militia refused to support him unless he had
the support of his father and the London garrison. These Edmund
had secured by 6 January, but still the full penalty and force of the law
had to be threatened to mobilise an army.'"® This reluctance appears
to have been taken by Athelred as an indication that elements in these
areas were ready to revolt; Athelred travelled to Mercia to support his
son’s attempts to levy forces, but was warned that he would be betrayed
by either an unnamed follower of his or some of his auxiliary troops
(in varying accounts of the event), and he fled back to the safety of
London."" The Mercians’ conditional support of Edmund early in 1016
seems to prefigure what happened after Athelred’s death. Support for
Edmund in Wessex seems to have begun to collapse on the death of
his father on 23 April 1016. Following this Edmund was elected king
by “those of the nobles who were at that time at London”.!"? However,
Cnut was simultaneously elected at a more comprehensive witenagemot
in Southampton, which repudiated Athelred and his descendants.'
Only a few months later, “after midsummer”, Cnut and Edmund’s forces
met at Sherston, Wiltshire. It is in connection with this crucial battle
that the sources begin to report defections by members of the English
nobility to the Danish side.''* Given the sources’ identification of Eadric
streona as a serial traitor, we are not surprised when the Anglo-Saxon

1% ASC 1015 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keefle, 100).

" ASC 1016 CDE (C: O’ Brien O’Keefle, 100).

""" The ASC 1016 CDE states that the threat came from an unnamed follower, and
John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1016 (Darlingten et al., 482) claims that the threat
came from the auxiliaries.

12 John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1016 (Darlington et al., 484).

113 Tbid.

""" See ibid. (Darlington et al., 486) for the fullest account.
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Chronicle names him as a defector at Sherston. Perhaps we can even
conclude that the mysterious Alfmar deorling was a follower of his in
this betrayal. However, when we find John of Worcester adding £lfgar
maw to the list of turncoats, this is a different matter. There are hints
in John of Worcester’s account that these defections may have involved
wider sections of the English forces than a few renegade nobles. In
this entry John of Worcester records that forces from Hampshire and
Wiltshire were with the Danes at Sherston. Of course, these could
be the followers of one of the three named turncoats, but this seems
unlikely. In particular, it is unlikely that forces from these areas would
have followed Eadric streona into battle; the nearest we can place his
influence to these shires is across the Mercian border in Gloucester-
shire.'" It hardly seems likely that such a substantial force would be
the following of an otherwise unknown figure such as ZAlfmar deorling.
Furthermore, what we can know of Zlfgar maw’s estates (from those
of his son, Beorhtric as recorded in the Domesday Book) it does not
seem likely that he held any jurisdiction in Wiltshire and Hampshire
either.''® John of Worcester’s naming of these areas as in revolt against
Edmund would appear to also identify them as turncoats at Sherston.
Thus, this battle appears to have been a crucial turning point in the
conflict, where notable leaders, and perhaps the forces from entire
regions, switched allegiance mid-battle from Edmund to Cnut.

In this context it seems significant that the Englishmen who promi-
nently witness Cnut’s charters came from the regions of England
implicated here: southern Mercia and western Wessex. Odda’s estates
focussed on disparate holdings around Deerhurst in Gloucestershire,
the southernmost tip of Mercia. His nearest neighbour was Beorhtric
Alfgar’s son, whose lands seem to have centred on the massive 95
hide estate of Tewkesbury.''” Furthermore, both of these men had ties
to Wessex. If we may suppose that Odda was related to Ealdorman
Athelweard, then he must have held some of that influential south-west-
ern family’s estates. The Tewkesbury Chronicle records that Alfgar mew
held the estates of Cranborne, Wimborne, Dewlish and High Ashton

"> His authority in this area is attested by Hemming. See Heming: Chartularum Ecclesie
Wigormensis, ed. T. Hearne (Oxford, 1723) 1: 280.

"¢ In fact, Beorhtric can only be shown to have held a single estate in Wiltshire,
and none in Hampshire.

"7 Details of this can be found in Williams, “A West-Country Magnate”, 46-7.
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in Dorset, as well as Loosebeare and Medland in Devon.''® Finally, it
should be noted that Ordgar’s family had dominated the Devonshire
hundred of Lifton on the border with Cornwall since the tenth century,
and it seems that his estates were still concentrated there.'"?

However, to suggest that these collaborators should be seen as the
tip of an iceberg of open revolt against Edmund Ironside’s rule goes
further than the evidence will allow. Less than whole-hearted support,
and perhaps even the hedging of diplomatic bets, is quite a different
thing than open revolt against a royal candidate. Wessex and southern
Mercia appear to be the areas affected by both a lack of vigour in the
support for Edmund as well as open revolt, but there may have been
only an indirect connection between them. The majority of West
Saxon and Mercian forces appear to have held to their allegiance to
him, albeit reservedly, and there are no signs that the most significant
sources of local authority, the ealdormen of the region, withdrew their
support from Edmund. Moreover, the English names present in the
witness-lists of Cnut’s charters indicate that those who profited from
this act of betrayal (in the royal court at least) were few in number and
represented two groups of family members and associates who held
neighbouring estates in Gloucestershire.'? They were probably a small
but highly integrated clique, who shared common concerns about the
rule of Edmund Ironside in 1016, concerns that were perhaps individual
to them among the West Saxon and Mercian elites, and used them to
justify revolt against Edmund.

We might question why some sections of the nobility of Mercia
and Wessex held common concerns about Edmund Ironside as a ruler
in 1016? It seems unlikely that it was his inability to present serious
resistance to the invader which motivated these concerns. The accounts
of 1016 do not describe an unstoppable invasion in the face of which
resistance would have been futile. Edmund had his measure of suc-
cess at Penselwood in Dorset, Otley in Kent, and in the defence of
London. Doubts appear to have existed before his father’s death, but
it is that event which seems to have formed a crucial turning point in

"8 London, Brit. Lib., Additional, MS. 36985, fol. 1rv.

' Finberg, Lucerna, 192—4, and see 195-6, for the identification of the early-elev-
enth-century Ordgar’s estates in the hundred of Lifton.

10 Tt is very difficult to trace such collaborators outside the royal court, but for
discussion of some English officials who were based in the local administration and
may also have supported Cnut at this stage see pp. 59—60.
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his ability to command the support of the West-Saxon and Mercian
aristocracies. It may be significant in this context that Edmund appears
to have formed a lasting social bond not with the nobility of Wessex
or Mercia, but with that of the eastern Danelaw.'?’ Most of the extant
records connected with him derive from this region. Only two charters
in his name survive, one of which is a grant to Thorney Abbey from
1015 x 1016, and the other is a grant of land to Peterborough Abbey,
made for the souls of Edmund, his wife, and an East-Anglian thegn
Sigeferth.'” While his elder brother, the etheling Athelstan, left deco-
rated weaponry and valuable horses to both of his living brothers in his
will, only Edmund received land, specifically estates in East Anglia and
further north in the Danelaw.'?® A presumed connection of Edmund
and his elder brother Athelstan, to the Danelaw explains much about
Edmund’s actions early in 1015. In this year he revolted against his
father’s execution of two prominent Danelaw thegns, Sigeferth and
Morcar, and the seizure of their property.'** Edmund released Sigeferth’s
widow from her imprisonment in Malmesbury Abbey and married her,
moving northwards to accept the formal submission of the dependants
of the executed thegns. If he had not formally represented this Danelaw
faction at court before, his marriage ensured that he would do so from
this point onwards. This was a scandalous affair, and probably Edmund
only escaped punishment because Cnut chose this moment to launch
his invasion, and in the face of that new threat, differences between
Edmund and his father were quickly set aside. However, it seems sig-
nificant that immediately before Cnut’s invasion Edmund may have
been seen as more closely allied to the eastern Danelaw and the north
of England before 1015, and had shown his willingness to defend the
interests of his allies there, even when that led to direct defiance of the
king. His actions may have inadvertently alienated the nobility of Wessex
and Mercia, who began to look for another potential royal candidate,
in what resembles a reversal of the events of 957 when the aristocracy
of Mercia, followed by that of the North, withdrew their support from
King Eadwig and offered it to his brother Edgar. However, in 101516

2! This may have been due to his mother’s origins in the eastern Danelaw. See
Whitelock, “Dealings”, 80, for details.

'22°S. 947 (Peterborough) and S. 48 (Thorney).

'# 8. 1503. See D. Whitelock, Anglo-Saxon Wills (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1930), no. 20, pp. 56-63, & 167-74.

'* ASC 1015 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 99-100).
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there was no obvious candidate from the line of Athelred apart from
Edmund, and so, while the majority of the elites of Wessex and Mercia
sat on the proverbial fence, a small group of court figures offered their
allegiance to Cnut.

Conclusion

That Cnut’s Scandinavian followers dominated the royal court has
long been recognised. In 1912 Larson declared in an assessment of
the witness-lists that Cnut, when building up his retinue, showed a
“preference for men of Northern ancestry”.'® He claimed that “the
signatures of more than half of these [the witnesses] show names that
are unmistakably Scandinavian”.'® Additionally, he noted that “usu-
ally, the Northmen sign before their Saxon fellows”.'?” Despite nearly
a century of scholarship his observations still have merit, although
on the question of scale he may have been wrong. There are many
Scandinavian names in the witness-lists of Cnut’s charters, although
examination of the extant corpus shows that their numbers are under
half.'?® Furthermore, surprisingly few of these Scandinavians can
be identified in more than one or two documents, hardly indicating
national prominence. However, Larson’s main observation, that there
is a demonstrably strong Danish presence in the highest levels of the
witness-lists, is correct. Those Scandinavian names which can be found
frequently and prominently indicate a small but consistent presence at
the highest level in Cnut’s court.

The mid-1020s were a crucial period for Cnut’s Scandinavian fol-
lowers. It is notable that most of those Scandinavians who may have
had more than local significance in Cnut’s early years disappeared
from positions of power in the government at this point. Only Thored
Azor’s father survived this decade. It should be noted that these changes
coincide with the removal of Cnut’s powerful and independent Scan-
dinavian earls. The disgrace and exile of Thorkell in 1021 was closely
followed by the death of Eirikr in 1023 and the flight of Eileifr from
England in 1025-6. The Kentish Thored, Halfdan, Aslac and Hakon

'3 Larson, Canute, 122.

126 Thid.

127 Ibid.

18 Keynes, Atlas, table Ixx, lists some 71 munistri with English names, and 46 with
Scandinavian names.
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seem to have been dispensed with at the same time. They may have
fled to Scandinavia or merely gone into retirement on their English
estates. After the disappearance from England of this ‘old guard’, the
mid-1020s are characterised by the emergence of the majority of Cnut’s
‘new men’. Earl Godwine shot to prominence in 1023, helping to fill the
power vacuum left by the Danish earls. Similarly, Osgot clapa and Tovi
pruda joined Thored Azor’s father at the head of the royal ministri.

The large number of Englishmen in Cnut’s court is evident and
somewhat startling. As members of the Anglo-Saxon nobility who had
probably held a measure of power in the central administration under
ZAthelred, these potential collaborators could offer much to Cnut in
1016. As such they appear as a significant faction or clique immediately
beneath the few Scandinavians who held the most prominent positions
in Cnut’s royal court. Under this skeleton staff of Scandinavians, these
English officials must have acted as an experienced buffer between the
new king and the Anglo-Saxon administration. Thus, it is on the careers
of these men that the stability of Cnut’s takeover of power seems to
rest. Following his invasion in 1015 he appears to have either sought
out high ranking potential supporters, or received offers of support
from them, with the intention of using them in this way. They in turn
maintained their prestigious positions, and even flourished under Cnut
and the new regime.



CHAPTER THREE

THE GOVERNMENT IN THE LOCALITIES OF
SOUTHUMBRIAN ENGLAND IN THE REIGN OF CNUT

Government in the Localities Immediately Before the Reign of Cnut

Before we can begin to examine Cnut’s impact on local government in
the various regions of England, we must attempt to perceive the form
of the administration in Athelred’s final years, and assess how well it
was functioning in 1017.

To date only the general outlines of the system of government in
the localities of late Anglo-Saxon England are clearly defined, but what
emerges is a relatively simple structure. In the provinces of southern
England the main organs of social-control were the court of the shire,
and beneath that, the court of the administrative unit known as the
hundred.' The two main officials functioning in and around this judicial
network were the ealdorman (or earl) and the shire-reeve, and these
officials also appear to have performed a range of administrative func-
tions.? The ealdorman held the highest level of secular office beneath
the monarch, as a form of provincial governor, and presided with the
local bishop over the twice-yearly shire courts. He was aided in his role
by a large group of wealthy landholders of the region, the thegns. In
the local administration they seem to have functioned almost always
in the sway of the ealdorman; in 1013 the administration of western
Wessex submitted to Sveinn Tjaguskegg through Ealdorman Athelmar
“and the western thegns” offering allegiance at Bath.® Presumably their
main functions were to extend the influence of the ealdorman and
monarch throughout the shire and ensure the continuance of local

' Owing to the differences between the power structures of Northumbria and those
found elsewhere in late Anglo-Saxon England, comments about government in that
region during Cnut’s reign will be found in chapter five below.

2 A brief note must be appended here on the different titles of ealdorman and
earl. In the eleventh century both titles were used, apparently interchangeably, of the
same office, marking only the ethnic origin of the holder of the title. Here they appear
accordingly throughout, with ealdormen for Englishmen and earl for Scandinavians.

* ASC 1013 E (Irvine, 70); “ond pa weasternan pagnas”.
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authority during the temporary absence of an ealdorman. Socially
beneath the ealdorman, though probably not entirely functioning as
his direct subordinates, were the shire-reeves.* These were officials who,
at least in theory, were directly responsible to the king, and appear to
have functioned as a form of check on the activities of the ealdorman
or earl. Primarily, they brought cases to the shire- and hundred-courts
and dealt with the enforcement of their sentences.

The somewhat erratic politics of Athelred the Unready’s later years
did much damage to this system, and there were great losses of high
ranking personnel in the conflicts with Thorkell’s, Sveinn’s and then
Cnut’s invading forces.” However, the extant evidence indicates that
the administration, on the whole, continued with only localised break-
downs; gaps in the administrative line appear to have been filled at the
earliest opportunity, royal charters continued to bear the attestations
of representatives from all the regions of southern England, and the
production of a regulated coinage was only marginally affected. Some
opportunistic individuals, such as Eadric streona, did use this period of
political strife to manipulate the traditional boundaries of the system for
their own territorial gains. However, such activity, as we can perceive it
in the evidence, appears to have functioned within the system, through
the accumulation of pre-existing offices and estates by individuals and
groups. Cnut would appear to have inherited a functioning system of
local government in southern England. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle
reports only the broadest details of his initial interaction with this
system: after succeeding to the kingdom, he divided it in four, keeping
Wessex for himself, and placing East Anglia under the governance of
his follower Thorkell, Northumbria under that of another follower
Eirikr, and acknowledging the authority of Eadric Streona in Mercia.®
Comparison of this record with other sources reveals that it obscures
a great deal of detail, and describes a division of authority that remained
in place only for a few months, and was completely removed by the

end of 1021.

.* For some discussion of these officials see Keynes, Diplomas, 198, n. 165, and for
discussion of their complex jurisdictional interaction with the earls see W. A. Morris, The
Medieval Enghsh Shenyf to 1300, (Manchester: University of Manchester, 1927), 17-39.

> See Mack, “Changing Thegns”, for some discussion of this loss of personnel.
S ASC 1017 C (O’Brien O’Keeffe, 103).
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Government of Wessex in Cnut’s Reign

During the late tenth and early eleventh centuries Wessex was divided
into two areas of influence: an ealdormanry covering the eastern coun-
ties of Hampshire and Berkshire, which had pushed eastward to extend
its authority over Sussex and the areas around London; and another
for the “‘Western Provinces’ of Wiltshire, Somerset, Dorset, Devon and
Cornwall. Despite the statement of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle that
Cnut kept this region for himself, there are indications that both eal-
dormanries continued in existence. The earliest extant charters from
Cnut’s reign date to 1018 and identify an Ealdorman Athelweard in
the west, and Ealdorman Godwine in the east.’

