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GHAETER SEVEN 

THE TWO KINGS : HENRY I I AND LOUIS V I I 

The intention was s ta ted , a t the beginning of the 

previous chapter, to fo l low c lo se ly the career of Thomas Becket 

throughout that period of h i s archbishopric - and this was 

over#ielmingly the aejor part of i t - ^ i c h he spent in advers i ty . 

I n i t was traced a perceptible and understandable tendency on the 

part of Giiernes to i n c l i n e our sympathies towards the archbishop, 

the sorrow of h i s p l ight , the jus t i ce of h i s stance, the p i e ty 

of h is behaviour as he defended what he saw to be the Church's 

inal ienable r i g h t s . Horrever, i t would yet remain an unbalanced 

picture i f vre were not now to consider the poet's trdatnent of 

the other major f igures i n the s t o r y of Becket's l i f e , and the 

f i r s t and most inportant of these must obviously be King Henry I I . 

Prom a closer study of Henry's role in Becket's s tory , and 

more p a r t i c u l a r l y the way in which the king i s depicted by Guernes 

i n h i s poem,, we can gain a c l earer picture of Guernes' treatment 

of h i s material and a better evaluat ion of how w e l l this treatment 

corresponds to h i s avowed aims and intentions, which we investigated 

i n Chapter I I I . 

Prom a very e a r l y stage in Guernes' f i n a l version poem 

we may deduce that i n h i s own mind there ex i s t s l i t t l e doubt 

concerning the just ice of Becket's s tance. Indeed, we should 



be very surprised that he should have undertaken such a work 

had grave doubts ex i s t ed . But we must quickly appreciate 

that t h i s approach at l e a s t implies a concomitant b e l i e f that 

King Henry was i n the wrong, and Guernes does not hes i ta te long 

before presenting an aspect of th i s to his audience: 

F a i r e s o l e i t l i r e i s as c l e r s e force e t o r t . 

3 'a f o r f a i t fussent p r i s , ja n ' i eust resort 

K ' i l nes f e f s t jugier as l a i s a lur a c o r t . 

C i s t Thomas les maintint; n'orent a l t r e comfort. 

R i r e l s se combati tant k'en s u f f r i l a mort. 

(Lines 36-40) 

Thus e a r l y i n his poem Guernes aff irms that the king i s 

i n the wrong in the matter of the criminous c l e r k s . This 

i s an unequivocal statement, and one which the poet never seeks 

to review i n the f i n a l draf t of h i s poem. Such was not 

n e c e s s a r i l y the case i n the f i r s t d r a f t , as we s h a l l see. 

I t i s one of the tenets of his b e l i e f i n the s a n c t i t y of the 

archbishop; as he s ta te s a l i t t l e l a t e r i n his poem, Guernes 

bel ieves that Becket has suffered martyrdom par ceo que i l maintint 

v e r i t e e raisonA> Although he goes on to attack those d i r e c t l y 

responsible f o r the murder i n the cathedral and to tirge their 

immediate and contr i t e repentance, the fac t that Becket has 

maintained the standards of t ru th and r ight suggests that the 

king has been opposed to these throughout the years of their 

c o n f l i c t . Guernes argues th i s point strongly and f o r c i b l y 

e a r l y i n h i s poem, thus e s tab l i sh ing Becket i n his audience's 

mind as the defender of God's Church, and Henry as the unreasonable 

aggressor: 



IvSilt poez bien veer mal conse i l ot l i r e i s . 

I I ne de i t f e r e a c l e r c n'a i g l i s e defeis 

Ne t o l i r r i e n de l l u r , xsses mettre i pot a c r e i s . 

De 1 ' ig l i se prent i l la corone e les l e i s . 

Mes Deus I'ament, k i es t uns en persones t r e i s t 

Bien est aparissant sa in t Thomas avei t d r e i t , 

K i pur l e s c l e r s suppris e i n s i se combateit. 

Pur amur Deu le f i s t , s i cum f e i r e deveit . 

Deus l i ad bien rendu, k i n u l l u i ne deceit; 

Desdire nel pot nuls , car tut l i munz le v e i t . 

(Lines 56-65) 

We s h a l l return to the question of the advice which the 

king rece ived short ly , but f o r the moment i t i s inportant that 

we recognise that almost from the outset Guernes has informed 

his audience unequivocally that Becket i s i n the r ight , and 

Henry i s therefore in the wrong. F ive l i n e s a l i t t l e l a t e r 

i n the poem explain the poet's posit ion c l e a r l y , i f perhaps 

unintent ional ly , when he i s t e l l i n g us how he gathered the 

material from which to construct his poem: 

Primes t r a i t a i d'ole, e suvent i raenti. 

A Cantorbire a l a i , l a v e r i t e oi'; 

Des amis s a i n t Thomas la v e r i t e c u i l l i , 

E de ces k i I 'ave ient des enfance s e r v i , 

D'ester e de remettre le t r a v a i l e n s u f f r i . 

(Lines 12f6-150) 

We have already discussed i n a previous chapter Guernes' 

r e v i s i o n s , both enforced and volimtary, of h is work; what i s 



i n t e r e s t i n g here i s what he considers to be v a l i d and r e l i a b l e 

sources f o r h i s information. He obviously regards i t as quite 

sensible and s a t i s f a c t o r y to seek information from those 

who had been Becket's f r i e n d s , and those who had known and 

served him a long time. Even al lowing for the d i f f e r i n g 

outlook of the twelfth century from that of the twentieth, 

i t must be remarked that such sources are un l ike ly to provide 

the poet with a wealth of material favourable to the king; 

indeed what they offered as fact would necessar i ly in some 

cases be l i t t l e more than interpretat ion, and reco l l ec t ion 

divulged with the benef i t of hindsight and a f u l l knowledge of 

the outcome of the dealings between the king and the archbishop 

could s c a r c e l y f a i l to show the king i n the unkindest of l i g h t s . 

Indeed, we s h a l l see, with the benefit of the evidence of the 

fragment of the f i r s t d r a f t of the poem, that in at l eas t one 

s i g n i f i c a n t instance, Guernes' opinion of the king changed 

r a d i c a l l y f o r the worse. Moreover, we have observed i n the 

preceding chapters that the L a t i n biographers whom Guernes 

consulted as written sources began from a standpoint not so 

widely d i f f e r e n t from h i s own as to improve material ly the 

impression or picttire of Henry H to be gained from a close study 

of them. I t i s true that none of them would have contemplated 

a work of the kind which he produced had he f e l t that a good case 

could be made out for the king's approach i n the years of bitterness 

and s truggle , or had h i s sympathies not l a i n so heavi ly with 

Becket, 

I t i s in teres t ing to pause for a moment i n otir consideration 



of the hagiographers and not ice , by way of comparison, how one of 

the chronic lers deals with the mater ia l . I t i s true.that most 

of the ir accounts were only begun a f t e r Becket had been murdered 

i n 1170, but even with the benef i t of hindsight they are not 

wr i t ing with the same motivation as the t a t i n biographers. 

L e t us consider for a moment the account of Roger of Hcwden, 

or Hoveden. He probably did not begin to write h i s Chronica 

u n t i l the l a s t ten years of the twelf th century; but before 

then h i s serv ices had been used by Henry I I , and the evidence which 

indicates that in the 1170s and l l80s Henry I I used him both 

as ambassador and as negotiator on rel ig ious problems suggests 

that he was on the one hand not e n t i r e l y hos t i l e to the king, and 

on the other quite conversant with a f f a i r s of the Church. I n 

that part of h i s Chronicle which deals with Becket's death, he 

does borrow quite heavi ly from the hagiographers but, as he was 

wr i t ing a t a distance of some twenty years about one of the most 

famous and important events of the century, as Becket's l i f e 

and death were undoubtedly seen by some, we may not f i n d th i s 

too surpris ing^ Let us look, however, at a much e a r l i e r part 

of h i s chron ic l e , where he i s d i scuss ing the i n i t i a l stages 

of the quarrel between Henry and Becket: 

"Eodem anno gravis discordia orta est inter regem Angliae 

et Thomam Cantuariensem archiepiscopum, de e c c l e s i a s t i c i s 

d ign i ta t ibus , quas idem rex Anglorum turbare et minuere 

conabatixr; et archiepiscopus i l l e leges e t dignitates 

e c c l e s i a s t i c a s modis omnibus i l l i b a t a s conservare nitebatur. 
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Rex enim volebat presbyter os, diaconos, subdiaconos, 

e t a l i o s ecc les iae rec tores , s i comprehensi f u i s s e n t i n 

l a t r o c i n i o , v e l rcurdro, v e l f e l o n i a , v e l iniqua 

combustione, v e l in h i s s imi l ibus , ducere ad saecular ia 

examine, et punire s i c u t et laicum. Contra quod archiepiscqpus 

d icebat , quod s i c l e r i c u s i n s a c r i s ordinibus const i tutus , 

v e l qu i l ibe t a l i u s rector ecc l e s iae , calumniatus f u e r i t de 

a l iqua r e , per v i ros ecc l e s ias t i cos et in curia e c c l e s i a s t i c a 

debet j u d i c a r i ; e t s i convictus f u e r i t , ordines suos amittere; 

e t s i c alienatus ab o f f i c i o et benef ic io e c c l e s i a s t i c o , s i 

pestea f o r i s f e c e r i t , secundum voluntatem regis e t bailivorvan 

"2 
suorum judicetur. 

This must s t r i k e iis as a f a i r l y balanced appra i sa l of the 

d i f ferences which arose between the king and the archbishop, an 

attempt to s ta te the posit ion of each of them c l e a r l y and in5)assively. 

Roger does not attempt to explain the reasons or motives which 

prompted each to think and act as he did , and in t h i s we can observe 

a c l ear d i f ference between h i s ajjproaoh and that of the hagiographers, 

a dif ference which we should now consider c a r e f u l l y as we look at 

the way i n which Guernes deals with the part which Henry I I played i n 

the s tory of Becket's l i f e . 

Becket and Henry f i r s t corns into contact when Theold-d, Becket's 

predecessor as Archbishop of Canterbury recommends him to the 

king's s e r v i c e . We are promptly told that Becket le serv ise a l r e i 

en n u l l i u n'entroblieA that he serves the king with unswerving 

devotion: 
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Le r e i de quanqu'il pot s e r v i milt vo l en t i er s ; 

En pense e;:,en f e t l i f u d e l tut e n t i e r s . 

(Lines 286-287) 

However, wi th in a matter of a few l i n e s , we s h a l l f ind 

Guernes qua l i fy ing h i s statement of Becket's unequivocal service 

to the king: 

Mult e r t humbles de quer, e de v i s e r t mult f i e r s . 

As povres huemles e r t , as halz de f i e r reguart: 

Aigneals e s t e i t dedenz, defers semlout lupart . 

Dei r e i s e r v i r a gr4 ne targa tempre u t a r t . 

Mes quel q u ' i l fus t dehors, n ' i ot puint de mal a r t ; 

A Deu guardot ades la dedenzeine part . 

Ja s e i t ceo que i l f u s t orguillxas e vains 

En Gtires seculers e en semblanz fora ins , 

Ohastes e r t de sun cors e en e s p i r i t s a i n s ; 

E ja s e i t ceo q u ' i l f u s t e l servise a l r e i p la ins , 

De s e i n t ' i g l i s e f u , tant cum pot, destre mains. 

(Lines 290-300) 

Now whi l s t th i s does not const i tute » cori^lete r e t r a c t i o n 

of the poet's e a r l i e r statement, i t does suggest a consciousness 

that to show Becket to be serving the king so wholeheartedly as 

to be to the detriment of the Church v/ould imply a f a u l t i n the 

future archbishop. Nor does Guernes wish to impute any moral 

deviat ion on h i s part - indeed he goes on to recount the story 

of Avice of S t a f f o r d to make h i s point c l e a r . 

At the h e i ^ t of h i s secular powers as Chancellor of England, 

Becket was able to enjoy a r i c h and mater ia l l y comfortable l i f e ; 
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i t i s a point which Guernes f e e l s to need explanation, and he 

inp l i es that i f Becket erred at t h i s time, i t was not because he 

had ceased to serve God, but because Henry, however i n d i r e c t l y , 

was leading him away from God's path: 

Gum plus crut e raunta Thomas seculerment. 

Plus f u umles de quer, queus q u ' i l f u s t a l a gent. 

Pur le r e i mesfeseit en pltasurs l i u s suvent, 

Mes vers Deu I'amendeit l e s nuiz priveement. 

Pur c 'ad Deus tant awe sur le bon fundement, 

(Lines 331-335) 

Guernes en^^hasises more than once Becket's s teadfast 

serv ice to the king, i n the counci l chamber and on the b a t t l e f i e l d , 

even i f , as we have j u s t seen in a passage which appears to be 

o r i g i n a l , the future archbishop had to make his peace with God 

i n the pr ivacy of h i s own room once night came. The king, 

on the other hand, was so pleased with h i s chancellor that he 

decided, on the death of Archbishop Theobald, to t r y to make him 

Archbishop of Canterbury. I t was only when Henry had made a l l 

the pre l iminary preparations and had c leared away the opposition 

of a l l the church leaders with the notable exception of the future 

Bishop of London, G i l b e r t Po l io t , that the king seemed to 

hes i ta te and to seek a postponement of Becket's e l ec t ion . The 

reasons f o r such hes i ta t ion on the king's part seems obscure, 

and Guernes can only hazard guesses a t what they might be: 

Ne s a i pur quei l i r e i s s'en vo l t s i tost r e t r a i r e . 

Bien entendi, ceo c r e i , tut changot sun a f a i r e ; 

Ne mes sa volente ne purre i t de l i f a i r e . 
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Ne les dre i z s e i n t ' i g l i s e ne l e r r e i t pas d e t r a i r e . 

Mes tut ceo que Deus vol t ne pot nuls hom des fa ire . 

U -pur ceo que l i r e i s v i t bien e entendi 

K ' i l I ' a v e i t lealment e par tut bien s e r v i , 

Ne trovere i t ja mes k i l s e r v i s t a l t r e s i , 

Cr l i pesot k ' i l ot sun serv ise guerpi . 

(Lines 496-504) 

Biere i s probably a strong element of truth i n the l a s t 

four l ines quoted here, but i t i s interes t ing that Henry, having 

ins t igated the procedures which l ed to Becket's becoming Archbishop 

of Canterbury, was unable to prevent or even de lay the process 

because to do so would have been to go a ^ i n s t God's w i l l . God 

obviously saw Henry's i n i t i a l idea as a better one and in a 

more favourable l i g h t than the king, on second thoughts, did himself; 

Guernes now goes on, understandably^to re late the e a r l y 

days of Becket's archbishopric , explaining how devoutly and zealously 

he served God, the Church and his people, and for some considerable 

time we hear and learn nothing of King Henry. Having extol led 

Becket's virtuous serv ice and del ivered a sermon on the e v i l s 

of the world and the true road to s a l v a t i o n , the f i r s t ominous chord 

i s s t r u c k ss Guernes concludes h i s remarks on Becket's outstanding 

q u a l i t i e s : 

Asez avez of quels i l e s t e i t j ad i s , 

Mordanz e r t cume lous , quant I ' a i n e l a suppris , 

Mesfaisanz e r t e f e r s , e quereit los e p r i s ; 

Or e r t simples e dulz , despise i t v a i r e g r i s . 

E cum plus am Deu, tant f u i l de l r e i p i s . 

(Lines 731-^5) 
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we There i s again an element of truth i n t h i s statement, but 

should notice how s k i l f u l l y the poet implies that , as a l l such 

e a r l i e r act ions of the new archbishop as are deemed to be f a u l t s 

were done i n the king's s e r v i c e , they were pleasing to Henry -

culpably so . Moreover, adopting a rather more moral and 

righteous tone, the poet i s able to increase the impression 

of a gulf betv/een God's path and that trodden by the king and 

those who serve him, without a c t u a l l y s t a t i n g i t in such bald 

terns: 

.Car s i tos t cum i l f u sacrez a cel 'honur, 

De la parole Deu se f i s t preecheur, 

E d e l tut entendi a l suverain seigntir.. 

Ne s a i se pur ceo I ' a r e i s pr i s en haur, 

Mes d ' i l o e c en avant I ' e s l u i n a de s'amur. 

(Lines 736-740) 

I t i s to become a common device with Guernes that when he 

wishes to imply a degree of c r i t i c i s m of the king, he t e l l s us 

that he does not know why Henry should have acted, i n the way in 

which he d id . Whereas with many of Becket's ac t ions , cer ta in ly 

with those which may strUce the audience as uniisual, Guernes 

makes an e f f o r t to j u s t i f y or r a t i o n a l i s e them, he makes l i t t l e 

e f f o r t to explain the king's actions and decisions i n the same 

way, but gives us de l iberate ly the impression that he i s shaking 

h i s head sadly i n the be l i e f that the king nust s u r e l y be misguided. 

We s h a l l return to the question of guidance, or advice, short ly . 

For the moment l e t us continue our consideration of the i n i t i a l 

d i f ferences vihlch arose between the king and h i s new archbishop. 
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The f i r s t cause of contention between them, Guernes t e l l s 

h i s audience, arose over Becket's resignation of the chancellorship: 

Le premier maltalent vus s a i jeo bien mustrer. 

Car a l r e i enveia maistre E r n u l f u l t r e mer: 

3vin s e e l l i r ende i t , ceo l i manda l i ber. 

Duno se p r i s t durement l i r e i s a eraflamber: 

"Pur les olz Deu, f e t i l , nel voldra mes guarder? 

" J ' a i l e t t res e cungie, f e t i l , pleneirement, 

K ' i l pot estre arceveske, chancel ier ensement. 

- Nu I ' i e r t , f e t mestre E r n u l f ; a estrus l e vus ren t ; 

Car mult est i l chargie de ceo qu'a l u i apent. 

N'a su in de mun s e r v i s e , f e t l i r e i s , bien le sent ," 

(Lines 741-750) 

Guernes does not chocse to dwell on th i s incident -

seeking neither to explain Becket's act ion, f o r once, other 

than i n the words of the message which he sends to the king, 

nor to comment upon the king's reac t ion . Instead he chooses 

to pass quickly on to the second i s sue , which he a l s o treats 

with r e l a t i v e b r e v i t y . This concerned the " s h e r i f f s ' aid", 

which the king wished to have paid d i r e c t l y to the exchequer, 

w h i l s t Becket found reason to object to t h i s . Apart from 

report ing the oaths exchanged between the two men at Woodstock 

over the nat ter , Guernes passes over l i i i s incident i n a mere 

twenty l i n e s ; nor does he pass any opinion, or even hint a t 

one, on the s u b j e c t . We can only speculate as to what the 

reasons for what such reticence may be* Perhaps tte poet f e l t 

that the archbishop's case did not require any bolstering argument. 
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or perhaps a des ire to continue with dramatic haste the unfolding 

d i v i s i o n between Henry and Becket impelled him to treat the 

incident b r i e f l y , . But we may at l eas t suspect that the poet 

f e l t that Becket was not on strong ground, and i t might be more 

prudent, not to argue the case; i f th i s i s so, he cer ta in ly gives 

no encouragement to those among h i s audience - and he would 

s c a r c e l y expect them to be numerous - who might seek some degree 

of j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the king's point of view and act ions . As 

Guernes presents the mater ia l , Becket, answering the king oath for 

oath, has the l a s t word i n the argument. 

The t h i r d instance of disagreement recorded by Guernes 

was the case of P h i l i p de Bro i s , a canon who had been acquitted 

i n the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l courts of the charge of murdering a knight, 

Henry, incensed, wanted the canon brought before his own court . 

Eventua l ly he has to be s a t i s f i e d , according to Guernes, with a 

103^1 oath from the monks that their judgment, that H i i l i p should 

be . banished from his prebend for a period of two years end that 

the king should receive the revenue from i t for that period, had been 

j u s t l y a r r i v e d a t . But despite the f a c t that this unusual 

form of assurance was duly given, Guernes c loses this incident by 

giving us the king's reac t ion: dune s ' e s t l i r e i s desvezA. He 

has not given us any arguments to support the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l fac t ion , 

nor has he attacked the opposing point of view; the king's extreme 

anger serves , perhaps^to d i s c r e d i t him s u f f i c i e n t l y i n th i s matter. 

I t s erves , c e r t a i n l y , to mark him out as a v o l a t i l e , unpredictable, 

extreme and perhaps untrustworthy adversary i n any dispute, and 

t h i s would surely be i n the poet's "mind as he treats i n quick 
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succession each of these three early disagreements between Henry 

and Becket. 

By this time we have sensed the inipatience of the king with 

his unsatisfactory dealings with the clergy, and we now learn 

how he set about finding what he hoped would prove a definitive 

solution to the problem. Having assembled the bishops, he 

required them to promise allegiance to and obedience of the 

customs.of the realm, as established by his grandfather Henry I . 

The bishops agreed to do th is , saving their order; but Henry I I 

wanted no mention of this saving clause, and would accept none. 

Becket then demanded to know of the assembled bishops i f they stood 

firm with him in their opposition to the king's plan; a l l were in 

agreenent that they did. But various parties began to attempt 

to persuade Becket to change his mind, stating that the king 

neither wished ncr intended harm to the Church; a groip of the 

bishops, including the Archbishop of York, the Bishop of Chichester 

and the Bishop of Lincoln were a l l persuaded by the king, following 

the advice of Arnulf, Bishop of Lisieux, to argue his case to Becket. 

For the f i r s t time, we hear the phrase veintre I'arceveskeA. But 

Becket resists their approaches. I t is eventually the influence 

of Philippe de I'Almodne which i s effective, and so convincing were 

his assurances that the king had no malicious intent, that Becket 

f i n a l l y went with him to V/oodstock to inform the king that he would 

observe the customs of the realm. 

The king, however, woixLd now not be satisf ied with Becket*s 

assurances to this end unless they were made in public, since the 

archbishop's opposition had equally been open and public. Ihos 



18 

Beoket had to travel to Clarendon, regretting greatly that he 

had given way at a l l to the tlandishnients of Philippe de I'Almodne, and 

refusing novv to repeat his oath in public. This produced an 

angry and extrems reaction from the king, which Guemes reports 

as follows: 

Quant le r e i nel pot veintre, n ' i ot que coreoier, 

Jfes les ordenez Deu manace a detrenchier; 

. Seint' igl ise voldra, se i l poet, trebuchier, 

Ne se volt I'arceveske de r ien humili'er 

Pur chose dunt l i reis le sace manacier, 

(Lines 931-935) 

Thus we see on the one hand Becket's steadfastness and 

courage, on the other the seemingly inexplicable rage and violent 

intent of the king. Guernes does not attempt any discussion 

of the issue, but in the light of his account, we can judge that none 

would be necessary, for by his very presentation of the evidence he 

would have won the sympathies of his audience for the cause of 

the a rchbishop far more successfully than any reasoned argument 

of the issues invol; ed clould have achieved. The fact that Becket 

feels that submission to the king's w i l l in this instance would 

be wrong seems to be proof enough of the case in the archbishop's 

favour. However, this i s not a point which Guernes woxild care 

to carry too far , because he would be bearing in mind subsequent 

events; the process of persioasion was begun once again, this 

tine to induce the reluctant archbishop to make a public avowal 

of his observation of the customs. At length, after various 
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delegations had attempted to persuade him to this end, 

the archbishop reconsiders the condition, and ultimately 

agrees to make the required public statement, Guernes 

treats the material in the following way: i 

Or veit l i arceveske k ' i l I'lint tant agacie; 

Veit le r e i et les suens foment prons enpechie, 

Seint' igl ise en trebuch, e lu i e le clergie, 

E oreit ke i l avra ja del r e i I ' amis t i / . 

Gels veit mult renumez k i l i unt consei l l ie . 

(Lines 976-980) 

Thus the poet would seem to suggest that i t is not 

for his ovm benefit that Becket gives way. But i f Guernes 

has s k i l f u l l y explained the apparent inconsistency between 

Becket's agreement here and his earlier, indeed very recent 

obstinacy - a matter of some forty lines in Guernes' poem -

he shov^el/'no sucti.eDncern to explain to his audience the king's 

next demand, For Henry was not content with the ground 

given by Becket, but went on immediately to ins i s t that the 

customs be v/ritten dam and that the archbishop put his seal 

to them. He duly has them copied out, and brought to his 

presence: 

Dune fu l i t l i escriz, oiant tut le tropel. 

"Seignur, fet dune l i r e i s , n'ai soin de plet novel. 

Or voi l que I'arceveske i pende sixn seel." 

. L'arceveske respunt:" Pei que dei Deu le bel , 

Ceo rfdert, tant OVSB I'anme me bat' en cest vessel 

Car c i l k i l i aveient icest conseil Ide, 
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E l i prive le r e i , I'orent aseure, 

Se le r e i en avreit de parole honure, 

E veant sun barnage l i cust greante, 

Ne sereit a nul tens escrit ne recorde; 

E l i reis en f ere i t tute sa volente, 

E tuz ouruz sereient entr'els dous pardune. 

Or I ' i ourent del tut de covenant false. 

Or ne fera mes plus; trop a avant ale , 

E pesot l i que tant en aveit trespasse. 

(Lines 1006-1020) 

Guernes is following very closely here the account 

of Edward G-rii&f? both writers make a point of mentioning 

the fact that Henry had no intention, i f he received a verbal 

assurance of the archbishop's and the bishops' acquiescence, 

of having the customs written down and sealed by them; i t seems 

strange that such a thought should ever have occurred to 

Becket, i f the king's party had given no indication that such 

a manoeuvre was being contemplated, for the move seems to have 

been without precedent, and therefore Becket would have had 

l i t t l e caxose to fear i t . On this occasion, Becket is adamant, 

leaves without signing, and, to demonstrate his repentance and 

chagrin at his own conduct, suspends himself from his cff ice. 

The king refuses to negotiate unless he has an assurance that 

Becket w i l l sign, which effectively rules out a l l possibility 

of negotiation; he i s advised to ask the pope to approve the 

constitutions, but the pope refuses to do so. This hardly 

improves the king's teisper, but he i s advised to seek a legation 
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for Roger, Archbishop of York, which w i l l have the effect of 

lessening greatly the authority of the Archbishop of Canterbiory: 

Quant veit l i reis Henris del tut est repuiez, 

Vers I'arceveske fu mult durement i r i e z , 

E a pris conseil cument i l ert ple iss iez . 

Dune fu de mals engins sis cunseilz esforciez; 

Mult volentiers se fust , se i l poust, vengiez. 

Dune l i unt conseil l ie e prive e baron: 

S ' i l poeit de la pape aver greanteison 

Qu'a ce lui d'Everwiz doinst la legation, 

L'arceveske purra p ie i s s i r tut a bandon. 

Tut vendra a son pie, u i l bien voile u non. 

(Lines 1046-1055) 

The pope granted only a very limited legation, in fact, 

and to Henry himself, according to Guernes, not to Roger. 

Henry did his best to exaggerate i t s power, scope and importance, 

but he f ina l l y sent i t back to the pope in disgust. 

The picture which Guernes gives us of the whole of this 

episode i s , as we have seen, heavily weighted to show the 

archbishop in the most favourable light, revealing his thou^ts, 

the motives which prompted his actions, the pressures to which 

he was subjected, the struggle with his own conscience. On the 

other hand, we are not forewarned of Henry's actions; each i s 

revealed to the audience with no prior v/arning, and vdth none of 

the consideration which precedes or accompanies each stage of 

Becket's side of the story. This treatment can only serve to 

increase the impression which the poet's audience would gain of 
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the king as a capricious, volati le , extreme and inconsiderate 

figure who..seems bent on persecuting and harassing the Archbishop 

of Canterbury into an abject submission to his w i l l . This i s 

achieved without any overt statenant that the king is v/rong or 

even unreasonable in his actions or demands, but the audience could 

scarcely f a i l , from Guernes' presentation of the material, to 

interpret events in that manner. Henry i s made, in the instance 

of the written or unwritten customs, to appear guilty of an act 

of duplicity which, even without a l l the instances of his excessive 

demands, would do nuch to damage him in the esteem of those listening 

to or reading the poem. The episode i s concluded by the king's 

returning of Roger's legation to the pope, and the venting of his 

anger and frustration on the Church and those who serve her: 

Quant i l n'en put faire e l , griefment l i anuia, 

E a pape Alissandre les letres renveia. 

E clers e sa int ' ig l i se durement guerrea, 

E par tut la u peut les clers forment greva, 

E rault mortal semblant I'arcevesque mustra. 

(Lines 1101-1105) 

Guernes now passes on to consider the issue of the 

criminous c lerks . The question of traditio curiae was discussed 

at length in the f i r s t chapter, and again in the previous chapter. 

However, i t i s worth reiterating that in the i n i t i a l stages of his 

discussion of this question, Guernes, who evidently feels strongly 

on the subject, goes to great lengths to explain the reasons and 

just i f icat ions for Becket's stance in defending the criminous clerks 
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from the possibi l i ty of double punishment, but gives no 

explanation at a l l of the king's point of view; rather he 

seeks only to emphasise the stark brutality to v/hich Henry was 

prepared to subject those whom he wished to punish: 

De tut i^o ne volt l i reis r ien graanter. 

Nes en larra ensi en nule guise aler; 

Mais tut ainceis les volt fa ire desordener, 

A la justise puis les cumande a l ivrer , 

A pendre u a ardeir u v i fs a desmenbrer. 

(Lines I I3 I - I I35 ) 

I t was these extreme n^asures proposed by the king, and 

against which Becket fought, seemingly single-handed, that 

Guernes had upperm-ost in his mind at the beginning of his poem 

when he told us, in the f i r s t mention of the king, that faire sole i t 

l i reis J as clers e force e tort a. When Henry discovers that 

Becket intends to make an inflexible stand to protect his clergy, 

we learn once more of his great anger and his threat to gain 

revenge: 

Quant veit l i reis Henris que veintre nel purra, 

Ne que les clers forfaiz desfaire ne l erra . 

Mult durement vers l u i en ire s'enflamba; 

E tresbien l i pramet que i l I'abaissera, 

E la u i l le pr is t , que i l le reroetra. 

Liangement ad dure entre els dous c ist e s t r i s . 

L'arcevesque ne puet f l ech ir l i reis Henris; 

(Lines II76-II82) 
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Guernes goes on to attack the other bishops for aba-ndoning 

Becket in his struggle against the king, and warns the latter not 

to trust their mal con3eil(Line 1221), and follows this with a long 

just i f icat ion of the interpretation adopted by Becket in the dispute 

over the criminous clerks, which we have already considered in the 

previous chapter. I t was in an attempt to resolve the sitioation 

that the king sximmoned a l l the barons and the bishops to the 

Council of Northampton. 

Guernes here reports events with relative rapidity, perhaps 

conscious that he has just interrupted the flow of events with his 

lengthy exposition of the issue of the criminous clerks. He shows 

the king to be quite intransigent in his determination that Becket 

sha l l answer the charges brought against him. I t cannot be said that 

the poet inveighs against the king in this instance, but even so the 

king i s scarcely shown to be helpful or conciliatory towards Becket. 