Ealdorman Athelweard held jurisdiction over the ‘Western Provinces’
from either 1015 x 1016 or 1017 x 1018 to 1020, and was a patron of
religious houses in this region.® Given his English origins, and the fact
that his name duplicates that of a late-tenth-century ealdorman of this
same region, it seems likely that he was related to the local aristocracy
that had held authority under Athelred. It has been suggested that he
may be identified with the son-in-law of Ealdorman Athelmer (obit
¢. 1014), who is recorded in Eynsham’s foundation charter.® This is
possible, but the name Athelweard is extremely common in late Anglo-
Saxon England, and the often reliable John of Worcester identifies him
as the brother of Eadric streona.'® Eadric received an ealdormanry with
responsibilities over much of western Mercia in 1007, but he had been
an extremely influential figure at court for a year or so before that, and
it is not implausible to suppose that he managed to secure some form
of overlordship over western Wessex for his brother after the earlier
Ealdorman Athelweard’s death ¢. 998 and Athelmar’s retreat into a
monastery ¢. 1005. Either way, it seems certain that he was a member
of the local aristocracy whose authority (or that of his family) was so
entrenched in the region that Cnut initially had to accept his rule there.
Such acceptance did not, however, last long. Cnut spent the winter of

7 Godwine occurs in the probably genuine witness-list attached to the dubious
charter S. 951 (Exeter), and ZAthelweard’s appears as a witness in S. 1387 and S. 953
(both Exeter).

8 See Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 68, for discussion of the date at which Athelweard took
up the office of ealdorman, and a fuller discussion of the known details of his career.

* Ibid.; note also that in n. 142 Keynes does not entirely discount another possibility,
that this Athelweard was a brother of Eadric Streona.

1 John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1008 (Darlington et al., 460).
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1019-20 in Denmark, and immediately on his return in Easter 1020
he removed Athelweard from office and exiled him."" This occurred at
the same royal assembly as that in which the C-text of the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle places the expulsion of a royal pretender named Eadwig
“the ceorls’ king”.'? The association in punishment suggests an asso-
ciation in crime, and it seems reasonable to deduce that Athelweard
had aided this figure in a bid for the throne. Interestingly, no successor
to Athelweard occurs in any of our sources, and it appears that the
western ealdormany of Wessex fell vacant at this point, and remained
so for some decades. Such a prolonged vacuum of authority at the
head of the local administration is puzzling. Keynes has noted that
during Athelred’s reign a number of ealdormanries did not receive an
immediate appointment on the death of the incumbent, and he draws
attention to the vacancy of the ealdormanry of the ‘Western Provinces’
between the death of Ealdorman Athelweard ¢. 998 and the first
attestation of Athelmer as an ealdorman in the witness-list of a royal
charter in 1014."* However, the two situations cannot be compared.
If Athelred chose ¢. 998 to not appoint a successor and to leave the
administration in the hands of the pre-existing shire-reeves and thegns
for approximately 16 years, he could count on their continued support
for his rule. Cnut in 1020 appears to have just faced an attempted coup
d’état from this region, and while Ealdorman Athelweard and Eadwig
bore the brunt of his punishments, it is unlikely that they acted alone.
It seems inconceivable that Cnut, after facing a threat to his authority
from the administrative officials of this area, would be content to remove
the head of this administration, and let the acephalous remainder
continue without any interference.

"' ASC 1020 C (O’Brien O’Keeffe, 104).

"2 Ibid.; “Eadwig ceorla cyngc”.

¥ Keynes, Diplomas, 197-8, n. 163. Note that several of the vacant-ealdormanries
cited by Keynes might not actually have created apparent gaps in the administration.
Administrative problems following the death of Eadwine of Sussex in 982 and the
banishment of Leofsige of Essex in 1002, would have been eased by the fact that both
of these regions lay under (or at least on the border of) the overlordship of larger
ealdormanries in eastern Wessex and the Eastern Danelaw. Conversely, the vacancies
following the death of Athelwine of East Anglia in 992 and the exile of Zlfric of
Mercia in 985, represent the removal of an ealdorman with an overlordship over
several lesser ealdormen of the same region. Thus, in neither of these groups did the
removal of the ealdorman in question and an ensuing prolonged vacancy of his office
Create an apparent gap in the administration.
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It has been suggested that Earl Godwine filled this gap in the ‘West-
ern Provinces’ early in Cnut’s reign.'* However, this is uncertain. The
main problem with any assessment of the size or location of Godwine’s
Jjurisdiction early in his career is the retrospective nature of the evidence.
Despite his later successes and his sons’ dominance of English politics,
the origins of his earldom or its actual geographical extent remain
obscure. He held an earldom from 1018 to his death in 1053, and he
witnessed royal charters as the principal earl from 1023 onwards.'
However, only in accounts significantly post-dating his and Cnut’s
death is the area over which he held jurisdiction implied or identified.
Examples can be found in the F-text of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
which names him at the head of “all the best men of Wessex”, and
John of Worcester’s entry for 1041 where he is called [dux] Goduwinus
Westsaxonum.'® In modern historiography only Keynes has attempted to
date the extension of Godwine’s earldom over the whole of Wessex.
Keynes has focussed on the narration of a series of events from early
in Godwine’s career in the Vita £dwardi Regis.'” The text states that
immediately after Godwine accompanied Cnut on a campaign in Scan-
dinavia, Cnut married his sister to Godwine, and appointed him dux et
bawulus of “almost all the kingdom”. As this campaign in Scandinavia
can be dated to 1022, and it had certainly ended by the end of 1023,
it would appear that Godwine’s promotion to an office above all other
secular noblemen can be dated to the period immediately following
those years.'® Additionally, 1023 saw Godwine begin to witness Cnut’s
charters as the principal earl, and thus “it is tempting” (as Keynes has
put it) to conclude that this increase in power is an indication that, soon
after Athelweard’s expulsion, Godwine assumed some responsibility over
western Wessex as well the eastern parts of that region.'® However, while
the evidence indicates that ¢. 1023 Godwine was raised to a position
of great prominence in the royal court, it does not necessarily follow

'* Freeman, NC 1: 406, 422, and especially 711-13.

1> See Keynes, Atlas, table Ixix.

16 ASC 1036 F (Baker, 115); “Godwine eorl ond ealle 8a betstan men on Westsexan”;
John of Worcester, Chronwcon, s. a. 1041, (Darlington et al., 532).

" The Life of King Edward the Confessor who rests at Westmnster, ch. 1, ed. F. Barlow
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), 6.

'8 T discuss this campaign more fully below, see pp. 213-14.

19 Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 73.
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that there was any geographical extension of his earldom.” There are
no records that connect him to events in the “Western Provinces’ until
the middle of the eleventh century, and it is possible that he may not
have held any significant authority there until late in Cnut’s reign or
even after Cnut’s death.

The entries for Godwine and his immediate family in Domesday
Book seem to offer a representative record of their landholdings as
they stood three decades after Cnut’s death. While these cannot be
used to perceive the details of the family’s landholding patterns dur-
ing Cnut’s reign, they can be used to indicate general trends of these
patterns, enabling us to differentiate areas in which Godwine and his
family appear to have been active from those in which they seem to
have shown little interest. As Godwine died in 1053, we do not possess
references to him in all the counties of Wessex in Domesday Book.?' As
his son Harold inherited his office it seems plausible to assume that this
son also inherited the bulk of his father’s comital estates. Additionally,
Godwine’s wife Gytha survived him into the 1060s, and it appears she
too may have remained in possession of certain comital estates.?? Thus,
in the tabulation of Godwine’s landholdings in Domesday Book given
below, both Harold’s and Gytha’s landholdings are listed as well.? In
addition to their total landholdings I have tabulated here the amount
of their estates in each shire which Domesday Book indicates were not
held as part of the comital demesne, and therefore were personal pos-
sessions inherited or obtained by Godwine.? These personal holdings
can be used as a touchstone for our findings, as they crudely indicate
the regions in which Godwine showed an active interest, exploiting his

% Note that Larson, “Political Policies”, 735, held similar doubts about Godwine’s
position in the 1020s.

' See D. Raraty, “Earl Godwine of Wessex: the Ongins of his Power and his Politi-
cal Loyalties”, History 74 (1989): 9, for discussion of Godwine’s sporadic inclusion in
the Domesday Book.

#2 For the suggestion that Gytha assumed control of Godwine’s lands in 1053, see
Williams, “Land and Power”, 177.

# Harold and Gytha may have acquired territory in the years between 1053 and
1066, independent of Godwine’s acquisitions, but against the whole sample this margin
of error must be small.

#* These estates are defined in Domesday Book as those in the individual’s ownership
which are not enumerated amongst the royal demesne, explicitly named as comital
estates held by Godwine, Gytha or Harold, or named at the time of the inquest that
they were held ‘in lordship’ from the monarch.
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position and prominence to annex coveted land, as opposed to areas
in which he may have inherited patrimonial estates or received them
as part of the earl’s demesne.

Godwine’s Godwine’s Gytha’s  Gytha’s Harold’s Harold’s Collective  Collective
total land  non-comital total land non- total land non- total land  total non-
holdings  holdings holdings  comital holdings comital  holdings  comital
holdings holdings holdings
Sussex?’ 586.5 402.5 114.5 25.5 179.75 4075 880.75 468.75
hides hides hides hides hides hides (72) (60)
(54) (46) (6) 4) (12) (10)
Surrey 20 hides 20 hides 20 hides 20 hides 153.5 hides 28.5 193.5 68.5
M (1 1) (1) (10) hides (12) @)
(6)
Berkshire 0 0 16 hides 16 hides (1) 194 hides 50 hides 210 66
(1) (12) 3) (13) 4)
Hampshire 93.75 25.75 hides 27 hides 0 145.5 hides 37 hides 266.25 62.75
hides (10) 2) (10) (7) (25) (17)
(13)
Wiltshire 2.5 hides 2.5 hides (1) 100.5 0 228 hides 54 hides 331 56.5
(1) hides (14) (8) (18) 9)
@)
Somerset 0 0 25.5 0 98.75 hides 41 hides 124.5 3
hides (3) (10) “) (13) @)
Dorset 0 0 30.5 0 85.5 hides 24 hides 116 24
hides (2) (10) 2 (12) 2)
Devon 0 0 53.5 0 45.375 9 hides 98.875 9
hides (9) hides 3) (26) 3)
(17)
Cornwall 0 0 0.5 hide 0.5 hide (2) 26.25 hides 2.25 26.75 2.75
) (14) hides (16) 5)

®)

West Saxon Landholdings of Godwine, Gytha and Harold in the Domesday Book
(the numbers in brackets indicate the number of estates involved)

Numerically there is a clear focus on Sussex in the eastern counties,
which is most easily explained by the suggestion that Godwine’s father
was a landholder in this region named Wulfnoth cild, and that Godwine
inherited the bulk of these estates from him, or indirectly through a
gift from either Athelred or Cnut.”*® Wulfnoth fell from royal favour

% As noted above, the counties of Sussex and Surrey, while not strictly part of Wessex,
do seem to have fallen under the jurisdiction of the ealdorman of the eastern part of

Wessex in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries. Thus, they are included here.
% See Raraty, “Earl Godwine”, 4-6, for discussion of this.
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in 1009, having ravaged areas of the south coast, and his estates must
have been forfeited to the king.?”” However, the will of the ztheling
Athelstan, dated 1014, records a gift to a Godwine, son of Wulfnoth of
an estate at Compton in Sussex which had been “previously owned by
his father”.?® Compton in the Domesday Book was held by one Esbern
from Earl Godwine and by one Harold (presumably Godwine’s son).?
This attests to the return of some of the family’s estates to Godwine
in 1009 X 1014. Presumably, after Godwine’s rise to prominence in the
royal court he regained any remaining estates of his patrimony.

The pattern of landholding in Sussex also indicates that this was
the initial area of Godwine’s influence. In Sussex the three family
members held a vast 880.75 hides, across a sample involving some 72
estates, over half of which were in their personal possession. In the
surrounding counties of Hampshire, Surrey and Berkshire very similar
(albeit lower) levels of landholding are observed.*® While there is some
minor fluctuation between the highest total holding of 266.25 hides
(Hampshire) and the lowest of 193.5 hides (Surrey), the estates in the
family’s personal possession fit within a very narrow deviation, between
68.5 and 62.75 hides. Thus, it is likely that Godwine had also inherited
a number of estates within these neighbouring shires, and pursued his
interests there for his entire career.

In the west of Wessex the situation is, in general, different. Wiltshire
has a total amount of land held by the family which is similar to that
in the eastern counties, with some 331 hides in the family’s possession.
The non-comital estates here also compare with those in the eastern
counties: with 56.5 hides held; lower than the 62.75 hides held in
Hampshire but not by much. However, Wiltshire is the only one of the
western shires in which Godwine is mentioned directly as a landholder,
and it is perhaps a special case. The other western shires are mark-
edly different from those in the east. Total landholdings in the family’s
possession vary between a high of 124.5 hides (Somerset) and a low
of 26.75 hides (Cornwall). There is a pattern here: as we investigate
further westwards the level of the family’s landholdings becomes lower

2 ASC 1009 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 93).

% S. 1503 (Christ Church, Canterbury & Old Minster, Winchester); “Ic geann
Godwine Wulfnodes suna. pzs landes. 2t Cumtune. be his feeder @r ahte”. An edition
can be found in Whitelock, Wills, no. 20, pp. 5663, and 167-74.

» DB, i, fol. 24r and 21r.

% As is explained below, the landholdings in Kent most plausibly represent events
after 1040 and therefore have not been included here. See pp. 72-5 for details.



THE GOVERNMENT IN THE LOCALITIES OF SOUTHUMBRIAN ENGLAND 51

and lower. Somerset’s 41 hides are considerably lower than the 68.5 to
62.75 range observed in the eastern counties. Dorset’s 24 hides, Devon’s
9 hides, and Cornwall’s minute 2.75 hides continue this trend. As the
pattern is also found in the family’s non-comital landholdings, this can-
not be governed by the nature of the comital estates or the nature of
landholding peculiar to the west. Thus, the general impression is that
Godwine’s attention appears to have been concentrated for the majority
of his career on the eastern counties of Wessex. The small number of
acquired estates in the south-west appears to indicate that he had less
interest in that region, or that he was its overlord for considerably less
time than he was for eastern Wessex. Identifying him as the earl of the
‘Western Provinces’ from 1023 (just 5 years into his 35 year career as
an earl) seems difficult.

Perhaps then in the absence of an ealdorman we should turn our
attention to the administration beneath the level of the ealdorman
in western Wessex early in Cnut’s reign. Cnut’s grants to his secular
ministers are one available source of evidence for this enquiry, as they
survive particularly well for one of the shires in question: Dorset.*!
There are three extant authentic grants by Cnut to laymen of estates
in Dorset. In an authentic grant of 1019, Cnut granted 16 hides of
land at Cheselbourne to a man with the Scandinavian name Agemund
(ON Ogmundr).*? In 1024 a grant of 7 hides at Portisham was made to
Cnut’s minister Urk (or perhaps Ork).** Furthermore, Cnut granted 7
hides to his minister Bovi (ON Bo6fi) in 1033.3* In addition, seventeenth-
century transcripts survive of fragments of records once contained in
a now-lost cartulary of Abbotsbury.* Both the antiquaries John Leland
and Clement Reyner connected the foundation of a monastic house at
Abbotsbury to Urk, and him to Cnut.*® Reyner dated this monastic

3 The good survival of charters for this shire seems to be the result of the survival
of the cartularies of Sherborne and Shaftesbury, and the antuquarian interest in the
now-lost Abbotsbury cartulary in the early-modern period.

328, 955 (Shaftesbury).

33S. 961 (Abbotsbury). Note that G. Fellows-Jensen, The Vikings and their Victums: the
verdict of the names (London: Viking Society, 1998), 7, suggests that his uncommon name
is in fact a by-name referring to ethnic descent from Orkney.

3 8. 969 (Sherborne).

% See S. Keynes, “The Lost Cartulary of Abbotsbury”, Anglo Saxon England 18 (1989),
for details of these transcripts.

3% Foannis Lelandi Antiquari; De Rebus Britanmicus Collectanea, ed. T. Hearne (London,
1774), 4: 149, and C. Reyner, Apostulatus Benedictinorum in Anglia, swe Disceptatio Histonca
de Antiquatate Ordims Monachorum Nigrorum S. Benedicti in Regno Anghae (Douai, 1626), 132.
See Keynes, “Lost Cartulary”, 221-3, for discussion of these.
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foundation to 1026. Another antiquarian, Thomas Gerard, noted
that Cnut granted the estate used in this foundation to Urk, and an
undated extract from this charter survives in the transcripts of another
antiquary, Henry Spelman.*” Since it must predate the foundation date
given by Reyner this grant of Abbotsbury can be dated to 1017 x 1026.
Furthermore, Gerard’s account records a further estate named Hilton
that Cnut gave to Urk, and the information that nearby Tolpuddle
was owned by Urk’s wife, and thus may also be a royal gift.* Finally,
one manuscript of Spelman’s account records a single phrase from the
body of an undated grant to Bovi.* Keynes has shown that the wording
of this extract does not correspond with any passage of Bovi’s extant
grant and thus seems to indicate that the Abbotsbury cartulary once
included another, otherwise unknown, grant to him.

Much can be learnt about these men from their appearance as grant-
ees and witnesses in royal diplomas. All three seem to have maintained
an interest in each other’s affairs, witnessing each other’s charters in
positions in the lists of ministri indicating a degree of importance. Bovi
witnessed among the munistri of both Agemund’s grant of 1019 (fifth
of thirteen) and Urk’s grant of 1024 (third place in the second column
of munistri). Similarly Agemund witnessed Urk’s grant of 1024 (second
place in the first column of ministri), and Urk witnessed Bovi’s grant
of 1033 (fourth of twenty). Additionally, both Bovi and Urk witnessed
a grant of Cnut’s to Sherborne Abbey of 16 hides at Corscombe, an
estate within their sphere of influence in Dorset.*’ Spelman’s record
of a lost charter concerning Bovi in the Abbotsbury cartulary is also
suggestive of connections between their affairs. The cartulary was
associated primarily with Urk as the founder of the community, and

%7 See Keynes, “Lost Cartulary”, 220-32, for the texts of both Gerard’s and
Spelman’s records.

% Ibid., 222-3. Note that Urk also received grants from Edward the Confessor
in 1044 (S. 1004 (Abbotsbury)), and in an undated writ specifying all land from his
estates to the shore (S. 1063 (Abbotsbury)). Thus his landholdings came to dominate
the hundreds of Uggescombe and Whitchurch Canonicorum. He grew wealthy enough
to found a guild based at Abbotsbury which is known from extant guild-regulations.
See B. Thorpe, Diplomatarium Anghcum £vi Saxomer (London, 1865), 605).

* The nine word Latin phrase occurs only in the Harvard manuscript of Spelman’s
tract. See Keynes “Lost Cartulary”, 232, for an edition.

8. 975 (Sherborne). Note that they witness highly here as well (fourth and fifth out
of eleven), but this may not be a reliable witness. I have commented above (p. 27, n. 69)
that certain charters from this archive seem to have some form of rearrangement
present in the order of the witness-lists.
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the inclusion of one of Bovi’s grants in this archive suggests that they
“had dealings of some kind with each other”.*' Furthermore, neither
Bovi nor Urk witnessed any of the extant diplomas for any area other
than Dorset.*? They appear to have been part of a close-knit group
with interests primarily in that region.

The names Urk, Bovi and Agemund do not occur in records from
ZAthelred’s reign, and so we should probably place their arrival with
Cnut. Moreover, Urk and Bovi are named as holding a Scandinavian
office, that of the ‘huscarl’: Urk in Gerard’s text and an extant writ of
1044, and Bowvi in the rubric of S. 969.* There has been debate about
the meaning of this term, with Hooper attempting to overturn Larson’s
interpretation of huscarls as members of a Scandinavian ruler’s private
retinue.** Hooper has argued instead that the title held no functional
distinction of office, but was used in late Anglo-Saxon England for the
Scandinavian equivalent of a thegn.*” However, Hooper’s research
concentrated on the examples of the title found in the sources from
the late-eleventh century, when the office had existed in England for
a number of decades and had probably evolved into something quite
different from that of Cnut’s reign. It must be recognised that the
attestation of the title in connection with Urk and Bovi is the earliest
witness after the introduction of the office to England, and thus prob-
ably attests to a role for them closer to the huscarl in late-tenth- and
early-eleventh-century Scandinavia, than that of late-eleventh-century
England.* Thus, they were probably, at one time, members of Cnut’s
personal guard. When Hooper turns to discuss Urk and Bovi as holders

1 Keynes “Lost Cartulary”, 232.

* An Agemund appears in the suspect S. 959 and S. 981(both Christ Church, Can-
terbury), and Keynes has identified him as the same one who received Cheselbourne
from Cnut (Keynes, “Lost Chartulary”, 230-1). However, this name is common in
eleventh-century sources, and I have argued elsewhere (below at p. 18) that at least
one other figure with this name appears in the charters.

# For Gerard’s text see S. Keynes, “Lost Cartulary”, 222; see also Harmer, Whts,
no. 1, pp. 120 and 425-6.

# L. M. Larson, The King’s Household in England Before the Norman Conquest (Madison,
WI: University of Wisconsin Bulletin, 1904), 152-68.

% N. Hooper, “The Housecarls in England in the Eleventh Century”, Anglo-Norman
Studies: Proceedings of the Battle Conference 7 (1984): 172-5.

* We might compare the references to huscarls here to the account of King Har-
thacnut of Denmark (and later England) sending his huscarls to Winchester to protect
his mother against his half-brother, Harald Harefoot, which is found in the E-text of the
ASC for the year 1036. There certainly, we are dealing with members of the military
retinue of a Scandinavian ruler.
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of the title, he assumes that their placement into the landscape of
Dorset was part of Cnut’s demobilisation of his forces onto the estates
of dead Englishmen and pieces of the royal demesne.* This may be
so, but the fact that Urk and Bovi act as if they were a close-knit group
who had interests in matters relating to the coastline of Dorset which
were heard by the royal court (and perhaps represented the region at
court), and the continued appearance of Urk and Bovi amongst the
witnesses to royal charters, is suggestive of a relationship with Cnut
with more obligations that that of the demobbed soldier.

There appears to be evidence for the settlement of this type of per-
sonnel by Cnut in the other shires of western Wessex as well, although
the diplomatic evidence there is less helpful. In 1982 and 1985 Insley
published research into Scandinavian personal names which show lin-
guistic signs of having been adopted into English in the eleventh cen-
tury, and which were recorded as the names of landholders in western
Wessex.*® The historical narrative indicates that this is an area which
was unlikely to have received many Scandinavian settlers before the
eleventh century, and thus it is surprising that many of the residents of
the region had Scandinavian names. His conclusions can be refined by
mapping the Scandinavian names of this form found in the Domesday
Book.* The names and corresponding estates, when plotted on maps,
show a widespread dispersal of Scandinavian-named landowners across
the whole of the region. There are few concentrations of these names
or notable patterns in Wiltshire, Somerset and Dorset.

However, in Devon we can identify names of men who were known
to be royal officials active during Cnut’s reign, and perhaps the distribu-
tion of the evidence can be used to identify more of these men. As well
as the apparently casual distribution across the shire of Scandinavians
holding single estates, there were five individuals in 1065 who held a
large number of estates. These are mapped below.

4 Hooper, “Housecarls”, 94-5.

* J. Insley, “Some Scandinavian Personal Names in South-West England”, Namn
och Bygd 70 (1982), and the same author’s “Some Scandinavian Personal Names in
South-West England from Post-Conquest Records”, Studia Anthroponymica Scandinavica
3 (1985).

¥ Perhaps Insley was moving towards this in his note of the Scandinavian names in
the Domesday Book in his “Scandinavian Names from Post-Conquest Records”, but
the data from this source is not included in his main assessment.
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CORNWALL

Iy Estates owned by an Ingvar
Iv1 Curscombe

Iv2 Inwardleigh

Iv3 Cadbury

Iv4 Tamerton

Iv5 Blaxton

S Estates owned by a Siward
S1 Chawleigh

S2 Holcombe Rogus

S3 Rose Ash

S4 Creacombe

S5 Rackenford

S6 Wolborough

S7 Willsworthy

S8 Peter Tavy

T Estates owned by a Tovi
T1 Butterford

T2 Stadbury

T3 Okenbur

T4 Lambside

T5 Dunsdon

T6 Bradworthy

U Estates onned by an Ulf
Ul Pickwell

U2 Northcote

U3 East Buckland

U4 Pothendge

U5 Dolton

U6 Hagginton

U7 Haccombe

U8 Teigngrace

U9 Stedcombe

Ul0 Bnxham

Ull Churston Ferrers
Ul2 Cornworthy

Ul13 Buckland and Caffins
Heanton

U14 Lobb

Ul5 Crockernwell

Ul16 Larkbeare

Ul7 Hele

Ul18 Hook

U19 Wadham

and in neighbounng Somerset

U20. Hawkwell
U21. Woolston
U22 Manworthy
U23. Edstock

Vk Estates owned by a Viking
Vkl. Exminster

Vk2 Matford

Vk3 Hewise

Vk4 Awliscombe
Vk5 Whipton

Vk6 Axminster

Vk7 Peamore

Vk8 Huxham

VK9 Clyst St Georges
VkI0 Weycroft

VkI1 Heavitree

Fig. 4. Map showing estates and sites in Devon relevant to Scandinavian
settlers in the county in the eleventh century.
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One of these, named Viking, held 11 estates in the hundreds of Won-
ford, Budleigh and Exminster surrounding Exeter’® A moneyer who
was responsible for the mint at Lydford during the production of Cnut’s
Short Cross issue (¢. 1029-35), and who went on to be responsible for
production in Exeter during Edward the Confessor’s reign also had this
rare name.” Thus, it is probable that they are the same royal official
who began his career during Cnut’s reign. There are no surviving grants
of land to this Viking from Cnut, but two royal grants from 1031, to
munistrt with the English names of Athelric and Hunewine, do establish
a connection between Cnut and Devon.”> Hunewine’s grant concerns
an estate at Stoke Canon, approximately 4 miles to the north of Exeter,
and thus within the centre of Viking’s area of interest. Athelric’s con-
cerns land at Meavy in the south-west of the region. By the end of
Cnut’s reign Viking would appear to have been a wealthy royal official
in the area, and he can be found as a witness in records from Exeter
and its hinterland, and from the other shires of western Wessex. He
occurs as a witness to an agreement, dated to 1045 X 1046, between
Bishop Alfwold and the community at Sherborne regarding land at
Holcolme Rogus, near his own estates.”® Additionally he is probably the
wycinges batswegenes [sunu] who witnessed a manumission made “during
King Edward’s reign”, and recorded on flyleaves at the beginning of
a missal in Exeter by the middle of the eleventh century>* He is last
recorded as a witness in Edward the Confessor’s confirmation of the
Somerset estates held by the bishop of Wells, dated 1065.%°

* Note that, rather than the pejorative ON term for pirate, Viking’s name more
probably derives from Vik-ing (an inhabitant of the Vik), i.e. the Viken (a region of
the modern Oslo-fjord).

' K. Jonsson, and G. van de Meer, “Mints and Moneyers c. 9731066, in Studies
i Late Anglo-Saxon Conage in Memory of Bror Emul Hildebrand, ed. K. Jonsson, (Stockholm:
Swedish Numismatic Society, 1990) 89 & 70. Note that the name is rare: apart from
the concentration of estates held by a Viking in Dorset, the Domesday Book records
only 1 estate held in Warwickshire, 1 held in Cambridgeshire and another held in
Suffolk by men (or perhaps a single man?) with this name. See O. von Feilitzen, The
Pre-Conquest Personal Names of Domesday Book (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, 1937) 405,
for further details.

2 S. 963 (Exeter) and S. 971 (Exeter).

¥ S. 1474 (Sherborne).

5 The manuscript is the Leofric Missal: Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Bodl. 579,
fol. 1v. The form of the name Batswegen most probably derives from *bat-sveinn, where
the epithet ‘bat-’ indicates that the holder was a steersman or was in command of a
boat. Alternatively, the initial element might represent the word ‘bét-’, deriving from
a word meaning ‘fine’ or ‘of quality’. I am grateful to Jén Vidar Sigurdsson for this
last suggestion.

S, 1042 (Wells).
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The distribution of the estates of the other four main landholders
who had Scandinavian names, across Devon, is suggestive that some of
these men may have been placed into the shire by Cnut. Besides Viking
the Domesday Book records an Ulf (ON Ulfr) holding 20 estates, a
Siward (ON Sigvardr) 8 estates, a Tovi 7 estates, and an Ingvar (ON
Ivarr) 5 estates.” The estates of these individuals concentrate on five
separate core-areas of influence in the shire, which cumulatively divide
up and dominate the coastline. They are placed thus: Viking’s around
the eastern hundreds of Wonford, Budleigh and Exminster surrounding
Exeter, Tovi’s around the southern hundreds of Ermington and Stan-
borough, Ulf’s along the northern coastline and across the border with
Somerset, and perhaps Siward’s in the hundred of Witheridge plugging
the gap between Viking and Ulf’s areas of influence. This distribution
could be explained by casual settling of Scandinavian invaders into
the south-west of England. However, the connections between these
figures and the urban boroughs of western Wessex seems to suggest
otherwise. In the entries of Domesday Book for Dorset there survives
a record that at some point before the Domesday inquest the major
urban-boroughs of Dorset: Dorchester, Wareham, Shaftesbury and
Bridport, paid one mark of silver for each ten hides in the borough ad
opus huscarlium.>” This record is too fragmentary to be fully understood,
but it connects these huscarls to urban sites in a way which appears
to have been sanctioned by local, if not central, government. It seems
notable that in Dorset Urk’s landholdings seem to focus on the small
urban borough of Abbotsbury, and, as discussed above, Viking held
responsibilities in the mints of Lydford and Exeter in ¢. 1029 X 1035
and ¢. 1059 X 1062.°® Hypothetically, attempts to control western Wessex

% Although Siward could be either Scandinavian (ON Sigvardr) or English (OE
Sigeweard) in origin, I have included him here as he closely follows the general trend,
and the English form of his name is rare in the southern parts of late Anglo-Saxon
England. It should be noted that one Siward the Falconer held an estate at Dinnington
in Somerset, and another named Siward Guntram an estate at Adber in Somerset
at the time of the Domesday inquest in the 1080s. If either of these men could be
identified with the Siward in question here then it is unlikely that he was placed in
office by Cnut. However, despite the fact that the Siward in question here did hold
some estates in Somerset it is improbable that he is either Siward the Falconer or
Siward Guntram. His estates can be clearly identified as a separate block which fell
to a single Norman antecessor after the conquest: Baldwin the sheriff of Devon (only
Willsworthy and Peter Tavy in Devon, and Stringston in Somerset are held by others:
the king, Alfred the Breton, and one William, respectively).

" DB, i, fol. 75r. See fig. 3 for these sites.

% Jonsson & De Meer, “Mints”, 89 & 70.
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through royal agents implanted into mints and urban boroughs would
be an extremely efficient method.”® Late-Anglo-Saxon lawcodes directed
trade towards the urban boroughs and the witness of the royal officials
there, and all silver bullion in the economy would have to pass through
a mint approximately every six years in order to be re-coined.