He treats with scant respect reports that Becket i s i l l , is reluctant 

to grant vfhat seems a perfectly reasonable and just i f ied appeal for 

a delay, w i l l not allow the archbishop to go to see the. pope. When 

Becket f a l l s at his feet and appeals for mercy, the king merely replies 

"Par les oilz Deu...or m'avez vus huni."(Line 1475)» We are told 

that he leaves Becket's presence and goes to another room de maltalent 

e d'ire e tainz e tressueZe(Line 1477) . V̂hen he learns that the other 

bishops w i l l not give him the judgment against Becket which he desires, 

we are told that he i s en grant ire (Line 1496), that he is f i l l e d par 

mautalent(line 1498). When Becket is eventually granted a respite 

because of his i l lness , i t is given de part le r e i (line 1536) by the 
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E a r l of Leicester and the E a r l of Cornwall, and v/ith no 

good grace, we nay suspect, on the part of the king. Nowhere 

does Guernes dare to t e l l us that the king's behaviour i s 

unreasonable, but i t is d i f f i c u l t to read his poem and not to 

come to the conclusion that i t was. 

Although v/hen he consults his bishops, Becket receives 

advice that he should not go into the court dressed in his 

archbishop's robe and carrying his cross before him, and that 
LU'rt-e. IS"?5) 

de pes en purra I'un vers le r e i mielz parler/> ^ he refuses to heed 

this advice. The advice, we should note, is given by one who, 

according to Guernes, rien ne s'en desheite e le conseil le r e i e 

a guise e receiteA. ThiJs Becket sets off for the king's court, 

but vrith a deep sense of foreboding: 

Mult reduta le r e i e sun f i e r maltalent. 

Del tut le Gunut bien senz nul receilement, 

Cumme c i l qui I 'ave i t servi mult longement. 

E sout bien que l i reis le hai' durement, 

E que mult poi amis ot a eel parleroent. 

(Lines 1621-1625) 

Having given us this inauspicious picture, the poet dwells 

on the nature of the king's liatred of the archbishop: 

Mult m'esmsrveil pur quei l i reis s i le hai', 

Se pur CO nun qu ' i l ot sun servise guerpi, 

E sun conseil del tut, e de l u i departi, 
E q u ' i l s'osa drecier vers lu i n'einsi n'einsi. 

(Lines 1626-1629) 
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Guernes expresses hitaself in ignorance of why the 

king should feel such intense hatred towards his former friend, 

and does so moreover in a way which could only suggest to his 

audience that the king's behaviour was beyond rational explanation. 

He goes on to add that their forpaer friendship only serves now 

to increase the intensity of Henry's hatred, and adds, as a stern 

warning: 

Guruz de re i n'est pas giuis de petit enfant. 

Qu' i l comence a hair , se i t pur poi u pur grant, 

Ja mais ne I'amera en trestut sun vivant, 

(Lines I636-I638) 

As Becket i s about to enter, Guemes t e l l s us of Henry's 

anger, and hm he has been misled by ire e malveis conseilJLi-tWib?fe) 

"The king has also fa i l ed to take into account that Becket is 

no longer the man he knew as his fr iend. As Guernes te l l s us, 

trestut esteit changiez; sainz Espirz en l u i fuA.> The barons 

dissuade the king from raising the issue of the criminous clerks, 

for fear of uniting a l l the bishops behind Becket, whereas_,as 

matters stand, the bishops seem to be far from offering him 

wholehearted support. Again the poet te l ls us that he i s not 

f u l l y aware of the king's motives, but none of the alternatives 

which he sug^sts ref lects much credit on Henry: 

Je ne sa i se l i reis I'out fa i t aparei l l ier 

Qu' i l vols ist I'arcevesque faire ocire u i fer ; 

lie is e ins i l i vint huem le jur sovent nuncier. 

Puet eel estre l i re is le voleit esmaier, 

Que i l le peust mielz par manaces p la i s s i er . 

(Lines 1711-1715) 
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Henry then prevails upon the other bishops to intercede 

with Becket in an attempt to make him concede to the king's 

way of thinking, but Becket dismisses their approaches, stating 

that Deu het tricherie e tut' iniquiteyv.Herg-y, thwarted in this 

advance, gives the bishops leave to appeal to the pope against 

their own archbishop, as he i s told that in this v/ay Becket may 

be deprived of the see. Again Guernes tel ls us that he does 

not know what is in the king's heart or mind at this time, but 

we may be f a i r l y assured that l i t t l e of i t i s favourable tovvards 

Becket. Indeed, when Henry learns that the Archbishop of Canterbury 

is now claiming that he was absolved from a l l debts at the time 

of his election, Guernes te l l s us that the king devint vermeilz 

plus que car buns sur oendreit-Ona- i^-fiO. 

We have already looked at the famous incident in the court 

at Northampton when Becket defied the assembled nobles and bishops 

and refused to allow them to pass judgment on him, their sp ir i tua l 

father. I t i s interesting to note not only Henry's reaction 

when he learned of the potential danger to the archbishop, but 

his motives for wishing to avert i t , and also the division of 

those present at the incident into two distinct camps, those 

who supported Henry and those who supported the archbishop, and 

the kind of people the poet ascribes to each groiip : 

L i malvais qui quidierent le r e i servir a gre, 

E garcxans e putains, unt saint Thomas hue 

E derochie de targes; car Randul I'out rove, 

Mais c i l qui Deu crerairent e qui I'orent ame. 

En unt od grief suspir celeement plure. 



28 

Dune fu a l r e i nuncie cum hum le f i s t huer, 

E que I'um le voleit e laidir e tuer: 

L i reis sereit huniz slum nel laissout ester. 

Dune comandd l i reis e f i s t par ban crier 

Cum la issast quitement l u i e les suens aler . 

(Lines 1941-1950) 

I t roi^t be wrong to suggest that such was not in fact 

Henry's main motive in ordering that Becket should have a safe 

conduct from the h a l l , and certainly i t i s hardly the mcst creditable 

of reasons for alla7ing him to leave unscathed. But we should 

note the degree of oppuobrium which the poet attaches to those who 

take the king's part as oppcsed to those who, however privately, 

support the archbishop, A l i t t l e later , v/hen the king has been 

told of a plea for clemency^; for Becket's followers, the king 

issued the order that they should be permitted to depart without 

harassnent. The king receives no credit for this action from 

the poet. 

Guernes does not direct ly report any ftirther actions on 

the part of King Henry for some five hundred l ines, at vrfiich 

juncture he has angrily discovered the archbishop's f l ight to 

the continent and has sent ambassadors to King Louis of Prance 

in a vain attempt to have Becket sent back to England, (Louis 

sees through their mult grant treoherie e decevablet^Q and his 

earl ier attempts to prevent Becket from leaving the country are 

reported. In the meantime, Guernes has taken the opportunity 

to enumerate the proposed Constitutions of Clarendon ^viliGh Henry 

has sent to the pope in the hope of having them approved. But 
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Guernes does not allow the Constitutions to pass without 

comment or cri t ic ism of what the king was proposing, and 

perhaps the most in^ortant attack on the king in this section, 

and certainly the longest, concerns the king's lack of charity, 

an accusation which i s heartfelt on the part of the poet, 

because he has suffered from i t at f i r s t hand: 

-Jo ving en pluisurs l ius que l i reis out sa is iz : 

N'esteit nuls des hostes ne povres recu i l l i z ; 

Jo f u i defors la porte del portier escundiz; 

Carite n ' i fu pas, c'entendi a ses diz, 

L i reis prist tut fors tant dunt l i l ius ert furniz, 

Muine e cou e sergant, escuier e garcun, 

Chascuns aveit sun pain a dreite l ivreisun; 

Kar l i serjant le r e i erent en la maisun. 

Qui a l partir la mistrent en t e l destruotiun, 

N' i trovisiez d'estor nis le menur chapun. 

La f a i t l i re is vers Deu e vers le l i u mesprise, 

E as bartons k i pere establirent I ' i g l i s e , 

Car i l fimt de lur f i u tut plenier le servise, 

E i l prent lur aumosne, en sun tresor I'ad raise. 

Qui deust estre as povres e en buen l i u as i se . -

(Lines 2491-2505) 

I t i l l befits the king, Guernes te l l s us, to claim that 

such seizure of what does not belong to him should become part 

of the written custom of the realm. This i s one of the most 

direct crit icisms of the king which the poet allows himself; 
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no doubt he f e l t that as the pope rejected so many of the proposed 

constitutions, including this one, he yras safe to do so, and 

personal involvement v/ould impel the highly c r i t i c a l tone which 

he uses. 

••iVhen Guernes at length returns to Henry ard te l l s us hov; 

he received the news that Becket has f led from Northampton, he 

immediately gives us a very long catalogue of the outrages committed 

in the name of the king against his followers. The cruel 

excesses of the king are retold in the follo7dng terms: 

Quant ot l i reis Henris I'arcevesque s'en fu i t , 

Dureroent s'en marri, e s i conseillier tui t , 

Tuz les porz funt guaitier e de jur e de nuit, 

Qu'i l n ' i puisse passer od plain chalant n'od vuit. 

Ifeis pur neent le f a i t , car Devis I 'en ad conduit. 

Quant nel poent trover en trestut' Sngleterre, 

Ne trover nel purrunt, s'a 3anz ne I'augent querre, 

Sun mautalent e s ' i r e l i reis mustre e desserre. 

As parenz saint Thomas ad prise s i grant guerre 

Que tuz les f i s t chacier hors de tute sa terre. 

Tuz les en f i s t chacier, e hummes e muilliers, 

Les clers enpersonez, burgeis e chevaliers, 

Od f i l l e s e od f i z , od enfanz laiteniers . 

Tut s a i s i en sa main, e terres e raustiers, 

E v i f avoir e mort, ble, rentes e deniers. 

Tute I'arcevesquie aveit i l nis sa is ie . 

En rentes e en f i u s , en autre manantie; 

E a Randuf del Broc I ' a livree en b a i l l i e . 

Qui tute a I'ues le r e i ad la rente c u i l l i e . 
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Del tut n'en pout aveir l i sainz une demde. 

De rien n ' i pout aveir l i sainz hxom reoovrier; 

Ne nuls de tuz ses clers n ' i osa repairier, 

Ne nuls des suens n ' i out a beivre n'a mangier, 

Ainz les ad f a i t l i reis fors del pals chacier. 

Tut ad pris a sun ues tresqu'a un sul denier. 

Ensi en sunt chacie l i parent saint Thomas, 

Vunt en autre pais dolent, chai t i f e las , 

E portent lur enfanz, lur robes e lur dras. 

Veir se dit l i vi lains que "de s i haut s i bas": 

Ainceis erent manant, or n'en i ad nul eras. 

(Lines 2566-2595) 

This passage is w ôrth studying in considerable detai l , 

for i t reveals several interesting features. The king's 

anger and i t s repercussions are retold in deliberately great 

detai l , to emphasize the extent of the desolation and cruelty 

wreaked on innocent parties merely to sat i s fy the king's rage 

and frustration. No attempt i s made at mitigation; the 

actions of Henry are portrayed as gratuitous violence born of 

a pure desire for revenge. There i s no other motivation. 

I t is true that Guernes feels strongly the lot of the poor, and 

his sympathies are always with them. His sense of wrong 

i s f u l l y just i f iable in the l ight of what he has told us, but we 

should note that he has developed the theme rather more fu l ly 

than his principal written source, Edward Girlmt' The contrast 

betvreen Henry and Becket i s even more starkly drawn when the 
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poet goes on immediately to recount how the archbishop in his 

self-iniposed exile p i t i f u l l y received his people and drew 

consolation from examples of persecution and oppression to be 

found in the Bible, from Abraham, from Joseph, and from the New 
5 

Testament from the infant Jesus in mortal peri l from Herod. 

This is followed by an account of more oppression and 

restr ict ion on the part of Henry, threatening those who 

appealed to Rome with prison, appropriating St. Peter's Pence, 

and, i f we can believe Guernes and his written source here, 

Edward Grim,^ threatening prison and death to anyone caught 

bringing letters from Rone: 

Se nuls aportast brief, e fust aparceuz. 

Qui de Rume venist, tost fust pris e peiviuz. 

(Lines 2669-2670) 

These charges, together with the assotion made earlier 

that the king was depriving the supporters of Becket of their 

lands and possessions, are repeated more than once by the 

poet in subsequent l ines . 

Guernes' anger and indignation at the king's oppressive 

measures at one juncture f ind their expression in what appears 

to be a piece of very heavy irony; this concerns the question 

of St . Peter's Pence, which, Guernes te l l s us, Henry has 

diverted from the pope into his own coffers. Guernes continues: 

Selunc mun jugement l i reis aver le deit: 

Apostolies, legaz, arcevesques esteit , 

Se pape u arcevesque sa terre entrediseit, 

Senz cruiz e senz estole l i re is les aso i l l e i t . 

N'i poeit saint' igl ise vers l i mustrer nul d r e i t . -

(Lines 2741-2745) 
We almost begin to imagine that Guernes' allegiance has most 
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d r a m a t i c a l l y s w i t c h e d t o the k i n g , u n t i l we r e a l i s e t h a t 

h i s v o i c e must be h e a v y w i t h i r o n y . He i s t e l l i n g h i s 

a u d i e n c e t h a t , i f H e n r y c a n f u l f i l t h e r o l e s o f pope , l e g a t e 

and a r c h b i s h o p w i t h s u c h ease and e f f i c i e n c y , as he seems t o 

t h i n k he i s d o i n g , t h e n s u r e l y t h e C h u r c h can have no 

p o s s i b l e c l a i m t o S t . P e t e r ' s Pence i n the f a c e o f such 

a s t r o n g case as t h a t w h i c h the k i n g c a n o f f e r . There i s 

n o e x t a n t w r i t t e n s o u r c e f o r t h i s passage , and i t s tone and 

i t s c o n t e n t b o t h s u g g e s t t h a t t h e F r e n c h poe t has c o n s t r u c t e d 

t h i s p i e c e o f i r o n y h i m s e l f . I t i s a r a r e example o f t h e 

use o f i r o n y b y S u e r n e s . C l e a r l y , Guernes ' t r u e meaning i s 

q u i t e d i f f e r e n t f r o m t h e one w h i c h h i s a c t u a l words c o n v e y , 

and n o d o u b t t h e t o n e o f the p o e t ' s v o i c e w o u l d l e a v e l i t t l e 

r o o m f o r c o n f u s i o n i n t h e minds o f h i s a u d i e n c e . We t o o 

s h o u l d p e r c e i v e t h e i n t e n d e d c r i t i c i s m o f K i n g H s n r y w h i c h 

i s c o n t a i n e d i n t h e s e l i n e s . 

There now f o l l o w s t h e s e c t i o n i n w h i c h Guernes g i v e s 

a f a i t h f u l r e n d e r i n g i n t o F rench o f co r respondence be tween 

t h e a r c h b i s h o p on t h e c o n t i n e n t , a n d E n g l a n d . Guernes t r a n s l a t e s 

B e c k e t ' s Exspec tans e x s p e c t a v i and D e s i d e r i o d e s i d e r a v i , the 

l e t t e r , o f the E n g l i s h b i s h o p s t o B e c k e t , Quae v e s t r o p a t e r , 

a n d B e c k e t ' s r e p l y t o t h i s , I / t irandum e t vehementer s tupendum. 

We have a l r e a d y c o n s i d e r e d the c o n t e n t s o f these l e t t e r s , n o t i n g 

how B e c k e t accuses h i s c l e r g y o f a weak and p i a s i l l a n i m o u s 

a p p r o a c h t o the d i s p u t e w i t h the k i n g , and how t h e l e t t e r s t o 

t h e k i n g a r e f u l l o f h i s t o r i c a l and b i b l i c a l i l l u s t r a t i o n s o f 
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B e c k e t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e head 

o f t h e c h u r c h and t h e head o f the s t a t e , and ho7/ he r e f u t e s 

t h e c l e r g y ' s a c c i i s a t i o n s t h a t h i s a p p r o a c h and i n t r a n s i g e n t 

s t a n d a r e e n d a n g e r i n g t h e s a f e t y and f u t u r e o f t h e c h u r c h . 

These l e t t e r s occupy c o n s i d e r a b l e space i n the poem, w h i c h 

r e f l e c t s t h e i m p o r t a n c e w h i c h t h e p o e t a t t a c h e s t o them. 

He w i s h e s h i s aud ience t o be aware o f t h e n a t u r e o f t h e d i s p u t e ; 

t h e r e c a n be l i t t l e d o u b t t h a t h i s s y j n p a t h i e s l i e e n t i r e l y w i t h 

B e c k e t ; i f t h e amount o f space w h i c h t h e p o e t g i v e s over t o an 

a c c u r a t e t r a n s l a t i o n o f B e c k e t ' s l e t t e r s d i d n o t c o n v i n c e us o f 

t h i s , h i s own caranents , a t t a c k i n g t h e E n g l i s h b i s h o p s and 

r e i n f o r c i n g B e c k e t ' s a rgumen t s , must s u r e l y do s o . He no t e s 

w i t h some s a t i s f a c t i o n t h a t p a r t o f t h e b i s h o p s ' l e t t e r wh ich 

a d m i t s t h a t : 

Ne d i u m que l e reis n 'ait m e s f a i t e m e s p r i s , 

M a i s i l e s t p a r t u t p r e z de I ' a m e n d e r t u z d i s . 

( L i n e s 3286-328?) 

No doub t Guernes was o n l y t o o p l e a s e d t o r e p r o d u c e a l l 

B e c k e t ' s a r g u n e n t s t o d e m o l i s h t h e case p r e s e n t e d b y t h e b i s h c p s . 

(Guernes t e l l s us t h a t i t i s s e n t b y P o l i o t i n t h e name o f a l l 

t h e E n g l i s h b ishops . ) . He agrees \7±th. Becke t i n h i s s t a n c e , 

m i s t r u s t s t h e k i n g ' s avowed d e s i r e f o r peace, a n d , when he i s 

r q ) o r t i n g B e c k e t ' s tv/o v i s i o n s , i s p a r t i c u l a r l y v i r u l e n t i n 

p o r t r a y i n g t h e k i n g , s t a t i n g once l e r e i q u i l h a i senz raisundu'*"*^ S 6 3 « ) 

end once l i r e i s , q u i m u l t l e hetA. The K i n g has n o t f o r g o t t e n t h e 

a r c h b i s h o p in e x i l e , b u t r ega rds him as sun m o r t e l enemiA- He 
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t e l l s us o f t h e f u r t h e r d r a s t i c measures w h i c h t h e k i n g proposes 

a g a i n s t t h e C i s t e r c i a n o r d e r i n E n g l a n d i f t h e i r c o u n t e r p a r t s 

a t t h e , abbey o f P o n t i g n y , where B e c k e t s p e n t t he f i r s t t w o years 

c f h i s e x i l e , do n o t e x p e l h i m f o r t h w i t h : 

( j o c r e i b i e n que l i r e i s l u r out f a i t d e n u n c i e r 

Q u ' i l l e s f e r e i t t u z f o r s de sa t e r r e c h a c i e r , 

3 ' i l ne f a i s e i e n t d ' e l s I ' a r c e v e s q u e e s l u i g n i e r . ) 

( L i n e s 3708-3710) 

We s h a l l r e t u r n s h o r t l y t o t he r e a c t i o n o f t he K i n g 

o f P rance i n t h i s m a t t e r . 

I t i s o n l y when H e n r y has l e a r n e d t h a t B e c k e t was 

e n j o y i n g t he p r o t e c t i o n o f K i n g L o u i s , Guernes t e l l s u s , t h a t 

t h e s e r i e s o f c o n f e r e n c e s a imed a t a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n between B e c k e t 

a n d H e n r y was b e g u n ; a g a i n we s h a l l r e t u r n s h o r t l y t o t he 

p a r t p l a y e d b y L o u i s i n t h i s p r o c e s s , b u t fear t h e moment we s h o u l d 

c o n s i d e r t h e r o l e o f K i n g Henry i n the c o n f e r e n c e s , and how he 

a p p r o a c h e d t h e p r o b l e m o f a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n w i t h h i s f o r m e r f r i e n d . 

B e f o r e t h e f i r s t m e e t i n g a t S a i n t - L e g i e r - e n - Y v e l i n e s , Guernes 

t e l l s u s : 

E as baruns de P rance duna t a n t r e i s H e n r i s 

Que p a r granment d o n e r l e s f i s t t u z ses amis , 

E t u t q u i d a a v e i r l e c o n s e i l d e l p a i s . 

( L i n e s 38II-38I3) 

A l t h o u g h Guernes passes no f u r t h e r comment on t h i s , 

and a l t h o u g h t h e two k i n g s s e e m i n g l y agreed n o t t o ha rbour each 

o t h e r ' s enemies i n t h e i r t e r r i t o r i e s , n o t h i n g p o s i t i v e came o f 

t h i s e n c o u n t e r ; H e n r y ' s i n i t i a l approaches r e a d and sound t a n t a m o u n t 



36 

t o an a t t e m p t t o b r i b e the o p i n i o n o f t h e F r e n c h t o 

a d o p t h i s v i e w o f t h e a f f a i r . 

The n e x t m e e t i n g , , a g a i n i n s t i g a t e d b y the good o f f i c e s 

o f K i n g L o u i s , was due t o be h e l d a t P o n t o i s e , b u t once H e n r y 

l e a r n e d t h a t t h e pope was t o be p r e s e n t , he d i d n o t c o n t i n u e , 

b u t t u r n e d b a c k . Guernes passes no f u r t h e r comnent . There 

i s no w r i t t e n soiarce f o r t h i s m e e t i n g , and t h e o n l y a l l u s i o n s 

t o a n y c o n f e r e n c e a t o r near B o n t o i s e make i t i n ^ j o s s i b l e f o r the 

pope t o have been p r e s e n t ; thus s u c h c a n n o t be a r e a s o n f o r 

H e n r y ' s f a i l u r e t o a t t e n d , b u t t h e i n c i d e n t as r e t o l d b y 

7 
Guernes r e f l e c t s no c r e d i t a t a l l on H e n r y . 

A c c o r d i n g t o Guernes , a t t h e n e x t m e e t i n g a t N o g e n t - l e - K o t r o u , 

a g a i n i n s t i g a t e d b y L o u i s , H e n r y has no d e s i r e f o r a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ; 

Ma i s l i r e i s d ' E n g l e t e r r e n ' o u t s u i n g de I ' a c o r d e r A . T h i s causes 

e v e n t h e h o p e f u l L o u i s t o d e s p a i r o f e v e r b r i n g i n g H e n r y t o a 

s a t i s f a c t o r y a c c o m m o d a t i o n : 

F a i t i l : "De v o s t r e a c o r d e n ' a v r a i j a mes f i a n c e ; 

life i s a i n c e i s e n o i j o t u t ades e s p e r a n c e . 

Car a l r e i d ' E n g l e t e r r e t r u i s j o s i g r a n t bobance 

Q u ' i l ne m 'en v o l t o i r , n ' e n c o n s e i l n ' e n o i a n c e . 

( L i n e s kOQ7-hOlO) 

There f o l l o w e d a c o n f e r e n c e a t M o n t m i r a i l , a t v /h i ch tvTO 

c a r d i n a l s f r o m Rome, Guer r^s t e l l s u s , who were d e v o t e d t o t h e 

k i n g ' s cause , w o u l d • ' . v i l l i n g l y have d e c e i v e d t h e a r c h b i s h o p . 

M o r e o v e r , t h e k i n g had g i v e n them some h o p e f u l r e a s s u r a n c e s : 

L i r e i s l u r d i s t que t a n t se v o l t h u m i l i e r 

Q u ' i l f r e a I ' a r c e v e s q u e q u a n q u ' i l v o l d r i m t j u g i e r . 
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E quanque s a i n t ' i g l i s e en v o l d r a o t r i ' e r , 

Se c ' e s t que I ' a r c e v e s q u e s s ' i v o l s i s t a p u i e r . 

" S i f e r a , f u n t l i i l ; c o ne p u e t i l l a i s s i e r . " 

( L i n e s k02l-h023) 

Bat t h e e f f e c t o f t h e k i n g ' s a p p a r e n t l y generous o f f e r i s 

i m m e d i a t e l y v i t i a t e d v/hen Guernes r e c o u n t s t he v i s i o n w h i c h 

B e c k e t had w a r n i n g h i m o f t he k i n g ' s i n t e n d e d d u p l i c i t y and 

t r e a c h e r y . Thus , t h e follcAdng d a y , Becket f i r m l y demands 

f u l l r e s t i t u t i o n b e f o r e n e g o t i a t i o n s c a n be opened. He t h e n 

l e a v e s , and no s a t i s f a c t o r y c o n c l u s i o n i s r e a c h e d . I f t he k i n g 

f i n d s r e a s o n t o p r e v a r i c a t e , Guernes g i v e s us t h e i m p r e s s i o n , 

as we have s e e n , t h a t he i s g r a v e l y a t f a u l t . I f B e c k e t , 

h o l d i n g t o t h e subs tance o f a d r e a m , f i r m l y opposes t h e k i n g , 

t h e n we a r e t o a p p l a u d h i s s t e a d f a s t wisdom and d e t e r m i n a t i o n . 

The d i s t i n c t i o n c o u l d h a r d l y be more c l e a r l y dravm f o r us , and 

i t r e v e a l s e q u a l l y where t h e p o e t ' s s y n p a t h i e s l i e . A t t he 

f o l l o w i n g c o n f e r e n c e , a g a i n , a c c o r d i n g t o t h e p o e t , h e l d a t 

M o n t m i r a i l , t h e k i n g aslcs t h a t t h e a r c h b i s h o p s h o u l d observe 

t h e cus toms o f t h e r e a l m as t h e y e x i s t e d i n the t i m e o f h i s 

a n c e s t o r s . T/hen B e c k e t r e f u s e s once a g a i n , t he k i n g r e p l i e s 

" i l n ' a c u r e de p a i s - veez cum j o l i f a z airur e g r a n t r e l a i s " i ' ^ ^ 4,((z.-4U5), 

N o t s u r p r i s i n g l y , a l l p r e s e n t u r g e B e o k e t t o g i v e way , e s p e c i a l l y 

when t h e k i n g o f f e r s t o a b i d e b y t h e judgment a r r i v e d a t b y t h r e e 

F r e n c h b i s h o p s chosen b y B e c k e t . The l a t t e r w i l l ag ree t h a t t h i s 

s h o u l d be s o s a u f sun o r d r e A . The k i n g ' s answer t o t h i s i s 

a l m o s t p r e d i c t a b l e : 

L i r e i s j u r e e e l mot e n e s t u v r a o s t e r : 
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Par e e l mot l e v o l d r e i t , c o d i s t , e n s o f f i m e r . 

De t u t e s p a r z l i d i e n t q u ' i l l a i s t e e l mot e s t e r . 

( L i n e s 4128-4130) 

B e c k e t w i l l n o t do s o . The k i n g sees t r e c h e r i e - e e n g i n (^iS^'S. ai?"?) 

i n B e c k e t ' s p h r a s e . B u t t h e p o s i t i o n i s n o t as i n t r a c t a b l e 

as i t a p p e a r s : 

Dune r e s p u n d i r e n t t u i t l i sage e l i m e i l l x i r 

Que l i i ' r e i s d i t a sez : p a i s v o l t e o f f r e amur . 

Quant I ' a r c e v e s q u e v i t t u i t se t i n d r e n t a l r e i , 

L i p r i u r s ; d e l Munt Deu e B e r n a r z d e l C o l d r e i 

E n i s l i r e i s de F r a n c e , u i l o t g r e i g n u r f e i , 

De ses b e a l s o i l z p l u r a e se t i n t t u t e n s e i : 

" S e i g n u r s , f a i t i l a e l s , sa v o l e n t e o t r e i " . 

( L i n e s 41W--4150) 

B i t when t h e t w o come t o k i s s o f peace, B e c k e t says 

S i r e 3 I ' o n u r de Deu e l a v o s t r e vus bes/v.• G e o f f r e y Ride 1 

warns t h e k i n g t h a t t h i s i s s o f f i s m s . ^ a n d once a g a i n the 

r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , t h i s t i a e on t h e v e r y p o i n t o f c o n c l u s i o n , 

b r e a k s down. B e c k e t r e c e i v e s t h e o p p r o b r i u m o f a l l p r e s e n t , 

who h o l d h i m , ' s o l e l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h e f a i l u r e t o ach i eve 

a s e t t l e m e n t . B u t t he a r c h b i s h o p i s u n r e p e n t a n t , adaman t ly 

i n f o r m i n g them t h a t t h e c h u r c h was i n danger a n d t h a t t h e y 

were b l i n d who c o u l d n o t see t h i s . The k i n g , Guernes i n f o r m s 

u s , had s e c o n d t h o u g h t s , and f i n a l l y concedes , b u t t o o l a t e , 

t h a t B e c k e t was j u s t and i n t h e r i g h t : 

A l a P e r t e B e r n a r t j u t l i r e i s c e l e n u i t . 

Devan t ses p r i v e z a G e f r e i R i d e l a d u l t . 

" C e s t u i v e i l j o , f a i t i l , que vus honurez t u i t . 
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M e l z s ' e s t u i esmerez de I ' cx r s e t f e i z r e c u i t . 

G u a r i m'a p a r s u n s e n s ; l i f e l ne m'a s u d u i t . " 

Quant i l se f u c u l c h i e z e i l s ' o u t purpense 

De C O que I ' a r c e v e s q u e l i a v e i t g r a a n t e , 

E que p u r u n s u l mot I ' o u t e n s i r e f u s e , 

D i t q u ' i l e s t e n g i n n i e z e que roal a e r r e 

Oar I ' a r c e v e s q u e s o u t f a i t e sa v o l e n t e . 

E j u r e l e s o i l z Deu e v o l t b i e n a f i c h i e r 

Que j a n a i s a e e l p u i n t ne p u r r a r e p a i r i e r . 

Tuz ses se rvanz a d f a i t erramment e s v e i l l i e r , 

E a d f a i t pu r I ' e v e s q u e de P e l t i e r s e n v e i e r . 

T o s t v i e n g e a l i p a r l e r . I I ne s ' i v o l t t a r g i e r . 

A m i e n u i t a l a a l r e i H e n r i p a r l e r . 

"Vus e s t u v r a , f a i t i l , a I ' a r c e v e s q u e a l e r . 

E n g i n n i e z s u i , q u a n t p a i s ne l i v o i l g r a a n t e r , 

Car i l m ' o u t o t r i ' e quanque s o i demander . 

Pa r l e s o i l z Deu , j a mais n ' i p u r r a i r e c o v r e r l 

"Or a l e z apres l u i , pensez de I ' e s p l e i t i e r . 

D i t e s l u i q u ' o r p r e n d r a i oo que i l ra'offri i e r " . 

( L i n e s 41-86-4207) 

B u t once a g a i n i t i s t o o l a t e ; when B e c k e t l e a r n s what 

t h e k i n g now i n t e n d s , he h u r r i e d l y d e p a r t s b e f o r e t h e B i s h o p 

o f P o i t i e r s c a n r e a c h h i m , B e c k e t now c o n s i d e r s t h a t whet 

he h a d o f f e r e d t o do c e n t r e r a i s u n f u A - Th i s i s an e x t r e m e l y 

i n t e r e s t i n g passage , because f o r once Guernes r e v e r s e s his 

n o r m a l p r a c t i c e o f i n v e s t i g a t i n g B e c k e t ' s words and a c t i o n s i n 

t h e g r e a t e s t deta i l , Tshilst l e a v i n g H e n r y ' s actions t o take us 
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been shovm t h e w o r k i n g s o f h i s m i n d , w h i l s t B e c k e t ' s f i n a l 

d e p a r t u r e remains v i r t u a l l y u n e x p l a i n e d a n d the p o e t passes 

i m m e d i a t e l y on t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f t h e n e x t i n c i d e n t . The 

r e a s o n f o r h i s r e v e r s a l i s n o t f a r t o s e e k . The k i n g has 

e v e n t u a l l y r e c o g n i s e d t h a t t h e a r c h b i s h o p was r i g h t , and 

a d m i t t i n g h i s m i s t a k e , has made a b e l a t e d and v a i n a t t e m p t t o 

r e c t i f y i t ; i t i s B e c k e t who p r e v e n t s t h i s , and t h e p o e t 

does n o t choose t o d w e l l on t h i s f a c t . 

A f t e r s o many a b o r t i v e and f r i o s t r a t i n g a t t e m p t s t o b r i n g 

a b o u t a s o l u t i o n . K i n g L o u i s o f Prance a t l a s t s e t i n nro t ion a 

c h a i n o f e v e n t s w h i c h , a f t e r s e v e r a l mee t ings a t w h i c h the f i n a l 

f o r m o f words and a r rangements were worked o u t , b r o u ^ t a b o u t 

an agreement b e t w e e n t h e K i n g o f E n g l a n d and t h e A r c h b i s h o p o f 

C a n t e r b u r y v /h i ch b o t h men f e l t t h e i r concep t o f honour w o u l d a l l o w 

them t o a c c e p t . I n i t i a l l y H e n r y , when app roached b y L o u i s , 

i s w i l l i n g t o r e f e r t o the c l e r g y , t h e n agrees t o make some f o r m 

o f r e s t i t u t i o n ; he p romises peace and l o v e t o B e c k e t and h i s 

much wronged f o l l o w e r s , as w e l l as r e s t i t u t i o n i n f u l l o f t h e i r 

l a n d and p o s s e s s i o n s . B e c k e t a g r e e s ; L o u i s encoionters a 

d i f f i c u l t y ove r t h e k i s s o f p e a c e , because t h e k i n g has sworn a n 

o a t h n o t t o g r a n t Becke t t h i s : 

" J o a i j u r e , f a i t i l , que j a n e l b a i s e r a i 

Bais fer c e n t f e i z p u r raei a mun f i z l e f e r a i , 

E a l u i e as suens p a i s e amur t e n d r a i 

E l u r p o s s e s s i u n s e r e n t e s l u r r e n d x a i , 

Ne j a menur araur ne l u r e n p o r t e r a i . " 

( L i n e s 4256-426o) 
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q u e s t i o n e d , a n d p r o g r e s s i s p o s s i b l e because B e c k e t s t a t e s 

t h a t he i s p r e p a r e d t o w a i v e h i s demand f o r t h e k i s s o f peace , 

b e i n g more c o n c e r n e d w i t h p a i s e arouryy . Thus t h e c o n f e r e n c e a t 

P r e t e v a l was a s sembled w i t h some good hope o f s u c c e s s . The pope 

had w r i t t e n t o b o t h p a r t i e s , u r g i n g c o n c i l i a t i o n , and b o t h men 

ag reed t o t r y t o implement h i s s u g g e s t i o n s , t h a t peace m i g h t be 

a c h i e v e d , 

Guernes t e l l s us t h a t f e a r was one o f the m a j o r i n f l u e n c e s 

on H e n r y a t t h i s t i m e , b u t he does n o t e l a b o r a t e on h i s s t a t e m e n t 

t h a t : 

D i t q u ' o r f r e a t u t c o q u ' i l u n t c o n s e i l l i ^ 

( l l c r e m i I ' a p o s t o l i e , q u i 1 ' a v e i t m a n e c i e , ) 

( L i n e s 4-323-4324) 

The k i n g l e a d s Becke t o u t i n t o t h e m i d d l e o f t h e p l a i n 

i n o r d e r t h a t t h e t w o o f them may speak i n p r i v a t e , and t h e r e 

c o n f e s s e s t h a t he has been b s d l y m i s l e d i n t h e d i s p u t e , t h a t he 

r e g r e t s t h i s , and t h a t he has m i s s e d B e c k e t : 

Quant l i r e i s I ' o u t t u t s u l enmi l e chainp mene. 

F a i t i l : S i r e a r c e v e s q u e , m u l t m ' s v e z demure. 

Car a l t r e c o n s e i l m ' u n t a g r a n t damage e s t e : 

P u i s que p a r t i d e l v o s t r e , a i n c p u i s n ' a i amende, 

A i n z e n a i m u l t d e l m i e n despendu e guaste , ." 

( L i n e s 4561-4365) 

Guernes s u g g e s t s n o o t h e r m o t i v e s f o r t h i s a d m i s s i o n on 

t h e p a r t o f t h e k i n g t h a n t h e p re s s ix re s b r o u g h t t o bea r upon h i m 

b y t h e K i n g o f P rance and t h e p o p e . Becke t a d v i s e s h i m t o 
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r eno t ince bad a d v i c e , a n d t h e k i n g s t a t e s h i s i n t e n t i o n t o r e l y 

s o l e l y on B e c k e t ' s i n f u t u r e , t o h e l p h i m g o v e r n t h e c o u n t r y 

a n d , f i o r t h e r m o r e , he w i shes h i m t o t a k e charge o f h i s son H e n r y , 

H e n r y s t i l l b lames Becke t f o r t h e m i s f o r t u n e s w h i c h b e f e l l h i s 

p e o p l e d u r i n g h i s . absence, f o r i t was he viho f l e d t h e c o u n t r y 

senz C O que n u l s e u s t v e r a vus de r i e n mesprisj^ b u t a g a i n he 

p r o m i s e s t o make r e s t i t u t i o n i n f u l l . Becke t t h e n t a c k l e s h i m . 

o v e r t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h e c o r o n a t i o n o f h i s s o n , H e n r y , as K i n g 

o f E n g l a n d . ( ¥ e have a l r e a d y s een how Guernes e r r e d over t he 

c h r o n o l o g y o f e v e n t s s u r r o u n d i n g t h i s c o r o n a t i o n ) . A g a i n , t h e 

k i n g a d m i t s h i s g u i l t : Y e i r e m e n t i mespr i s . . . b i e n l e v e i ; 

ma is b i e n e r t a d r e c e , se j ' a m e n d e r l e d e i ^ . F u r t h e r m o r e , t he k i n g 

p l e d g e s t o i n t e r f e r e no f u r t h e r w i t h t h e a f f a i r s o f Becke t or o f 

h i s b i s h o p s . 

B u t a l l , Guernes t e l l s h i s a u d i e n c e , i s n o t q u i t e as i t 

seems; w i t h t h e b e n e f i t o f h i n d s i g h t , Guernes c a n t e l l u s : 

D'ambesdoxis p a r z d i s e i e n t q u ' e n t r e e l s dous a v e i t p a i s ; 

Car l i r e i s l i f a i s e i t m u l t b e l s e m b l a n t a d e i s . 

( L i n e s 4419-4420) 

The v e r y s t r o n g i m p l i c a t i o n h e r e i s t h a t t h e k i n g had no 

i n t e n t i o n e v e r o f k e e p i n g t h e p r o m i s e s w i t h w h i c h t h e peace between 

t h e two n e n was b e i n g bound u p . I t would have been e x t r e m e l y 

d i f f i c u l t , a n d have r e q u i r e d a n a c t o f immense o b j e c t i v i t y , f o r t h e 

p o e t t o have cone t o a g r e a t l y d i f f e r i n g c o n c l u s i o n , i n v i e w 

o f s u b s e q u e n t e v e n t s , Guernes a n ^ j l i f i e s t h i s theme a l i t t l e 

l a t e r : 

Kar l i r e i s l i m u s t r o u t d e f o r s m u l t b e l s e m b l a n t ; 

P u r C O d i s e i e n t t u i t , l i p e t i t e l i g r a n t , 

Que j a mais n e l h a r r e i t l i r e i s a s^in v i v a n t . 

( L i n e s 4446-4M+8) 
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T h i s m a t e r i a l , w h i c h appears t o be o r i g i n a l , t h r o w s 

grave d o u b t s on t h e h o n e s t y and p r o b i t y o f t h e k i n g . 

Becke t i s s t i l l d i s t u r b e d b y t h e k i n g ' s r e f u s a l t o g i v e 

t h e k i s s o f peace , d e s p i t e h i s s t a t e d i n d i f f e r e n c e . As a 

r e s u l t o f t h i s , he goes t o n e e t t h e k i n g , and d u r i n g t h e cour se 

o f t h e i r d i s c u s s i o n s , he t e l l s h i m : 

" R e i s ^ f a i t l i s a i n z Thomas, ma l e s t e s e n s e i g n i e z . 

Vus n ' e s t e s mie t e l s cum e s t r e s o l i ' e z 

A l t e n s que vus s e r v i , a i n z e s t e s t u z c h a n g i e z . 

Quan t en v o s t r e c i t e a i mes guages l a i s s i e z , 

N e l f e s i s t Loewis p u r e n g u a g i e r ses f i e z . " 

( L i n e s 4476-4480) 

The k i n g d e f e n d s h i m s e l f a g a i n s t t h i s c h a r g e , b u t h i s 

e x c u s e , upon w h i c h he i s n o t made t o e l a b o r a t e , sounds sonewhat 

l a m e , and Guernes i n t r o d u c e s i t b y once a g a i n h i n t i n g t h a t 

t h e k i n g may be b e i n g l e s s t h a n s c r u p u l o u s l y h o n e s t i n h i s d e a l i n g s 

v ; i t h B e c k e t : 

Dune a d l i r e i s s u r r i s ; ne s a i s ' i o u t f a i n t i e . 

F a i t i l : " S i r e a r c e v e s q u e , or vus v e i m u l t i r i e ; 

Maxs or s u f f r e z a t a n t , c a r b i e n e r t a d r e s c i e . 

A l t r e s b e s u i g n e s m ' o r e n t l e quer s i e n l a s c i e , 

Ne p o i e n t e n d r e a vus p u r t e r r e ne p u r f i e . " 

( L i n e s 44B1-4485) 

G u e r n e s ' l a c k o f o m n i s c i e n c e , i n o t h e r c i r c u m s t a n c e s 

a g g r a v a t i n g t o p o e t and a u d i e n c e a l i k e , i s h e r e p u t t o good p u r p o s e , 

f o r he may s a f e l y h i n t a t t h i n g s w h i c h he i s i n no p o s i t i o n t o 

v e r i f y , and c a n s c a r c e l y be accused o f a t t a c k i n g t h e k i n g o p e n l y . 
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R a t h e r he seens t o p r a i s e h i m w i t h f a i n t c o n d e m n a t i o n . 

B u t H e n r y goes s o f a r as t o have the v a r i o u s d i s p o s i t i o n s 

t o w h i c h he has agreed s e t down on p a p e r , a t B e c k e t ' s w i s e 

r e q u e s t , and Guernes e a g e r l y quotes them t o h i s a u d i e n c e , 

as i f t o b i n d H e n r y . 

But H e n r y and h i s o f f i c e r s , as Guernes i s q u i c k t o p o i n t 

o u t , were m a n i f e s t l y i n no h u r r y t o p u t these d i s p o s i t i o n s i n t o 

e f f e c t , and t h e p o e t goes so f a r as t o q u e s t i o n who, i n t h e 

l a s t a n a l y s i s , must bea r t h e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and t h e blame f o r 

t h e c o n t i n u i n g i n j u s t i c e s i n r e s p e c t o f B e c k e t ' s l a n d s and 

p o s s e s s i o n s , R a n d u l f d e l B r o c , who p e r p e t r a t e d them, o r t he 

k i n g , who a l l o w e d them t o c o n t i n u e . He warns a l l men t o be 

m i n d f u l o f God ' s j udgmen t . 

When t h e t i m e comes a t l e s t f o r t h e A r c h b i s h o p o f C a n t e r b u r y 

t o r e t u r n t o h i s see , t h e k i n g i s due t o meet h i m i n Rouen . 

B u t he f a i l s t o do s o : 

Quant S a i n t Thomas s ' e n d u t en S n g l e t e r r e a l e r , 

L i r e i s K e n r i s l e d u t a Ruem e n c o n t r e r . 

S i cum i l o u t p r a n d s , f a i r e d e n i e r s l i v r e r . 

Unes i t e l e s l e t t r e s l i a d f a i t e s p o r t e r ; 

B i e n l e s vus s a v r a i l i r e , ses v o l e z e s c u t e r ; 

" H e n r i s , l i r e i s des E n g l e i s , des Normanz dues e s i r e , 

S a l u z a I ' a r c e v e s q u e Thomas de C a n t o r b i r e . 

L o e w i s r e i s de P r a n c e , s i cum j ' a i oi d i r e . 

Ad somuns t u t e s ' o s t pa r t r e s t u t sun e m p i r e ; 

V o l t a l e r en Auverne p u r ma gen t d e s o o n f i r e . 

"Mes humraes v o l t d e s t r u i r e e ma t e r r e e s s i l l i e r . 
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E m i a m i de P r ance l e m ' u n t f a i t b i e n n u n c i e r ; 

Auve rnaz m ' u n t mande que j o l u r v o i s e e i d l e r . 

E n c o n t r e vus d u i e s t r e a v o s t r e r e p a i r i e r , 

A 8uem: s a c i e z b i e n que mei I ' e s t u e t l a i s s i e r . " 

( L i n e s 4596-4610) 

The k i n g goes on t o w r i t e t h a t i n h i s s t e a d he has s e n t 

h i s t r u s t e d s e r v a n t John o f O x f o r d , who i s t o ensure - as was t o 

p rove n e c e s s a r y , i n t h e e v e n t - B e c k e t ' s s a f e t y ; i n a d d i t i o n h i s 

own s o n , H e n r y , K i n g o f E n g l a n d , w i l l en su re t h a t due r e s t i t u t i o n s 

i n E n g l a n d a r e made. T h i s i s a f a i t h f u l , i n d e e d a l m o s t l i t e r a l 

t r a n s l a t i o n o f H e n r y ' s l e t t e r , and Guernes makes no c a p i t a l o u t o f 

t h e k i n g ' s f a i l u r e t o keep h i s w o r d . T h i s may be because o f t he 

e n o r m i t y o f t h e e v e n t w h i c h must now be i n t h e consc iousness o f 

t h e a u d i e n c e once Becke t was on t h e p o i n t o f r e t u r n i n g t o E n g l a n d ; 

e q u a l l y , t h e p o e t may n o t w i s h t o emphasise t h e i n c i d e n t because 

H e n r y ' s a d v e r s a r y and t h e cause o f h i s f a i l u r e t o keep h i s w o r d 

was l i buens r e i s L o e w i s , who had been p o s s i b l y B e c k s t ' s most 

t r u s t w o r t h y and s t e a d f a s t a l l y d u r i n g the l a s t s i x y e a r s , a p o i n t 

\'vhich Guernes has n o t been s l o w t o a p p r e c i a t e i n t he p r e v i o u s 

t housand l i n e s o r so o f h i s poem. B u t pe rhaps the f a i r e s t i n t e r p r e 

t a t i o n w o u l d be t o c r e d i t t h e p o e t w i t h a d e s i r e t o r e p o r t a c c u r a t e l y 

t h e e v e n t s l e a d i n g up t o t h e a r c h b i s h o p ' s r e t u r n t o h i s see . 

By t r a n s l a t i n g H e n r y ' s l e t t e r , we can see t h a t he has a c h i e v e d t h i s . 

We have s a i d t h a t t h e p r o t e c t i o n o f John o f O x f o r d was 

t o p r o v e n e c e s s a r y , and so i t vras, f o r on a r r i v a l i n Eng land 

B e c k e t was c o n f r o n t e d by an a n g r y c r o w d o f t h o s e who s t o o d t o l o s e 

g r e a t l y i f H e n r y ' s p r o m i s e d r e s t i t u t i o n s were p u t i n t o e f f e c t . 
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and o n l y t h e i n t e r v e n t i o n of John o f O x f o r d p r e v e n t e d v i o l e n c e 

b e i n g done t o t h e a r c h b i s h o p . John sensed t h a t i f Becket were 

ha rmed , l i r e i s e n s e r e i t m u l t b l a s r o e z / y ^ l i r e i s e n s e r e i t r e t e z 

de t r a f s u n t , L i A f e M:T56> 

B e c k e t ' s a t t e m p t s t o see and e x a c t s a t i s f a c t i o n f r o m young 

H e n r y , once he had r e t u r n e d t o h i s see , p r o v e d s i n g u l a r l y u n s u c c e s s f u l , 

b u t Guernes l a y s v e r y l i t t l e o f t h e blame f o r t h i s a t t h e y o u n g 

k i n g ' s f a t h e r ' s d o o r , and t h e n e x t t i m e vre a r e t o l d d i r e c t l y o f 

Henry h i m s e l f , i t i s t o l e a r n c f h i s r age when he i s t o l d i n a 

l e t t e r t h a t B e c k e t has excommunica ted t h e t h r e e b i s h o p s ; h i s 

f u l m i n a t i o n s were t o have m o r t a l e f f e c t : 

E q u a n t l i r e i s l e v i t , m u l t o u t l e quer i r i i ; 

Ses mains f e r i ensemble e se p l a i n s t senz f a i n t i e . 

En sa chambre e n e n t r a d ' i r e d e s c u l u r e z ; 

D i t q u ' i l a d m a l v e i s hommes n u r r i e a l e v e z , 

En m a l v e i s e g e n t e s t s i s p a i n s mis e g u a s t e z , 

A ses d o l u r s ne p a i t n u l de t u z ses p r i v e z i 

M u l t a v e i t t u z l e suens p a r ses d i z e s f r e e z . 

F u n t i l : "Que s ' a l i r e i s s i f o r t a demente r? 

Se i l v e i s t ses f i z u sa femme e n t e r r e r 

E t r e s t u t e sa t e r r e a r d e i r e e n b r a s e r , 

Ne d e f i s t i l t e l d u e l ne f a i r e ne mener. 

S ' i l e u s t r i e n o i , b i e n l e d e u s t m u s t r e r . 

"E t u t C O que I ' u m o t , ne d e i t um m a i n t e n i r . 

Tuz ses comandemenz sumes p r e z de f u r n i r 

E c h a s t e I s e c i t e z b r i s i e r e a s a i l l i r 

E p e r i l z de nos c o r s e des anemes s u f f r i r . 
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A t o r t se p l a i n t de n u s , q u a n t n e l v o l t d e s c o v r i r . 

- Uns huem, f a i t l u r l i r e i s , q u i a mun p a i n inang ie . 

Q u i a ma e x i r t v i n t p o v r e s , e m u l t I ' a i e s h a l c i e . 

Pur n e i f e r i r as denz ad sun t a l u n d r e c i e l 

I C r e s t u t mun l i g n a g e a d e roun r egne a v i l l i e : 

L i d u e l s m'en v a i t a l q u e r , n u l s ne m ' e n a v e n g i e l " 

Lues e n c omenta t u t e l a c u r t a f u r m i e r ; 

Eaus meismes e n p r i s t r e n t f o r m e n t a a v i l l i e r 

E l e s a i n t a r cevesque f o r m e n t a m a n e c i e r . 

Pajr f e i s ' e n c o m e n c i e r e n t p l u i s u r a a l i e r 

Que l a h u n t e l e r e i h a s t e r u n t d e l v e n g i e r . 

( L i n e s 5014-5040) 

V/e c o u l d h a r d l y c l a i m , g i v e n H e n r y ' s o^vn subsequent 

c o n f e s s i o n , t h a t t h i s a c c o u n t i s i n a n y way u n f a i r t o the k i n g , 

n o r does t h e poet seek t o put more words i n t o t h e k i n g ' s mouAh 

t h a n a n y o f h i s s o u r c e s . T h i s , i n d e e d , seems t o be an a c c u r a t e , 

i f y i v i d and momentoxis a c c o u n t , o f what Guernes came t o b e l i e v e 

t o o k p l a c e a t Bures on t h a t f a t e f u l day i n December 1170, 

Tha t i t i s much l e s s f a v o u r a b l e t o K i n g H e n r y t h a n the f i r s t 

d r a f t , or t h a n G r i m ' s a c c o u n t , i s m a n i f e s t f r o m , a c o m p a r i s o n o f 

t h e two c o r r e s p o n d i n g s e c t i o n s . I f t h e s econd i s n o t u n f a i r t o 

H e n r y , t h e f i r s t i s much more explicit;; i n excTjpating h i m . 

When t h e t h r e e b i shops t h e m s e l v e s a r r i v e d a t t he c o u r t 

i n B u r e s , howeve r , H e n r y , as Guernes t e l l s u s , a d . . . m u l t c h a n g i e 

s u n s e m b l a n t A . He i s a model o f r e s t r a i n t and m o d e r a t i o n , and h i s 

r e a c t i o n when t o l d t h a t Becke t has excommunicated a l l those who 

w^ere p r e s e n t a t H e n r y ' s s o n ' s c o r o n a t i o n , w h i c h must n e c e s s a r i l y 
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i n c l u d e H e n r y h i m s e l f , i s v e r y r e s t r a i n e d compared w i t h 

h i s i n i t i a l - r e a c t i o n t o t h e l e t t e r , w h i c h we have j u s t c o n s i d e r e d . 

I t seems t h a t he r e f u s e s t o be goaded i n t o anger b y t h e b i s h o p s ' 

i m p a s s i o n e d a c c o u n t o f B e c k e t ' s exces se s , o f h i s i n s u l t t o t h e 

k i n g ' s h o n o u r . When g e n e r a l ange r and i n d i g n a t i o n a g a i n s t 

B e c k e t a r e a r o u s e d once a g a i n i n t h e c o u r t r o o m , no m e n t i o n i s 

made o f t h e k i n g o r h i s r e a c t i o n ; he has no p a r t i n the p l o t s 

w h i c h a r e h a t c h e d a g a i n s t B e c k e t . C e r t a i n l y Guernes does 

n o t l a y Heru'y open t o the cha rge t h a t Henry e i t h e r o r d e r e d or 

condoned B e c k e t ' s murde r , b u t m e r e l y g i v e s the i m p r e s s i o n t h a t 

h i s r age c o u l d have e a s i l y p r o v o k e d t h e idea i n t h e itdnds o f 

h i s c o u r t i e r s . I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o b e l i e v e t h a t i f dune f u l i 

m a u t a l e n z t u t e s p a r z enbrasez^ s a i n t Thomas maneciez e f e r m e n t 

v e r g u n d e z j ^ H e n r y was e n t i r e l y i g n o r a n t , b u t i t i s p o s s i b l e t o 

t h i n k he m i g h t d i s m i s s t h i s as a n g r y and h e a t e d e x a g g e r a t i o n . 

The f i r s t v e r s i o n , on t h e o t h e r h a n d , c l e a r l y i m p l i e s t h a t he 

was i g n o r a n t . I n any case , Gue rnes ' aud ience v /ou ld n o t be 

c o n s c i o u s o f t h e s e p o s s i b i l i t i e s , b u t m i ^ t w e l l observe t h a t 

H e n r y d i d n o t a c t i v e l y o r d e r B e c k e t ' s murder , w h i c h i s nuch 

more t o t h e f o r e f r o n t o f t h e p o e t ' s t h i n k i n g a t t h i s t i m e . 

I f anyone was a c t i v e i n a r r a n g i n g f o r B e c k e t t o be d e s p a t c h e d , 

i t ^ . w a s , a c c o r d i n g t o Guernes , Roger de P o n t I ' E v e q u e , who convokes 

the e v e n t u a l a s s a s s i n s , i n c i t e s them a n d pays them. T h i s 

e v i d e n c e o c c u r s i n no o t h e r a c c o u n t . 

Guernes ' summary o f e v e n t s t a c i t l y a c c e p t s t h a t t h e k i n g 

d i d n o t e x p r e s s l y o rde r B e c k e t ' s d e a t h , b u t sugges t s t h a t he 

may have been i n d i r e c t l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r i t , and s h o u l d c e r t a i n l y 

n o t s u r r o u n d h i m s e l f w i t h , l i s t e n t o o r a s s o c i a t e w i t h these 
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who a d v o c a t e d B e c k e t ' s murde r , o r m i g h t i n c i t e the k i n g 

t o o r d e r o r condone i t : 

O i l f i r e n t s a i n t Thonss o c i r e e d e t r e n c h i e r 

u 

Q u i deussen t a l b i e n l e r e i m i e l z c o n s e i l l i e r 

E de l a male v e i e t u r n e r e r a v e i e r . 

E e e l s en d e i t hum p l u s b l a smer e c h a l e n g i e r , 

E l i r e i s l e s d e v r e i t de s e i m u l t e s l u i g n i e r . 

Nes d e i t pas a p r e s m i e r , se i l b i e n se r e p e n t . 

Gar l u r c o n s e i l l i f u a m u l t g r a n t damnement, 

E m u l t en e s t b l a smez de ^ o q u ' a e l s s ' e n t e n t . 

B i l I ' u n t c o n s e i l l i e t u z d i s a s u n t a l e n t : 

C o n s e i l a v o l e n t e ne v a i t pas l e a l m e n t . 

( L i n e s 5136-5U-5) 

We may d e t e c t t h a t t h e r e a r e s t i l l c e r t a i n a m b i v a l e n t 

i d e a s e x p r e s s e d i n t h i s passage - how c l o s e l y d i d t h e k i n g 

l i s t e n t o t h o s e who a d v i s e d h im? - and on w h a t p r e c i s e m a t t e r ? 

- b u t t h e k i n g i s n o t t o be h e l d d i r e c t l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h e 

o r d e r w h i c h b r o u g h t abou t t h e murder i n t h e c a t h e d r a l a t 

C a n t e r b u r y . We may a l s o s u s p e c t a degree o f p o l i t i c a l e x p e d i e n c y , 

or a d e s i r e f o r p e r s o n a l s a f e t y , i n Guernes* c o n c l u s i o n , b u t we 

must be f a i r t o h i m i n s t a t i n g t h a t f r o m t h e e v i d e n c e w h i c h he 

has p r e s e n t e d t o u s , he has n o t e x o n e r a t e d t h e k i n g e n t i r e l y 

f r o m h i s sha r e o f blame - a n d t h e e x t e n t o f t h e k i n g ' s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

on t h e b a s i s o f Gusrnes ' e v i d e n c e v/ould be open t o d i s p u t e i n a n y 

c a s e . 

What i s n o t open t o d i s p u t e i s t h e f a c t t h a t Guernes does 

n o t e x o n e r a t e K i n g H e n r y i n t h i s s econd v e r s i o n as f u l l y as he d i d 
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i n t h e f i r s t d r a f t o f h i s poem; f o r w e - s h o u l d c o n s i d e r now 

t h e f r a g m e n t o f Guernes ' f i r s t d r a f t o f t h e poem, t o w h i c h 

we r e f e r r e d i n e a r l i e r c h a p t e r s , v /h ich have s u r v i v e d and have 

r e c e n t l y , as we have s e e n , been b r o u g h t t o l i g h t . I n t h i s 

f i r s t d r a f t , Guernes s p e c i f i c a l l j ' - t e l l s h i s aud ience t h a t i f 

t h e k i n g h a d knovm i n advance o f t h e p l a n o f t he f o u r k n i g h t s t o 

go t o E n g l a n d t o murder t h e a r c h b i s h o p , he w o u l d have p r e v e n t e d 

them f r o m d o i n g s o ; i n d e e d , when he d i s c o v e r e d t h a t t h e y had 

gone, he v a i n l y s e n t a f t e r them w i t h a message t h a t t h e y were 

t o r e t u r n : 

G e l u n t m u s t r e a l r e i ; s i u n t f a i t ke i n f a n t : 

S i l i u s s e n t d i t , n ' a l a s s e n t e n a v a n t . 

Mss l i f e l Satanas l e s a e n t i c h i e z t a n t 

K ' a l a msr s u n t v e n u . V e n t o r e n t b i e n p o r t a n t ; 

A l P o r t as Chiens s ' e n v i n d r e n t sens d e s t i i r b e r s i g l a n t . 

Qaant o t d i r e l i r e i s que i l s ' e n s u n t a l e , 

Apres e l s e n v e i a q u ' i l s e i e n t r e t o r n e : 

C r e m i q u ' i l n ' u s s e n t g r a n t f o l i e empense. 

Gar i l ne v u l s i s t pas p u r t u t 1'or d e l r e g n e 

Q u ' i l o u s s e n t , e i n s i cum i l f i r e n t , e r r e . 

( L i n e s I - I O ) 

I n t h e f u l l , s u r v i v i n g v e r s i o n of t h e poem, Guernes does 

n o t go s o f a r as t o s a y t h a t had Henry k n o w n , he w o u l d have a v e r t e d 

B e c k e t ' s d e a t h . N o r does he s t a t e i n t h e second v e r s i o n t h a t 

H e n r y v/as g e n u i n e l y s o r r y f o r B e c k e t ' s sake - as we have seen , 

e x p r e s s i o n s o f s o r r o w or f e a r c o n c e r n i n g B e c k e t ' s s a f e t y a r e u s i i a l l y 

couched i n t e rms I ' j h i c h e x p r e s s what was no d o u b t a v e r y r e a l f e a r . 
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and one t h a t p r o v e d t o be w e l l - f o u n d e d : t h a t any harm 

w h i c h b e f e l l t h e a r c h b i s h o p w o u l d i n s t a n t l y and a u t o m a t i c a l l y 

r e d o u n d t o K i n g H e n r y ' s v e r y g r e a t d i s c r e d i t . I t i s 

i n t e r e s t i n g t o s p e c u l a t e w h e t h e r i n t h e l i g h t o f t h e l i n e s w h i c h 

f o l l o w i n t h e f r a g m e n t o f t h e f j r s = t ; ; . v e r s i o n , Guernes c o u l d 

have p u t t h e words l i d u e l s m 'en v a i t a l q u e r , n u l s ne m 'en a veng i e CuMe so-iS) 

i n t o H e n r y ' s mouth ; a f e w l i n e s e a r l i e r i n h i s o r i g i n a l d r a f t : 

E q u a n t i l o i t d i r e q u ' i l I ' a v e i e n t o c i s , 

M u l t f u de marrercent e de d u e l e n t r e p r i s , 

Huntus e c u r e c e z e t r i s t e s e p e n s i . 

En ss chambieen e n t r a , n ' e n e i s i des w i t d i s ; 

Le b e i v r e e l e mang ie r a n u l t a r i e r e m i s . 

E i n s i s ' a d u l u s a ; n u l s n ' i p o e i t p a r l e r 

Quant de l a m o r t o i a l s e i n t hune c u n t e r . 

Car empense a v e i t de l u i e n t p r i s u n e r . 