Furthermore, if these were merely prominent landholders, their
Scandinavian names and regular coastal distribution would be quite
a coincidence. Edward the Confessor was known to patronise power-
ful Scandinavian settlers, but it seems unlikely that he would choose
exclusively Scandinavian officials (or those with Scandinavian names)
to tighten his grip on the shire. Moreover, a consideration of all settle-
ments mapped by the Domesday Book for Devon shows that this coastal
distribution was not held to by the pre-existing English settlers. It seems
possible to suggest (albeit tentatively) that some of these landholders of
1066 were either elderly first-generation or second-generation Danish
settlers, inserted into a dangerous power vacuum to influence local
politics.

There may have been Englishmen aiding these royal officials in the
urban boroughs. A comparison of the names of moneyers who held
responsibility under Athelred with those who held responsibility under
Cnut reveals a bewildering number of officials who could possibly
have worked under both kings.®* However, most of the names are very
common, and there are often lengthy breaks in the sequence of the
attestations of apparently ‘identified’ individuals. Thus, it is difficult to
make certain identifications of individuals. More can be known where
the moneyer’s name is rare, and occurs in written records as well as on
coins. A moneyer with the English name Hunewine held responsibility
for several mints in Devon, Dorset and Somerset.®' His name appears

1 am indebted to K. Jonsson for suggesting this hypothesis.

6 In Jonsson and De Meer’s data (“Mints”, 54—119) there are 884 moneyers during
Athelred’s reign, and 672 during Cnut’s reign. Note no attempt has been made here to
collate moneyers with the same name working at different mints. The same names appear
in both reigns some 269 times, so with the widest possible margin of error, approximately
one fifth of Athelred’s moneyers could have continued in their office under Cnut. There
is no apparent pattern in the geographic distribution of these names.

61 1. Stewart, “Ministri and Monetarii”, Revue Numismatique, 6th Series 30 (1988): 170
and 172, initially made this prosopographical identification, and I concur with him.
The majority of records of this name in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries
focus closely on the south-west of England, and fall within the years ¢. 985 to 1033.
This would accord with an official who began his career as a teenager and died aged
approximately 63.
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initially on coins struck at Totnes in the middle of the 980s until
¢. 991-7.% From ¢. 991-7 his name appears on coins from Ilchester
and Exeter, continuing at Exeter until ¢. 1050-3. From ¢. 997-1003 to
¢. 1017-23 his name appears on coins minted at Watchet, and his name
is also present on coins produced at Axbridge ¢. 1017-23 and Lydford
between ¢. 1017-23 and c. 1023-9. Furthermore, his name occurs
on two charters concerning an estate at Stoke Canon, Devon. He
appears on the first, a late-tenth-century list of sureties to an agree-
ment between one Abbess Eadgifu and one Abbot Leofric, as a local
witness, and then in a document dated 1033, receiving the estate as a
grant from Cnut.® This moneyer was already powerful in Devon and
Somerset when Cnut seized control in 1017, and he seems to have
increased this power and profited during Cnut’s reign. It should be
noted that Hunewine might have operated alongside Viking at two of
these mints. Hunewine was named on Cnut’s Quatrefoil (c. 1017-23)
and Pointed Helmet (¢. 1023-9) issues from Lydford, and Viking was
named on the subsequent issue from there: Short Cross (¢c. 1029-35).
Furthermore, Hunewine was named on Cnut’s Quatrefoil issue from
Exeter, and Viking was named on Edward the Confessor’s Hammer
Cross (¢. 1059-62) issues from there, as well as holding many estates
in the hinterland of this urban borough. I have already commented
on the presence of English collaborators in Cnut’s court, and it seems
likely that Hunewine was another of these based in western Wessex.
If so, it seems unlikely that he was the only one.

Government of the Eastern Danelaw in Cnut’s Reign

Of all the regions of late Anglo-Saxon England the most difficult to
define is that of the eastern Danelaw. In Cnut’s initial division of Eng-
land into four administrative units it is implied that Earl Thorkell was
given control over much of the eastern coastline between London and
Northumbria, but the text only refers to his jurisdiction through the
title of the principal ealdormanry in the area, that of East Anglia.®* It
is probable that the earldom of Essex was a part of this; it formed a

2 The dates of Hunewine’s minting activity are derived from the data of Jonsson
and De Meer, “Mints”, 54-119.

 S. 1452 (Exeter), S. 971 (Exeter/Christ Church, Canterbury).

% ASC 1017 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Kecffe, 103).
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part of Earl Harold’s earldom in 1045, and there was precedent in the
tenth century for the ealdorman of East Anglia having some form of
overlordship over his counterpart in Essex.®® Furthermore, Thorkell’s
earldom may also have included many of the surrounding counties to
the west of East Anglia. Precedents can be found in the fact that Ath-
elstan ‘Half-king”’s ealdormanry of East Anglia (932-956/957) seems
to have encompassed Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire, and Leofsige’s
ealdormanry of Essex (994-1002) encompassed Bedfordshire, Hert-
fordshire and Buckinghamshire.

Due to the paucity of the evidence for this region, little is known
of Thorkell’s activities in this office.®® Thorkell’s earldom lasted only
until November 1021, when he was exiled by Cnut, probably because
he had married one of Athelred’s daughters during Cnut’s absence in
Denmark, and Cnut perceived this as prepatory to a bid for the throne.’
For a considerable period of time, that is 1021-45 (when Harold God-
winesson received the earldom) there is no apparent successor in the
records, and the earldom may have lain vacant. As in western Wessex,
it seems unlikely that following an attempted threat to his authority (or
at least a perceived one), Cnut would have left this large and wealthy
ealdormanry purely in the hands of the existing local administration.

There were a number of sources of authority in this region who
appear to have arrived with Cnut. Principal among these was the Scan-
dinavian naval garrison which was stationed in the vicinity of London
from the beginning of Cnut’s reign, and this must have exerted authority
over the Thames valley and much of the coastline of eastern England.
This garrison seems to have occupied the area of modern Southwark
on the southern bank of the river Thames, facing the medieval city,
and was probably placed there because the city had shown strong
support for the West Saxon dynasty during both Sveinn’s and Cnut’s

®> See C. Hart, “The Ealdordom of Essex”, in An Essex Trnibute: Essays Presented to
Frederick G. Emmason, ed. K. Neale (London: Leopard’s Head, 1987), 129 & 138.

% Indeed only two local records survive connecting him with the region. These are
a thirteenth-century extract of a grant to Ramsey (see Chronicon Abbatae Rameseiensis,
ed. W. D. Macray (London, 1886), 147, for an edition), and a marginal reference in
the Easter Tables of a Psalter from Bury St Edmunds, which records his involvement
in the reform of the community (see Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 56, n. 65, for an edition
and comment).

57 The sparse evidence for this affair has been discussed by Freeman, NC, 1: 666-70,
and more sceptically by A. Campbell, Encomum Emmae Reginae, (London: Royal Histori-
cal Society, 1949), 87-91. See my discussion of this below at pp. 211-12.
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invasions.®® This area was one of the few sites of the river in the vicinity
of London which had beaches, and it seems to have been the site of
naval activity throughout the late-Anglo-Saxon and medieval period.
Whilst the archaeological finds indicating this activity can be seen on
both sides of the river, concentrating around the areas of the two main
fords, one of these distributions coincides with an area of Southwark
which had the earliest church and parish dedicated to a Scandinavian
royal saint, St Olave’s. Moreover, Dickins has shown that Tooley Street,
which runs for 1,100 metres south of and parallel to the Thames, and
meets the roads of both the fording points, is derived from the name
of a street incorporating the name Sancti Olaui.*®

Written sources indicate that this Scandinavian garrison held some
considerable authority over London throughout the eleventh century. As
Nightingale has shown, the occurrence in documents from the eleventh
century onwards of the Old Norse loanword husting for London’s urban
assembly, suggests that this urban council came under the control of
the Scandinavian garrison during the reign of Cnut.”’ Previously, the
term had only occurred in English records as a description for the
assembly of Thorkell’s Scandinavian forces at Greenwich in 1012 which
executed Archbishop Zlfheah.”! Scandinavians were evidently still in
control of this council late in the eleventh century. A source from this
period, the Carmen de Hastingae Proelio, records that a single official, Esgar
(ON Asgeirr), was in control of London and its urban assembly at the
time of the Norman Conquest.”? The Waltham Chronicle adds to this
the information that this Esgar was the son of one Athelstan, who
was himself the son of Tovi pruda and the daughter of Osgot clapa.”™
Thus, Esgar was the direct descendant of two of Cnut’s most prominent
court officials, and the fact that Osgot owned at least one estate in the

% Note that Athelred made his last stand from within London’s walls, and on his
death it was London’s counsellors who elected Edmund Ironside king and gave him sanc-
tuary during Cnut’s campaign. See ASC 1016 CDE (C: O’ Brien O’Keeffe, 100-3)

% B. Dickins, “The Cult of S. Olave in the British Isles”, Saga-Book of the Viking
Society, 12 (1939): 67.

0 See P Nightingale, “The Origin of the Court of Husting and Danish Influence
on London’s Development into a Capital City”, Enghsh Historical Review 102 (1987):
562—4.

7' ASC 1012 C (O’Brien O’Keeffe, 96); “hiora hustinge”.

72 The Carmen de Hastingae Proelio of Guy, Bushop of Amuens, lines 679-752, ed. F. Barlow
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1999): 40—4.

3 Waltham Chronicle, ch. 14 (Watkiss & Chibnall, 24).
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vicinity of London, at Lambeth, invites the speculation Osgot and Tovi
may also have held authority over some part of the local administra-
tion of the Eastern Danelaw, as well as having responsibilities in the
royal court.”* Fragments of evidence consolidate this impression. Osgot
seems to have been active in the local administration. A royal writ of
1044 x 1051 addresses Osgot in a position between Bishop Robert of
London and the shire-reeve, UIf.”> He is given no title in this document,
but this position is one in which the earl of the region would normally
witness. The writ concerns estates in Middlesex owned by Westminster,
and thus it seems to bear witness to Osgot’s authority in both London
and its environs. Additionally, the Waltham Chronicle states that Tovi
was the “lord of the fee” for the area around Waltham.” This office did
not exist in late Anglo-Saxon England, and it appears that the author
of this monastic chronicle, writing in the thirteenth century, has used
a title current in his age to explain an office that he knew Tovi had
held. The details of the eleventh-century office are obscure, but it is
clear that Tovi held some official role in the countryside in London’s
immediate hinterland. This office came to be known as that of the
‘staller’, a title of a type of high-ranking Scandinavian royal servant,
most probably introduced by Cnut.”

Presumably led by the occurrence of Osgot clapa’s name in the
position most commonly assigned to the local earl or ealdorman in the
royal writ of 1044 x 1051, Hart has assumed that the office held by
Osgot was equated to that of the local provincial governor.’”® Mack’s
study of the landholdings of the stallers in Domesday Book lends some
support to this hypothesis, and shows them to have been far wealthier
than any other local official, and to have had incomes similar to some
of the lesser earls. Esgar in 1065 had an annual income of £400, below
the several thousands of pounds claimed by the monarch, the family
of Earl Godwine, and the family of Earl Leofric, but above the £300

™ John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1042, (Darlington et al., 532-4), records that
it was at this estate that Harthacnut died, during the marriage of Tovi to Osgot’s
daughter.

5°S, 1121 (Westminster). An edition can be found in Harmer, Wnts, no. 77, pp.
344 and 496-9.

® Waltham Chromcle, ch. 7 (Watkiss & Chibnall, 12); “dominus feodi”.

7 Larson, The King’s Household in England, 146-52.

78 This is assumed by C. Hart, “Athelstan ‘Half-King’ and his Family”, Anglo Saxon
England 2 (1973): 43-4.
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income of Earl Siward.” This set him above the richest local ofhcial,
a sheriff with an income of £160.%° Furthermore, Mack’s study shows
that the estates of these officials were scattered throughout the counties
of the eastern Danelaw.®' All stallers in 1065 held a few estates within
Wessex, but the bulk of their landholdings concentrated in East Anglia,
Essex and the surrounding counties.® It is tempting to perceive similar
estate patterns behind the records of a writ of Edward the Confessor’s
which records that Osgot owned an estate near Bury St Edmunds, and
his citation as a prestigious witness innon Norfolke to the will of Thurstan,
son of Wine, which dates to 1043 x 1045.%%

However, whilst the evidence indicates that the stallers and the gar-
rison at London had jurisdiction over the city and its immediate hinter-
land, it is not clear that they held similar authority further northwards
in the counties of the eastern Danelaw. There are indications that the
stallers had some power in this region, but the evidence also suggests
that there were limitations to their authority. The will of Thurstan,
son of Wine, apportions properties throughout Norfolk, Suffolk, Cam-
bridgeshire and Essex, but cites Osgot as a witness only in one of these
counties. It is possible that even within Norfolk Osgot’s citation as a
witness may not have been due to his holding some form of jurisdic-
tion there, but merely as a prominent landholder. The other witnesses
named by the will are revealing. For Suffolk the will cites as witnesses
the deacon Leofstan, the community at Bury St Edmunds, and six local
landholders. For Cambridgeshire it cites the abbot and community of
Ely Abbey, the abbot and the community of Ramsey Abbey, and four
local landholders. For Essex it cites the son of Earl Alfgar and five local
landholders. Comparison of the witnesses here with another document
of Thurstan’s, a land agreement concerning estates in Essex from 1042
x 1043, shows the same trends.®* His witness-list begins with the king,
queen and major ecclesiastical officers, and then moves on to more local
witnesses. Revealingly, no earl or staller is cited. but the text records the

" K. Mack, “The Stallers: Administrative Innovation in the Reign of Edward the
Conlfessor”, Journal of Medwval History 12 (1986): 126-7.

% Ibid., 127. Note that this official was particularly wealthy; the next highest shire-
reeve had an income of £55.

8 Ibid., 128.

 The sole exception in the Domesday Book is a staller named Eadnoth, who
uncharacteristically for his office, only held estates in Wessex.

8S. 1074 and S. 1531 (both Bury St Edmunds).

# 8. 1530 (Christ Church, Canterbury).
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witness of the shire-reeve Leofcild, four local landholders and ealle pa
pegenas on Eastsexan. It appears that within many of the counties of the
eastern Danelaw the principal secular figures whom Thurstan relied
on to witness his land grants, and ensure that his will was enforced,
were the landholding thegns.

Other sources suggest that, as in western Wessex, Cnut might have
attempted to implant his Scandinavian followers into this body of men
throughout East Anglia. There are numerous records of Scandinavian
landholders who were introduced into the area by Cnut. In the Ramsey
Chronicle, which dates in its present form to the fourteenth century
but parts of which are based on lost eleventh-century records, we are
told that Cnut alienated the estates of Englishmen in the region of the
monastery and gave them to his “comrades in arms”.® In this context
the text names a Thorkell, who held the estate of West Elsworth, Cam-
bridgeshire. Then, after narrating a lengthy anecdote about a murder
committed by Thorkell’s wife the text details estates in Huntingdonshire,
Hertfordshire and Bedfordshire, which Abbot Athelric (who held office
1017-34) either cheated or bought from unnamed (and on one occa-
sion inebriated) Danes who fled the country®® By implication these
estates would appear to be those which the text states that Cnut had
alienated from the English aristocracy and used to settle his followers
(or perhaps members of his military retinue) on. Moreover, amongst
the documents transcribed into the Ramsey Chronicle is the will of a
woman called Thurgunt, who gave land at Sawtry to the abbey.*” This
will was enforced by her husband, Thorkell of Harringworth, a figure
about whom we know quite a lot. We can be certain that he was a
recent Danish immigrant in the early eleventh century, as he is named
Turkil Danus by the entries of Domesday Book for Huntingdonshire,
and the Red Book of Thorney reports that after the Norman Conquest
“he abandoned his estates, and gave his support to the Danes who
were his kinsmen”, presumably during Sveinn Astridarson’s (Sweyn

85 Chromicon Abbatiae Rameseiensis (Macray, 129); the text records the gift of these
properties to “Dacis commilitonibus Regis”.

86 Chromcon Abbatiae Rameseiensis (Macray, 140, 143, & 135). Note in addition that
I disagree with F. Barlow’s suggestion in his The English Church 1000-1066 (London:
Longman, 1979), 39, n. 3 & 2734, that the Thorkell whose wife committed the murder
is to be identified with Earl Thorkell. It was an extremely common name, and the
Ramsey record never once acknowledges such a connection. The Thorkell in question
here was probably only a man of local significance.

87 Chromicon Abbatiae Rameseensis (Macray, 175-6).
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Estrithsson) invasion of 1069-71.2 We can also link his settlement in
the area of Northamptonshire and Huntingdonshire (where he held
extensive estates) directly to Cnut. This is explicitly stated in the twelfth-
century foundation charter of Sawtry Abbey, and this document also
records his involvement in the local administration on Cnut’s behalf,
reapportioning the fen to the south and east of the largest lake in
East Anglia, Whittlesey Mere.®* Additionally he is probably the Turkil
who appears, alongside a Turgund who must be his wife, in the Liber
Vitae of Thorney Abbey.* In its present form the Liber Vitae represents
several stages of entries and additions copied up into a single list by a
scribe in the twelfth century.®® The primary stage represents a visit by
Cnut to the abbey, which can be dated to 1020 X November 1021.%
In addition to the king, queen and numerous ecclesiastics, a number
of the earls were present, and beneath them in the list are a group
of Scandinavian names, which Whitelock tentatively identified as the
retinue of one of the Scandinavian earls.”” These are followed by the
names of local landholders from the years entered after the royal visit
and onwards up to ¢. 1100 when the present copy was made. There
has been some debate as to where the line can be drawn between the
names of the Scandinavians who accompanied the royal visit and the
names of the local landholders. Whitelock opted for a maximum figure
and included all thirty-one Scandinavian names in the block. Gerchow
subsequently corrected this to twenty-nine names, drawing the line at
the first mention of an Anglo-Saxon name: Eadric. Neither of these
seem to me to fit well with the form of the list. The initial twenty-eight
Scandinavian names which follow Cnut’s earls are predominantly short
names with no mention of patronyms or clauses adding the name of
the man’s wife into the list. The twenty-ninth name, Asbern hacessunu,
has a patronym, and the thirtieth, Pord clapessunu, has both that and

# Red Book of Thorney, edited in Dugdale, Monasticon, 2: 604; “sed postquam terram
suam reliquit, et ad Danos qui ejus erant parentes transfretavit”. Note that D. Whitelock,
“Scandinavian Personal Names in the Liber Vitae of Thorney Abbey”, Saga-Book of the
Viking Society for Northern Research 12 (1937—45): 140, and C. Hart, The Early Charters of
Eastern England (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1966), 237, discuss this.

8 Cartulanum Monasteru de Rameseia, eds. W. H. Hart, & P. A. Lyons (London: Long-
man, 1884-93), 1: 163-4; see Hart, Early Charters of Eastern England, 236-8, for the
original connection.

% See D. Whitelock, “Scandinavian Personal Names”, 140, for the original connection.

" For the text see Gerchow, Gedenkuberheferung, 326-8.

2 For the dating see ibid. 194-5.

* Whitelock, “Scandinavian Personal Names”, 1356 & 140.
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the accompanying formula [and] /is wif. From this point onwards such
patronyms and formulas are common, and I would place the break
between the two types of entry immediately before the name of Asbern
hacessunu. Thorkell of Harringworth and his wife occur twenty-five
entries after this break, and the preceding twenty-four names include
the names of several men who can plausibly be identified as followers
of Cnut placed by him into the East Anglian landscape. Four entries
below Asbern hacessunu there are the names of one Turkyl Hoge et uxor eius,
who must be the Turkilus Hoche who was recorded in the chronicle of
Hugh Candidus as a wealthy benefactor of Peterborough Abbey, and
a landholder based in Cambridgeshire.®* Additionally, it is possible to
establish some connection between him and Cnut’s court, as he promi-
nently attests a charter of Cnut’s dated 1024. The names Browter and
Turstan steallare are entered together immediately after Thorkell Hoga’s
name in the Liber Vitae, and while the identification is far from certain
they may be the Brodor (ON Brédor) and burstan (ON Pérsteinn) found in
the witness-lists of certain East-Anglian charters.* Finally, to this body
of men we might also add the Thorkell and his wife Athelgyth, who
have been identified as most probably settlers from Scandinavia in the
early eleventh century on the basis of the form of his name, and who
made a donation of land in Norfolk to Bury St Edmund’s before the
Conquest.”” If we can judge from his wife’s name, this Thorkell appears
to have married into an English family in the area.

There are similarities here to what we have observed in western
Wessex. In both regions Cnut faced a serious threat to his authority
and responded by the removal of the head of the local administration,
and the implanting of his Scandinavian followers into the next level of
the administration, that of the landholding thegns. It seems significant
that while we lack evidence for the eastern Danelaw which would allow
us to map the estates of these men against the urban boroughs of the

9 The Chromcle of Hugh Canddus, A Monk of Peterborough, ed. W. T. Mellows (London:
Oxford University Press, 1949), 70.

% 8. 961 (Abbotsbury). He attests this as the fifth of twenty ministrn, amongst names
which I have elsewhere connected to Cnut’s royal court.

% Elsewhere in the reign of Cnut, Thurstan witnesses only the authentic S. 958
for Ely, and Brodor’s name appears only in the witness-list appended to the spurious
S. 980 for Bury St Edmunds.

9 S. 1529 (Bury St Edmunds); edited by Whitelock, Wills, no. 36. See also Fellows-
Jensen, The Vikings and thewr Victums, 11-12.
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region, one of them, Thorkell hoga, was connected in an apparently
official capacity to a mint. Alongside numerous estates in the record
of his donations to Peterborough Abbey is reference to his gift of a
monetarius in Stamford. The interpretation of this word has proved
difficult, but it seems to refer to a moneyer or part of the proceeds
of a mint.”® Perhaps some indication that Thorkell hoga held some
responsibility over the mint can be found in a single damaged coin
from that borough whose inscription records that a moneyer DVRCET
(a shortened version of the name Thorketil or Thorkell) operated there
¢. 1038 x 1040.%

Government of Mercia in Cnut’s Reign

The boundaries of Mercia in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries
are also difficult to define sharply. A period of strong leadership under
Ealdorman Zlfhere from 956 onwards saw the expansion of the region
to the north into Cheshire, Shropshire, to the south into Gloucester-
shire, and as far west as Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire. However,
Zlfhere died in 983, and his son and successor Zlfric was disgraced
and banished in 985.'° Eadric streona profited from his downfall,
and by 1007 held an overlordship described as the ealdormanry of all
Mercia.'”" However, it is not certain how far he exerted his authority
in the north of this region. We only have evidence for Eadric’s involve-
ment in the southern shires of Gloucestershire and Herefordshire, and
perhaps Worcestershire through a subordinate ealdorman, Leofwine.
The northern areas of Mercia saw much of the fighting of 1015 and
1016, and during the course of the invasion Warwickshire, Staffordshire
and Chester were ravaged and burnt.'™ It is possible that these areas

% P. Grierson, “Domesday Book, the Geld de Moneta and Monetagium: a Forgot-
ten Minting Reform”, Bntish Numismatic Journal 55 (1986), especially p. 88, argues that
it was normal for individuals or ecclesiastical institutions to own part of the proceeds
of a mint in the eleventh century.

% The coin is catalogued as B. E. Hildebrand, Anglosachsiska Mynt 1 Svenska Konghga
Moyntkabinettet Funna 1 Svenges Jord (Stockholm: Kongliga Myntkabinettet, 1881), no.
915, p. 370.

1" A. Williams, “Princeps Merciorum Gentis: The Family, Career and Connec-
tions of Alfhere, Ealdorman of Mercia, 956-83", Anglo Saxon England 10 (1982): 165,
especially n. 110.

91 ASC 1007 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 92).

192" ASC 1015-16 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 99-101).
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remained outside the authority of an ealdorman throughout much of
the eleventh century.'”?

In 1017 Cnut was forced to acknowledge Eadric’s grip on this region,
confirming his office as ealdorman.'™ However this arrangement was
short-lived, and later that same year Eadric was executed in London
by Cnut’s command. From this point onwards, Cnut appears to have
maintained the resident English nobility wherever they posed no prob-
lem, and simultaneously settled some of his most powerful Scandinavian
followers into the upper echelons of the local administration, to ensure
the continuance of his authority.

Ealdorman Leofwine had held the central ealdormanry of Mercia
from around 994 onwards.'® Despite the execution of his eldest son,
Northman, alongside Eadric Streona in 1017, Leofwine seems to have
presented no challenge to Cnut, and he continued in his office, witness-
ing charters at the royal court from 1019 to 1023.'"“ He was active in
Worcestershire during these years, presiding as ealdorman over the
shire-court to decide the fate of disputed lands at Inkberrow, and wit-
nessing a lease concerning land owned by Evesham Abbey. '’ As his
attestations cease in 1023 we may conclude that he died at some point
in that year. Hemming’s account of the spoliation of Worcester places
the earldom of the Norwegian Hakon concurrently in Worcestershire.
In Hemming’s account the arrival of Comes Hacun et sui milites is placed
immediately after the invasion and laying waste of Worcestershire, which
was part of the invasion campaign of 1015-16.'® Furthermore, Hakon
witnessed royal charters as an earl from 1019 to 1026, and is given
the title comes Wireceastrescire in a writ recording Cnut’s grant of land to
one Brihtwine.'® Therefore, from 1016 to 1024 both he and Leofwine
apparently held office over this ealdormanry. Modern historians have
seen a complex pattern of interaction in the jurisdictions of these two
figures, with either Hakon being demoted to some form of subordinate

19 This would accord with the apparent ease with which Earl Leofric in the 1040s
and 1050s extended his authority there. The governing structures of this region in the
early eleventh century are entirely obscure.

1% ASC 1017 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 103).

105 See S. 891 (Old Minster, Winchester).

1% S, 954 (Exeter), S. 956 (New Minster, Wincbester), S. 984 (St Benedict of Holme)
and S. 977 (Evesham).

197°S, 1460 and S. 1423 (both Worcester).

1% Hearne, Hemingr Chartularum, 1: 251.

1%9°S, 991 (Evesham).
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official beneath Leofwine, until the latter’s death, or Leofwine being
promoted above this single ealdormanry to an overlordship of the whole
of Mercia.!" Neither of these hypotheses accords well with the evidence,
and it is simpler to conclude that this central province of Mercia had
for a period of eight years an ealdorman and an earl concurrently.!"!
This seems to be indicated by the occurrence of Leofwine and Hakon
together in two local records from Worcester’s archive. In these, a lease
by Evesham Abbey to one Athelmar, which dates to 1016 X 1023, and
a record of a dispute between Bishop Athelstan of Hereford and one
Wulfstan Wulfric’s son, which dates to 1010 X 1023, there is no clear
pattern of seniority between Héakon and Leofwine.!"? In the record
of the dispute mention is made of an earlier shire-court meeting at
Worcester at which the bishop had put his case to the decision of both
Leofwine and Hékon. In this record Leofwine is named first and given
the title ealdorman, while Hakon is second and title-less. However,
in the lease this situation is reversed with Hakon named alone in the
document as presiding over the shire-court. Leofwine is present in
the witness-list, and is given the title ealdorman, but appears beneath
Hakon and another Danish earl from a neighbouring region, who both
bear the title earl.'”®

Elsewhere in Mercia there is evidence of more wholescale tamper-
ing by Cnut with the traditional boundaries of the ealdormanries. Earl
Eileifr (usually ‘Eilaf’ in English sources), another of Cnut’s Danish
followers was placed in an earldom centred on Gloucestershire. This
Eileifr witnesses royal charters as an earl between 1018 and 1024.'"*
Our earliest record connecting him with the area is a lease of St Peter’s,
Gloucester, from 1022, which he witnessed as comes alongside fota ciuitas

""" See Willhiams, " “Cockles Amongst the Wheat™: Danes and English in the Western
Midlands in the First Half of the Eleventh Century’, Midland History 11 (1986): 6-8,
and Freeman, NC, 1: 418 & 738-9.

""" As originally suggested by Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 75.

12S. 1423 and S. 1460 (both Worcester).

'3 There may be evidence of one of Hakon’s followers settling in Herefordshire
in the record of one Dural hunta who took part in a law-suit concerning land in the
shire in the reign of Cnut; the details of the record survive in S. 1462. The form of
Thorkell’s name identify him as most probably an immigrant from Scandinavia in the
early eleventh century. See Fellows-Jenson, The Vikings and ther Victims, 11, for discussion.
Evidently he had married into a local family, and he and his wife (with the English
name Leoflad) still held land in the county in 1066.

"' See S. 951 and S. 953 (both Exeter) as examples.
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Gloucestriae.'” Furthermore, presumably in this official role and for the
protection of his Mercian earldom, he is recorded in Welsh sources as
ravaging the entire coastal region of South Wales in 1022 or 1023.!'¢
In 1024 he ceased to witness documents as an earl, and most probably
returned to Denmark.''” Hemming associates Eadric streona’s activities
in Mercia primarily with Gloucestershire, recording his seizure of three
properties there, and his amalgamation of the shires of Gloucestershire
and Winchcombeshire.!'® It is probable that this region contained many
of Eadric’s supporters and necessitated the introduction of a Danish
earl after his execution in 1017.

Moreover, the only other area that our sources name as supporting
Eadric also received a Danish earl. In the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle’s
description of the battle of Assandun in 1016, it is the forces of the
Magonsetan that followed Eadric in his flight from the battlefield."® This
term referred to the populations of Herefordshire north of the River
Wye, and those of southern Shropshire. Hemming’s account states that
immediately after the partition of England in the autumn of 1016 a
Scandinavian named Hrani was imposed by Cnut on Herefordshire.'?
Five estates are detailed as those taken by Hrani from Worcester Abbey,
all of which were in Herefordshire. Furthermore, he appears as the
earl of the region in a record of a Herefordshire shire-court from
Cnut’s reign.'””! He occurs in the witness-lists of royal charters as an
earl between 1018 and 1031, and is last recorded as present during
Harthacnut’s punishment of Worcester in 1041.'?

The positions held by both of Ealdorman Leofwine’s surviving sons,
Eadwine and Leofric, in the local records of the Mercian shire-courts
are suggestive of the superficial level to which the Danish invaders
penetrated the local administration in Mercia. In the address of a local
record from a Herefordshire shire-court, Edwine pes ealdormannes (sunu)

115°S. 1424 (St Peter’s, Gloucester).

116 Both the C and the B-texts of Annales Cambnae, ed. J. Williams (London, 1860),
23, record this.

""" See below at pp. 232-6.

"8 Hemingy Chartulanum (Hearne 1: 280).

1" ASC 1016 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 102).

120 Hemingi Chartulanum (Hearne 1: 274).

121'S. 1462 (Hereford); John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1041 (Darlington et al., 532).

12§, 951 (Exeter), S. 953 (Exeter), S. 960 (Old Minster, Winchester), S. 962 (Old
Minster, Winchester), S. 963 (Exeter), S. 971 (Exeter/Christ Church, Canterbury),
and perhaps S. 956 (New Minster, Winchester); regarding S. 956, see also Keynes,
“Cnut’s Earls”, 61.
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1s named immediately after the Danish earl and before the list of local
thegns, a place usually reserved in the formulae for the shire-reeve.'*
Similarly in two local records from Worcestershire shire-courts, Leofric
is placed in this position, and is named as the shire-reeve of Worces-
tershire during Cnut’s reign by as writ granting land to a Brihtwine.'*
While the Danes dominated the highest level of the administration, and
neither son would become an earl alongside Hakon in Worcestershire,
they did hold positions just below that level.'® Leofric would inherit
his father’s office only in the late 1020s, after both Eileifr’s and Héakon’s
departure from England.

Government of Kent in Cnut’s Reign

Following Eadmer’s styling of Godwine as Cantie comes, it has been
assumed that this region was under his jurisdiction throughout Cnut’s
reign.'?”® However, Eadmer’s account dates to the 1120s, and does not
accord with more trustworthy evidence. Godwine’s landholdings in
Kent, as presented in Domesday Book, are highly unusual.