( L i n e s 11-18) 

I n t h e f i r s t v e r s i o n , t h e r e f o r e , Guernes i n c l u d e d a n 

u n e q u i v o c a l s t a t e m e n t t h a t H e n r y knew n o t h i n g o f t h e p l o t t o 

murder B e c k e t , and i n c l u d e s a l s o - as he does n o t i n t h e second 

v e r s i o n - a b r i e f b u t c o n v i n c i n g p i c t u r e o f t h e d e p t h o f H e n r y ' s 

g r i e f a t B e c k e t ' s d e a t h . The e f f e c t o f t hese omiss ions i s t o 

l e s s e n t h e s y m p a t h y o f t h e a u d i e n c e , t o r e d u c e t h e l i k e l i h o o d 

t h a t Gue rne s ' aud ience w i l l v i e w p r o t e s t a t i o n s o f H e n r y ' s innocence . 

f a v o u r a b l y . I n the o r i g i n a l v e r s i o n i t i s p o s s i b l e t o i n t e r p r e t 

l i f e l Sa_t3n3S l e s a e n t i c h i e z tant/^as e i t h e r a p o e t i c r e f e r e n c e t o 

e v i l , o r p o s s i b l y as a d a m n i n g s o u b r i q u e t f o r Roger , A r c h b i s h o p o f 

Y o r k ; a t a l l e v e n t s , i t c l e a r l y removes t h e blame f r o m H e n r y ' s 
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door and lays i t else^'Jhere. In the second version of the poem, 

however, the king appears as much more calculating, dissembling 

his true feelings and expressing no desire to obviate the clear 

possibi l i ty that someone might take his words too seriously. 

By comparing the tvTo versions, we can see that Guernes came to 

see the king as more culpable as a result of his journeying to 

Canterbury to learn the truth about Becket at f i r s t hand. 

He rejects the evidence of Edward Grim, which he used in his f i r s t 

version, which at least suggests the innocence and grief of the 

king, and in i t s stead presents to his audience a much more confused 

picture, open as we havei seen to a variety of interpretations, but less 

favourable to the king than the f i r s t draft had been. I t is not 

unjust to speculate that, i f Guernes so radical ly amended his views 

on such an important and central issue in the light of his discoveries 

at Canterbury, we may well have found in the f i r s t draft a picture 

of King Henry which was much more favourable. We shal l perhaps 

bear in mind here Guernes' statement that in the second version 

he had removed much of what he had previously written pur oster 

la mencongeA. This l ine becomes much more meaningful in the 

light of the f r a ^ n t of the f i r s t poem, especially i f we take 
(.Line. fe<b^^ 

ainz^to refer to the f i r s t version only. In the second draft, 

Guernes does , state that the king has beai grossly mistaken to 

surround himself with friends and advisers who I'unt conseill ie 
tuzdis a sun talent: Conseil a volente ne vait pas lealmentlUrve.% Si^*^-5'as). 

This implies that Henry's wishes were, in fact, very different 

from those which the poet was content to impute to him in the 

i j i i t i s l draft cf his poem. I f we r e c a l l his opening recBrks 
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a b o u t t h e na tv i re o f t h e f i r s t d r a f t , e s p e c i a l l y h i s r e f e r e n c e s t o 

t he f a c t t h a t he had n o t h a d t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o p e r f e c t and 

amend i t , we may r e f l e c t t h a t t h i s i s one i n s t a n c e w h i c h bears 

o u t t h e c l a i m t h a t he h a d n o t e I ' a m e r e t l e d u l z a d u l c i e t empre^UV'^ i53> . 

H i s c l a i m t h a t l a u j ' o i t r o p m i s , ne l , . o i uncore osteAmay indeed 

r e f e r t o t h e p o e t ' s t r e a t m e n t o f t h e k i n g as a w h o l e . W h i l s t , 

on t h e b a s i s o f t h i s one e x t r a c t , i t i s dangerous t o i n f e r t o o 

m i c h , i t does seem t o b e a r o u t t h e p o e t ' s c l a i m i n t h i s one i n s t a n c e . 

Nor s h o u l d we be t o o s u r p r i s e d t o d i s c o v e r t h a t , as a r e s u l t o f 

h i s c o n t a c t w i t h those a t C a n t e r b u r y who had known and r e v e r e d 

B e c k e t , t h e p o e t ' s v i e w o f t h e k i n g , and h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f 

t h e k i n g ' s a c t i o n s became more s t i s p i c i o u s a n d c r i t i c a l . T h i s , 

as we have a l r e a d y seen , w o u l d be a n a t u r a l consequence, we m i g h t 

s u s p e c t , o f Guernes ' c l a i m t h a t a C a n t o r b i r e a l a i , l a v e r i t e o f ; 

des amis s a i n t Thomas l a v e r i t e c u 4 j . l l i ^ ^ . a l t h o u g h t h e p o e t h i n s e l f 

w o u l d s c a r c e l y concur \ 'd . th t h i s r ,or n e c e s s a r i l y be aware t h a t t h i s 

p roces s was a l m o s t i n e v i t a b l e , 

Guernes t e l l s us s e v e r a l t i m e s i n b o t h v e r s i o n s t h a t t h e 

f o u r k n i g h t s t o l d t h e a r c h b i s h o p t h a t t h e y had come d e l p a r t l e r e i , 

t h a t t h e y v/ere a c t i n g f o r hfnj t h a t t he k i n g was g r a v e l y d i s p l e a s e d , 

i f t h e y were n o t a c t u a l l y s a y i n g t h a t t h e y were c a r r y i n g ou t t h e 

k i n g ' s e x p r e s s o r d e r s ( i n t h e f i r s t v e r s i o n t h e y d i d c l a i m t h i s i n 

f a c t ) . R e t u r n i n g e x c l u s i v e l y t o t h e second v e r s i o n , a f t e r t he 

murder , t h e i r r a l l y i n g c r y was ReausfJ B a t none o f t h i s i s 

s u r p r i s i n g , n o r i n c r e a s e s t h e k i n g ' s i n c r i m i n a t i o n . I n d e e d , more 

t h a n once , B e c k e t r e f u t e s t h e i r a s s e r t i o n s , s t a t i n g u n e q u i v o c a l l y 

mis s i r e s l i r e i s e s t t a n t l e a l s e b e r q u ' i l n e ^ v o l s i s t pas t eus 

p a r o l e s roander, ne i l nes v o l d r a pas g u a r a n t i r ne t e n s e r ( L i n ^ ssoi-6?.c.a). 
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A l i t t l e l a t e r he r e a f f i r m s h i s f a i t h i n t h e k i n g - n e l t i e n g 
(.uv*. 631.7) 

p u r traiturA- and h i s b e l i e f t h a t t he k i n g i n t e n d s t o honour 

vriiat he has p r o m i s e d . Such f a i t h , o f c o u r s e , redounds t o 

t h e a r c h b i s h o p ' s c r e d i t i n h i s f i n a l h o u r , b u t i t i s i m p o r t a n t 

t o n o t e t h a t n o t h i n g t h a t happens i n t h e c a t h e d r a l i n j j l i c a t e s or 

impugns t h e k i n g beyond w h a t was s a i d and w h a t happened i n t h e 

c o u r t r o o m a t B u r e s . I n d e e d t h e n e x t t i n e Guernes t e l l s us 

d i r e c t l y o f K i n g Henry i s some c o n s i d e r a b l e t i m e a f t e r t h e murder 

has t a k e n p l a c e , and t h e news has r eached t h e c o n t i n e n t . Guernes 

i s d i s c u s s i n g p u n i s h m e n t , and God 's vengeance , and h i s l i n e s on 

H e n r y ' s p a r t a n d g u i l t a r e a mode l o f t a c t and blame a c c e p t a b l y 

mixed : 

Mais l a v e n g ^ n c e Deu n ' e s t pas e i n s i h a s t e e . 

Q u i somunt que l a c u l p e s e i t e n c o r amendee. 

Deus ne v o l t ne d e s i r e que I 'anerae s e i t danipnee. 

Ne l a semaine n ' e s t encore pas e n t r e e 

U l a f e l u n i e e r t e v e n g i e e t r o v e e . 

Mais de p r i m e s en e s t Normendie fulee. 

Car l a raort a l s a i n t humme i f u a i n z p v i r p a r l e e , 

E c i l e n e s t g u a r d a i n s de q u i l a cause e s t n e e . 

E par I ' u i s d u n t qu ida c l o s e c e l e baee 

E s t l a v e i e d e s c l o s e e I ' i r e Deu n i u s t r e e . 

Msxs Deu a d , b i e n l e s a i , e e l ' i r e d e s t u r n e e 

Q u ' i l a v e i t a l r e a l m e e a l puep le a p r e s t e e . 

Car l i r e i s H e n r i s a d d e l t u t c u l p e c l a m e e , 

La m e s p r i s u n par t u t e n d r e i t s e i amendee 

E t u t e sa f r a n c h i s e s a i n t ' i g l i s e dunBe. 
( L i n e s 57l6-5730) 
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Thus t h e k i n g i s a b s o l v e d . C l e a r l y he i s n o t 

e x o n e r a t e d as c o m p l e t e l y as he was i n Guernes ' o r i g i n a l v e r s i o n , 

w h e r e , as we have s een , Guernes had p reempted the p o s s i b i l i t y 

o f t h e k i n g ' s b e i n g f o u n d g u i l t y b y h i s audience b y s t a t i n g 

u n e q u i v o c a l l y t h a t t h e k i n g had known n o t h i n g o f t h e p l a n t o 

a s s a s s i n a t e t h e a r c h b i s h o p , and when he had d i s c o v e r e d i t , 

had a t t e m p t e d i n v a i n t o have t h e f o u r k n i ^ t s s t o p p e d . 

M e n t i o n o f t h i s m a j o r m o d i f i c a t i o n i n t h e p o e t ' s a t t i t u d e t o 

t h e k i n g has been made b o t h e a r l i e r i n t h i s c h a p t e r , and a l s o 

i n C h a p t e r Two. A l t h o u g h K i n g f f e n r y ' s r epen tance does someth ing 

t o r e s t o r e c u r o p i n i o n o f h i m , had t h e f i r s t v e r s i o n s u r v i v e d 

i n i t s e n t i r e t y , such r e s t o r a t i o n m i g h t , on the e v i d e n c e o f p a r t 

o f t h e f r a g m e n t o f t h e f i r s t d r a f t , p r o v e much l e s s n e c e s s a r y . 

I n t h e f i n a l v e r s i o n , Gue rnes ' o n l y f u r t h e r words o f i m p l i e d 

c r i t i c i s m occiar over t h e see o f C a n t e r b u r y , where t h e . k i n g had 

a l l o w e d E a n d u l f d e l B r o c and h i s f o l l o w e r s a s canda lo i i s degree 

o f l a t i t u d e , w h i c h t h e y used t o f u r t h e r t h e i r own e n d s , t o f i l l 

t h e i r own c h e s t s . B u t i t i s R a n d u l f and h i s k i n d whom the 

p o e t goes on t o a t t a c k , n o t t he k i n g h i m s e l f . 

There o n l y remains Gue rnes ' a ccoun t o f H e n r y ' s p i l g r i m a g e 

t o Canterbury ' - , a l m o s t f o u r y e a r s a f t e r B e c k e t ' s murder and 

i n d e e d a f t e r B e c k e t ' s c a n o n i s a t i o n . The e x t r a c t , r i i n n i n g t o 

some t w o hundred and f i f t y l i n e s , i s much t o o l o n g t o quote i n 

i t s e n t i r e t y , b u t i t r e c o u n t s t h e k i n g ' s g r e a t h u m i l i t y , h i s 

a lms t o t h e p o o r , h i s endowment o f a h o s p i t a l , h i s b a r e f o o t 

e n t r a n c e i n t o the c i t y n o t cumme r e i s ma i s cum mendifsi/\, h i s 

p r a y e r s a t t h e m a r t y r ' s tomb, h i s t e a r s , h i s r e q u e s t t h a t a l l 
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s h o u l d p r a y t o the s a i n t f o r the k i n g ' s f o r g i v e n e s s , h i s 

s c o u r g i n g b y the b i s h o p s , h i s a l l - n i g h t v i g i l a t t h e tomb, 

h i s u t t e r and con5>lete r e p e n t a r i c e , o f w h i c h we a r e a s s u r e d 

many t i m e s . Tha t God and t h e s a i n t were s a t i s f i e d and 

a c c e p t e d t h i s r e p e n t a n c e was a t t e s t e d b y the immedia te u p t u r n 

i n t h e k i n g ' s p o l i t i c a l f o r t u n e s , w h i c h had been l o w a t t h i s 

t i r o s . I n , a t w e l f t h - c e n t u r y e n v i r o n m e n t where p e o p l e were 

u sed t o s e e k , i n d e e d e n c o u r a g e d and a l m o s t deirended m i r a c u l o u s 

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s , t h i s d r a m a t i c change w o u l d have been i n v e s t e d 

w i t h g r e a t s i g n i f i c a n c e . Perhaps i f we s t u d y t h e words spoken 

b y t h e B i s h o p o f L o n d o n , we s h a l l sense t h e tone - i n d e e d much 

changed - a n d i n t e n t o f t h e passage as i t r e f l e c t s t h e k i n g ' s 

p e n i t e n c e : 

" S e i g n u r , f a i t l i e v e s q u e s , o r e n t e n d e z a m e i . 

Veez c i e n p r e s e n t n o s t r e s e i g n u r l e r e i : 

Venuz e s t a l mrtyr e n amur e e n f e i ; 

Se c o n f e s s i u n pu re roe f a i t d i r e p u r s e i . 

S i c i im j o I ' a i o i e , e p l u i s u r , en s e c r e i . 

"Devan t Deu l e o o n u i s t e d e v a n t l e m a r t y r 

Q u ' i l ne f i s t pas o c i r e s a i n t Thomas ne m u r d r i r , 

N ' i l n e l comanda pas a t u e r n ' a f e r i r ; 

M a i s i l d i s t t e l p a r o l e , b i e n l e vus v o l t g e h i r , 

Qu i f u cause e matere de I ' o c i r e e m u r d r i r . 

"E p u r c^o que l u i f u - c o c u n u i s t , - o c i s , 

E s t venuz a l m a r t y r , c u l p a b l e s e c l a m i s , 

E s ' e n r e n t e c o n u i s t e f o r f a i t e c h a i t i s . 

A l s e i n t c r i e m e r c i de c o k ' i l ad m e s p r i s , 

E de I ' a d r e s c e m e n t s ' e s t t u t en voz l o s m i s . 

( L i n e s 5966-5980) 
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The k i n g ' s r e p e n t a n c e i s u n e q u i v o c a l , c o i r o l e t e . 

M o r e o v e r , i f we s i i s p e c t t h a t Guernes i s more c h a r i t a b l e 

t o w a r d s t h e k i n g i n c o n c l u d i n g h i s poem t h a n he has been 

f o r much t h e g r e a t e r p a r t o f i t , t h e r e a r e s e v e r a l f a c t c r s 

w h i c h s h o u l d be b o r n e i n m i n d . F i r s t l y , Henry has done penance , 

and t h e r e was abundant e v i d e n c e , a t l e a s t t o t h o s e who-wi shed t o 

see i t , n o t o n l y t h a t i t v/as s i n c e r e , b u t e f f i c a c i o u s ; h i s 

p o l i t i c a l s t a r r o s e d r a m a t i c a l l y a f t e r h i s p i l g r i m a g e t o 

C a n t e r b u r y . ' a f t e r ' c o u l d e a s i l y be t r a n s m u t e d , i n t he 

m e d i a e v a l m i n d , t o ' as a r e s u l t o f ' . He was s cou rged b y 

churchmen \ r t io , i f appearances meant a n y t h i n g , b e l i e v e d and 

c o n f e s s e d h i m t o be s i n c e r e l y c o n t r i t e . H i s p o l i t i c a l f o r t u n e s 

b r o o k n o a r g u n s n t . 

S e c o n d l y , Guernes h i n s e l f was a man o f t h e c h u r c h , and 

t h e r e i s ample e v i d e n c e i n h i s poem n o t o n l y o f c o n c e r n f o r 

t h e m a t e r i a l l o t o f t h e p o o r , f o r example , b u t a l s o f o r t h e 

s p i r i t u a l w e l f a r e o f t h e w i c k e d , and he has on many occas ions 

u r g e d r e p e n t a n c e and c o n t r i t i o n . Ihat he s h o u l d f i n d p l e a s u r e 

when t he se q u a l i t i e s a r e e v i n c e d i s t h e r e f o r e n o t w h o l l y 

s u r p r i s i n g , e v e n i f i t does l e a d t o a n apparen t i n c o n s i s t e n c y 

when compared w i t h h i s e a r l i e r l i n e o f approach t o t h e k i n g -

a n d we i n t h e t w e n t i e t h c e n t u r y w o u l d be more c o n s c i o u s o f t h i s 

-bhan e i t h e r t h e p o e t h i n s e l f or h i s a u d i e n c e . We m i ^ t s u s p e c t 

t h a t a pos"fcure o f s a t i s f a c t i o n a t t h e outccme may be c o n v e n i e n t 

o r e x p e d i e n t t o t he w r i t e r i n t h e s e c i r c u m s t a n c e s , b u t i t w o u l d 

s u r e l y be more c h a r i t a b l e t o Guernes t o b e l i e v e h i s p l e a s u r e a t 

t h e k i n g ' s r e p e n t a n c e t o be g e n u i n e . 



58 

B u t we s h o u l d n o t f o r g e t e n t i r e l y t h e approach o f 

Guernes t h e h i s t o r i a n . We have a l r e a d y n o t e d s e v e r a l t i m s s 

h i s d e s i r e f o r c o m p l e t e n e s s , and i t i s e n t i r e l y n a t u r a l t h a t 

he s h o u l d i n c l u d e such a momentous e v e n t as t h e k i n g ' s p i l g r i m a g e 

t o C a n t e r b u r y a t t h e end o f h i s poem. Nor c a n t h e r e be g r e a t 

doub t t h a t he r e p o r t e d m a t t e r s as t h e y w o u l d have appeared t o any 

o b s e r v e r t h a t d a y . The re i s , i t i s t r u e , t h e a rgumsnt t h a t 

i n t o n e , t h i s s e c t i o n o f t h e poem i s much more f a v o u r a b l e towards 

t h e k i n g t h a n a n y o t h e r , b u t we s h o u l d remember t h a t i n t h e 

second v e r s i o n , f o l l o w i n g t h e k i n g ' s a n g r y o u t b u r s t a t B u r e s , 

he has l a r g e l y been e x o n e r a t e d f r o m f u r t h e r b l ame . When t h e 

k i n g i s t h e cause o f B e c k e t ' s d i s t r e s s , as he i s made t o appear 

i n t h e g r e a t e r p a r t o f t h e poem, t h e n he i s t r e a t e d w i t h g r e a t e r 

s e v e r i t y t h a n when, as a t t he end o f t h e poem, he i s r e p e n t a n t 

f o r t h e h a r m he has c a u s e d . J u s t as we n o t i c e d i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s 

i n Gue rnes ' t r e a t m e n t o f t h e main f i g u r e , B e c k e t , so we may 

a n t i c i p a t e them i n o t h e r c h a r a c t e r s , a l t h o u g h i t must be s a i d t h a t 

i n H e n r y ' s c a s e , t h e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e n o t g r e a t l y marked , as h i s 

r o l e as B e c k e t ' s a d v e r s a r y and oppressor a r e c l e a r l y d e f i n e d f o r 

much o f t h e poem. 

We s h o u l d a l s o bear i n m i n d t h e e v i d e n c e o f the f r a g m e n t 

o f t h e f i r s t d r a f t , w h i c h we have c o n s i d e r e d i n t h i s c h a p t e r , and 

w h i c h sheds c o n s i d e r a b l e l i g h t on Guernes ' t r e a t m e n t o f the k i n g ; 

we have s e e n hcf f Guernes appears t o have m o d i f i e d h i s judgment 

o f t h e k i n g , i n t h i s i n s t a n c e a t l e a s t , becoming m a r k e d l y l e s s 

f a v o u r a b l e t o H e n r y , Whether t h i s i s i n d i c a t i v e o f a g e n e r a l 

s h i f t i n g o f Gue rnes ' t r e a t m e n t of t h e k i n g t h r o u g h o u t the poem i s 
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perhaps t o o d i f f i c u l t t o assess on such s l i g h t e v i d e n c e , b u t i t 

does n o t a l t e r t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t such i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s as 

appear i n t h e p o e t ' s t r e a t m e n t o f t h e k i n g may have t h e i r o r i g i n s 

i n t h e p o e t ' s p r o b l e m o f r e c o n c i l i n g t w o v e r s i o n s w h i c h may 

have been , and i n d e e d as he c l a i m s t o have been ( a n d such 

e v i d e n c e as we have s u p p o r t s t h i s c l a i m ) w i d e l y d i v e r g e n t . 

I f i n d e e d t h e f i r s t v e r s i o n was s t o l e n f r o m h i m , t h e l i n e s , or 

some o f t h e m a t e r i a l a t l e a s t , must s t i l l have r e m a i n e d r e l a t i v e l y 

f r e s h i n h i s m i n d . S k i l f u l as he was , Guernes w o u l d s t i l l have 

been p r e s e n t e d w i t h a f o r m i d a b l e p r o b l e m i f h i s t a s k was as g r e a t 

as he i m p l i e s . I t woxold c e r t a i n l y a c c o u n t f o r c e r t a i n o f t h e 

d i s c r e p a n c i e s c f t r e a t m e n t , i f we w i s h e d t o p o s t u l a t e such a 

t h e o r y . As Guernes ' -fcreatment o f Henry may v a r y as a r e s u l t 

o f t h i s p r o c e s s , we may a l s o wonder whe ther h i s t r e a t m e n t o f 

B e c k e t v a r i e d f o r s i m i l a r r e a s o n s , a l t h o u g h t h e f r a g m e n t s w h i c h 

s u r v i v e f r o m t h e f i r s t v e r s i o n g i v e us no s o l i d e v i d e n c e f o r t h i s . 

B u t H e n r y ' s a p p a r e n t l y genu ine a c t c f r e p e n t a n c e , coming as i t d i d 

some c o n s i d e r a b l e t i m e a f t e r t h e c o m p l e t i o n o f t h e f i r s t d r a f t , 

w o u l d have t h e e f f e c t o f m o l l i f y i n g t he p o e t ' s judgment o f t h e 

k i n g , o f r e s t o r i n g h i m t o s o m e t h i n g a p p r o a c h i n g h i s f o r n e r p o s i t i o n 

i n t h e p o e t ' s e s t i m a t i o n . Towards t h e end o f t he poem, when 

B e c k e t ' s t r i u m p h i s a s s u r e d , t h e r e was a l s o pe rhaps l e s s need f o r 

Guernes t o p o r t r a y H e n r y as t h e i n ^ j l a c a b l e o p p r e s s o r v jh i ch he has 

been f o r much o f t h e poem. I n t h a t sense , b y t h i s s t a ^ c f 

t h e poem, t h e b a t t l e i s o v e r . 

N o t t h a t Guernes c a s t s h i m i m m u t a b l y i n t h i s g u i s e , 

Vfe have n o t e d i n s t a n c e s where t h e p o e t has a t t e m p t e d t o be f a i r 
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t o , or u n c r i t i c a l o f t h e k i n g , when b i a s or c r i t i c i s m m i g h t 

have come n a t u r a l l y . Because B e c k e t i s n o r m a l l y shsvm t o 
1 

be r i g h t , i t f o l l o w s t h a t H e n r y must o f t e n be shown t o be wrong ; 

t h i s i s o f t e n a c h i e v e d b y a l a c k o f e x p l a n a t i o n o f m o t i v a t i o n 

on t h e p o e t ' s p a r t , as we have seen , a n d t h i s t o o i s s o n e t i m e s 

a c h i e v e d t o t h e d e t r i m e n t o f a c o n s i s t e n t approach t o the 

c h a r a c t e r and b e h a v i o u r o f t h e k i n g . I t must be s a i d t h a t 

Guernes a n d h i s a u d i e n c e w o a l d be more c o n c e r n e d w i t h s e e i n g Henry 

c a s t r e p e a t e d l y i n t h e r o l e o f p e r s e c u t o r and o p p r e s s o r , t h a n 

w i t h s e e i n g a c l e a r l y d e f i n e d p a t t e r n c f b e h a v i o u r emerge f r o m 

w h i c h t o assess h i s c h a r a c t e r ; we saw exan^iles o f t h e o the r s i d e 

o f t h e c o i n f r e q u e n t l y enough i n B e c k e t ' s c a se . So we canno t 

a c h i e v e a n e n t i r e l y c o n s i s t e n t i m p r e s s i o n o f e i t h e r B e c k e t or 

H e n r y , n o r s h o u l d we s e e k t o , and vre mus t remember t h a t i n H e n r y ' s 

case a t l e a s t , i f i t i s t r u e t h a t we a r e a l l i n c o n s i s t e n t b e i n g s , 

t h e r e i s much s u p p l e m e n t a r y ev idence t o sugges t t h a t H e n r y was l e s s 

c o n s i s t e n t t h a n mos t , Guernes has s p e n t a g r e a t p a r t o f h i s 

t r e a t i r e n t o f H e n r y , a l t h o u g h n o t a l l o f i t , s howing Henry t o be 

c o n s i s t e n t i n h i s deep o p p o s i t i o n t o Thomas B e c k e t . To t h a t 

end he has h a d , n e c e s s a r i l y , t o be s e l e c t i v e , b u t h i s a p p r o a c h t o 

H e n r y a t t h e end o f t h e poem s h o u l d n o t c o n s t i t u t e an i n v a l i d a t i o n 

o f t h e A ' j h o l e o f h i s p o r t r a y a l o f t h e k i n g e a r l i e r i n t h e poem, n o r 

s h o u l d we i m a g i n e t h a t i t was i n t e n d e d t o do so , even i f we t ake 

h i s p l e a s u r e a t H e n r y ' s b e l a t e d r e p e n t a n c e t o be g e n u i n e . 

F i n a l l y , H e n r y ' s r e p e n t a n c e c a n s e r v e a n o t h e r purpose f o r 

Guernes i n h i s poem. I f H e n r y ' s o p p o s i t i o n a l l o v r e d Guernes 

t o emphasis B e c k e t ' s p r e - e m i n e n c e i n l i f e , so h i s r epen tance s e r v e s t o 

3 I f o r B e c k e t t he f i n a l v i c t o r y v M c h - t h o u g h t h i s i s a modern sea. 
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c o n c e p t w h i c h w o u l d o n l y o c c u r i n d i r e c t l y t o Guernes ' a u d i e n c e , 

i n t h a t t h e y were v e n e r a t i n g a s a i n t - i n t h e l a s t a n a l y s i s escaped 

h i m d u r i n g h i s l i f e t i m s . H i s d e a t h , o r r a t h e r t h e cause and 

n a t u r e o f h i s d e a t h , and h i s subsequen t c a n o n i s a t i o n g i v e h i m a 

v i c t o r y i n a sense v i h i c h he c o u l d never a c h i e v e i n l i f e . 

A l t h o u g h i t was n o t t h e v i c t o r y w h i c h he s o u g h t - a t l e a s t n o t 

u n t i l , as we have seen, i t became obv ious t h a t none o t h e r was 

p o s s i b l e - i t was i n e v i t a b l y t o be i n t e r p r e t e d as a v i c t o r y , a n d 

t h e r e s h o u l d be n o reason why Guernes s h o u l d n o t r e p o r t i t as s u c h ; 

t h e p a r t Henry p l a y s i n t h i s c o u l d n o t be m i n i m i s e d , n o r c o u l d 

i t v e r y e a s i l y be r e p o r t e d g r u d g i n g l y , g i v e n t h a t H e n r y ' s p i l g r i m a g e 

was a n a d d i t i o n a l , p o s s i b l y , f i n a l p i e c e o f e v i d e n c e , o f t h a t 

v i c t o r y . T h i s ^ o f c o u r s e , r e f l e c t s a c o n s i d e r a b l e s h i f t i n g o f 

g r o u n d f r o m G u e r n e s ' f i r s t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f e v e n t s as r e f l e c t e d 

i n the f r a g m e n t o f the f i r s t d r a f t . 

Guernes does n o t l o s e s i g h t o f H e n r y ' s p a r t i n B e c k e t ' s 

s t r u g g l e and d e a t h , s i m p l y because H e n r y r e p e n t s o f i t a t t h e 

end o f h i s poem. He reminds us o f i t when he f i r s t beg ins h i s 

a c c o u n t o f t h e p i l g r i m a g e t o C a n t e r b u r y . Bat he c a n n o t d e t r a c t 

f r o m H e n r y ' s a c t o f c o n t r i t i o n w i t h o u t a d v e r s e l y a f f e c t i n g t h e 

n a t u r e o f B e c k e t ' s t r i u m p h a t t h e end o f t h e poem. The p o e t 

succeeds i n d r a w i n g a l l t h e s e t h r e a d s t o g e t h e r c l e a r l y and s u c c i n c t l y 

as he b e g i n s h i s c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f t h e l a s t ma jo r e v e n t w h i c h he 

r e c c f u n t s i n h i s poem: 

N i s l i r e i s d ' E n g l e t e r r e , k i f u ses e n e m i s , 

Pur k i s i s anz e p l u s f u e i s s u z d e l p a l ' s , 

E p u r k i m a l t a l e n t s i hurarae I ' l i n t o c i s . 
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Od g r a n t h u m i l i t e l ' a d - > X ' q u a j r t a i i y e q u i s , 

E l i c r i a m e r c i de q u a n q u ' i l o u t m e s p r i s . 

A l q u a r t an q u ' o t s u f f e r t l i m a r t y r s p a s s i u n , 

A l setme msis de I ' a n - j u i n e t I ' a p e l e I ' u n -

E a l duzime j u r , u n v e n d r e s d i p a r n u n , 

V i n t l i r e i s a l m a r t i r a s a t i s f a c t i u n . 

l l a i s p u r g r a n t b u s u i g v i n t a s u c u r s a l b a r u n . 

( L i n e s 5911-5920) 

We s h o u l d remember t h a t H e n r y ' s p i l g r i m a g e t o C a n t e r b u r y 

t o o k p l a c e l o n g a f t e r Guernes ' f i r s t v e r s i o n o f t h e poem had 

b e e n completed, or s t o l e n f r o m t h e p o e t , w h i c h e v e r may have o c c u r r e d 

f i r s t - t h e p o e t c l a i m s t h a t t h e t h e f t p r e v e n t e d h i s c o m p l e t i o n 

o f h i s w o r k on t h e f i r s t d r a f t . We s h a l l r e c a l l t h a t such 

m a r g i n a l e v i d e n c e as t h e s u r v i v i n g f r a g m e n t s o f t h a t f i r s t d r a f t 

o f f e r s s u g g e s t s t h ^ t Guernes h e l d a more f a v o u r a b l e o p i n i o n o f 

K i n g H e n r y b e f o r e h i s v i s i t t o C a n t e r b u r y . Perhaps H e n r y ' s 

p u b l i c a c t o f r e g r e t and g r i e f a t Becket . ' s d e a t h d i d s o m e t h i n g 

t o r e s t o r e a more f a v o u r a b l e o p i n i o n t o Guernes , t o cause h i m 

t o r e t u r n t o an o u t l o o k a t t h i s s t age o f t h e poem s i m i l a r t o t h a t 

w h i c h he may w e l l have h e l d f a i r l y c o n s i s t e n t l y a t t h e t i m e when 

he was c o m p o s i n g h i s f i r s t d r a f t . 