It should be noted that while Godwine and Harold held many estates
in Kent and 135.58 sulungs there in total, only a tiny fraction of this
(just 4 sulungs) were described by the Domesday inquest as part of

Godwine’s Godwine’s Gytha’s Gytha’s Harold’s Harold’s Collective Collective

total land  non-comital total non- total non- total land total non-
holdings  holdings land comital  land comital  holdings  comital
holdings holdings holdings holdings holdings
Kent  133.58 129.58 0 0 2 2 sulungs 135.58 131.58
sulungs'?  sulungs (18) sulungs  (2) sulungs sulungs
(20) 2) (22) (20)

Kentish Landholdings of Godwine, Gytha and Harold in Domesday Book

'S, 1462 (Hereford).

12 S. 1420 (New Minster, Winchester), S. 1460 (Worcester), and S. 991 (Evesham).

'* Eadwine died in a foray against the Welsh: Heming: Chartulanum (Hearne 1: 278),
and as corrected by Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 51, n. 44, Leofric’s earliest secure attesta-
tion as earl is not until 1032.

' Eadmen Histona Novorum in Angha, ed. M. Rule (London, 1884), 5. This assumption
was initially made by Freeman, NC, 1: 731.

'¥" Note that the Domesday Book for Kent uses the local measurement of the
sulung, rather than the hide.
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the comital demesne. By 1053 Godwine seems to have owned many
estates in Kent as personal property, but seems not to have held the
main bulk of the lands assigned to the earl of this region. An incidental
note included in an account that immediately predates the Domesday
inquest, of possessions that once were part of the endowment of Can-
terbury, may identify who did hold the comital demesne during Cnut’s
reign. This account states that the tertium denarium de comitatus was held
by Archbishop Eadsige and his predecessor, and that King Edward the
Confessor subsequently gave this “third penny of the shire” to Godwine
during the archiepiscopacy of Eadsige.'” Thus, this document seems
to preserve a memory of the collection by Archbishops Athelnoth
(1020-38) and Eadsige (1038-51) of the part of the profits of justice
usually due to the earl. The inclusion of so much detail in the docu-
ment, and the lack of a motive for forgery, argue for its legitimacy.'?
Moreover, I shall argue later that as part of Cnut’s agreement with the
English Church, he gave unprecedented freedoms to the archbishop of
Canterbury and many of his secular supporters.'*® This archiepiscopal
autonomy would appear to be part of that.

Are we to conclude that the archbishop operated in Kent in the
role of a secular administrator at least until the early 1040s? If so, he
may not have been the only secular authority in the county. Keynes
has identified an Earl Sired, who appears in both the authentic wit-
ness-list appended to a dubious charter from Exeter’s archive, and an
authentic one from Old Minster, Winchester’s archive from 1023.'*! In
both documents his name is entered in the lists as the last earl present.
This same earl reappears in the record of an estate that he sold to
Archbishop Athelnoth before 1038.'* It appears easiest (as Keynes has
suggested) to connect this shadowy figure with the Sigeryd minister who
attests at the head of the thegns witnessing a charter in the Canterbury

18 The account survives as a single sheet in a late-eleventh-century hand, now
London, British Library, Cotton MS. Augustus ii. 36. The text has been edited by
D. C. Douglas, “Odo, Lanfranc and the Domesday Survey”, in Historical Essays in
Honour of James Taut, ed. J. G. Edwards, V. H. Galbraith and E. F. Jacob (Manchester,
1933), 51-2.

' The author cannot have expected that a forgery of claims to the earl’s ‘third
penny’ would result in its post-Conquest restitution to the house.

1% See below at pp. 78-83.

B! Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 76. The charters are S. 954 (Exeter) and S. 960 (Old
Minster, Winchester).

132-S. 1389 (Christ Church, Canterbury).
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archive, and with the powerful Kentish landowner Sired ‘the old’, and
to conclude that a senior figure in Kent “was sometimes accorded a
status commensurate with his local distinction”.'**

Furthermore, there is evidence that a number of Scandinavian invad-
ers settled in Kent after Cnut’s invasion. I have noted above that some
infrequent witnesses to royal charters, such as the Kentish Thored and
Halfdan, held land in and around Kent.'** Other names can be added
to the list of Scandinavians found in this region. The brief note of
confraternity between the Kentish Thored and the monastic commu-
nity at Christ Church, names him alongside two other Scandinavians:
Kartoca and Thuri (ON Pérri?) as ‘brothers’ of the monks. In the case
of Thored it is clear that this confraternity entry was made between
Christ Church and a figure of local importance who subsequently made
large donations to the community. Perhaps we should interpret the
relationship between Kartoca, Thuri and the community in the same
light. A Kentish marriage settlement from 1016 X 1020 names a Kar
among its local witnesses.'® This name is perhaps a garbled rendering
of the name Karl, or alternatively this may be Kartoca appearing under
just his epithet. Unfortunately, as the manuscript of this document no
longer survives and it is known only from a copy published in the early
eighteenth century, the original spelling of the name and condition of
the text at this stage cannot now be checked."*® Either way, the fact that
this document styled this Kar as pes cincges cniht indicates that he was
operating (or had operated) as Cnut’s servant in some capacity.

To summarise, in Kent the archbishop appears to have operated
in the shire- and hundred-courts in place of the local ealdorman up
until the 1040s. Some influential English thegns, most probably associ-
ates of the archbishop, were also occasionally named as earls in royal
documents and were clearly shown great respect in the royal court, but
were in infrequent attendance on the king and the title may have only
been nominal. A number of Scandinavians were also established as
landholding thegns in the region, but any connection to Cnut’s practises
in western Wessex and the eastern Danelaw is illusory. In Kent there is
no evidence that these men frequently attended Cnut’s court, or oper-
ated as an organised clique within the region. With the sole exception

38,950 and S. 1461 (both Christ Church, Canterbury). Keynes, “Cnut’s Earls”, 76.
See above pp. 17-19.
> S. 1461 (Christ Church, Canterbury).
'% Tt is published as W. Somner, A Treatise of Gavelkind (London, 1726), 195-7.

=)
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of Kar there is nothing to suggest that these were men were closely
connected to Cnut, or had a prominence above that of the local level.
It is perhaps significant that two of these men, Halfdan and Thored,
appear to have been accorded a great deal of respect among their
Scandinavian peers. It may be that these men were beneath the social
level of Earl Eirikr of Northumbria, Earl Thorkell of East Anglia, and
Earls Hakon, Eileifr and Hrani of Mercia, but considerably above that
of the rank and file of the invaders who remained in England in 1018.
As the earls received earldoms for their part in the invasion these men
were given wealthy estates in Kent commensurate to their social status.
Their appearance in Kent may represent nothing more than Cnut’s
willingness to demobilise such one-time allies in this region.

Concluding Remarks

When we examine the evidence for Cnut’s government in the localities
of England an array of differing solutions to individual crises emerges.
In western Wessex and the eastern Danelaw the seriousness of the
threat to Cnut’s rule necessitated the most radical alterations to the
local political structure. Perhaps before the crises of 1020 and 1021
Cnut may have felt threatened by these areas and begun to place more
trustworthy personnel there. Agemund was granted an estate in Dorset
as early as 1019, and Bovi’s witness to this document also places his
interests in the region before Athelweard’s exile. We can only hypoth-
esise that, similarly, the placing of powerful Danish landholders in the
eastern Danelaw occurred before Thorkell’s expulsion. After the removal
of the earls, Cnut appears to have had no intention of replacing them.
Under the Anglo-Saxon monarchs, many of the duties of the local
administration had occasionally carried on in the earl’s absence through
his immediate subordinates who were landholding thegns. Through the
placing of his trusted followers in the localities, Cnut appears to have
made this a more permanent solution by flooding this social group
with his supporters.

In Mercia and in the case of London, presumably to counteract the
influence of elements loyal to Eadric Streona and ZAthelred, more overt
seizure of the political machine was required."”®” Cnut redrew the political

%7 See below pp. 86-8, for discussion of London’s strong support of Athelred and
Edmund Ironside, and the privations they suffered under Cnut.
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boundaries of Mercia to break up any existing blocks of resistance, and
he settled Danish earls across Eadric’s former support-base. Around
London, Cnut introduced a Scandinavian official, the staller, to suppress
local opposition. As there seems to have always been several of these
stallers, and they had additional roles in the royal court which required
them to regularly remain in attendence of the king, they would appear
to have been more accountable to the king than an earl.

Kent appears to have been placed in the hands of the archbishop,
local figures of significant importance, and a handful of Scandinavians
with little connection to the royal court.

No grand plan is apparent behind all this, and it appears that this
system came into place haphazardly as a series of responses to local
crises. Cnut seems to have given little of his attention to reorganising
and systematising England’s local government.
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CNUT AND THE ENGLISH CHURCH

Cnut and the English Church in the Existing Historiography

More evidence of Cnut’s interaction with the English Church survives
than for any other king of Anglo-Saxon England. There are records
of land grants and gifts of expensive objects to religious figures and
houses, the foundation of monasteries and construction of new build-
ings within existing communities, the translation of saint-relics, and
evidence of royal interference with certain ecclesiastical appointments.
This wealth of material has had to be explained by modern historians.
Freeman played down the exceptional character of the evidence of
Cnut’s gifts, describing them as merely representative of “the custom
of the age”.! More recently, others have conceded the exceptional
nature of Cnut’s actions, but these historians seem unwilling to portray
Cnut as the driving force behind this, usually finding this instead in
Archbishop Wulfstan.? To Bethurum it was clear that Cnut, a “brilliant
young barbarian...put himself under Wulfstan’s tutelage”.® Barlow
went further in an attempt to endorse this claim, observing (in error)
that Cnut’s patronage appears to wane after the archbishop’s death in
1023.* Significant change in this viewpoint only occurred recently, in
Lawson’s study.” He opened discussion about the political benefits that
Cnut could gain from the appeasement of the English church, and
included in his study some mention of Cnut’s selective patronage of

' Freeman, NC, 1: 438.

2 Although N. Brooks, The Early History of the Church of Canterbury: Chnst Church from
597 to 1066 (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1984), 2878, suggests that Archbishop
Lyfing may have played an equal role to Wulfstan’s. Additionally, Lawson, Cnut, 128-9,
implies that Wulfstan, Lyfing and Cnut’s wife Emma may have been instrumental in
this patronage.

3 D. Bethurum, The Homhes of Wulfstan (Oxford, Clarendon, 1957), 63—4. Cf. D.
Whitelock in the introduction to her Sermo Lupr ad Anglos (Exeter: University of Exeter,
1976), who with characteristic precision makes no such claims for a supposed relation-
ship between Cnut and Wulfstan.

' Barlow, English Church, 41. Some of what follows in this chapter will demonstrate
that Barlow’s observation has no basis in fact.

> Lawson, Cnut, 117-60, especially 158-60.
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powerful houses, and I should like to continue in this vein, but with
an approach which prioritises a region-by-region assessment of the
evidence, as used in the previous chapter.®

Cnut’s Interaction with the Archbishop of Canterbury

When Cnut came to power he inherited his predecessor’s archbishop,
Lyfing, who had held office since 1013. The extant record of Athelred’s
benefactions to this see is unimpressive, amounting to a note in the
pre-Domesday inquest land survey, which was discussed above, that
Athelred donated the estates of Pimpe, Chinton and West Yalding, and
a record in the obituary lists of Christ Church, Canterbury, of a gift
of a church at Eastry and an estate at Sandwich.” In contrast, there is
a great deal of evidence for Cnut’s benefactions to this see. A grant of
1018 records Cnut’s gift of woodland in Ticehurst, Sussex directly
to Lyfing, and a writ, dating to 1017 x 1019, formally endorses the
archbishop’s liberties and privileges.® Furthermore, this writ indicates
that Cnut made a royal visit to Christ Church in 1017 x 1019. It states
that as part of Cnut’s endorsement of Lyfing’s rights, Cnut laid these
freedoms (presumably in a written form) on the altar at Canterbury in
front of a public assembly. It was, presumably, at this public assembly
that Cnut and three of his Danish followers entered into confraternity
with the community of Christ Church. In the record of this Cnut
is described in elevated terms as “our beloved worldly lord, and our
spiritual brother in heaven”.® It appears that Cnut was attempting to

® Due to its relative independence from the southern English Church, the eccle-
siastical community of Durham will not be discussed here. An assessment of their
interaction with Cnut can be found below at pp. 125-6 and 134-5.

7 The land-survey is edited in Douglas, “Odo”, 51-2. A number of Christ Church’s
obituary-lists have been edited by Fleming “Christchurch’s Sisters”, and the record
referred to here is at p. 127. Additionally, the records here seem to be confirmed by
some details of a lost grant printed by R. Twysden in his Histonae Anglicanae Scriptores
X...(London, 1652), col. 2221. Note that I have not included here the ‘re-foundation’
charter of 1002 (S. 914), as Brooks, Early History, pp. 257-8, has demonstrated that it
is probably a forgery dating from Cnut’s reign. Furthermore, I have not included S.
901 (Christ Church, Canterbury), a grant of 24 hides to Archbishop Zlfric in 1002,
as the archbishop had to pay 50 talents for them. This seems to be a royal property-
deal rather than a pious grant.

% 8. 950 (Christ Church, Canterbury). S. 985 (Christ Church, Canterbury); the writ
has been dated by its proximity to a confraternity entry in the Gospel Book in which
its survives (London, Brit. Lib., Royal MS. I. D, ix, folio 43v and 44v).

° London, Brit. Lib., Royal MS. L. D, ix, fol. 43v; “Pe is ure leofa hlaford for worulde.
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build support with the archbishop, and it is possible that we can see
traces of a close relationship between Lyfing, the community at Christ
Church and the royal court in these years.

Cnut’s munificence to Canterbury can be perceived more clearly
after Lyfing’s death in 1020. In an authentic grant of 1020 to Lyfing’s
successor, Athelnoth, Cnut extended the liberties he had endorsed
for Lyfing.'® In this document Cnut granted extensive liberties to the
archbishop, specifying those of gridbryce, hamsocn, forstal and flymenafyrmde,
the same liberties which were reserved in II Cnut 12 exclusively for the
king unless he wished to “show especial honour to anyone”."" Elsewhere
in this same grant Cnut granted to Athelnoth extensive judicial and
financial rights over “as many thegns as I have granted to him”.'? These
rights appear to have been extensive, apparently excluding all other
authorities, and seem to have little precedent.'® As discussed above,
this grant seems to explain the statement of the late-eleventh-century
land-survey of the community, that Athelnoth and his successor held
the revenues of justice normally collected by the ealdorman.'* The
granting to Athelnoth of some revenues of the Kentish judicial system
represented a sustainable gift of great wealth, and implies a degree of
royal trust. To this Cnut added five estates recorded in Christ Church’s
obituary lists, and if the tradition evidenced in a late-eleventh-century
spurious grant can be believed, the port of Sandwich and one of his
royal crowns."

Furthermore, the community at Christ Church received relics from
Cnut. The translation of St. Zlfheah from London to Christ Church
in 1023 is attested by the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and Osbern’s Trans-

ond ure gastlica brodor for gode”. As discussed below, E. O. Blake in his edition of Liber

Eliensis, 2: 79 (London: Offices of the Royal Historical Society, 1962), 148, records that

immediately after the battle of Assandun Cnut removed the relics of St. Wendreda from

that house. These were then believed to have been deposited in Canterbury. Perhaps

we can speculate that they were given to Christ Church at this meeting in 1018.
12°S. 986 (Christ Church, Canterbury).

" II Cnut, 12, Liebermann, Die Gesetze, 1: 316; “butan he hwzne de furdor
gemadrian”. Originally noted by Brooks, Early History, 290.

12 Harmer, Writs no. 28, pp. 183 and 449-50; “ofer swa feala pegna swa ic him
to letan habbe”.

13 See discussion in ibid. 79-82 and 449-50.

'* See text in Douglas, “Odo”, p. 52.