We have t a l k e d o f a c o n s i s t e n t p i c t u r e , and seen how i n 

t h e case o f K i n g H e n r y i t - was n o t p o s s i b l e f o r Guernes t o p r e s e n t 

one t o h i s a u d i e n c e because i t w o u l d n o t have s e r v e d h i s purpose 

t o do so , e v e n i f i t had been f e a s i b l e . B u t when we pass t o 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f K i n g L o u i s V I I o f F r a n c e , we f i n d t h a t 

c i r c u m s t a n c e s a r e soiie^vhat d i f f e r e n t . K i n g L o u i s , i t must f r o m 
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t h e o u t s e t be s a i d , p l a y s a v e r y minor r o l e compared w i t h h i s 

E n g l i s h c o u n t e r p a r t i n t h e s t o r y o f Thomas B e c k e t . He o n l y 

comes i n t o t h e s t o r y v/hen B e c k e t b e g i n s h i s e x i l e , and a l t h o u g h 

he i s a c t i v e t h r o u g h o u t t h e f o l l o w i n g s i x y e a r s , i n d e e d , 

Guernes p o r t r a y s h i m as t h e m a i n i n s t i g a t o r o f most o f t h e 

c o n f e r e n c e s w h i c h e v e n t u a l l y l e d t o t h e a c h i e v e m e n t o f a 

r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ; once t h a t o b j e c t i v e has been a c h i e v e d , he d i s a p p e a r s 

f r o m Guernes ' a c c o u n t e n t i r e l y , save f o r one p a s s i n g m e n t i o n . 

We c a n r e a d i l y deduce t h a t i n t h e case o f K i n g L o u i s , Guernes 

i s n o t g r e a t l y i n t e r e s t e d i n p o r t r a y i n g a s u b t l e or w e l l - d r a w n 

c h a r a c t e r t o u s ; i n a sense w h i c h i s neve r t r u e e i t h e r o f 

Becke t o r o f K i n g H e n r y , L o u i s ' c h a r a c t e r , as Guernes draws i t 

i n h i s poem, does r e m a i n c o n s t a n t , c o n s i s t e n t ; and t h i s i s 

p o s s i b l e because t h e p o e t , w e l l aware o f t h e demands o f h i s a u d i e n c e , 

i s o n l y i n t h e l a s t a n a l y s i s i n t e r e s t e d i n one a s p e c t c f K i n g 

L o u i s : t h e f a c t t h a t when B e c k e t was i n e x i l e , L o u i s was seen 

t o be an a l m o s t u n f a i l i n g s o u r c e of h e l p , s t r e n g t h and i n s p i r a t i o n 

t o t h e a r c h b i s h o p , one moreover who c o n s t a n t l y sough t t o b r i n g a b o u t 

a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n be tween B e c k e t and Henry . Y/e may r e a d t h a t 

L o u i s u was a k i n d and g e n t l e man, and t h i s may i n d e e d be t r u e , b u t 

i t a l m o s t seems i n c i d e n t a l t o t h e deve lopment o f Guernes ' a c c o u n t ; 

we may even s u s p e c t t h a t he i s l i buens r e i s de F r a n c e , an e p i t h e t 

w h i c h Guernes f r e q u e n t l y a p p l i e s t o h i m , because he c f f e r s B e c k e t a i d , 

s h e l t e r p r o t e c t i o n and h o p e , r a t h e r t h a n t h e o t h e r way r o u n d . I n 

t h i s r e s p e c t i t i s easy f o r Guernes t o p r e s e n t us w i t h a more 

c o n s i s t e n t f i g u r e where i t was n o t i n the case o f K i n g H e n r y , because 

we a r e i n t e r e s t e d o n l y i n one a s p e c t o f K i n g L o u i s ' l i f e . Tha t 
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i s n o t t o s a y t h a t Henry n e v e r s u f f e r s b y c o m p a r i s o n : 

he does , a n d o f t e n , a r d i t was Guernes ' i n t e n t i o n t h a t he s h o u l d , , 

L o u i s ' goodness i s r e g u l a r l y u s e d as a s t r o n g c o n t r a s t t o H e n r y ' s 

e v i l t e m p e r , c r u e l t y , o p p r e s s i o n and p e r s e c u t i o n . The a i m he re 

i s n o t so much t o e x a l t t h e f i g u r e o f K i n g L o u i s f o r i t s own sake 

as t o r e v e a l K i n g Henry i n an u n f a v o u r a b l e l i g h t b y c o n ^ s r i s c o , 

and t h i s - a n d we have a l r e a d y g l i n p s e d i n s t a n c e s o f t h i s e a r l i e r 

i n t h i s c h a p t e r - he a c h i e v e d t o t e l l i n g e f f e c t on more t h a n one 

o c c a s i o n . 

I t i s a l i t t l e i r o n i c t h e r e f o r e , i n t h e l i ^ t o f wha t has 

j u s t been s a i d , t h a t when Guemes has o c c a s i o n t o m e n t i o n K i n g 

L o u i s , f o r t h e f i r s t a n d t h e l a s t t i m e s i t i s on b o t h o c c a s i o n s 

i n a c o n t e x t lA^ i i ch t h e p o e t w i s h e s t o pass over r a p i d l y and w i t h c u t 

e l a b o r a t i o n . I n t h e f i r s t i n s t a n c e , we l e a r n - t h a t when B e c k e t 

was c h a n c e l l o r o f E n g l a n d a n d s o u g h t l o s e p r i s , guer rea l e r e i de 

F r a n c e , L o e w i s , . Be b i e n s e r v i r l e r e i s ' e s t e i t m u l t e n t r e m i s / ^ ' ^ ^ ^ " ' ^ • 

Guemes does n o t d w e l l on t h i s , t h e o n l y m e n t i o n o f K i n g L o u i s 

i n t h e f i r s t t w o thousand l i n e s o f t h e poem. 

S i m i l a r l y , when Becke t e v e n t u a l l y l eaves F rance t o r e t u r n 

t o C a n t e r b u r y , H e n r y was due t o meet h i m , b u t , as we have seen, 

i s u n a b l e t o do s o because L o u i s has r a i s e d a l a r g e array a g a i n s t 

h i 5 a n d s o H e n r y i s p r e v e n t e d f r o m k e e p i n g h i s w o r d . A g a i n , 

Guernes passes on v / i t h o u t comment, and t h i s i s t h e l a s t we hear 

o f K i n g L o u i s o f P r a n c e , some f i f t e e n h u n d r e d l i n e s b e f o r e the poem 

ends. 

B u t t h e s e a r e t h e o n l y i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n t h e p i c t u r e w h i c h 

we a r e g i v e n o f K i n g L o u i s , and t h e y a r e so f a r a p a r t , so i s o l a t e d . 
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and passed over w i t h such speed that f o r a mediaeval audience 

they would be u n l i k e l y to detract f rom the f i r m l y established 

pictxire which we are given of the King of Prance between these 

two incidents . 

That picture is one of a f i r m and steadfast f r i e n d to 

Ihowas Becket, a picture ;vhich does not vary appreciably i n the 

two thousand or so l ines i n which Louis i s ac t ive ly concerned 

with the Becket dispute. 

\Vhen Guernes reports Louis ' f i r s t meeting wi th King Henry, 

an agreement cf peace i s reached between them, \Vhen, shor t ly 

afterwards, a f t e r Becket's f l i g h t to the continent, Henry sends 

ambassadors t o King Louis i n en attempt to prise the archbishop 

f rom his t e r r i t o r y , he a f fec t s to r e c a l l the man t o mind, and 

how we l l he had served his master. \1hen he i s reminded that 

some at least of that service involved making war upon Louis himself, 

the French k ing i s not i n the least dismayed or swayed from his 

purpose: 

-Sire quens, f a i t l i r e i s , bien sa i par v e r i t e , 

Qiiant s e r v i sun seignvu: par s i grant leaute, 

S'eiist este mis huem, q u ' i l me serv is t a gre, 

E quant i l l i conquist oasteals e he r i t e , 

Tant l e deust i l plus t en i r en grant ch ie r te . 

(Lines 2216-2220) 

The king 's purpose i s , i n f a c t , that I'arcevesque a i t e 

roaintienge e a'it ch ie r ; pur r i e n qui s e i t e l nund q u ' i l ne s^en_ 

l e i s t pleis3iei>s, as was revealed i n a message which Louis had sent 

to the pope, and there are other references at th i s point to Louis' 
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desire t o help and protect the archbishop, Guernes t e l l s 

us, as Becket s a d l j y considers his f a t e and the r i f t betT,7een 

himself and the King of England: 

En I ' e s s i l nepurquant l i ad bien esteu: 

Car l i re i s Loewis I ' a del t u t maintenu, 

Lu i e les suens trove quanque mestier l u r f u ; 

E l i barun franceis l e runt tant succuru, 

Bienpput a idier as suens qui la f u r e n t venu. 

(Lines 2636-2640) 

During the lengthy r e c i t a t i o n of Becket's t r ibu la t ions 

and the l e t t e r s ishich passed back and f o r t h on the nature of the 

dispute, we hear no mention of King Louis of Prance, nor is there 

any good reason f o r doing so; but as soon as mention i s made 

of Henry's desire to force the archbishop to leave the abbey of 

Pontigny, we are t o l d once again of Louis' support and protection: 

life i s quant l i r e i s Henris v i t bien e entendi 

Q u ' i l purreit remaneir tuzdis a Punteigni, 

Ne a l u i ne as suens nule r i e n ne f a i l l i , 

E l i re is Loewis e Pranceis I'unb che r i , 

A l plus tost q u ' i l purra, I 'ostera de eel n i . 

(Lines 3676-56^3) 

We are reminded how Louis had f requent ly requested Becket 

t o go and dv/dll under his d i r ec t protect ion, and v/hen Louis hears 

that Henry i s ac tua l ly succeeding i n fo r c ing Becket to leave, his 

react ion is one of pleasure that a t l a s t Becket w i l l accept his 

o f f e r s : 

Quant ot l i r e i s de Prance qu'ensi I ' e n chacerunt. 

Or le purra avei r , j u i n t ses mains contreraunt; 
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Deu en a mercie, qui guverne l e mund., 

"Jo c r e i , f a i t l i , encore que angeles meskerrunt." 

Pur les monies le d i s t , k i ensi ovxe unt . 

M a i s . l i r e i s Loewis sur sun oheval munta. 

P r i s t ses hummes od l i , a Funteigni a l a . 

Od le sa int arcevesque dedenz capi t le entra . 

L'abe e tuz les monies durement mercia 

Del honur que l i ber entxjr els trove a. 

Oar mult unt f a i t , GO d i t , a Prance grant honur 

De <̂o k'lant recete ent r 'e ls oe l bon seignur. 

Ne v o l t des ore mais q u ' i l a ient la haur 

Del r e i Henri , quis v o l t deserter pur s'aimr; 

Or v o l t q u ' i l a i t od l u i des ore le su ju r . 

E d i t q u ' i l le voldra a Sanz od se i mener; 

Quanque mestier l i e r t l i f e ra t u t trover, 

E a l u i e as suens, quanqu'il devront user. 

(Lines 3766-3785) 

The contrast between the two kings i s strong, as i t i s 

intended t o be; Louis g i v i n g thanks t o heaven f o r his 

opportunity to be of \3seful assistance to the archbishop, 

wh i l s t Henry persecutes the same man and apparently thinks of 

l i t t l e e lse . Vfe hear frequent references to l i buens r e i s de Prance 

or l i honurez re i s de Prance. 

I t i s l i honurez re i s de Prance, Guernes t e l l s us, who i s the 

prime mover when reconc i l i a t ion between Henry and Thomas Becket 

becomes a p o s s i b i l i t y . 
Mais l i honurez reis de Prance, Loewis, 

Endemsntieres s 'est durement entrerais 
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Que i l f:esist l e r e i e saint Thonss amis. 

L ' apos to l i e s i ad sovent ses b r i e f s tramis 

As conci l ies q u ' i l unt de I'acorde entre els p r i s . 

(Lines 3981-3985) 

This i s only the f i r s t of many i n i t i a t i v e s taken by Louis 

i n an attempt t o b r ing about a r econc i l i a t i on , and i f no motive i s 

given, then we are l e f t t o assume that i t i s e i ther his p\a:e 

goodness cf heart, or his desire to see Becket extr icated from 

d i f f i c u l t i e s and the problem f i n a l l y resolved which prompts him 

to such act ions. The lack of motivation seems to redound to 

his c r e d i t , as vras very c l e a r l y not the case wi th the King of 

England. 

The contrast between the two men i s perhaps drawn most 

s t rongly when they meet at Nogent-le-Rotrou, f o r we see c lear ly 

t h e i r divergent a t t i tudes to Thomas Becket: 

En Kujiem le Rotrout out un parlement pr is 

Entre le r e i Henri e le r e i Loewis; 

Pur sa besuigne f a i r e I ' o u t p r i s l i re i s Henris. 

L'arcevesque i mena l i r e i s de Saint Denis, 

Q u ' i l f e i ' s t , s ' i l peust, l u i e le r e i amis. 

Mais l i reis d'Engleterre n 'out suing de I 'acorder; 

Ereia l e r e i de Prance q u ' i l I ' e n laissast ester 

De Thomas I'arcevesque, q u ' i l n 'en vo l s i s t par le r , 

E i l l i f rea t u t quanqu'i l v o l t densnder. 

"E j e l l a r r a i t resbien, f a i t Loewis l i ber. 

"Jo ne s u i pas de l u i ne des suens anuiez, 

E de l u i re teni r su i je t u t aais iez; 
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Gar de sun grant sens est mis regnes enhauciez, 

L i vostres suffrei t ias e foriiBnt enpeiriez: 

Greignur mestier que jo certes en avri 'ez." 

Quant v i n t a I'arcevesque l i gent i lz r e i s de Prance, 

Fa i t i l : "De vostre acorde n 'avrai ja mes f iance; 

Mais ainceis en o i j o t u t ades esperance. 

Gar a l r e i d'Engleterre t r u i s j o s i grant bobsnce 

Q u ' i l ne m'en v o l t o i r , n 'en conseil n 'en oiance. 

"Alcune f e i z vus a i e preie e requis 

Que vus remansissiez e l regne saint Denis; 

Or vus abandoins jo mun regne e mun pais , 

Estampes e Orliens e Ghartres e I ^ r i s : 

Del mien e de mes rentes e r t vostre estuveir p r i s . " 

(Lines 3991-4015) 

These l ines are worth considering i n d e t a i l , because 

not only do they juxtapose Louis' generosity with Henry's 

hard-hearted persecution, they are used by the poet to suggest 

that each man's character i s revealed, and is consequently to 

be judged by the rrenner i n which he views and treats Thomas 

Becket. Louis i s l i gent i lz r e i s d e France, i n other words, f o r 

no other reason than that he i s , f o r Guernes' piarpose and i n the 

minds of his audience, e n t i r e l y and constantly on Becket's side 

i n the dispute. The poet, i n presenting us with t h i s v i r t u a l l y 

consistent picture of the Xing of Prance, had made a l l his other 

q u a l i t i e s inord ina te ly subservient to his willingness to support 

and to help Thomas Becket. Guernes is not interested i n 

por t ray ing the character of Louis accurately; rather he wishes 
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to emphasise the extent to which Louis supports the ex i l ed 

archbishop. Louis i s not a major character i n Guernes' poem, except 

insofar as he provides a c ruc ia l stay f o r Becket, which i n turn 

allows the poet to conrpare Henry of England with him i n a most 

unfavourable l i g j i t , 

At the second meeting a t Montmirail reported by Guernes, 

vre learn of Thomas 'Eecket that i t i s i n the King of Prance 

u i l ot greignur f e i ^ . and consequently the archbishop i s both 

alarmed and despondent when he f inds that f o r once Louise believes 

Henry to be i n the r i g h t . This i s an in^ortant fac tor when 

Becket cones t o y i e l d ground i n th is matter. 

At the conference of Montmartre i t is once again 

l i bons r e i s , l i buens re i s de France who applies the pressure to 

Henry to b r i n g him to a r econc i l i a t i on , or a t least a pos i t ion 

where one i s possible: 

A oreisun ala une f e i z r e i s Henris 

A Saint Denis de Prance. Mes l i re i s Loewis 

Ala a l u i par ler entresqu'a Saint Denis: 

Ereia l u i , pur les sainz que i l avei t requis, 

Que I 'um le peust f a i r e e I'arcevesque amis. 

(Lines 4216-4220) 

I t i s the sarse pic ture which the poet paints a t Preteval,, 

ii^ere an agreement i s f i n a l l y achieved: 

Tant a r e i s Loewis r e i Henri enchalcie, 

Arcevesque e evesque od eel a l t r e c le rg ie , 

D i t qu'or f rea t u t co q u ' i l l i vrnt c o n s e i l l i ^ . 

(Lines 4321-4323) 
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Once the agreement has f i n a l l y been achieved, 

Guernes goes on, as we have seen, to discuss how i t i s worked 

out, and to show how Henry prevaricated; then we hear the 

s to ry of BscketVs r e t i i rn , his a c t i v i t i e s i n England, Henry's 

react ion, the knights ' departure, Becket's murder, and Henry's 

eventual repentance; i n a l l t h i s we hear only one nention 

of King Louis of Prance. Once his part has been played, 

he i s of no f u r t h e r interest to us. He disappears from 

the scene, apart from the f l e e t i n g reference to him by 

Henry, as suddenly as he appears. I t is only i n the central 

two thousand l ines of the poem that we are concerned with him; 

his ro le is shown to be that of a f a i t h f u l arid, d i l i g e n t 

protector of the troubled archbishop, the prime ins t igator 

and t i r e l ess worker i n the search f o r a r econc i l i a t i on . 

There i s no suggestion i n the poem that Guernes- supports Louis 

simplj-- because he i s the King of Prance, the k ing of the 

poet 's arm homeland. But Guernes rai3ses l i t t l e opportunity 

to use his actions to show his English counterpart i n a 

h igh ly unfavourable l i g h t . 17ere th is not a conscious part 

of the poet's treatment of his mater ia l , one suspects that 

his audience might not have been in^jressed so f requent ly 

and so i n s i s t e n t l y wi th l i buens, l i honurez, l i gent i lz reis 

de France. 

Rela t ive ly l i t t l e has been said i n t h i s chapter of 

the two p r inc ipa l w r i t t e n sources used by Guernes, Edward Grim 

and Wi l l i am of Canterbury. Vfe s h a l l conclude by a b r i e f 



72 

consideration of the treatment of the two kings by each 

of the L a t i n biographers. 

?fe have seen that Guernes r e l i e d f c r much of his 

information on Grim's account i n the production of both the 

o r i g i n a l , and the ' revised ' versions. ?/e have seen that he 

fo l lows i n Grim i n including an account of Henry's belated, 

penitent journej'- to the martjTr's tomb, Guernes i n the 

second version consciously rejects Grim's evidence of the 

king 's ignorance of the p lo t to murder Becket, which we 

can see f rom the surv iv ing fragments of the f i r s t d r a f t he had 

o r i g i n a l l y folla/yed qui te f a i t h f u l l y , i n favour of a mora 

c r i t i c a l a t t i tude towards Henry. Yet a b r i e f study of 

Grim's method w i l l show us that Guernes' approach to the king 

d i f f e r e d considerably f rom that of the La t in wr i t e r . At 

the f i r s t signs of a r i f t between Henry and Becket, Grim, Tiho 

has had very l i t t l e to say about the k ing up to t h i s point , 

launches i n t o a long apostrophe: 

"Advertens quoque rex s o l i t o s i b i indevotiorem apparere 

archiepiscqpum, et contemptum se suspicatus ab eo, quem 

supra orenes homines adamaverat, crescente paulatim 

amaritudine et subintrante odio, a cordis i l i u m secretario 

et c o n s i l i i s suis e f f i c i t alienum. A f f u i t sine mora 

f r a t r u m accusator, incentor o d i i , concordiae persecutor, 

haud ignarus regiae commotionis, quippe qui perambulat 

terram et c i r c u i t earn quaerens quem devoret et i n suam 

redigat possessionem, Itaque auget odia, praeparat 

semina discordiarum, jiorgiorum minis t ra t fomitem, et 

comparatis v i r ibus sanctum aggreditur archiepiscopum, u t 
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v e l cum dedecore e j i c i a t a proposito, s i adversitate 

victus l e g i consentiat i n j u s t i t i a e , v e l s i i n sententia 

p e r s t i t e r i t , infami i l i u m murraure maculet, et quod 

penitus evacuare non va le t meritum, s a l t i m i l l u d minuat 

impat ient ia . Rursum vero regis animum turn per se 

occulta intrisecus inspi ra t ione , turn extrinsecus per 

nequitiae suae ministros, contra petrem spiri tualem 

e t pastorem animae suae accendit i r a , armavit ma l i t i a , 

et l e t h a l i tandem odio indurav i t . " 

(Grim, ch. 22, p.372.)^ 

Having to ld us wi th such empHasds of the strength of 

the k ing ' s feel ings and the lengths t o ^vhich he was prepared 

to go i n order to overcome him. Grim has to his own sa t i s fac t ion 

established the c u l p a b i l i t y and implacable h o s t i l i t y of the 

k ing . He does not re turn to the theme to expand upon i t wi th 

the same fervour, but accepts that the king w i l l oppose Becket 

as a basic t r u t h i n his account. Vfe read numerous times such 

phrases as i n parentes f u g i t i v i f u r o r regius debacchatus est, 

and the k ing is shown to be vicious and v ind i c t i ve : 

"Hinc sane, cum nec rat ione nec qxAasi apostolica auctor i ta te 

gravare posset archiepiscopum i n propria persona, i n subjectis 

persequitur, e t v u l t u t r i s t i o r i quod animo gerebat odium 

l e t a l e praetendens, minis f e c i t quod opsre non valebat; 

ordinatos et ecclesiam Dei quacunque po tu i t occasione, 

u t archiepiscopum i r r i t a r e t , opprimere non cessavit." 

(Grim, ch.33, p.385) 
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Thus Grim recounts the king 's a t t i tude wi th more 

sadness than anger, f o r Henry's opposition assumes an 

implacable, immutable, inevi table aspect. This is not 

to say that i t i s not e f f e c t i v e , but i t lacks the freshness 

and the dramatic in tens i ty of Guernes' account, where vre 

f i n d the poet inveighing w i t h greater indignat ion and sense 

of i n j u s t i c e . 

By the same token. Grim dees not atteurpt to convey the 

f i g u r e of King Louis V I I of Prance i n the sane way as Guernes, 

Grim i s more dispassionate; 

"Rex vero Prancorum instantius e g i t u t pacem in te r 

regera et archiepiscopum reformaret, et frequentia 

in te r reges super hoc colloquia fue run t . " 

( ^ i m , ch.68, p . 419) 

Only the word instantius convej's anything to us which 

might car ry an echo of Guernes' h igj i esteem f o r the French k ing . 

Grim i s more reserved, almost more resigned, and ce r t a in ly 

less dramatic than the French poet, who i s much more concerned 

to create the impression of va l i an t , i f incidenta l , hero, 

^Vhen we come to consider \7i l l iam of Canterbury's 

treatment of the two k i n ^ , we discover that i t i s i n many 

respects a paler version of Edward Grim's approach. Here i 3 

what Wi l l i am has t o say about the early stages of the dispute 

betir;een Becket and the k ing : 

"Videns et invidens hostis antiquias novum hominem i m l t i p l i c i 

v i r t u tum gratia p u l l u l a r e , ne f l o r e s meritorum prodirent 

i n f ruc tus praemiorum, zizania superseminavit quae fructum 
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veteris araicitiae regis et pont i f icus suffocarent . 

Et inde seminarium sumpsit: nam cum primas onere 

pastoral is curae premeretur, mittens regem iQ>gavit 

cancellarium s i b i providere, quia ipse non un i , 

nedum duobus, o f f i c i i s posset s u f f i c e r e . Secundam 

vero causam irae d e d i t . . . " 

(\7ill iam of Canterbury, c h . l l , p . 12) 

Will iam continues i n this ve in , and thus gives a 

p ic ture of King Henry which i s less sharply delineated than 

that t o be found i n Edward Grim's account. Will iam concentrates 

on the f i g u r e cf the archbishop to the exclusion, i t seems, 

of most of the other personali t ies i n the his tory, vho remain 

f igures rather than personal i t ies . I n V/illiam's account. 

King Louis becomes a l i t t l e more voluble i n his praise of Thones 

Eecket when he is confronted by Henry's mission^*^ and he recomnfinds 

the archbishop's cause to the pope, but the French king does not 

assume the importance i n Vfil l iam of Canterbury's account which 

he holds i n Guernes', any more than he d i d i n Edward Grim's 

treatment. Neither L a t i n author makes a consistent or serious 

atteiiipt to delineate the character of King Henry beyond the 

i n i t i a l account of the disagreement w^ith Becket, and neither 

attempts the remotest depict ion or del ineat ion of character 

i n the case of King Louis of Prance, 

We can see, therefore, that Guernes achieves a nuch 

sharper, clearer and more v i v i d delineation of character than 

e i ther of his two p r inc ipa l w r i t t e n sources, even i f tb^t 

del ineat ion i s , especially i n the case of King Louis, l i t t l e 
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removed f rom a stereotype. We must suspect that i n 

t h i s Guernes i s responding t o what he icay foresee as the 

requirements and tastes of his audience. His delineation 

i s simple, and f o r that memorable and i d e n t i f i a b l e . Me 

may accuse him of overs impl i f i ca t ion , of an unreal resolution 

i n t o black and white of characters who obviously could never have 

been so; yet he has attempted and achieved a v i v i d and 

dramatic por t raya l of character which neither Edward Grim nor 

Wil l iam of Canterbury was concerned to achieve. 
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CHAFER EIGHT 

MINCR CHARACTEIS GUERMES' POEM 

We saw in the previous chapter how Guemes treated material 

conoeming one of the figures, Louis VII , who, whilst not playing 

what might be termed a minor part in Becket's story, does not appear 

regularly throu^out the poem, but rather enters spasmodically as 

events demand; i t now renaim to consider certain characters who play 

a similar part in Guernes' work. In some oases, as we shall see, 

some figures will appear with less frequency than King Louis and yet 

s t i l l have an inportant function to f u l f i l at crit ical moments as the 

story develops. 

The f i r s t and perhaps most obvious group which we should consider 

is;.;: the other English bishops, Guemes mentions in his poem the 

bishops of eleven English sees, in addition to mistakenly naming the 

Bishop of Ely , î rtien evidently the reference should be to the Bishop 

of ITbrwioh, following William of Canterbury in this error.^ IHie bishops 

who figure in his poem are, apart frcsn Becket himself, Roger de Pont 

I'EveqiJe, Archbishop of York, Gilbert Poliot, Mshqp of London, earlier 

Bishop of Hereford (a point which escapes Guemes when he talks of 

Beoket's election to the See of Canterbury), Jocelin of Salisbury, 

Hilary of Chichester, Roger of Worcester, Henry of Wmohester, Bartholomew 

of Eseter, Robert of Lincoln, William of Norwich, Robert of Hereford 

and Walter of Rochester. Of the seventeen sees, the mly bishops 

who are not mentioned at some point in the poem are Robert, Bishop of 

Bath and Wells, iriao died in August I3.66, having been i l l for some time 

before, Richard Pecke, Bishop of' Lichfield and Ifiigh du Puiset, Bishop 

of Durham; the See cf OarlisJewas vacant throu^out the period of the 
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controversy between Becket and King Henry. 

However, several of the bishops merit scarcely more than a 

passing mention in Guernes' poem; for exaniple, the Bishop of Rochester 

i s mentioned only as being one of those who scourged King Henry at the 

time of the moaaarch's pilgrimagp to Canterbury in 1174.- Other bishops 

figure only marginally more often. Ihe only reference to Robert 

of Lincoln suggests, early in the poem, that he would oppose Becket; 

references to Hilary of Chichester, who died in July 1169, before the 

dispute was resolved, are slightly more frequent, and in one of them, we 

are told that Hilary's attitude to Becket is that he ne I'ama neentti-î g^ms). 

References to William of Norwich, Bartholomew of Exeter and Robert of 

Hereford are relatively anodyne, although between them they earn no 

more than six or seven mentions in the poem; in the case of the latter, 

WB are told that he did attempt to dissuade Becket from carrying his 

cross into the courtroom at Northampton, but for this action he receives 

neither praise nor blame from the poet. 

Only two of. the bishops coma out of Guernes* poem with any degree 

of credit; these two are Roger of Worcester and Henry of Winchester, 

Roger seems to be the only bishop to offer Becket any measure of support 

over -fee carrying of the cross at Northan?)ton; vihen Becket was in exile 

on the continent and stimmoned his bishops to his presence, Roger, 

Gtiemes tells us, was. the only one to respond: 

Dune manda saint IQiones ses evesques par cunte. 

Kuls d'els n ' i volt aler fors Rogier, f i z le cunte, 

ErranBuent passa mer senz ctingie de vescunte; 

Ne f i s t a sun primat n'a saint'iglise hunte. 

* Set anz fu en e i s s i l ; mult enprunta a munte. 

(Lines 2676-2680) 
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Becket l a t e r states that he w i l l t rus t Roger's judgmentJ 

i t i s no doubt f o r these reasons that when Guernes i s recounting 

a l i s t of bishops whom Becket's enemies i n England w i l l not see, 

that the Bishop of Worcester is mentioned with such approval as i s 

wi thhe ld from others: 

N ' i voldrent pas aveir 1'evesque de Wiij-cestre 

Ne dan Bertelemeu I'evesque d'Execestre, 

Le g e n t i l e le buen Rogier de •7irecestre 

Ne I'evesque d'Elj ' ' , qui n ' i out cure d 'es t re . 

A t e l sacre ne dut produem. metre sa destre. 

(Lines 4786-4790) 

This passage, which contains the erroneous reference to the 

Bishop of Ely which we have already considered, shows Roger i n a 

favourable l i g h t ; there can be l i t t l e doubt that Guernes looks upon 

him i n k i n d l y fashion because of his apparent support f o r Becket. 

I t therefore folloivs that his character must be as Guernes describes i t . 

Henry, Bishop of Winchester, is instrumental i n helping Becket 

at the time of his e lect ion and ensures that he i s acquitted of a l l 

debts to the k ing which might ar ise from his period as chancellor, 

i t i s he who a t tha t time convinces Becket that i t is f i t and proper 

that he should becone Archbishop of Canterbury: 

"Piz, s i seras, ceo d i t I'eweske de Wincestre; 

Si purvers as este a l servise terestre , 

Mielz e plus volent iers serf le seignur celestre . 

Tu fus lus as ue i les ; or seies pastre e prestre. 

De Saul persecutur Pols seras e deiz estre." 
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A l i t t l e later, we find Henry arguing successfully Becket's 

release from any debts, and Guernes lets his audience know his 

approval of the bishop at this stage: 

L'eveske de Wincestre, ki mult sot de raisun. 

We voleit k ' i l en ftassent pris a nul' aohaison, 

(Lines 51V-515) 

Later, when faced with King Henry's very considerable nrath, 

the Bishop of Winchester, replying because he i s , according to the 

king, the most senior and respected of tte bishops, reminds the king 

that Becket was given this acquittal ^ i ch he himself did nuoh to 

achieve. 

When the bishops are thronn collectively into confusion at the 

time of the evente at Northampton, Guernes tells us that Henry of 

Wincbsster, in naach dismay, advises Becket to resign his archbishopric, 

but the poet is very careful to explain his motives for such advice: 

Duno fu o i l de Wincestre durement esmaiez. 

"Sire, fa i t i l , pur Deu,, car entendez a mei: 

Rendez en sa mercl I'arceveschie a l r e i . 

N'avrez pes autremsnt; tut clereimnt le vei." 

I I nel dist pur nul mal, mais en conseil de f e i . 

Surdre i vit grant peril e mult mortal desrei." 

(Lines I76O-I765) 

We have already established Guernes' tendency to investigate 

motivetiwi only when i t is l ikely to be favourable to Becket's side 

of the argument, or when, as is the case here, i t is necessary to 
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expla in or r a t iona l i se actions or words which seem contrary t o 

the furtherance o f Becketls cause. 

Such i s the extent of Guernes' praise or approval f o r the 

bishops and the par t which they played i n Becket's h i s tory . 

No dCRibt he approved them when, as he t e l l s us, they elected 

Becket t o the archbishopric a g a n t .joieA. w i t h the notable exception 

of G i lbe r t F o l i o t , who s t rong ly opposed Becket's e lec t ion , because 

he had, P o l i o t claimed, de sg^int' i g l i s e ad perseouturs e s t e i i U ^ A n ^ ) . 

Guernes makes P o l i o t ' s voice sound isolated and unconvincing. 

But, despite an assurance 'srtiich a l l the bishops - and Guernes makes 

a po in t cf telling us that Roger, Archbishop of York included 

himself i n t h i s promise - gave t o Becket that they would support 

him over the question of the criminous clerks, the bishops have 

soon given the poet reason t o de l ive r a long at tack on them: 

Lungement ad dure entre els dous c i s t e s t r i s . 

L'arcevesque ne puet f l e c h i r l i r e i s Henris; 

Tut ades mainteneit les f o l s c lers entrepris . 

Tut s u l se conbateit , n ' i ot gueres amis. 

Car t u i t pres l i evesque s 'esteient a l r e i p r i s . 

L i autre I ' u n t l a i s s i e t u t su l enmi I ' e s tu r , 

E l e corn unt b a i l l i e en main a l peche\nr, 

Ne I'espee Leu t r a i r e nen osent pur pour; 

Car plxis criement asez le t e r r f e n seignur 

Qtie i l ne f t i n t Jesu, l e puissant creatur . 

A h i , las e c h a i t i f I Dites mei que oremez? 

Cremez vus que vus t o i l l e l i r e i s vos poestez? 
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Ear ms f e i , ne l f e r a , se ten ir l es osez. 

Vus n'estes pas evesqtie, le s u l nun en pcrtez . 

Co que a vus apent un siJ. puint ne guardez. 

(Lines 1181-1195) 

He goes on to accuse them of neglecting their f l ocks , 

the ir duty to t h e i r mother church, of supporting the king instead 

of standing up to him; he c e l l s them mercennier/> ^ and warns them 

plus vi35 -TOs^avraAwhen the king i n heaven, as opposed to the King 

of England, c a l l s them to judgenent. This attack i s surpris ing 

i n j i t s damning v i r u l e n c e , and enrohasises the extent to vrtiich the 

poet judges the bishops to have f a i l e d Becket by abandoning him. 

At Northampton they beg him, imploring at his f ee t , to l ay aside his 

c r o s s , and round on him -vshen he r e f u s e s . 'When he f e e l s h inse l f 

threatened m t h death, Becket, Guernes t e l l s us, sees h i s bishops 

in s i l e n t acquiescence. Eventual ly they agree to appeal against 

the i r archbishop to Rome, not xvishing to have the opprobrim for 

Becket's death attached to them. At this stage Guernes t e l l s 

us that some acted i n good f a i t h , some i n bad, but the ir arguments 

are made de l ibera te ly to sound weak and f e a r f u l : 

L i un i entendirent mal, e l i autre f e i . 

Dune sunt venu a l u i . Tuit erent en e s f r e i . 

"Nus apelun, funt i l ; car trop sumes greve. 

Car CO que nu3 euraes a inz a l r e i greante, 

E par obedience I 'e i i s tes comande, 

Or I ' a v e z defendu. Pur t e l des l ea l te , 

U vus nus volez netre , vus avuns apele . 

(Lines 1799-1805) 
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We are shown a l l the bishops, admittedly led by two 

prominent n^nibers, the Archbishop of York ani the Bishop of London, 

i n c o l l u s i o n wi th the k ing to br ing about the downfall cf their 

own archbishop. Such events, as r e t o l d by Guernes, could not 

f a i l t o dispose his audience s t rongly against the English bishops 

as 8 group. 

None of the bishops a c t i v e l y opposes Henry's decree that they 

should nei ther obey the pope, nor receive l e t t e r s from him, nor help 

Becket and h is fo l lowers ; i f they do not swear to abide by the 

decree passed a t the Council of Clarendon, they turn a b l i n d eye t o 

what Guernes sees as the i r duty t o combat i t . As we have seen, 

only Roger, Bishop of Worcester, obeys Becket and goes to v i s i t 

him i n Prance, i n open defiance of King Henry, 

I f , as we have seen,most of the bishops r a r e l y i f ever speak 

or act i n a manner which Guernes can report w i t h anything less than 

implied censure, three of the i r number meet w i t h much stronger 

oppr<|cium than the res t : Roger de Pont I'Eveque, Archbishop of 

York, Gi lber t P o l i o t , Bishop of London, and Jocel in de B^HUn.'.., 

Bishop of Salisbury, We have already seen i n the previous chapter 

how Becket's exoonHuunication of these three i n d i r e c t l y b r o u ^ t 

about the murder i n the cat i iedral , throug)i the medium of Henry's 

wrath and the reac t ion of four of his knighte to i t ; l e t \is begin 

our consideration of the three by looking at the event which prompted 

Beoket to excommunicate them, namely the coronation of Yoiang Henry 

as King of England; we have seen elsewhere that Guernes i s mistaken 
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over the ohronology of events here, so the l i n k between the 

two evente seems more temcws i n his poem tiian -ms i n f ac t the 

case. We should note in the f i r s t instance how Guernes r e f r a in s 

from naoiing other bishops iriio might have played a par t i n 

developments here i n order to concentrate the a t t en t ion of his 

audience on those whom he sees as c h i e f l y responsible : 

Od I'arcevesque i sunt dui evesque asemble', 

Gilebert Po l io t de Lundres la c i t e , 

B Jooelins i ad, de Sales hire, este, 

Pluis t i r autre ensement, qui o i ne sunt nume. 

Sur ces t r e i s f u l i f a i s , e par els f u ovre!, 

Or unt entiint I ' e n f a n t i c i l t r e i boiseur. 

Detis l i creisse ses anz e ver tu e honurl 

Lfais n 'apar t in t a e l s , f a i t s 'en sunt robeur. 

N'en sunt de r i e n l i mot del sacrement peiiar, 

Ne i l r i e n mains sacrez, Deus l i doinst sue amurl 

Senz raisun unt enpris en au t ru i poes t e„ 

A f a i r e au t ru i mest ier j ma i s chier I ' u n t conjere, 

A Rome en siint sumuns, mais pas n ' i sunt a le : 

Ear I ' apos to l i e sunt de liar mestier sevre. 

Rir la pa i r de l r e i unt Deu t u t ad<»se. 

Dsus, qtiel duel des pre l a z qtxL l u r nest ier ne f i m t ! 

Muoie est la lumiere qui esclaire l e munt. 

I I sunt l i puUent sels qui I ' e s p e r i t corrunt . 

Chien mu n'abaient pas; sxiz l e banc I'ie sunt. 

As larnons conjoxssent, a l mesfait od e ls vunt. 

Tut de bat se teiieient par t u t o i l t r e i a l r e i ; 

N ' i l ne voleient f a i r e pur Deu ne co ne quei . 
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En fause t r i n i t e erent en un t u t t r e i , 

E de la v e r i t e esteient par t u t quel, 

E vole ient turner les custumes en l e i . 

Ne vole ient de r i e n l u r seignvir adreoier; 

Mais centre sa in t ' i g l i s e le f a i se ien t p l a i d l e r , 

E se peneient mult des escr iz enoergier, 

S ' i l peussent trover nule r i e n n'espler 
II 

Dunt la cause le r e i peussent es forc ie r . 

(Lines 2751-2780) 

This long at tack, and appraisal of the duties of a conscientious 

bishop, which continues f o r aiother f i f t y l i ne s , i s worth studying 

i n d e t a i l ; i t contrasts i n the strongest terns the reprehensible 

actions o f the fause t r i n i t e ^ w i t h the u p r i ^ t , s o l i t a r y , p a i n f u l 

stance made by Becket against the k i n g ; the three bishops, Guernes 

tells us, are g u i l t y of f ea r , us\n?pation, treachery and w i l f u l 

r e fu sa l t o perform the duties which t he i r o f f i c e demands, Guemes 

r a r e ly misses an opportunity, when t a l k i n g of the three i n concert, 

to remind his audience what the actions isnd. thoughts of a good 

bishop should be; i t i s a theme t o which he returns several times; 

Roger, Po l io t . and Joce l in , on the other hand, on more than one 

occasion are g u i l t y not only of the most reprehensible actions on t he i r 

own p a r t , but of poisoning the actions of others by the i r nefarious 
tUrte.it.friO 

advice ; He s\int pas f i l Jesu, ainz sunt t u i t f o r s l i g n i e A . 3hey are 

not , Guernes tells us ne del o i e l A . Baere can be l i t t l e doubt -feat 

the poet wishes us t o see them not only as intractable enemies of 

the Archbishop of Canterbury i n the ecc les ias t ica l dispute, but 

in iqui tousagi ta tars who influence the k ing to e v i l thoughts and 



86 

deeds, and as such they should bear a share of the blame f o r 

Becket's death. 

Of the three, Joce l in de Etohuiaj i s least c l ea r ly delineated; 

WB r a r e l y hear of him except i n ccaajxinotion with the other two; 

on one occasion he seems t o doubt Becket's word i n a most invidious 

nanner, over the oath t o observe the k ing ' s customs, and ear ly i n 

the poem there i s the puzzl ing statement l i xins de Salesbire, que 

l i r e i s ot en he^^a poin t which the poet does not expound upon nor 

r e tu rn t o . For the r e s t , he remains, i t seems, very much the 

junior partner i n the unholy t r iumvi ra t e . 

The pic ture which Guernes paints of Gi lber t P o l i o t , Bishop 

of f i r s t Hereford and l a t e r London, i s of a man intransigent i n 

his opposition to Thomas Becket, v i r u l e n t i n his hatred, and only 

years a f t e r Becket's death seeking repentance and gaining absolution 

f o r his stance whi l s t the archbishop was a l i v e . Ife alone, among 

the bishops, we learn ea r ly i n the poem, opposed Becket's e lect ion, 

f o r reasons we have seen e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter. But t h i s i s 

iiie only f i r m reference to him i n the f i r s t f i f t e e n hundred l ines 

o f the poem; when next we encounter h i p i t i s to hear how he 

recounted the mass celebrated by Becket at Northsn?)ton t o the pope, 

n e n i f e s t l y t r y i n g t o d i sc red i t the archbishop, Guernes i s 

del ighted t o add that i n th i s he i s a c tua l ly d i s t o r t i n g the t r u t h 

i n to l i e s : 

Rirquant pur cele messe que i l dune celebra, 

L i evesques de Lundres, qu i pur le r e i par la , 

Pbr devant I ' apos to l ie puis I ' e n acaisuna. 
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E d i s t pur sorcerie cele messe chanta, 

E e l despit le r e i . Mais le ve i r trespassa. 

(Lines I556-I560) 

He i s one of those who t r i e s t o prevent Becket f rom carrying 

his cross a t Ncrthantpton, using the rather strange reasoning tha t , 

being his deacon, the Bishop of London had the r i g h t t o carry i t 

ra ther than the Archbishop of Canterbury, He f a i l s t o gain 

release f rom Becket's appeal against his bishops to Rome, 

I t i s a t t h i s time tha t Guernes tells us of I'evesque de Lundres. 

q u i l ha l duremsnt^, ' le ' being Beoket; he advises the king that 

s t ea l th , ra ther than an open show of force , m i ^ t be the best means 

of defeat ing Becket a t that t ime, Kie i r reconci lable h o s t i l i t y 

which P o l i o t bears to Becket t h rou^ou t the poem has already been 

made manifest t o us, and w i l l a l t e r l i t t l e i n succeeding encounters 

and exchanges. 

Guernes attacks him roundly at the time of Bbnry's embassies 

to King Louis of Prance, d e l i s t i n g no doubt i n being able t o 

remind h is audience how one day Pol io t w i l l come t o recognise the 

u t t e r f o l l y of his ways; but the at tack i s none the less b i t i n g 

f o r t h a t : 

En ee l message v i n t Gi leber t P o l i o t . 

Des l e t t r e s sout asez, e serv i Astarot . 

(ifeis puis avint tel ^ur que i l s'en t i n t pur sot 

Qu'encontre l e sa int humme eut parle un s u l mot: 

Le Sodome est eissu2 e s i u t les traces L o t . ) 

(Lines 2171-2175) 
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I t i s unusiaal f o r Guernes to indulge i n hyperbole, i f 

l^yperbole t h i s be. I t i s surely intended to enphasise a t one 

and ihe same time how i l l - a d v i s e d the Bishop of London i s , and 

how s t rong ly the poet f e e l s i n the condemnation of his behaviour 

tiaroughout the years of the dispute; even so, i t i s scarcely a 

statement the poet could, make without some reference t o Po l io t ' s 

ul t imate repentance of his actions, 

Guernes quotes a t length a l e t t e r from Po l io t to Beoket 

i n e x i l e , and prefaces his remarks by accusing Po l io t of sending 

i t i n the nane of a l l the other English bishops whi l s t withholding 

his own name. I n i t he i n f crnB Becket of the in ten t ion of the 

bishops t o appeal against him, reproves him f o r f l e e ing f rom the 

country, thereby obviat ing any p o s s i b i l i t y of peace and throwing 

the OhUToh i n t o confusion; also f o r threatening the k ing wi th 

excommunication, f o r lack of hucaili ty and gratitude towards the 

mother Ohurch, f o r excommunicating the Bishop of Salisbury and his 

deacon. Be counsels him to be bet ter advised, to avoid coi i froatat ion 

or open war^fare w i t t i the k ing who i s , f o r his par t , w i l l i n g to 

redress any wrongs he may have done i f Beoket w i l l agree t o meet 

him halfway. A l l t h i s might be convincing enou^ , were i t not 

f o r the f a c t tha t Guernes allows the arguments t o b u i l d up s ing ly 

i n order t o demolish them point by po in t as he gives a f u l l and 

f a i t h f u l t r ans l a t ion of Becket's answering l e t t e r , i n whidi a l l 

the charges are more than oonsjetently met or r e f u t e d . When Po l io t 

acted as ambassador t o Henry on a journey to the pope, Guernes derided 

the embassy f o r i t s f a u l t y gramma t i o s l del ivery and the lack of 
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co-ordinat ion between the members of the party; here Pol io t 

i s d iscredi ted by the power and log ic of Becket's r ep ly , R i t 

Guernes i s very oarefu l to ensure tiaat P o l i o t ' s in te rp re ta t ion 

of the problem never gains credence, that his actions are never 

shcjwn i n the l i ^ t cf j u s t i f i c a t i o n , 

P o l i o t appears i n one of Becket's dreams as one of his 

main persecutors, as does H i l a r y , Bishop of Chichester, who 

repents of h is involvement. Guemes warns Po l io t to do l ikewise, 

and not only that , to ensure that i t i s l a pleniere amendancetune. 

His repentance may have been gradual, but i t must be con^lete and 

unequivocal-l ; - altrement en prendra Deus le drei te vengancejUoa- "ss^o). 

Guemes allows no r e l i e f i n h i s picture of Po l io t ; his 

opposition and hatred cf Becket seem t o t a l and all-consuming, 

and no redeeming character is t ics appear at any stage to a l l ev i a t e 

the b la tan t ly , v i t r i o l i c and c r i t i c a l iiipression which i s given 

of him; none tha t i s , u n t i l , a t the time of King Henry's pilgrimage 

to the martyr 's tomb, the Bishop of London del ivers a sermon i n 

which he confesses his own, as w e l l as the k i n g ' s , confession f o r 

any part they nay have had i n the archbishop's death. At t h i s 

junotiire the poet re lents , and a f t e r the sermon, when Poliot 

comes to scourge the king and again beg forgiveness f o r him, 

Guernes has t o admit that P o l i o t ' s soul was saved by sincere repentance, 

not , however, without making mention f i r s t l y of the saint 's b o u n t i f u l 

love, and secondly, by way of s ta rk contrast, of Po l io t ' s hard

hearted opposit ion during Becket's l i f e t i m e : 
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En f e i e en amur of l i sainz ces tu i . 

Qui l i out f a i t a l s iecle sovent mult grant ennui, 

E or I ' a v e i t requis pur se i e pur a l t r u i , 

L i martyrs v i t l i quers e del r e i e de l u i : 

En vei re repentance f u r e n t salve andti i . 

(Lines 6OI6-6020) 

However damning the poet may be about Jocelin of Salisbiiry 

and Gi lbe r t P o l i o t , he reserves his most savage anger and 

condemnation f o r Roger de Pont I'Eveque, Archbishop of York. 

Prom the ea r l i e s t reference to him i n the poem, we sense the 

h o s t i l i t y which he fee l s towards Thomas Beoket, and from what we 

have already observed i n th i s and the previous chapter, we should 

not be surprised i f we f i n d th is h o s t i l i t y , which i n time grows 

t o animosity and eventual ly to open hatred, r e f l e c t e d i n the 

p i c tu re of Roger which Guernes pa in t s , But l e t us consider the 

evidence dispassionately before we reach any conclusion on th i s 

matter. 

The f i r s t reference i n the poem to Roger occurs when Guernes 

i s descr ibing the time which ^ c k e t spent i n the service of 

Bieobald, Becket's predecessor as Archbishop of Canterbviry. 
T 

Beoket, Guernes t eUs us, excels i n h i s duties and gains Theobald's 

t r u s t , respect and a f f e c t i o n , Roger was also at Canterbury i n 

the household of Theobald a t t h i s t ime, and Guernes describes his 

react ion t o Becket's success: 

Rogier de l Punt I'Eveske envie l i porta , 

E par l u i e par a l t r e s , quanqu'i l pot , I ' e s lu in s , 

E l e c lerc Bailie-Heche pltjsurs f e i z l e numa. 
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(Oi l ot i s s i a num k i a curt I'amena.) 

Mes Thomas fu senez, e s i l survezia. 

(Lines 256-260) 

Botti are subsequently advanced by Theobald, Roger becoming 

Archbishcip of York in October 1154 on the death of Archbishop 

William, and Becket replacing Roger as Archdeacon of Canterbury, 

as well as receiving other benefits, as Guemes goes on to tell 

us . Thus early i s the r i v a l r y between the two men established, 

and Guernes succeeds in conveying to his audience the inpression 

that Roger's jealousy i s bom of inferictrity and envy, and provokes 

him to low jibes at Becket's expense; Becket, according to Guemes, 

remains wisely aloof from any such behavioiir and potential confl ict . 

There i s no word of disapproval from the Archbishop of York -

as we have seen there was from the Bishop of London - when Beoket 

was elected Archbishop cf Canterbury, and the next time we hear 

of him hs i s promising, along with a l l the other English bishops, 

to stand by Becket against the king over the question cf the customs: 

Tuit ensemble l i dient: tienge se i fermeoent. 

Od Ivd tendront par tut; s i I 'en funt serement. 

Rogiers del Punt I'Evesfce l i pramet ensement 

K ' i l se tendra od l u i , ne l i faldra neient. 

(Lines 847-850) 

Guernes has only one purpose in singling out the Archbishop 

of York for our attention here: he wishes to en^hasise the degree 

of Roger's treachery to tte Archbishop cf Canterbury, for within 

the natter of a few lines the poet te l l s his audience that the king 
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has . been advised by Arnu l f , Bishop of Lis ieux, that he may 

ve in t re I'aroeveskeAby r e c r u i t i n g a number of the English bishops 

to h is s ide. Immediately, vrith no suggestion that the matter was 

heavi ly considered or required any degree of persxiasion, Roger has 

sworn allegiance, along w i t h the bishops of Chichester and Lincoln , 

to the king 's cause, Guernes does not pause or dwel l on the l a t t e r , : 

but the very haste w i t h which he relates events here surely implies 

c r i t i c i s m of these bishops, especia l ly Roger, whose oath to 

Becket has so r ecen t ly been brought to the a t t en t ion of the audience, 

f o r t h e i r conjjlete and abject desert ion of the i r archbishop. When 

H i l a r y of Chichester goes to see Becket wi th a view t o gaining 

his acceptarxje of the customs, Becket reveals immediately that he 

knows Tirtiat has happenfi^'., and we should note the contras t between 

the behaviour of the bishops and Guernes' descr ipt ion of the i r 

primate: 

"Je ne m ' i turn%r«z, ceo respunt l i ban prestre, 

"L'arceveske Rogier e vus ad aturnez 

L i r e i s a ceo ke vus ses l e i s l i guarderez. 

Pur Geo m ' i volez mettre; mes ja n e m ' i metrez. 

(Lines 870-875) 
/ A 

The opposition between Thomas Becket and Roger de Pont I'Eveque 

has been established; there w i l l be no re laxa t ion , no reconc i l i a t ion 

between liie two men, 

Bie tension and the divide between the two i s heightened at 

the neet ing a t Northampton, where we are t o l d that Roger, act ing i n 

concert w i t h Gilbert P o l i o t , as we have seen, advises the k ing t o 
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attempt to deal wi th Becket •atoen i t may be done by s t ea l t h , 

rather than i n the public eye: 

L i prelaz d'Evrewio, c i l de Lundres, oo q u i , 

Gcnseil l i unt dune priveement andui 

Que, veant s i grant gent, ne l i f e s i s t anui ; 

Mais I 'endemain le nant, quant n ' i avra n u l u i ; 

Ftiveeraent le mete senz noisse en sun e s t u i , 

(Lines 1826-1830) 

When the barcns and nobles pass to jiidgnient on Becket at 

Northan^jton, Guernes describes those who sat i n judgment i n the 

most severe terns, and i t i s in teres t ing t o note how, having given 

such a black descr ipt ion, he goes on t o incriminate Roger by telling 

us immediately of him, and indeed Becket's repvidiation of him, 

b r i e f and lack ing r a t i o n a l weight, i s done i n almost b i b l i c a l terms, 

evocative of Chr i s t ' s repudiat ion of the d e v i l i n the wilderness: 

A l jugement en vunt l a maisnie Nerun. 

Lur pere e s p i r i t a l jugent comme bricvm 

Que l i r e i s l e pres i s t e mes i s t en pristan, 

L'arceveske Eogiers d ' i c e l oonseil e i s s i . 

Fa i t i l a I 'arceveske: "Aiez de vus merci, 

De nus enseicent: car mal sumes b a i l l i , 

Se ne f a i t e s de l t u t l e v o i l l u r e i Henr i . " 

Sainz Thomas l i ad d i t : "Satanas, f u i d ' i c i . 

(Lines I863-I870) 

The words of Sainz ThCTnas are obviously intended to s t r ike 

home to Guernes' audience, and to remain, moreover, as a f i t t i n g 

descr ip t ion of the Archbishop of York, 
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We are not t o l d of Rogpr's react ion t o the lega t ion which 

he receives f rom the pope, p a r t l y because i t was so l i m i t e d i n 

i t s au thor i ty , p a r t l y because Guernes judges, no doubt correct ly , 

tha t his atidience w i l l be more interested i n the react ion of King 

Henry, Moreover, the poet knows that he i s about to describe 

events a t the papal court i n Sens (where Alexander H I was i n e x i l e ) , 

dur ing the course of which Becket w i l l f l i n g himself a t the pope's 

f e e t , and also read out i n f u l l the sixteen Constitutions of 

Clarendon, Although Guernes himself l a te r describes th i s as a 

mult grant digpessiunA he knows that i t i s of a v i t a l and dramatic 

nature, and not unnatura l ly , we tend t o lose s i ^ t , a l b e i t temporarily, 

of Roger during ihese proceedings . 

When, however, Henry discovers the d i f f i c u l t i e s involved i n 

t r y i n g t o subdue Becket by means of a lega t ion , he resorts t o other 

neasures, and Guernes does not tesitate t o iii5)licate the Archbishop 

of York i n Henry's p l o t t i n g , Henry, t o counteract a series of 

l e t t e r s by the pope t o the English bishops, had summoned them to 

Clarendon i n order to ext rac t cer ta in promises and assurances frcm 

them: 

Quant ot l i re i s Ifenris de la pape oonter 

Q u ' i l f e s e i t par ses b r i e f s les evesques mander, 

A Clarendune ad f a i t sun oonoi l ie asembler, 

Iluec v o l e i t i l f a i r e as evesques jurer 

Que nuls d 'e ls pur apel ne passereit mais mer, 

E qu'a pape Alissandre de r i e n n 'obeireient , 

Ne pur ses mandemenz nule r i e n ne f e r e i en t , 

Ne que nul de ses bries des or ne recevreient. 
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N'a Thomas ne as suens de r i e n nen e idereient . 

I I ne I 'unt pas jure , mais e n s i I ' o t r i e i e n t . 

L i l a i en. furent mis par tut a l serement. 

(Rome es t a Evrewic , Rogier a trop argent; 

O i l ad Angot od l u i , dune ad Rome en present! 

Engleterre es t enclose e de mer e de vent: 

Ne orient Deu ne ses sa inz par un poi de turment.) 

Encore ave i t l i r e i s comande e bani 

Que, s 'en tute sa terre evist c l e r c s i hardi 

Qui a Rume ape las t , a I 'ues l e r e i Henri 

Sereient erramment tu i t s i c h a t e l s a i s i 

E i l mis- en pris i in , cum s ' i l eust mal c r i . 

(Lines 264I-266O) 

Mucjhi, of the f a c t u a l d e t a i l i n th is passage can a l so be 

found i n the account of Edward Grim, whom Guernes i s c l e a r l y 

fo l lowing c lo se ly a t th i s point. But when we compare the 

two accounts, we s h a l l be interested to note not only the 

points of obvioiis s i m i l a r i t y , but a l s o a difference of 

emphasis which i s not without s i g n i f i c a n c e . Here i s an 

extract from Edward Grim's account of the king's oppressive 

measures: 

Audiens interea reac quod episcopos Angliae dominus 

papa mandasset, Clarendunam coegit concilium ubi 

juramentum exegit a pontif icibxis ne quis corum pro 

q\iavis appellatione patr ia egrederetur, nemo mandatum 

domini papae siosciperet. E t quidem i n hunc modum 

episcopi promiserunt, a l a i c i s vero juraturn es t» 

Glamatiim es t ex ore reg i s , quod siquis pro quocunque 

negotio sedem apostolicam appel lasset , omnia quae 
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i l l i u s essent scr iberentur ad opus r e g i s , et ipse 

truderetur i n carcereia. Proh pudorl ubi tunc timer 

Dei? ubi reverentia legum? ubi p o n t i f i c a l i s honor? 

Gmnes judicium regis et praesentiam appellabant. 

Gausas e c c l e s i a traotabat populus qui ignorat 

legem D e i . " 

(Edward Grim, ch. 56, pp,405-406) 

Both wr i t er s c l e a r l y f e e l angered not only by the king's 

measures, but a l so by the f a i l u r e of the Church to protect those 

i n need of protect ion, the f a i l u r e of the E n g l i s h bishops to stand 

up to King Henry with greater resolut ion. Grim maintains his 

c r i t i c i s m on a general l e v e l , without mentioning any one by name. 

Guernes, however, i n a parenthesis which has no siarviving wri t ten 

source, introduces the name of Roger, Archbishop of York. Guernes 

t e l l s us that Rome i s now a t York; s ince, as a r e s u l t of the king's 

act ion , i t was forbidden to appeal to Rome, appeals now went to 

Roger a t York. Guernes goes on to add that Roger has plenty of 

money, and now he has Rome to himself; the impl icat ion here i s 

that Roger's pockets are f u l l - presumably as a resu l t of the 

large number of appeals, and that he i s in'this;;happy::p.os.ition 

because the appeals must n e c e s s a r i l y go to him now. Thus, i n a 

sense, he has Rome to himself . The punitive measures which, Guernes 

goes on to t e l l us , are threatened against those who disobey the 

k ing's orders re inforce the impression that Roger, i s now i n a 

powerfxil and pre-eminent pos i t ion . Bius, without stat ing d i r e c t l y 

here that Roger i s party to the king's act ions , Guernes adro i t l y 

gives his audience the impression that the Archbishop of York benefits 

from them i n an unbecoming manner. The tone and the in^jlication 

of the passage are c l e a r l y intended to r e f l e c t badly upon him. 



97 

We do not have t o wai t long before we f i n d Soger once 

again of fending against his archbishop, a l t h o u ^ i n t h i s instance 

Guernes* chronology i s very inaccurate, as vre have seen. The 

poet fo l l ows Edward Grim i n r e l a t i n g a t th i s stage the coronation 

of Henry's son, young Henry, as King of England. Both authors 

atf wrong i n placing the event a number of years before i t ac tual ly 

took place . As we have seen, i t was the event which deolenched the 
2 

r ap id developments i n the seccnd h a l f of 1170, Grim relates i t 

immediately a f t e r a l e t t e r from the pope to the Archbishop of York 

and the other English bishops which was sent i n 1166, wh i l s t the 

events uriiich Guernes has moat recent ly been describing took place 

i n 1166 and 1167. The purpose of Grim i s t o show the degree of 

opposit ion and provocation irtiiah Becket had to su f f e r during his 

e x i l e i n Prance, and t o that extent, the coronation of young Henry 

d i d f a l l i n the period of Becket's e x i l e , a l t h o u ^ i t came r i ^ t 

a t the end of i t , indeed p rec ip i t a t i ng i t s end, rather than i n the 

middle of i t . For Guernes the theme i s the same; the d i s loya l ty , 

tantamount t o betrayal by the English bishops, led by Roger of York, 

to t h e i r archbishop. I t i s perhaps i n th i s s p i r i t that he 

includes the material concerning the coronation a t t h i s juncture, 

although as we have already seen i n an ea r l i e r chapter^ there, i s 

no r e a l l y convincing reason why Guernes should consciously ignore 

the evidence of Wi l l i am of Canterbury and f o l l o w Edward Grim i n his 

e r ror i f i n f a c t he knew the informat ion i n Grim's account to be 

inaccurate, 
(k-im's account of the coronation opens i n the fo l l owing way: 
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"Bpisoopi autem, s i dicere l i c e t quod i p s i facere non formidarunt, 

praevar ica t ioni junxere oontemptum. Nam cum f i l i u m suum 

ooronari rex v e l l e t , coronationis o f f i c i u m Eboracensia implev i t , 

j u r c t i s s i b i Gi l leber to Lundoniensi, e t Saresberiensi Jocelino, 

ccjntempta auotori tate e t postposita reverentia domini 

Centuariensis, ad quem de antique jure regum inunctionem 

oertum est pertinere.'-' 
(Edward Grim, ch.58, p.40?) 