15 See edition in Fleming, “Christchurch’s Sisters”, 129-30, and S. 959 (Christ
Church, Canterbury). Lawson, Cnut, 136-7, discusses Henry II of Germany’s similar
donation of a crown to a monastery, in order to show that this record of Cnut’s gift
is likely to be based in fact.
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latio.'® These both attest to the personal involvement of Cnut in the
removal of the saint’s body from London. Moreover, the community
may have acquired an arm of St. Bartholomew from Cnut. Eadmer’s
Historia Nouorum states that Emma purchased and donated the relic to
the community, with Cnut merely assenting to the gift.'” However, this
does not accord with the Christ Church obituary lists.'® These do not
record the relic as part of Emma’s lengthy entry, but place it amongst
the gifts given by Cnut."” Thus, it is possible that Eadmer or the elders
of the house from whom he claimed to have heard the story of the
acquisition were in error.”

Understanding the relationship between Cnut and Athelnoth is
crucial in assessing Cnut’s interaction with the Church. Brooks in his
study of the see of Canterbury focussed on the statement of the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle that Athelnoth was dean and prior of Christ Church
before becoming archbishop.?’ Thus, in Brooks’ words, Athelnoth’s
election was the achievement of the “ambition of every Benedictine
community—the election of one of their own number in accordance
with the Benedictine Rule”.?? However, Athelnoth’s election may not
have been as free of royal interference as Brooks believed it to be. Some
sources attest to Cnut and Athelnoth’s close association, and suggest
that Cnut may have been directly involved in Athelnoth’s election.?

16 ASC 1023 CE (C: O’Brien O’Keefle, 104), D is fuller (Cubbin, 64), and Osbern’s
Translatw Sancth Alfegr, edited by A. Rumble in Rumble, Cnut, 300-8.

17" Histona Nouorum, chap. 2 (Rule, 107-8).

'8 Note that the manuscript of the obituary lists which preserves this information, that
of London, Brit. Lib., MS Cotton Galba E iii, 2, fol. 32r—-34r, dates to the thirteenth
century. However, the same information regarding Cnut’s donation of St Bartholomew’s
arm can also be found in an addition made to the Textus Rofensis, Rochester Cathedral
Library MS. A. 3. 5, fol. 57v, in the early twelfth century (ed. Hearne, 37). P. Sawyer,
Textus Roffenss: Rochester Cathedral Library Manuscript A. 3. 5., Part I (Copenhagen: Rosen-
kilde & Bagger, 1957), 16, has dismissed this addition to the manuscript, stating that it
is a digest of a copy of S. 959 (Christ Church, Canterbury). However, the information
regarding the relic does not occur in any version of the charter. This addition to Textus
Roffensis seems to be a combination of the charter and an unknown version of the
obituary-list, and thus evidences the existence of both in the early twelfth century.

' Fleming, “Christchurch’s Sisters”, 129. See p. 126 for Emma’s entry.

% Histona Nouorum, chap. 2 (Rule, 107).

' Brooks, Early History, 258.

2 Ibid.

# Translato Sanct Zlfeqr (Rumble, 300-8), notes their close association. This also
appears to be attested by the details of a grant of Cnut’s to Glastonbury (S. 966), and
Bury St Edmund’s legends concerning the foundation of their new church in 1032.
See D. N. Dumville, English Carohne Script and Monastic Hustory: Studies in Benedictimism, AD
950~1030 (Woodbridge: Boydell, 1993), 314, for details.
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Osbern’s Translatio includes the statement that Cnut and Athelnoth’s
intimacy originated in the fact that Athelnoth had ‘anointed him’?
Freeman concluded that this might refer to a ceremony of confirma-
tion at Cnut’s election in Southampton in 1016.> Alternatively, it may
have occurred at the peace settlement at Oxford in 1018, or perhaps
represent part of the ceremony of confraternity which occurred ¢. 1018.
Whatever the occasion may have been, the date of the ceremony would
appear to have been before Athelnoth’s election in 1020, and thus
the connection between Cnut and Athelnoth predates his archiepisco-
pate. Furthermore, Athelnoth’s family connections are revealing in this
context. John of Worcester recorded that Athelnoth was “the son of the
nobleman Athelmzr”, who can be identified with Ealdorman Athelmeer
of western Wessex.?® Although John does not actually identify him
here as a dux (the standard translation he uses for ealdorman), he does
refer to Athelmer dux a few lines above the entry naming Zthelnoth,
and thus the repetition of the term in this annal is redundant.” I have
discussed above the close association of another member of this family,
Odda, with Cnut.®

However, if we accept that the Ealdorman Athelweard exiled in
Easter 1020 was also a member of this family, then the timing of
Zthelnoth’s elevation also seems significant. He was appointed arch-
bishop in November 1020, six months after the expulsion of Zthelweard.
The promotion of a prominent member of a family, which had so
recently mustered resistance against Cnut, to the archbishopric of
Canterbury may have been a calculated move to appease elements
of that kin-group who remained in power. This had the advantage of
demonstrating to these members of the kin-group that Athelweard’s
fall from grace would not affect them all, and it placed Athelnoth in a
position of power at some geographical remove from western Wessex
and any potential pockets of resistance.

Although Eadsige did not become archbishop until after Athelnoth’s
death in 1038, Cnut seems to have promoted him as an archiespisco-
pal candidate throughout the 1030s, and so discussion of his career is
included here. Before becoming archbishop Eadsige had been a presbuter,

# Translatio Sanctv /Elfegr (Rumble, 300); “Zgelnothus...regi propterea quod illum
sancto crismate liuisset ualde acceptus”.

¥ Freeman, NC, 1: 692.

% John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1020 (Darlington et al., 506).

7 John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1017 (Darlington et al., 504).

% See pp. 30-1 above.
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a priest working within the royal household. In this capacity he attests at
the head of the three men with this title in a royal grant of 1024.%In
the early 1030s Cnut seems to have given him a role within the monastic
community of St. Martin’s, Canterbury, and after having served a year
or two as a monk he was elevated to a chorepiscopus alongside the aged
Zthelnoth.** At the same time Cnut enabled Eadsige to enter into a
complex property arrangement with Christ Church, by providing him
with a bookland property base within Kent. This gave him a local
support base, and provided an incentive for Christ Church to accept
him as their next archbishop.®!

This may also be the place to discuss Cnut’s interaction with the
monastic community in Canterbury which did not lie under the
archbishop’s direct control, that of St Augustine’s. The relationship
between the two monastic houses of Christ Church and St Augustine’s
is somewhat obscure. It lay under the control of the archbishop, but
whereas the archbishop concurrently held his archiepiscopal office as
well as the abbacy of Christ Church, St Augustine’s had their own
abbot, and thus some measure of independence.*> This community
appears to have had an especially close relationship with Cnut. William
Thorne, a late-fourteenth-century chronicler of St Augustine’s, records
Cnut’s patronage of the house, and his appointment of its monks to
high ecclesiastical offices.® Confirmation of this relationship may be
extant in a grant of liberties to the community.** The grant is spuri-
ous in its extant form, but possibly contains a memory of an accurate
historical tradition. Furthermore, late-eleventh-century records from this
house assert that Cnut translated the relics of St. Mildred from Thanet
to St. Augustine’s. However, doubt has been cast over their authentic-

# 8. 961 (Abbotsbury). Note that the ASC 1038 F (Baker, 115), and the spurious S.
981 (Christ Church, Canterbury), also identify him as a presbiter.

% See Brooks, Early History, 295, for details of this. See also the role he is given in two
of Cnut’s writs issued in 1035, S. 987 and S. 988 (both Christ Church, Canterbury).

3! See Brooks, Early History, 295, for details of the affair.

32 Very little is known of the details of the interaction between the two communities.
The little that has been discerned concerns mainly matters of palaeographical interac-
tion. See Brooks, Early History, 90-1, for general discussion, and T. A. M. Bishop, English
Caroline Minuscule (Oxford: Clarendon, 1971), xxi—xxiii, and Dumville, English Caroline,
88-91, for discussion of the interaction of the scripts of these two houses.

33 Chronica Willelmi Thorne, ch. 4, in Twysden, Historiae Anglicanae, col. 1782.

% S. 989 (St. Augustine’s, Canterbury). Note that a further grant of some rights by
Cnut to the community is indicated by the specification in a writ of Edward the Con-
fessor (S. 1091), which endorses their freedoms as they were in the days of King Cnut.
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ity by the counter claims to the same relics, of a rival Canterbury
house, St. Gregory’s.*> I do not intend to rehearse the details of this
lengthy debate here. It is suffice to say that there is nothing improb-
able concerning Cnut’s endorsement of the translation. Furthermore,
some confirmation of the authenticity of the claims of St Augustine’s
can probably be found in the fact that the claims of the community
of St. Gregory’s appear even to have been doubted by their founder
Archbishop Lanfranc.®

Cnut’s Interaction with the Archbishop of York

In the archiepiscopal see at York Cnut inherited Archbishop Wulfstan,
who had held the office since 1002 in plurality with that of Worcester.
Similar to his counterpart in Canterbury, Wulfstan appears to have
enjoyed a close working relationship with the new regime. The Liber
Eliensis states that he was a friend and adviser to both Athelred and
Cnut, and in this capacity he appears to have written and compiled
legislation for both kings.’” Much of Cnut’s lawcodes of 1018 and
1020 are formulaic and depend heavily on Edgar’s lawcodes, but
the prologues have no extant source and presumably are Wulfstan’s
own composition. The wording of these indicates Wulfstan’s personal
support for Cnut and his regime.*® The admonition that “foremost”
the people must hold to a single Christian faith and “love King Cnut
with due loyalty”, is an explicit statement of Wulfstan’s endorsement
of Cnut’s regime.* Furthermore, the adverbial phrase, mid rihtan, is
present in the 1018 text, and sharpens the meaning by stressing the
legitimacy of the new regime.** Additionally, this earlier version of the
prologue exhorts its audience in Cnut’s name to “zealously observe

¥ The details of the disputc can be found in Harmer, I7uts, 191-7, and Rollason,
Mldreth Legend: A Study win Early Medieval Hagiography in England (Leicester: Leicester
University Press, 1982), 58-68.

% Initially noticed in ibid., 68.

37 Liber Eliensis, 2: 87 (Blake, 156).

38 For Wulfstan’s authorship of Athelred’s and Cnut’s legislation see D. Whitelock,
“Waulfstan and the Laws of Cnut”, English Histoncal Review 63 (1948), and “Archbishop
Waulfstan, Homilist and Statesman”, Transactions of the Royal Histoncal Society 4th Series
24 (1942), and P. Wormald, The Making of Enghsh Law: King Alfred to the Twelfih Centur).
Vol. 1, Legislation and uts Limuts (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 345-66.

9 See A. Kennedy, “Cnut’s Law Code of 1018, Anglo Saxon England 11 (1983): 72-3,
and Liebermann, Die Gesetze, 1: 194-6 & 278-80, for the texts.

% Liebermann, Die Gesetze, 1: 278.
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the laws of Edgar”.*' To an audience accustomed to Wulfstan’s rhetoric
this invocation of Edgar’s laws held sharply defined connotations. In
Wulfstan’s compositions from the final years of Zthelred’s reign, the
reign of Edgar was nostalgically portrayed as a golden age.* To con-
nect Cnut’s reign at its inception to that of Edgar’s was a politically
charged statement, signalling a return to peace, prosperity, and the
archbishop’s acceptance of Cnut’s claim to the throne. Moreover, there
is evidence that Wulfstan publicly preached his political acceptance of
Cnut. Cnut’s letter to the English people of 1019 x 1020 survives only
in a series of manuscript leaves prepared for Wulfstan and annotated
in a hand identified as his.*> Here the letter forms part of a set with
three homilies chiefly concerned with the state of the ideal Christian
nation. The letter itself seems to form part of the homiletic set, provid-
ing an example of model Christian kingship. Furthermore, it has been
rewritten for public preaching, ending in an AMEN of the same form
as those found at the base of each preceding homily.

After Wulfstan’s death in May 1023 Zlfric Puttoc succeeded to York.
Little information survives about this figure. John of Worcester noted
that previous to this office he served as the prior of a monastic house
in Winchester.** I have discussed below Cnut’s close association with the
houses at Winchester, especially New Minster, and it is plausible that
Cnut was behind Zlfric Puttoc’s advancement.* It must be noted that
he is not identifiable with any Alfric in the lists of the communities of
the Old Minster or the New Minster, extant in the New Minster Liber
Vitae.** Furthermore, later records from both York and Winchester,

* Ibid.; “Eadgares lagan geornlice folgian”.

* Examples of this are common in Wulfstan’s writings. See for example Whitelock,
Sermo Lupr ad Anglos, 26, n. 39, where one manuscript adds to the statement that the
laws have deteriorated, the statement “since Edgar died”. See Whitelock, “Wulfstan
and the Laws of Cnut”, 442-3, for a discussion of the occurrences of Edgar’s name
in Waulfstan’s writings.

* Liebermann, Die Gesetze, 1: 273-5. A facsimile of the manuscript is available in
N. Barker, The York Gospels: a_facsumile wnth introductory essays by Jonathan Alexander, Patnck
McGurk, Stmon Keynes and Bernard Barr (London: Roxburghe Club, 1986), fols. 158r—160v.
See also N. R. Ker, “The Handwriting of Archbishop Wulfstan” in England Before the
Congquest: Studies in Primary Sources Presented to Dorothy Whitelock, ed. P. Clemoes & K. Hughes
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971), 315-31, especially 330-1, for the
identification of the annotator.

* John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1023, (Darlington et al., 508); “Wintoniensis
prepositus”.

¥ See below pp. 95-7.

' See Keynes, Liber Vitae, 88-9 and compare 90 and 119-20. There is no person of
this name recorded at the Old Minster in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries,
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which identify Alfric Puttoc as Wintoniensis prepositus, cannot be shown
to be independent of John of Worcester’s narrative.*” However, in
his discussions of the eleventh century John of Worcester is rarely
very inaccurate. Moreover, the fact that Alfric Puttoc held the see of
Worcester in plurality with York during 1040-1 and thus was enumer-
ated among the bishops of John’s own house, makes this even less likely
to be an error. Thus, John’s unsubstantiated record may be correct. As
archbishop, Zlfric Puttoc received Cnut’s support and appears to have
been instrumental in the assertion of royal authority over the north of
England in the 1030s.*

Thus, from at least 1018 Cnut appears to have had a close relation-
ship with both of the archbishops. In the case of Canterbury, evidence
survives to show that Cnut bought this support with gifts and extensive
freedoms. In York the process by which Cnut built up bonds between
himself and Wulfstan is obscure, but we can see the archbishop adding
legitimacy to Cnut’s regime in documents intended to be preached to
the populace in general. This canvassing of support from the arch-
bishops appears not to accord with the aggressive way in which Cnut
eliminated potential sources of opposition among the secular elite, but
it must be understood as a short-term expedient. Brooks has noted that
Athelred’s appointments to the archbishoprics were men “of venerable

and all possible candidates in the New Minster community were dead by 1030 x 1031.
There is no obvious reason why he does not appear in these lists. There is evidence
that members of the late Anglo-Saxon aristocracy sometimes held two names or took
another at confirmation or upon the reception of ecclesiastical office. John of Worcester,
Chronicon, s. a. 1005 (Darlington et al., 456-7) records that Archbishop Lyfing had the
name Alfstan at some stage before he became a bishop. Furthermore, Liber Eliensis 2: 80
(Blake, 149) includes a note about an abbot of Ely from ¢. 1019 named Oschitellus alio
nominee Leofunnus appelatus (note that Whitelock, “Dealings”, 74, has noted that this is
probably a misplaced reference to a bishop of Dorchester rather than an abbot of Ely).
Thus, Zlfric Puttoc may occur in the lists for one of the communities at Winchester,
but under an unknown name.