Grim goes on to dwel l on the i r r e g u l a r i t y of proceeding? which 

saw yoing Henry crowned by the Archbishop of York, but when we turn 

to Guernes' poem we s h a l l f i n d a much stronger note of opprobrium, 

and f a r harsher judgement passed on the three bishops, led by Roger: 

En eel oontemple ad f a i t l i r e i s Henris ju re r 

Henri sun f i l a r e i , e s i l f i s t coruner, 

Uarcevesques Rogiers, qu i nel v o l t refvtser, 

L ' a v e i t enuint a r e i , Nel se deust penser. 

Oar o i l de Oantorbire d e i t tuz les r e i s sacrer, 

(Lines 27it6-2750) 

We have already seen i n th i s chapter how Guernea goes on here 

t o expound upon bishops who f a i l t o do t h e i r eooles ias t ical duty. 

Guernes does not pass up the opportxinity to i l luminate the great 

f a i l i n g s of the English bishops, and once again here we are shown 

the Archbishop of York i n a h i ^ l y unfavourable l i ^ t , Guernes' 

judgement of the three bishops, and of Roger de Pont I'EvSque i n 

p a r t i c u l a r , i s f a r less i n h i b i t e d and f a r more damning than that of 

the l a t i n biographer. 

For some two thousand l i n e s , however, Guernes makes no 

f u r t h e r nBntion of the Archbishop of Yorkj throughout the recnainder 
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of the period of Becfcet's e x i l e , we hear no f u r t h e r news of 

Soger, a l t h o u ^ we do hear, f l e e t i n g l y , o f the two other members 

of the faiise t r i n i t e . Jocel in , Bishop of Salisbury and Gilber t 

F o l i o t , Bishop of London, During the long negotiations leading 

up to the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n e f f ec t ed between Becket and King Henry, 

and the former 's r e tu rn to England, the poet has no reason t o 

introduce the f i g u r e of the Archbishop of York; h i s t o r i c a l l y , 

Guernss must have judged. Soger was of l i t t l e significance at 

t h i s stage of Becket's s tory , and when Becket was so evidently 

i n c o n f l i c t w i t h the king, there would be l i t t l e interest f o r the 
f A 

poet 's audience i n Soger de Font I'Eveque, despite the great 

antipathy which had existed between him and Becket i n ear l ie r years, 

Guernes also fo l lows his prime w r i t t e n source, Edward Grim, i n 

neglecting to give information about the Archbishop of York a t 

, th i s stage of h is account; Grim only makes mention cf Roger i n 

g iv ing the t e x t of a l e t t e r f rom Becket to the pope, i n ^ i c h the 

former coniplains, amongst other matters, about ttie conduct of 

some of the Engl ish bishops, and Guemes, i n his poem, gives only 

a b r i e f summary of the content of th i s par t icu la r l e t t e r , thereby 

omit t ing the names of any of the bishops, 

Uius the next d i r e c t reference to the Archbishop of York 

i n Guernes' poem does not occur u n t i l the poet has reached the 

poin t a t which he i s t e l l i n g his audience of what happened on 

CJhristmas Day 1170, A f t e r his r e tu rn t o England, and his atteisgpts 

to seek out young Henry, Becket had returned t o Canterbury, where, 

a f t e r de l ive r ing his sermon, tiie archbishop went on to pronounce a 
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number of excommunications: 

Mais l e j u r de Noel, quant i l out sermune, 

De saint* i g l i s e a vest Robert del Broo sevre, 

Qui 1'autre ju r devant l i eut f a i t t e l v i l t e 

Q u ' i l l i eut sun sumier de la coue escurte, 

E a l t r e s qui aveient envers l u i meserre. 

De I'evesque de lundres ra a l pueple mustre, 

De eel de Sal isbire - Jocel in I 'vui t none -

De o e l u i d'Evrewic, q u i par s 'auctor i te 

Out s u s t r a i t a 1*iglise de Sainte Ternete 

Dss r e i s I ' e n u n c t i m e s i grant d i g n i t e ; 

£ de Randulf de l Broo, qu i I ' o u t forment greve 

E exit maint de ses hummes sovent enprisune. 

Dune ad maudit tuz eels par qui cut mal este 

Del r e i , e qui a t o r t l i aveient mesle 

E q u i l e meslereient ma i s a stin avoe, 

"De Jesu C r i s t " , f a i t i l , "seient i l t u i t malditJ" 

(Lines 4951-4966) 

Roger i s thxis accused of i n f l i c t i n g great i n d i g n i t y on the 

Church, of usurping the p r iv i l ege of the see of Canterbury^ of 

f o s t e r i n g discard and f r i c t i o n between Backet and King Henry. 

Hhe quaint d e t a i l that Roger i s excommunicated i n almost the same 

breath as Robert de , Broc, whose offence was to dock the t a i l of 

one of Beoket's pack-horses, should not d i s t r ac t our a t ten t ion 

from the gravi ty of the circumstance f o r the Archbishop of York 

and h is colleagues. Indeied, Guernes probably preferred to 

despatch the excomnainication of Robert de, Broc ear ly i n his catalogue, 



101 

i n order to concentrate upon more weighty issues, and knowing 

his h i s t o r i a n ' s reluctance t o caoit d e t a i l , we should not be too 

sxirprised t o f i n d the l i s t of excommunications opening w i t h that 

of Sobert. Thus Guernes i s able to b u i l d towards his conclusion, 

i n which two of Becket's most ingjlacable enemies. Soger and Eandulph 

de! Broc, are dealt w i t h . Biese two perhaps, i n the poet's 

mind, are most wor t ly of opprobE"ltim,most deserving of the i r f a t e 

and the -Archbishop of Canterbury's condemnation, Bie impl ica t ion 

that they have de l ibera te ly poisoned re la t ions between Becket and 

Henry i s c l e a r l y contained i n Guernes' l ines here. We should 

perhaps be mindful of the f a c t that Soger has been absent f rom the 

audience's t h o u ^ t s , i n a l l p robab i l i t y , f o r a long time - we 

have discussed at length elsewhere Guernes' misplacement of the 

coronation of young Henry - and, since the audience may momentarily 

have f o r g o t t e n Roger's offence and the depth and intransigence 

of his opposit ion to Thomas Becket, Guernes s k i l f u l l y makes the most 

of t h i s opportunity to r e f r e sh the memory of his audience. Moreover, 

Guernes precedes th i s outburst i n which the g u i l t y are r i g h t l y 

punished by i i ie archbishop wi th a b r i e f but s t r i k i n g account of 

his p i e t y , t e l l i n g his audience how Becket had p i t y on the poor, 

how he helped the sick and needy i n his see as much as possible; 

Guernes concludes t h i s b r i e f description i n the fo l l owing way: 

E l servise Deu s'a jur e n u i t t r a v e i l l i e . 

Bien savei t sun mar t i r i e , s i I ' a v e i t denuncie, 

(Lines h9h.S-k950) 
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This s k i l f u l juxaposi t ion of mate r ia l , with the einphasis 

upon Becket's presaged sanct i ty , fo l lowed by the sharp reminder tha t , 
t 

despite his p ie ty , he f e l t i t his duty to exoomnunicate those who 

had offended agpinst himself or against the church, serves t o 

remind the ai;uaience of Roger de Pont I'Eveque's offences. Grim 

fo l lows the same ordering of mater ial , but lacks Guernes' subtlety, 

and f a i l s t o name Roger, r e f e r r i n g merely t o tres quoque pon t i f i ces . ^ 

Guernes relates i n very v i v i d terms Roger's react ion to the 

news of his exoommunicationj t h i s i s a very important and 

i n t e r e s t i n g par t of Guernes' account, and one which bearsocnsideration 

i n some d e t a i l . As we have jus t seen, Guernes has been using 

Grim most recently as h is wr i t t en source, but Grim goes on to relate 

not the reaction of the three excommunicated bishops, but the react ion 

of the k ing when they go to him w i t h the s tory of t he i r exoomnunica t i o n . 

Guernes, i n t e r e s t i ng ly , turns t o Wil l iam cf Canterbiiry and bases most 

of the next f o r t y l i nes of his poem very closely on V/illiam's account. 

Let us consider then what William of Canterbury has to say on th i s 

subjec t : 

"His audi t i s duo episcopi decreverunt veniam et misericordiam 

p i i pa t r i s postulare, Sed dissuadens Eboracensis f e r t u r 

d ix isse , "Goto m i l l i a l ibrarum numeratae pecuniae, Deo grat ias , 

adhtio apotheca nostra reservat, quae, s i tanta dispendia necessitas 

e x i g e r i t , ex asse demolienda est ad reprimendam contumaciam 

Thomae, dissipandamqxas arrogantiam, quae major est quam 

f o r t i t u d e e jus , Ne, qx;iaeso, f r a t r e s , vestram religionem 

oircumveniat. Adeamus poti\is dominum re gem, qui usque i n 
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hodiernam diem causam, quae in te r nos e t i l lv im diut ius 

v e r t i t u r , f i d e l i pat rocinio prosecutus est, e t de ceetero, 

n i s i per vos s t e t e r i t , ad consummationem expediet. Si 

r e s i l i e r i t i s adhaerentes e i , quem habet adversarium (numqiaam 

enim post tantas i n i m i c i t i a s et inexorabiles redintegrabitur 

gra t ia ) nos de ratione tarajuam transfugos j ud i cab i t . Et s i 

d i s t r i c t e e g e r i t vobiscum, de j u r i s aequitate vestr is a 

possessionibiis d e j i c i e t . Qxiid ergo f a c t u r i est is? D i c i t e , 

quibus i n t e r r i s ,inopes rerum famil iar ium, mendicabitis. 

S i vero e conserve s t e t e r i t i s cum quo s t e t i s t i s , quid anplius 

facturus est qu i vos damnavit? Feci t quod p o t u i t ; i n vos 

sententiam per pravam suggestionem e x t o r s i t . " His et 

ljujusmodi persuasi mare t rans ierunt ," 

(Wil l iam of Canterbury, ch,10 p . 105) 

Let us now look i n some d e t a i l a t the f o r t y l ines of Guernes 

poem which c o r r e s p o n d v t o this passage, M,E,Walberg says i n his 

"Tableau ^ t a i l l e des soiaroes du poeme" that Guemes has composed 

a t r ans l a t i on "presque l i t t e r a l ; seuls les t r o i s derniers vers 

sont originavix." Although there i s no doubt Ihat Guernes has used 

Wi l l i am ' s account as a very f i r m basis; f t o his own poem here, and 

w i t h i n the exigencies of poetic form has produced a v e r s i o i which 

contains much the same material as tha t contained i n Will iam's 

account, i t i s not t rue to say that his i s a l i t e r a l t rans la t ion; 

nor, as we sha l l s h o r t l y see, is i t trxje to say that only the l as t 

three l ines cf Guernes' section are o r i g i n a l - a l t h o u ^ o r ig ina l 

they most ce r t a in ly are - other l ines seem to me equally to be o r i g i n a l 

to Guernes' poem. 
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F i r s t l y , where Will iam simply writes dissuadens, Guernes has 

a much longer and more damning passage i n which he relates Roger's 

reac t ion , i n which dissuasion becomes les ad f a i t meserrer, centre 

Deu e raisun e drecier e aler (Lines 4981 - 4982). He seeks 

compaignuns v o l t aveir a l malice mesler (Line 4983). For once, even 

Gi lbe r t F o l i o t and Jocel in of Salisbury are shown i n a favourable 

l i g h t , f o r they wish to f a i r e a l u r arcevesque e drei ture e raisun 

(Line 4-979). ( i t i s a s i gn i f i can t va r i a t ion that i n Guernes these 

two bishops are shown to acknowledge tute lur mesprisun (Line 4980), 

whereas Wil l iam says that they simply wished veniam et misericordiam 

p i i pa t r i s postulare.) But more damning are the words which Guernes 

wr i tes as the in t roduct ion to th i s section on the reaction to the 

excommunications, which consti tute an unequivocal statement that 

Roger i s , f a r from being a worthy and pious archbishop, possessed 

by the d e v i l himself , who occupies a heart f i l l e d w i th vice: 

Rogier de l Punt I'Evesque, qiaant v i t e entendie 

Qu'en escumengement f u mis % en devie, 

Ne v o l t venir a d r e i t , ne n'a merci pri 'e. 

Car mult out f e lun quer e gros e surquidie, 

E l i diables out dedenz l u i p r i s sun s i e . 

(Lines 4971-4975) 

These l ines have no equivalent i n William's t ex t , and they 

represent another of the claims, unsubstantiated by any of Guernes' 

\ w r i t t e n sources, which Guernes makes, that Roger i s essential ly 

an^ev i l , malicious man who intends nothing but harm, i f not to the 

Church i t s e l f , then to i t s head i n England, Thomas Becket. I t i s 
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quite conceivable that there were some people at Canterbury when 

Guemes a r r i ved there who held t h i s opinion p r i va t e ly of the 

Archbishop of York, and i t i s equally possible that such was Guernes' 

; personal est imation of the miif, but i t i s nonetheless exceedingly 

surpr is ing t o f i n d that Guernes i s prepared t o express himself so 

ca tegor ica l ly and v i v i d l y i n a poem rec i ted regular ly i n pub l i c . 

We should perhaps remember tha t we hear of no expression of sorrow 

or regret f rom R o ^ r l a t e r i n the poem, as we do wi th Gi lber t Fo l io t 

a t the time of l i n g Henry's journey to Canterbury, f o r example, 

Roger i s never prepared, i n Guernes' poem, to admit that he was 

wrong, t o express anything other than h o s t i l i t y f o r Becket. Nor 

i s Guernes w r i t i n g and reading i n the safe knowledge that the 

Archbishop of York was dead and beyond hearing, f o r he d id not die 

u n t i l 1181. Thus i t cannot be argued that Guernes was sa fe ly 

at tacking Roger i n the knowledge that he could a f f o r d to speak i l l 

of the dead, asmight have been the case. We may speculate at 

length on what may have been the causes f o r the poet, to blame and 

condemn pre-eminently and beyond a l l his colleagues tiie Archbishop 

of York; very possibly Guernes d id i n a l l honesty hold a very poor 

opinion of him and indeed f e l t him to be gravely responsible f o r 

many of the sour and contentious events of the years of Becket's 

primacy, and f e l t that i n the matter of the coronation of young 

Henry especia l ly , he played a p r inc ipa l and f a t e f i i l part - as indeed he 

d i d j he may equally have f e l t that as the second most prominent 

leader of the English Church at a time cf c r i s i s and controversy, 

he could have done very much more t o support the Archbishop of 
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Canterbury i n his struggle f o r the Church against tiie State, 

instead of betraying him w i t h calculated malevolence and animosity. 

We m i ^ t f i n d many people i n ihe months and years fo l lowing 

Beoket'^ murder i n the cathedral w i l l i n g to in te rpre t the actions 

of Roger de Pont I'Eveque i n th i s or a very s imi lar nenner, and 

w i t h the immediacy of events s t i l l clear i n t h e i r minds t h i s 

beccanes qui te understandable. Just how many of these people 

would have been prepared to be as outspoken on the issue as i s our 

poet i s a rather d i f f e r e n t question. We may presume very many 

less , a l t h o u ^ most of course would not be involved i n Guemes' 

a o t i v i l y of producing poetry. 

I t i s perhaps here that we may f i n d a clue, at leas t , to 

Guernes' attacks on Roger, although i t would be wrong t o suggest 

or to assume that t h i s provides anything approaching a complete 

answer on the subject: Guernes, w r i t i n g f o r an audience who needed 

to be entertained as w e l l as e d i f i e d , and who had t o be kept 

c l e a r l y informed on the main issues a t stake i n the c o n f l i c t , 

would be tempted to s i m p l i f y the character of Roger, The 

Archbishop of York does, a f t e r a l l , appear at best i n t e rmi t t en t l y 

i n the poem, disappearing f o r long periods, and i t would \andoubtedly 

help the audience t o have an established and re l iab le piotvu:e of 

him. Bi i s may help t o explain how Guernes has come to paint i n 

such black and unremi t t ing ly malevolent hues. The poet has, to 

some degree, created a popular v i l l a in out of Sogpr de Pont I'Eveque, 

and one t o whom the audience would d e f i n i t e l y respond. He was, 

a f t e r a l l , a natura l candidate f o r such a ro l e , being a r i v a l of 

Becket since the f i r s t days of Becket's a r r i v a l i n Archbishop 
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Iheobald's household a t Canterbury, and renaining a steadfast 

opponent th rou^out Becket's r i se i n f o r t une . Indeed we may 

observe tha t when Becket and Roger are i n d i rec t and open r i v a l r y 

i n the poem, Becket appears less i n the guise of saint than that 

of hero J admittedly to no very marked degree, but there i s some 

t r u t h i n -ttxe be l i e f that Roger has become a permanently blackened 

f i g u r e i n the eyes and minds of the audience, and a ce r t a in cause 

of t h e i r anger, abhorrence^horror and resentment. Guernes 

has s i m p l i f i e d the issue f o r h is audience, a l t i i o u ^ i t i s quite 

possible tha t the p ic ture which he paints of the Archbishop cf York 

is extremely f a i t h f u l t o the one which he himself held t o be 

true and accurate. 

M,Walberg i s correct i n suggesting tha t Guernes does convey 

very acctirately the words which Wil l iam of Canterbury a t t r ibu tes to 

Roger as he persviades his two excommunicated colleagues that t he i r 

best course i s not to go t o Becket t o seek forgiveness and 

r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , but to take t h e i r grievance to the court of King 

Henry i n France. Guernes' t rans la t ion i s quite f a i t h f u l and 

conveys Wi l l i am 's l a t i n accurately, i f w i t h a l i t t l e more asper i ty 

and bi t terness than the L a t i n t e x t . Both re la te Roger's 

determination t o br ing down Becket's pr ide, which according t o 

Roger major est quam f o r t i t u d o . Both record Roger as s t a t i ng 

that he i s prepared t o expend a large sum of money to th i s end; 

Wil l iam says Goto roillia l ibrarum nuneratae pecuniae, whereas Guernes 

t e l l s us d j s m i l i e l i v r e s , en mun tresor d 'aveir A , Utie major 

d i f fe rence , as M.Walberg has co r rec t ly pointed out, comes a f t e r the 

conclxision of Roger's speech to his two colleagues (he himself 
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was i n f a c t only suspended, whereas Gilber t Po l i o t and 

Jocel in cf Salisbxiry we're excommunicated, although such a d e t a i l 

need not and would not detain Guernes' audience, and may possibly 

have escaped him at th is moment) when Roger, according to Guernes, 

makes a h i g h l y incr imina t ing pred ic t ion , f i l l e d wi th b i t t e r glee, 

of what may b e f a l l the Archbishop of Canterbury, as the three 

bishops are i n t r a n s i t across the English Channel on t h e i r way 

t o see King Henry i n France: 

Tent les ad enchantez qu'od se i les f i s t a le r . 

A l a nef sunt venu e entrerent en mer. 

Rogiers de l Punt I'Evesque n ' i pout sun quer celer . 

"Thomas, Thomas, f a i t i l , mar m ' i f a i t e s passerI 

A vostre chief f e r a i mal ohevez aturner ," 

(Lines 5006-5010) 

Whether Guernes heard these words f rom one of h i s ora l 

sources at Canterbury, or whether he i s allowing himself to record the 

so r t of expression which he would have expected Roger to malce under 

such ciro\imstances, we s h a l l not know. I t i s qui te possible 

tha t Soger shovild have made such a pronouncement - more possible, 

i n f a c t , than that Guernes should have come to hear i t - but 

whether i t is a f a c t u a l or projected utterance i s of less s ignif icance 

than the influence the words are evident ly intended t o have on the 

t h i n k i n g of the poet's audience. The audience know per fec t ly 

w e l l what i a soon to b e f a l l Thomas Becket, and Roger's words here 

are intended t o reinforce and perhaps establish beyond doubt the 

impressicaa tha t Roger would go so f a r as to ins t iga te Becket's 

murder. I t i s quite feas ib le to imagine tha t , even i f Roger d i d 
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u t t e r saoae such promise or threat and even i f i t d i d cone t o 

Guernes' ears, the poet proceeded to imbue i t w i t h an importanse 

and a meaning f a r beyond what Roger himself intended. 

Thus we can see tha t Guernes may w e l l have drawn much of 

the mater ia l f o r th is sect ion i n the f i r s t instance f rom the 

account of Wil l iam of Canterbxiry, as M.Walberg has suggested, 

but he i s f a r more assiduous i n his poem to xise the material to 

prove the e v i l intended to Becket by Roger de Pont I'Eveque, 

and therefore Roger appears as a f a r more s in i s t e r , malevolent 

character i n the French poem than he does i n the La t in biography. 

When the three bishops a r r ive a t the court of King Henry, 

the s to ry which they br ing exci ted his f u r y and leads to the 

outburst which sent the four knights on t h e i r way across the channel 

and towards Canterbury. Guernes describes the distress of the 

three bishops rather more graphical ly than his main wr i t t en source, 

Wi l l i am of Canterbury, here. Both authors inform us that i t 

i s Rogpr who accepts the k ing 's i n v i t a t i o n to speak, but Guernes 

adds the d e t a i l to describe Roger which i s aiissing from Will iam 

of Canterbury's account; Roger, Guernes reminds us, mult seut mal 

mesler e deriere e devantA, I n view of the opinion which the poet 

has so recent ly expressed of the Archbishop of York, there scarcely 

seems to be any need f o r him to emjtoasise the point here, but i n 

f a c t he does so, Roger cogently and emotively expresses the 

g r i e f s of the three bishops, so much so that the cotirt i s incensed 

by the reports of Becket's behaviour, and the k ing i s moved to f u r y , 

Roger explains that their main soiirce of grievance i s not the 

ac tual suspension or excommunication, or .the f a c t that they have 
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suf fe red f o r t r y i n g t o serve t h e i r k ing , but that they have been 

t reated oomme malvaises genz huniz e defamez^ that t he i r treatment 

i s qui te u n j u s t i f i e d . According t o Guernes, Roger goes on t o 

o f f e r the k ing what we may i n t e r p r e t as some very provocative advice: 

"Se vus en f a i t e s e l , n'en serez mais blasmez; 
0 

Mais or atendez tant q u ' i l s e i t aseurez: 

Bien e t u t choiement vengier vus en purrez," 

(Lines 5078-5080) 

These l ines are based qui te closely on Wil l iam of Canterbury's 

account, although Roger's words i n Guernes' version contain a 

greater element of malice, a greater suggestion of a desire f a r 

s p i t e f u l revenge: 

"AEquanimiter ferenda tempestas est , quam deolinare non potes, 

u t ex quieta mente e t modestia tolerantiae lacessitxas e t passus 

i n j u r i e s v i d e r i merearis. Quod f a c i l e f i e r i potest , s i dissimulare 

potes irwraesentiarum ir rogata , e t injuriantem quasi securum 

ad tenipus d i m i t t i s , " 

(Wil l iam of Canterbury. ch.30, p . l23) 

Perhaps the most damning, c e r t a i n l y the boldest and most 

unequivocal statement which Guernes makes about the Archbishop 

of York i s reserved f o r the f i n a l reference to him i n the poem. 

Here Guernes states quite ba ld ly that Roger was d i r e c t l y responsible 

f o r Becket's death, i n that he summoned the fou r barons, ejcplained 

t o them the benef i ts t o be gained from Becket's death, and b r i b i n g 

them t o do the deed: 

Rogiers del Punt I'Evesque les ave i t oonveiez, 

E a f a i r e l e mal les ad nul t en t io iez : 
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Par Thomas est l i regnes t rublez e en j e i r i ez ; 

S ' i l e s t e i t mort, co d i t , tut s e r e i t apaisiez, 

De quanqu' i l en f e r u n t pirent sur s e i les pechiez. 

La cause e tuz les moz lu r a d i t e f ormez 

Q u ' i l unt puis I'arcevesqu^en sa chambre mustrez, 

A chascun des qiJiatre ad sessante marz donez. 

La fxx. l i justes sancs venduz e achatez: 

As Gieus est Judas l i coveitus alez. 

C i l f i r e n t sa in t Thomas ocire e detrenchier 
g 

Qui detxssent a l bien le r e i mielz conse i l l i e r 

E de la male veie turner e raveier . 

E eels en d e i t hum p3.us blasmer e chalengier, 

E l i r e i s les devrei t de se i mult es lu ignier , 

Nes d e i t pas apresmier, se i l bien se repent. 

Car l u r consei l l i f u a mult grant damnement. 
nu l t en est blasmsz de jso qu'a ela s 'entent. 

E i l I ' u n t conse i l l i e tuzdis a sun t a l en t : 

Conseil a volente ne v a i t pas lealment. 

(Lines 5126-5145) 

Such a passage needs l i t t l e commentary; i t s meaning i s 

quite e x p l i c i t . However culpable King Henry may be, the f i r s t 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r sending the barons t o Canterbury, f o r b r ib ing 

them t o commit the murder, even so f a r as the r e spons ib i l i t y f o r 

i n s t r u c t i n g the four men what they were to say to Becket when ttiey 

a r r ived a t the cathedral, l i e s wi th Roger de Pont I'Eveque. 

He states that he w i l l be responsible f o r the i r actions, and 

pays them i n advance f o r services to the crown. I t should not 
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surprise vis, i n th i s context, to f i n d Guernes oon?»ring Roger to 

Judas l a o a r i o t . Not u n t i l we r e f l e c t that the man so described 

was s t i l l one of the leading churchmen i n England at that time, 

indeed one who held the most important see i n the land a f t e r 

Canterbury - and Canterbury was s t i l l vacant. The picture of 

Roger reneins one of constant, unrelent ing malevolence and e v i l 

towards Kiomas Becket, f rom the ea r l i e s t days of the i r r i v a l r y 

i n Theobaid's household i n Canterbury x i n t i l the time of Becket's 

death. I n no other biographer i s the character of the 

Archbishop of York painted so black. We should note that 

again there i s no exilaot ̂  w r i t t e n source f o r Guernes' assertions 

here - they amount almost to aocxisations against Roger - f o r neither 

Wil l iam of Canterbury nor Edward Grim make any mention cf such a 

meeting or arrangement between Roger and the four barons. Guernes 

inserts t h i s passage between two which he has quite c lear ly borrowed 

f rom Wil l iam of Canterbury. 

I t simply i s not possible to know i f there was a oy substance 

of t r u t h i n what Guernes alleges here. Presumably he had some ora l 

source f o r t h i s informat ion , although i t i s quite possible that 

t h i s was a popular not ion or theory i n and near Canterbury a t the 

time Guernes was working and reading there, to blame Roger f o r 

sending the barons to k i l l Becket. But again i t i s surpris ing that 

Guernes i s prepared to be so categor ical i n his a l legat ions, f o r 

i t i s c e r t a i n l y a bold and f i r m stance which he takes on the issue. 

I t i s also s t i rpr i s ing tha t , having made so much of en issue, 

having championed alone the w r i t t e n accusations against Roger, 
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he does not pursue the matter f u r t h e r . We hear no more of Eoger 

i n the poem, and the allegations are seemiiagly fo rgo t t en when 

Henry comes to Canterbury to repent his part i n Beoket's death, 

when Guemes t e l l s us that both the k ing and Gi lber t F o l i o t , 

who repents any pa r t he may have played i n Becket's death, having 

confessed, are saved. No mention i s made of Roger a t th is juio ture , 

nor anywhere else i n the la te r stages of the poem* Iterhaps th is 

i s understandable when Guemes i s r e l a t i n g the dramatic events 

at Genterbury and the aftermath, but having attacked Roger so 

v i r u l e n t l y so o f t en i n the poem, the poet might have pursued th i s 

mater ia l f u r t h e r . I t i s possible tha t , having too l i t t l e matter 

t o substantiate these claims, he wished to say no more, f o r th i s 

i s a technique we have observed Guernes use i n the past i n 

connection wi th mater ia l of doubt fu l h i s t o r i c a l au then t i c i ty . 

But the allegations seem to be made too f i r m l y f o r t h i s to be the 

case, and ce r t a in ly Guernes would have taken de l igh t i n including 

mater ia l i n his poem which condemned the Archbishop of York 

3 0 roundly i n the minds of his audience. Perhaps he sin5)ly f e l t 

tha t he had sa id enough, or as much as was expedient. 

We may be surprised tha t Guernes' al legations here have not 

received more a t t en t ion . They seem to have been la rge ly ignored 

by h is tor ians and commentators. This implies that they are not 

taken very seriously, but as we have seen, i t i s inpossible to 

substantiate the claims, or indeed t o do l i t t l e more to speculate 

on t h e i r possible origins and au then t ic i ty . But the i r purpose 

i n Guernes' poem, whether the claims are j u s t i f i e d or not , i s 

tindoubted. They serve t o confirm i n the minds of Guernes' 
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r i v a l of Kiomas Becket, but a malevolent, v ic ious , schendng man 

w i t h no scruples about p l o t t i n g the nurder of the leader of the 

Church i n England, a man isho i n the end would stop a t nothing 

to t r i un j i h over his adversary, a man quite unworthy of the o f f i c e 

and the t r u s t he held , and yUaarn. the k i n g was most unwise to c a l l a 

ceansel lor . We may, l i k e the h is tor ians and commentators 

before us, hold serious doubts as to the v a l i d i t y and t r u t h of 

some of the stateroents made by Guernes about Roger, but we can be 

i n no doubt as to Guernes' opinion of the man, nor of the impression 

which he wished his audience t o gain, -J Indeed, the f a c t that 

i n the case of Roger de Pont I'Eveque we may cast doubts on the 

ve rac i t y of Guernes' account demonstrates that this i s something 

of an exception, that under normal circumstances his word seems 

generally t o us t o be trustworthy, and tha t , while his c r e d i b i l i t y 

as a h i s t o r i a n i s i n e v i t a b l y inpaired i n th is instance i f we choose 

to bel ieve tha t he has himself f ab r ica ted the evidence against 

Roger f o r the purpose oP defaming him, we shai ld perhaps r e f l e c t 

on the l i g ^ t ^ i c h t h i s throws on the r e s t of Guernes' evidence; 

the accuracy of much of his h i s t o r i c a l material may be hei^ tened, 

rather than diminished, by our in t e rp re t a t ion of his o r i g i n a l 

mater ia l on Roger de Pont I'Eveque. But there can, i n the 

l a s t analysis , be l i t t l e doubt that the pic ture which Guernes 

paints of him is a popula r i s t one, intended t o convey an impression, 

una l lev ia ted , unremitt ing and consistent, of an e v i l , malicious man. 