¥ This is noted in a chronicle of the archbishops of York written in the early
twelfth century and the Liber de Hyda written in the fifteenth-century. Note that both
of these texts use terminology for Zlfric Puttoc’s office which appears to be directly
copied from John of Worcester’s account, and thus neither is an independent record.
See Liber Monasterir de Hyda; Comprising a Chronucle of the Affaurs of England, from the Settle-
ment of the Saxons to the Ragn of Cnut and a Chartulary of the Abbey of Hyde, in Hampshire,
ed. E. Edwards (London, 1866), 279, for the New Minster text. Furthermore, the
chronicle from York contains an entry immediately above that on Zlfric Puttoc, which
is demonstrably copied from John of Worcester’s account. Compare Raine, Historians
of the Church of York, 2: 342, with John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1020 (Darlington
et al., 506-7) on the construction of the church at Assandun.

*# I discuss this below at pp. 132-4.



86 CHAPTER FOUR

age”.* Indeed, if Lyfing was 30 years old at the time he became abbot
of Chertsey in 988, and if Wulfstan was at least 30 when he ceased to
be an abbot (of an unknown house) and became bishop of London in
996, then in 1017 they were 59 and at least 51 years old respectively.
Both would die in the first few years of Cnut’s regime: Lyfing in 1020
and Wulfstan in 1023. Thus, Cnut, having won the support of both
archbishops, had only to bide his time before death would permit him
to legitimately involve himself in ecclesiastical affairs and replace the
archbishops with his own supporters.

Cnut’s Interaction with the Church in the Eastern Danelaw

The Church in this region of England appears to have suffered dep-
redations by Cnut in the early years of his reign, in what appears to
be an organised effort to humble and reduce the coffers of the major
ecclesiastical institutions in the area. This region had shown staunch
allegiance to Athelred and then Edmund Ironside during Sveinn
Tjaguskegg’s and Cnut’s invasions. Therefore, in 1017, the bishoprics
and monasteries of the eastern Danelaw must have been filled with
men promoted by Athelred or Edmund, who represented a wealthy
and organised element of potential resistance to Cnut’s regime.
London’s clergy were particularly closely associated with Athelred
and his children, and thus suffered badly during these depredations.
Bishop Zlfhun of London was identified by John of Worcester as the
tutor of the ethelings Edward and Alfred, and in 1013 the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle records that he escorted them to safety in Normandy.*® He did
not return and his successor Bishop Zlfwig was consecrated in Febru-
ary 1014.%' During Zlfwig’s episcopate London gave strong support to
Edmund Ironside as a royal candidate, and Zlfwig himself must have
played an influential role in the assembly of 1016 in London which
elected Edmund to the kingship. £lfwig survived until 1035, and Cnut
appears to have begun reducing the wealth of this potential opponent
almost immediately after his conquest. The ecclesiastical communities
of London must have paid a large proportion of the punitive levy of

¥ Brooks, Early History, 278-9.

% John of Worcester, Chronicon, s. a. 1013, (Darlington et al., 474). ASC 1013 CDE
(C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 98).

' ASC 1014 D (Cubbin, 59).
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£10,500 that Cnut demanded from the city in 1018.52 Furthermore, the
Domesday Book informs us of another large exaction from the bishop-
ric, the 30 hide manor of Southminster, Essex, which was removed by
Cnut and not returned until after 1066.*> As well as alienating wealth
and estates Cnut also removed a potential source of wealth from the
monastery of St Paul’s, London. This was the resting place of the relics
of St. Alfheah, who had been martyred in 1012 by forces under the
command of Earl Thorkell, and whose cult appears to have developed
quickly after his death. As noted above, Cnut was instrumental in the
removal of the relics of St. Altheah from London to Christ Church,
Canterbury, in 1023.%* Pilgrims must have quickly reappeared at religious
communities after the cessation of hostilities in 1017, and the loss of the
relics of a popular saint would have reduced the finances of St. Paul’s
considerably. Furthermore, Cnut’s patronage of a neighbouring house,
outside of the city, appears to be an attempt to crush any aspects of
the cult of St Alfheah which remained associated with St Paul’s. The
monastic community at Westminster, outside of London and a few miles
upriver, was small during Zthelred’s reign. Athelred showed relatively
little interest in Westminster, granting only two small parcels of land to
the monastery.”> However, Cnut’s benevolence to this house was much
greater. The archive of this house is now much dispersed and obscure,
but details extracted from it in the fifteenth century by its chronicler,
John Flete, provide some information regarding Cnut’s interaction with
Westminster. In this digest Flete records that Westminster preserved
the tradition that Cnut had donated to them an arm of St. Ciriacus,
a relic of St. Edward, king and martyr, a finger of St. Alfheah, and

2. ASC 1018 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 104).

5% DB, ii, 10r. Furthermore, it has been argued by Kelly that the list of naval-dues
owed by the bishop of London and the community at St Paul’s, now preserved in S.
1458a, is a record of the entire landholdings of those institutions ¢. 1000 (S. Kelly,
Charters of St Paul’s, London, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 98). Of the fifteen
identifiable estates held by the community ¢. 1000, four were in private hands by 1066
and remained so; significantly one of these (Tollington) was held by a man of the king.
A further two estates were in private hands and were seized back by the community by
1086. Of the eleven identifiable estates held by the bishop ¢. 1000, two estates were in
private hands by 1066 and remained so, and one was in private hands and was seized
back by the community by 1086. See Kelly, Charters of St Paul’s, 195-201 for details.
Some of these may also have been extracted during Cnut’s reign.

** See above at pp. 79-80.

% These are the 2 hides granted in S. 903 (Westminster), and a further 5 hides as
part of a general confirmation of estates in S. 894 (Westminster). Note that the abbey
paid 100 mancuses of gold for the ‘gift’ in S. 903.
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also some bones of St. George.” It is the finger of St. ZAlfheah that
seems most significant. Osbern’s account of the translation does not
mention the removal of any corporeal relics from the corpse of the
saint. Unless Flete was mistaken (and I cannot see why), it appears that
Cnut having removed the saint from St. Paul’s extracted a substantial
relic from the corpse and deposited it in the neighbouring monastery
at Westminster. Such a gift would have ensured the destruction of
the cult of St ZAlfheah within London’s walls. It redirected whatever
vestiges of the pilgrimage route (and the wealth that accompanied it)
which had previously run into London, some 3 miles up the Thames
to Westminster.>” Furthermore, Cnut tightened his grip on Westminster
around 1023. After the death of the previous abbot in the early 1020s,
one Wulfnoth took over the abbacy. He appears initially in a charter
from 1023, and perhaps we can date his advancement to that year.”®
Flete states that Wulfnoth was Cnut’s choice, and his wording suggests
that Cnut interceded to guarantee the success of this candidate.”® If
Cnut did intercede on Wulfnoth’s behalf then probably it was to ensure
that a supporter of his was placed in a crucial position to ensure the
allegiance of Westminster and the continued financial pressure on
London.

Cnut’s depredation of London appears to have ceased and perhaps
even reversed by the early 1030s. An extant royal writ, whose witnesses
are dateable to 1033-35, endorses the judicial and financial rights of St
Paul’s.% It has several elements that are post-Conquest in their form, but
is probably a later copy of an authentic document.®’ Another possible
record of this change of fortune can be found in a late thirteenth-
century copy of a record of the dues of the church at Lambourn,

% The History of Westmunster Abbey by John Flete, ch. 14, ed. J. A. Robinson (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1909), 70.

" It appears that St Paul’s retained some non-corporeal relics of St Alfheah, and
that the removal of the saint’s body did not completely stop pilgrimage to the site. The
Ramsey Chronicle records that Bishop ZAlfweard of London (1035-44) went to Ramsey
after his retirement. Among the relics he brought with him was a blood-stained cowl
of St Alfheah’s, probably abstracted from St Paul’s. See Chromcon Abbatiae Rameseiensis,
ch. 93 (Macray, 158).

%8°8. 959 (Christ Church, Canterbury).

% Robinson, History of Westminster Abbey, ch. 18 (81); “et postmodum mediante
Cnutone Anglorum rege ejusdem loci abbas ordinatus est”.

% 8..992 (St. Paul’s, London). See Harmer, Wnts, 468-9, for the dating of the
witnesses.

%' See Harmer’s discussion of the problems of this text and her endorsement of its
authenticity in Whts, 239-40.
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Berkshire, in one of the muniment books of St. Paul’s Chapter House,
which claims to have been copied from a Missal from Lambourn which
was already old in the thirteenth century.”* The late thirteenth-century
copyist of the record appended to this a note that Cnut had endorsed
the document and granted the church of St. Michael at Lambourn
to the community of St. Paul’s. However, London may have remained
a cause for concern, and after the death of Bishop Alfwig early in
1035 Cnut placed a strong supporter of his regime, Abbot Alfweard
of Evesham, in the see.%

The East-Anglian monasteries were also staunch supporters of
ZAthelred and Edmund Ironside during Cnut’s invasion, and it would
be surprising if the punishments carried out on London were not also
applied, in some measure, to the ecclesiastical institutions in that region.
Ely had close ties with Athelred’s dynasty and its obituary-lists show
that many of the landed aristocracy of the region had fought and died
for Edmund at Assandun.®* Similarly, Ramsey had close connections with
ZAthelred’s family. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle records that its abbot
in 1016, as well as his predecessor (who had been elevated to the see
of Dorchester), were among the English casualties at the battle of
Assandun.%> Moreover, when the author of the Ramsey Chronicle copied
(or translated) some form of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle’s entry con-
cerning the battle, he added the information that Eadnoth and Wulfsige
died alongside “many other ordained men”, implying that numerous
members of the community fought alongside Edmund Ironside’s forces
in 1016.% Some ecclesiastics from this region had enjoyed particularly
close associations with Athelred’s family. Abbot Zlfsige of Peterborough
was close to Athelred’s personal circle, escorting Emma to safety in

% London, St. Paul’s Cathedral Library, Chapter House Book W.D. 16, p. 36v (edited
and translated by A. J. Robertson, Anglo-Saxon Charters (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1956), pp. 240—1 & 490-3. Although note the witness-list of the document
appears garbled, and elements of it clearly date from the late eleventh century.

% See Chronicon Abbatiae de Fvesham ad annum 1418, chap. 3, ed. W. D. Macray
(London, 1863), 83, and Translatio Sancte Odulfi, edited by the same author in the same
volume at pp. 313—4.

% Calendar in Cambridge, Trinity College, MS. O. 2, I (edited by B. Dickens, “The
Day of Byrhtnoth’s Death and Other Obits from a Twelfth-Century Ely Kalender”,
Leeds Studies in English 3 (1937): 21); “Obiit. .. plurimi amici nostri qui interempti sunt
a pirates”.

% ASC 1016 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Kceffe, 103).

% Chronicon Abbatiae Rameseiensis, ch. 69 (Macray, 118); “multis aliis religiosis
personae”.



90 CHAPTER FOUR

1013. Hugh Candidus records his three year exile with Emma, and
his return to his office in 1017.%®

However, there are few records of any depredations; perhaps only
the record in the Liber Eliensis records that Cnut plundered Ely of the
relics of St Wendreda immediately after the battle of Assandun.®* What
is notable is that while the abbots of East Anglian communities had
enjoyed royal favour under Athelred, they are almost absent from
Cnut’s court. During Athelred’s reign Abbot Zlfsige of Ely witnessed
almost every royal charter in a position denoting importance.” A period
of confusion followed his death in 1016 or 1019, during which there
appears to have been a vacancy in the office for some years, filled by a
Leofwine who resigned his abbacy in disgrace after three subsequent
years, went to Rome, returned and died.”" All this appears to have inhib-
ited the inclusion of the abbot in royal charters. His successor Leofric
was elected in 1022, but attests only sporadically in Cnut’s charters. He
appears fifth among the ten abbots in a charter of 1019 from Exeter’s
archive.”? After this, he appears in the witness-lists of two further docu-
ments, both of which are from East Anglian houses and date to ¢. 1022,
and in these his appearance probably indicates his local importance to
the estate concerned rather than his prominence, or even presence, at
the royal court.”” Additionally, a royal charter of 1022 survives which
grants Leofric land at Wood Ditton, Cambridgeshire, but this cannot be
taken to indicate Cnut’s benevolence towards him as the grant specifies
that the estate was given in exchange for an estate at nearby Cheveley
which Cnut wanted.” This was a property-transaction rather than a
pious gift. Similar patterns can be observed for the abbot of Thorney.
Abbot Godeman of Thorney infrequently witnesses Athelred’s charters
from 990 to 1013.” He rose to prominence in charters of 1012 and
1013, attesting in these third of the seven abbots present and fourth of
six, respectively.’® This sudden rise to prominence does not continue into

® ASC 1013 CDE (C: O’Brien O’Keeffe, 98).
%8 Chronicle of Hugh Candidus (Mellows, 48).
% Liber Ehensis, 2: 79 (Blake, 148).
* In Athelred’s reign the abbot of Ely was usually ranked second, third or fourth
amongst his peers. See Keynes, Atlas, table Ixi.
' For discussion of the details of this affair see Blake, Liber Ehensis, 411-12.
2°S. 954 (Exeter).
7' S. 980 (Bury St. Edmund’s), S. 984 (St. Benedict of Holme).
* 8. 958 (Ely).
7 See Keynes, Atlas, table Ixi.
s See S. 927 (Abingdon), and S. 931 (Thorney).
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Cnut’s reign, and is difficult to even identify him in the royal court, as
only one attestation of the abbot of Thorney can be found in Cnut’s
reign.”’ Unfortunately, a squabble between the abbot of Ramsey and
the monks and then the bishop, which raged between 1016 and ¢. 1021,
and resulted in the abbot’s resignation, pilgrimage to Jerusalem, and
return to live as a hermit, completely inhibits our ability to perceive
any patterns in his potential interaction with Athelred and Cnut in
this early period. His successor, Abbot Athelstan, does appear in the
witness-lists of three of Cnut’s charters.”® However, these are the same
three East-Anglian charters in which the abbot of Ely appears. Thus,
Abbot Athelstan is probably also present as a witness with only local
importance. Finally, Abbot Zlfsige of Peterborough should be noted
as the exception to this trend. He held his office from 1007 to 1042,
and as noted above accompanied Athelred’s wife Emma into exile,
returning after the conquest, and resuming his frequent attendance at
court, and actually increasing his prominence under Cnut.”” However,
he is probably the exception that proves the rule. Just as Emma had
made the transition from Athelred’s regime to Cnut’s by marrying the
invader, so her close associates and members of her retinue made a
similar transition and returned to court safe under her protection.
What can be made of this silence of the sources? It is possible that
this indicates that the abbots of this region fell from favour in royal
circles or were excluded from the court. Certainly, there appears to have
been little royal zeal for pious munificence in the region. However, it
is difficult to assess whether this was caused by Cnut’s wrath (as it cer-
tainly was in London), or whether the precise terms under which Earl
Thorkell held the region from Cnut inhibited direct contact between
the king and the monastic communities in the locality.®** However,
Thorkell only held office until November 1021 and most of these abbots
were absent for the whole of Cnut’s reign. As commented on above,
Thorkell’s governing structures were superseded by the implantation of
Cnut’s close associates into the social strata of the wealthy landholding

7S, 977 (Evesham).

8 S. 958 (Ely), S. 980 (Bury St. Edmund’s) and S. 984 (St. Benedict of Holme).

™ See S. 954 (Exeter) and S. 977 (Evesham), where he attests second and first
amongst his peers.

% More wiil be said later about this overmighty and ambitious follower of Cnut.
The nature of his power in Scandinavia and his experience as a warleader in 1015-16
makes it likely that he had a greater degree of independence from Cnut’s authority
than many of the other earls and ealdormen. See pp. 203-19 below.



92 CHAPTER FOUR

thegns, and so, in accordance with this consolidation of power in the
region, we might have expected Cnut to have tried to draw the abbots
of this region nearer to him in the period after 1021. Perhaps their
absence from the witness lists of his charters does indicate a prolonged
period of disgrace.

There is evidence of some form of reconciliation between Cnut and
the ecclesiastical institutions of the eastern Danelaw from 1020. This
year saw the foundation of a stone chu