Guernes no doubt had h i s audience very much i n nrind when he 
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delineated, i n so f a r as he d i d so, the character of Roger, 

and he f u l f i l s his i n t e n t i o n to paint a black and malevolent 

character w i t h escpert ease. I t i s i n e v i t a b l y a s i m p l i f i e d , 

s i m p l i s t i c , one-dimensional characterisat ion, intended as such 

and none the less e f f e c t i v e wi th the audience f o r whom i t was 

intended. 

We have now cou^pleted our survey of the English bishops at the 

time of Becket's c o n f l i c t w i th King Henry, There are other 

important characters who, w h i l s t they do not appear consis tent ly 

th rou^ou t Guemes' poem, nevertheless p lay s ign i f i can t parts i n the 

h i s to ry of the quarre l . The f i r s t of these i s the pope, and i t 

w i l l prove convenient to consider, a t the same time as Alexander I I I , 

the poets treatment of the cardinals. 

I f i t i s t r ue , as we have seen, that Guernes introduces 

the varicws bishops i n to his poem i f and when they are of d i rec t 

importance to the f a t e of Thomas Becket, we should not be surprised 

to f i n d that the same is true of the pope, Alexander H I , For 

the major par t of Guemes' poem, the pope remains a dis tant , 

imprecise f i g u r e , to whom the various parties wr i t e wi th some 

frequency, \rtiose decisions and deliberations are f rom time to time 

shosra to be of great weight by one side of the dispute or the other, 

but who only very occasionally comes i n t o sharp focus as a immediate 

character i n the xinfolding of the s to ry . This i s no doubt how 

the pope had appeared t o many i n England at the t ime, and how he 

continued t o appear i n the years fo l lowing Becket's death when Guernes 

was reading his poem at the martyr 's tomb. But although our 
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general impression i s no doubt of a d is tant and long-suf fer ing 

correspondent i n the a f f a i r , there are a number of occasions when 

the poet gives us a rather more clear picture of Alexander I I I . 

But even before we consider these occasions, we should perhaps 

consider the pope f o r a moment from a wider aspect than that 

which i s t o be found i n Guernes' poem, f o r t h i s w i l l shed some 

l i g j i t on how the poet approaches his subject . 

As w3 saw i n the f i r s t chapter, the posi t ion of Pope Alexander 

I I I was of ten very f a r f rom s table j from the time he succeeded 

the Englishman Nicolas Breakspear (Pope Adrian IV) i n 1159, he 

was threatened by a succession of fou r anti-popes, mainly 

supported by EntE^ror Frederick Barbarossa; three of these e n t i -

popes, Vic tor IV, Paschal H I and Oal l ix tus I I I , opposed him i n 

succession during the period of Becket's dispute wi th Henry, or 

dur ing his ex i l e f rom England. Henry H , i n t u r n , threatened 

on occasions to switch his allegiance to the anti-pope, and i f 

there was a ce r t a in amount of b l t i f f i n Henry's threats, Alexander 

could i l l a f f o r d t o ignore liiem altogether, f o r Henry was f a r too 

powerful a f i g u r e f o r the loss of his allegiance t o an already 

r e l a t i v e l y strong opponent to be countenanced wxih equanimity. 

Alexander H I had to tread w a r i l y . As i t was, he spent long periods 

i n e x i l e f rom Rome, notably a t Sens, Yet he remained pope f o r 

some twenty-two years, and, as Professor Ullmann has pointed cut, 

the papacy during t h i s period demonstrated that . . . " as an 

i n s t i t u t i o n i t could weaiiier the very severe storms a f f ec t ing i t " .^ 

He- may concede tha t Alexander was a "mediocore and en t i r e ly un

o r i g i n a l pope", but he does defend him as having some, at least 
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of the qua l i t i e s of the j u r i s t and the administrator, and 

shc3ws him i n a l i g h t iriaere i t i s possible to see him as not so 

much weak and va: , .oi l l8t ing but pa t i en t , long-suf fe r ing and s k i l l e d 

i n the a r t of negot ia t ion, Hhe four and a ha l f thousand decretals 

which carae f rom his pon t i f ioe te ere sone testimony to t h i s . 

I t i s inportant to re-acquaint ourselves wi th some of these 

fac t s a t th i s juncture precise ly because none of these issues w i l l 

be ra i sed i n Guernes' accoTjnt, I t wcaild be churl ish to expect 

him t o be w e l l acquainted w i t h the f i n e r points of Alexander's 

adminis t ra t ive duties or commitments, but the point i s that he 

makes no mention whatsoever of the pope's s i tua t ion . The poet's 

sole i n t e r e s t i n the pope extends as f a r as the pope's involvement 

i n and commitment to the Becket controversy and above a l l to his 

support f o r the cause of the Archbishop of Canterbury i n his 

s t ruggle . We should not be surprised a t th i s - Giiemes has 

a f t e r a l l made very l i t t l e at-tevapt i n the ooiorse of his poem to 

explain what motives, what th inking may have pronpted the actiona 

of Henry I I , so we should scarcely expect the pope t o receive any 

greater consideration i n t h i s respect, and i n f a c t he receives none. 

Our c^ in ion of him i s formed, influenced by the poem, on the 

s trength of the help, support, encouragement vAilch he can o f f e r to 

Hiomas Becket. Anything less than t h i s r i sks , i f not open opprobrium, 

a stony s i lence. Uiere are perhaps some two dozen references to 

the pope i n the poem, several of them informing us simply that 

Beoket or one of the English bishops had w r i t t e n to him, or that 

he had w r i t t e n to one of them. I n no sense are we kept i n close 
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or constant touch w i t h the pope, f o r Guernes w i l l t e l l us 

nothing of him when he i s not d i r e c t l y involved w i l i i Thomas 

Becket, the English bishops, ttie King or the legations which 

are sent t o him. None of th i s i s i n the least surpr is ing -

we should indeed he surprised i f Guernes had i n f a c t approached 

the mater ia l i n a jay other way, but i t leads him to give us a 

very narrow and r e s t r i c t e d impression of Alexander I I I , one 

which i s i n s u f f i c i e n t f o r any modern reader to base a judgment 

of the man upon, although Guemes does several times suggest 

to his audience the nature of the pope i n the course of h is poem, 

I h i s , wi thout so nuch as explaining t o them, or possibly reminding 

them, vrtien he states tha t the pope was to be found i n Montpellier 

( l i n e 600) or Sens ( l i n e 22i»0), why i t should be that the pope 

was to be found there and not , as one would have expected, i n 

Rome, ( i n th i s respect i t is in te res t ing to note tha t , as we 

s h a l l see, of Guernes' two main w r i t t e n sotirces, Wil l iam of Canterbury 

does o f f e r his reader an explanation, a l b e i t a b r i e f one, as to why 

the pope i s not i n Rome, whereas Edward Grim does n o t ) , Ihe 

pope's circumstances are of no in te res t , i n Guernes' eyes, and 

consequently i t i s not necessary f o r him t o remind or in form his 

audience of them. 

The most Guernes ever t e l l s his audience on th is subject 

are the f o l l o w i n g two rather t an t a l i s i ng and enigmatic l ines , 

which seem t o owe the i r existence as nuch to the denands of poetry, 

f u l M L l i n g a strophe, as to the cavise of information - they are not 
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i n the source, Edward Grim, whom Guemes i s f o l l o w i n g closely 

a t th i s poin t : 

L i apostolies e r t de Rume iduno f u i t i s , 

E surjorna a Sanz meis, semaines ^dis . 

(Lines 221*1*^221*5) 

The f i r s t mention of the pope i n Guernes' poem occurs when, 

fo l l owing Becket's e lec t ion to the See of Canterbury, the 

archbishop sends the Abbot of Evesham, Adam de Senlis^to Montpellier 

as the head of en embassy to receive from the pope the pa l l ium, 

which represents confirmation and recognit ion of his au thor i ty as 

archbishop. Despite the undoubted s k i l l and learning of th i s 
r 

enibassy, and the diligence wi th which they pursued the archbishop's 

cause, the pope would not i n i t i a l l y grant the pal l ium to them: 

B pape Alisandre unt a liSmpelier trove. 

Ban olero f u r e n t des arz, de decre e de l e i , 

Sa pe t i c iun f i s t des t r e i s ohescon per s e i , 

E nu l t parlerent bien e olergi lment t u t t r e i , 

E Alisandre pape les of bien, ceo o r e i , 

Mes i l ne l u r f i s t pas del p a l l i u n I ' o t r e i , 

(Lines 6OO-605) 

H i i s presents an enigma. There i s no obvicus reason vthy 

the pope should hesitate or refuse t o grant the pa l l ium. Guernes 

suggests none, except the f a i r l y strcaig in^ j l i ca t ion that the cardinals 

intervened and made the task of Eecket's embassy nuch more d i f f i c u l t 

than would have been an t ic ipa ted ; 

n en sunt plusurs f e i z as oardunals a l ^ . 
L i oardunal l u r unt mainte f e i z demande 
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K ' i l orent I ' apos to i l e e a els aporte; 

K ' i l esteient de Rome chacie e debute, 

N'aveient de lu r rentes un denier minee. 

(Lines 6O6-6IO) 

The messengers rep l ied tha t they had come a long way, 

had spent a l l t h e i r money and were humbly requesting the pallixim 

saintement e a nu^^and that j a pur simonials n 'en sereient tenu/i-!f>e.fet$). 

(The reference to the f a c t that i n any case t he i r long journey 

had exhausted the i r funds i s , t o the modern reader, a charming 

example of medieval l o g i c ) . The in^j l icat ion i s c lea r ly that 

the cardinals were demanding some form of g i f t t o themselves, and 

to the pope, before the pa l l ium should be granted; th i s seems 

to ccntradiot the evidence given ea r l i e r - only a few l ines 

e a r l i e r , indeed - that Alisandre pape les 01 bier^ althougji 

he does qx ia l i fy this by 000 crei<\ th i s i s probably no more than 

a convenient fo rm of words, perhaps f o r the purpose of scansion 

as much as anything else, Ihe presence i n Line 6O6, of en, 

meaning "because of i t " , persuades us that the order of strophes 

i s correct . This is perhaps the f i r s t example i n the poem 

of Guernes' scant regard f o r the cardinals as a class. He r a r e l y 

seems t o regard them wi th anything less than suspicion, and 

sometimes, as may be the case here, wi th what amounts to contempt. 

At a l l events, when the Abbot of Evesham sees the opportunity, 

he makes a f i n e and perstJasive speech i n the presence of the 

cardinals and the pope, quoting the Bible "knock, and i t s h a l l 
7 

be opened unto you," The pope i s imoediately won over end the 
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pa l l i i jm i s granted f o r t h w i t h and wi th a very good grace. 

This s t i l l does not remove the d i f f i c u l t y which arises from 

the f a c t that Guernes has t o l d us that the pope l istened 

a t t e n t i v e l y i n the f i r s t place. But i t seems f a i r l y clear 

that Guernes wishes the blame f o r the d i f f i c u l t i e s encountered 

by B ^ k e t ' s enibassy to be l a i d a t the door of the cardinals 

and not a t the door of the pope, Guernes does not allow th i s 

episode to pass without drawing a moral conclusion from i t ? 

Le p a l l i u n l u r a l?.apostoile chargie, 

E i l s'en sunt od t u t ar iere repa i r i e . 

E i n s i i v i n t Stomas senz dun e senz pechie; 

N ' i ad pur ceo denier ne or n'argent b a i l l i e , 

Essample i deivent prendre l i successur del s ie , 

(Lines 636-6AO) 

The pope emerges f rom this incident i n a more favourable 

l i g h t than the cardinals #10 surround and advise him. I t i s 

worth, before we leave the question of the granting of the pal l ium, 

considering what Guernes' wr i t t en L a t i n sources have to say on 

the matter. Grim, i n f a c t , remains s i l e n t on the issue, but 

Wi l l i am of Canterbxiry does inslude a b r i e f chapter, which, whi ls t 

i t mentions the reason f o r the pope's absence from Rome and 
Q 

presence i n Montpel l ier , presents the ceremony as being very much 

more simple ani s t ra ightforward than Guernes gives his audience to 

bel ieve : 

"A quo a publ ic is negot i is absolutus, post modic\im, 

ipso e t episoopis cunctis praesentibus, i n Oantuariensi 

ecclesia consecratus est . Oonsecratus vero i n f r a tres 
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menses oonseorationis suae ad exponendam f idem suam, 

palliumque suscipiendum, (quia i n propria persona p r o f i c i s c i 

non p o t u i t ) , mittens ad Montis Rssu lan i (civitatem) 

pa l l ium transmissum accepit . Ea enim tempestate pontifex 

Romanus Alexander, v i r magnus e t sanc t i ta t i s exeniplvim, 

Gallioanis i n regionibus sohisma Romanae ecclesiae 

declinabat." 

(Wil l iam of Canterbury, ch.8, pp.9-10) 

There i s no impl i ca t ion here of d i f f i c u l t i e s presented by 

the cardinals which Guernes implies, and ce r t a in ly Wil l iam cannot 

be said t o be the source of Guernes' account of any d i f f i c u l t i e s 

here. Guernes presumably had scsne oral soiiroe f o r th i s piece 

of evidence, and, being prepared to believe that the cardinals 

were capable of placing obstacles i n Becket's way, inoltided i t i n 

his poem. 

We do not hear of the pope again u n t i l relationships between 

Beoket and King Henry had been strained f o r some t ime. On th i s 

occasion Phi l ippe, the abbot of L^Aumone, Robert of Ifelun, 

s h o r t l y t o become Bishop of Hereford fo l lowing the t ranslat ion 

of Gi lber t Po l i o t t o Lord.on, and Jean, Count; • of Vend&me came to 

Becket, i n the wake of the case of P h i l i p de Brois , which we discussed 

i n the f i r s t chapter, and dviring the course of Henry's attempt 

to br ing the English bishops t o swear an allegiance that they would 

abide by the customs of his grandfather Henry I . Guemes fol lows 

Edward Grim c losely i n report ing that the pope had sent l e t t e r s 

and messages to the e f f e c t that Becket should make peace with the 
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k ing i f th i s proved a t a l l possible; l i k e Grim, he t e l l s 

us tha t the pope w i l l take upon himself the r e spons ib i l i t y 

should anything go wrong: 

Ko i l s 'aoort a l r e i , face sa volente . 

En p e r i l de sun ordre l i avei t bien Ide; 

£ ad t u t pr is sur s e i , s ' i ad r i e n moserre. 

(Lines 893-895) 

The messengers also b r c u ^ t Becket l e t t e r s f r o n the cardinals , 

and assured him tha t the king intended no harm to the Church -

ne ja ountre sun ordre ne l i e r t demande oustumes a ten i r u l t r e 

•5S volente A . These were among the various pressures and influences 

which b r o u ^ t Beoket, and the English bishops i n his wake, to the 

momentous meeting w i t h the king at Clarendon. Guemes attaches 

no great iiqportanoe, on Becket's behalf , to the pope's messages 

and l e t t e r s a t t h i s juncture. I n t h i s , he i s f o l l o w i n g Edward 

Grim. Guemes' audience i s a t l i b e r t y to deduce that the pope, 

f e a r f u l f o r the clergy,eerniestly desires and seeks to fronote peace 

between Becket and the k i n g . 

We next hear of the pope not long afterwards iihen Beoket 

has, despite the content of the pope's messages, stispended himself 

from saying mass, end Rotrou, Bishop of Evreux, attempts to mediate 

between the two fac t ions . As a resul t of Rotrou's intercession, 

Beoket sends the pope a copy of the customs, and requests him t o 

approve them and append his sea l . But the pope refuses - bien 

sot que par destrece l a requeste f e t S A . B i i s oorresponds c lose ly 

t o Grim's socount, which Guernes is f o l l o w i n g at this point , where 
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we read tha t the pope real ises that hano T^titionem archiepisoopus 

summa constr ictus necessitate feo isse t , and he rejects Becket's 

request cum indigaatione quadam - a phrase which f i nds no equivalent 

i n Guernes' poenu^ Ihe pope, we are given to understand, i s f u l l y 

aware tha t Becket has been forced to make th i s appeal only because 

he fincb himself sorely distressed. The king, angered by the 

pope's r e f u s a l to sanction the customs, applies f o r a legation 

f o r Roger de Pont I'Eveque, hoping no doubt i n th i s way t o gain 

s u f f i c i e n t power over the see of Canterbury to be i n a posi t ion 

to defeat Becket, To th i s end he sends an embassy t o the pope, 

but , we are t o l d very succinct ly, i l les a repuiezA. Guernes 

takes a cer ta in amount of pleasure i n demonstrating the s k i l l and 

wisdom of the pope i n th is instance; 

Car I ' i g l i s e , ceo d i t , de Sainte Ternite 

Pu e est e 'd-eit estre de grant auotorilie; 

Ainc cele. d'Everwiz n 'o t sur l i poeste, 

Ne par l u i nen avra en t res tu t sun ee; 

N'unkes o i l du i p r e l a t n* orent ami este. 

Mes l i uns des messages f u ferment malveiziez. 

A la pape jura sur sainz agenui l l iez , 

De l a legatiun se l i re i s n'esteit l i e z , 
n 

Si tost cum les v e r r e i t e l paxs repai r iez , 

L'aroevBske s e r r e i t de l chief amenuisiez. 

Mes I ' apos to i le f u hum de i m l t grant saveir: 

V e i t bien ke I 'um d e i t fere mal pur pis remaneir. 

D i t : l a legat iun fe ra a l r e i ave i r ; 

Mes de n u l l u i grever n'avra pur ceo poeir, 

Ne celvii d'Everwiz n ' i purra aseeir . 

(Lines 1061-1075) 
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The reason f o r Guernes' evident pleasure is not f a r to seek; 

a l t h o u ^ the pope has granted a legat ion to the king himself, i t s 

nature i s so l i m i t i n g , i t s powers so r e s t r i c t e d , that not even Henry 

could sustain the pretence that he had won a v i c t o r y over Becket. 

The pope has manifes t ly supported Beoket i n th i s issue - hence he 

was hum de mult grant saveir A ̂ we may not unreasonably suppose. 

The poet must have been p a r t i c u l a r l y pleased a t the s l i gh t ing 

references which the pope made about the Archbishop of York. 

Despite a f u r t h e r atteinpt by the king 's emissaries to persuade the 

pope t o grant more power t o the k ing , Alexander I I I stands f i rm; , 
UCrte io=>i') 

s t a t i n g autre legatixm . , n ' i evrez^. He duly sends the l e t t e r s to 

the k ing , T A I O , a f t e r an i n i t i a l show of triumph and sviccess, 

re,turns the l e t t e r s t o the pope i n disgust in order to seek new 

means of achieving his end of br ing ing Becket t o submission: 

Quant i l n 'en put f a i r e e l , g r i e f ment l i anuia, 

E a pape Alissandre les le t res renveia. 

E c lers e s a i n t ' i g l i s e durement guerrea, 

E par t u t l a u peut les clers ferment greva, 

E mult mortal semblant I'arcevesque mustra. 

(Lines 1101-1105) 

Guernes dcwbtless f e l t tha t i n t h i s instance the pope 

had performed h is duties i n a very admirable fashion, and the absence 

of any mention of the cardinals and the i r influence may be purely 

coinc identa l . Hxej are not mentioned i n Edward Gferim's account, 

which Guernes i s f o l l owing f a i t h f u l l y at t h i s po in t . I t i s wor-lli 
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considering what Grim has to say here, f o r we sha l l f i n d that 

Guernes has borrowed many of his de ta i l s f tom the l a t i n account -

the threa t that Becket may lose his head i f the k ing ' s wishes 

are n o t granted, the pope's terse r e p l i e s , hia r e fu sa l to increase 

Henry's powers - a l l are t o be found i n Grim's account. As i s 

f r e q u e n t l y the case, Guernes translates his wr i t t en sources most 

l i t e r a l l y when he has, or seems to have, no other source wi th 

which to compare, teiaper and modify the material before him, and when 

he f ee l s that his source i s both veracious and wishes t o make or 

emphasise the same points as Guernes himself . I t i s r a r e ly 

that we can d is t inguish a passage of Guernes' poem as being 

a l i t e r a l , or almost l i t e r a l t rans la t ion of one or another of 

his w r i t t e n La t in sources, and n ^ i l s t t h i s could to some extent 

be explained by his s k i l l as a poet - and he i s undoubtedly a 

h igh ly s k i l f u l poet - i t i s surely more a resul t of his care to 

repor t i n nearly every case only evidence i ^ c h he himself accepts 

as t rue and f a i r , and t o express only views which he himself shares. 

I n t h i s respect the question of v/hether his na te r i a l i s o r ig ina l 

or no t , and c lear ly most of i t i s not , i s of secondary iaiportance 

and i n t e r e s t only. He i s mere prone, as we saw i n his treatment 

of Thomas Becket himself as i t develops throu^out the poem^if 

not a c t u a l l y necessarily to omit, then t o tone down material which 

detracts f rom the archbishop's cause, rather than t o introduce 

a f a l s e note i n t o his poem by inc luding material vrtiich does not 

bear h is stamp of approval. Equally, a t the opening of the poem. 



we saw him omit material which, a l t h o u ^ i t might enhance 

the reputa t ion and f i gu re of the saint , he could not accept 

as proven. Obviously a poet who borrows so much cf his material 

from other wr i te rs i s open to the accusation of plagiarism; 

wh i l s t the wealth of mater ia l to be found p r i n c i p a l l y i n the 

accounts of Edward Grim and Will iam of Canterbury no doubt great ly 

f a c i l i t a t e d Guernes' task - his poem would have been vas t ly 

d i f f e r e n t without them - we cannot i n t r u t h say that ease was his 

main concern. He r a r e ly borrows unthinkingly or u n c r i t i c a l l y , 

even when he manifestly borrows; s l av i sh ly . Here then i s 

Grim's account of the encounter between Henry's embassy end the 

pope: 

"Hoc autem sensere d(»nest ic i , u t s i Eboracensi archiepisoopo 

posset impetrsre a papa regni legationem, f a c i l e dominum 

Cantuariensem hoc modo quassaret. Transmissis ed papam 

duobxis c l e r i c i s , nailta ins tan t ia laboretum est u t effectum 

consequeretur voluntas r e g i s ; sed hoc post a l i a legatis 

respcnsum est , quoniam Eboracensis i n f e r i o r i s omni tempore 

f u e r i t d i g n i t a t i s e t a u c t o r i t e t i s quam Centuariensis ecclesia, 

"et e r i t ; " ad junx i t , "quoad v ixero ," Referunt nunoii 

protestantes quia n i s i regem postulate legations placasset, 

archiepiscopus cap i t i s sententia punire tur . Et papa quidem 

hoc audiens ex animo susp i rav i t , Considerans autem, u t v i r 

sapientissiraus, l e v i o r i nonnunquam consentiendum noxae, ut 

perfecte gravior ev i t e tu r , legationem quidem t r a n s m i t t i t 

r e g i , sed penitus potestatem i n t e r d i c i t gravandi quemquam 



128 

sive promovendi Eboraoensem contra dondnum Cantuariensem. 

Instabant nunoii aff irmantes ncn esse i n conscentia regis 

hac oocasione ve l l e gravare quemquam, sed ut hac permissione 

contradicentem humil ie t archiepisoopum, e t devotiorem 

e f f i c i a t regiae ma jes ta t i . Super omnia autem ne i n regis 

inguriam infames ordinatarum ausiis actionesque insolescant, 

cum r e g i perspexerint non deesse facul tatem gravandi 

archiepisoopum, sub cujus tu i t ione c l e r i c i temerare leges 

publicas non verentur. Sed nunoii aliam quam dictum est 

nu l la rat ione poterant extorquere legationem; quam tamen 

i n pub l i c i s conventibus ostentans, d i v u l g a r i f e c i t potestatem 

obtinuisse se a domino papa, qua posset archiepiscopi 

praesumptiones refrenare , cum, s icu t dictum est, omnem 

cum permissa legptione nocendi sive promovendi aliquem 

auctor i tas apostolica potestatem ademerit, 

(Edward Grim, ch.33 pp.384-5) 

The closeness cf Guernes' account to Grim's hardly requires 

eniphasis. Both w r i t e r s c l e a r l y f e l t tha t the pope on th i s occasion 

was very wise, levelheaded and resolute , a l l of which serves to 

help Diomas Becket end thwart King Henry I I , 

I t i s more than a thousand l ines before the pope enters the 

scene a ^ i n . I n the i n t e r im , Becket has f e l t himself so hounded 

that, f o l l o w i n g the council held at Northampton, he has f l e d the 

country, and i s i n the domains of Louis V I I , King of Prance, who has 

a high regard f o r his t roubled guest, and recommends him to the pope. 
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t e l l i n g the l e t t e r that he should af ford him a l l help and 

protect ion, Guernes, who follows Grim mainly here, although 

he does consul t Will iam of Canterbury, t e l l s us that Lcuis 

stimmoned f r e r e Frano l*aumoaDier,yand instructs him to go with 

t h i s message with some urgency to the pope, t e l l i n g him to t e l l 

the pope pur r i e n qui s e i t e l mund q u ' i l ne s 'en l e i s t plei3sierA> 

Guernes now includes what appears to be an o r i g i n a l piece of 

information to the e f f e c t that the pope l i s tened c a r e f u l l y to 

what h i s d i l igent servant had to say - but before he could 

rece ive Becket, an embassy arr ived from King Henry I I . 

Guernes indeed appears almost better informed than Grim, 

i n that he includes a l l of Grim's information and, i n addit ion 

to the information concerning frere Pranc, i s able to provide with 

the names of some of the k ing ' s delegation which are missing i n 

the L a t i n account. Grim names the Archbishop of York, and the 

Bishops of Worcester, E x e t e r , Chichester, and aliasque persones 

nobiles e t nominatas."^"^ Guernes can do considerably better than 

that , and i n addit ion^ comes as near to explaining the pope's 

absence from Rome as he ever does - that i s to say, he openly 

admits i t : 

Mais ainoeis que venist a ?>.anz l i Deu amis, 

Eut l i r e i s a l a pape ses messagiers tramis, 

Evesques e baruns e cheval iers de p r i s , 

L i apostol ies ert de Rume idtino f u i t i s , 

E surjorna a Sanz meis, semaines e dis, 

L'arcevesques i v i n t qui d'Evrewic e r t maistre, 
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Vuit l i Rus, e I'evesque i v i n t de V/irecestre, 

E l i quens d'Artmclel e E i c h a r z d'ltejecestre, 

Johanz d'Oxeneford, I'evesque d'Execestre, 

Hue de Gundevile, Hylaires de C ice s t re . 

O i l de Sa int Wialeri, Henals, i e s t venuz, 

Henris l i f i z Ceroid, qui e r t des reaua druz, 

Gi lebert P o l i o t , qui ne s ' i f i s t pas naiz, 

E des autres plusurs , e jovenes e chanuz. 

Tels i par la purquant qui f u pur f o l tenuz. 

(Lines 2241-2255) 

There i s no doubt that Guernes enjoys being able to iicpart 

a l l t h i s information to us , and we must presume agpin some w e l l -

infarmed o r a l source. But i t i s not only the desire for 

completeness which i s s a t i s f i e d by his drawing up of such a long 

and impressive l i s t : he can a l so d i s c r e d i t them by showing their 

incon5)etence i n handling the L a t i n language and generally reducing 

themselves to a s tate of embarrassing confusion. ISae pope i s 

able to address them with contrast ing calmness and due gravi ty , 

rebuking them for t h e i r agitated end excessive language. The 

pope emerges from his confrontation with c r e d i t , and of course 

Becket's detractors , more importantly^are shown i n a very poor l i ^ t . 

Kie humour with which the poet i s able to achieve th i s picture 

d is t inguishes him quite markedly from the heavy and ponderous 

approach of the L a t i n biographers, and he was no doubt correct in 

judging that th i s approach would produce the desired response trcm 

his audience: 
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Devant l a pape esturent l i nessagier r e a l . 

Alquant d i se i ent bien, p lu i sur dise ient mal, 

L i alquant en l a t i n , t e l buen, t e l an opal , 

Te l qui f i s t personel d e l verbe iinpersonal, 

Singji ler e p l u r e l a v e i t tut p a r i g s l . 

T e l i out des prelaz par la s i egrement 

Que l a pape l i d i s t : "Frater , tempreement; 

Car mesdire de l u i ne s u f f e r a i neent." 

(Lines 2256-2263) 

Guernes t e l l s us that there i s nothing but treachery and 

dece i t and no word of truth i n iJieir words, but they are unable 

to deceive the pope. He rep l i e s to the demands of the roya l 

embassy f o r two powerful cardinals to intervene in and decide the 

case f i r m l y end tanequivocally. But before we consider Guemes' 

words, l e t us study what h i s p r i n c i p a l source here, Edward Grim 

has to say : 

" Papa autem sanct iss imus, considerans s tat im fraudem latere 

i n v e r b i s , respondet hanc potestatem n u l l i ooncedendam 

oardinalium, ut locum papae obtineetj" nec per ipsum," 

i n t u l i t , " quicqviam contra rationem oardinalibxas coacedetur." 

(Edward: Grim, ch.52, p.W2) 

Wil l iam of Centerbury's accoxint contains a very s imilar 

message, but what i s of per t i cu ler i n t e r e s t here i s not Guernes' 

t r a n s l a t i o n , f o r such i t i s , i n t h i s instance, of these words, 

but the l i n e s \ * i c h he inserts on the subject of the nature of 

c a r d i n a l s , which are e n t i r e l y o r i g i n a l to his own account, and 

which iwe: can s a f e l y take to be h i s personal opinion on them: 
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L i r e i s e r t r i ches huem, sages e de grant a r t ; 

Sout bien que chardenal svint pernant e lumbart: 

Coveitus sunt d 'ave i r plus que v i l a i n d 'essart . 

L i r e i s ad dous privez^Sorel e dan Blanchart: 

Tost funt del buen malvais e de l hardi cuart . 

Ne porent I ' a p o s t o l i e par engin deceveir . 

I I l u r ad respiindu cum huem de grant save ir : 

"Te l poest^ ne puet nuls chardenaus a v e i r . 

Bar mei n'avra nul d 'e ls de desraisun poeir; 

En poeste de pape ne v o i l nul a s e e i r , " 

(Lines 2281-2290) 

Guernes therefore echoes the sentiments of the two L a t i n 

biographers that the pope was wise and judic ious , but i s 

s ingular i n h i s antipathy to the card ina l s , who receive at h i s 

hands a treatment s imi lar to that meted out to Roger de Font 

I'Ev^qtie, although on a l e sser scale,, Guernes i s consistent 

i n h i s suspic ion of them, never cred i t ing them with other than 

unpraiseworthy motives unless they are active i n the support of 

Thomas Becket. 

Guernes noBr includes a passage i n h i s poem which i s sore what 

obscure, and which owes nothing to e i t h e r of Guernes' main written 

sources . I n i t , he t e l l s us ofa strange sequence, of events 

invo lv ing Reginald F i t z J o c e l i n . Reginald P i t z J o c e l i n was at this 

time archdeaccn at Sa l i sbury and abbot of Corbe i l ; l a t e r , a f t er 

Becket's death, he became Bishop of Bath and was e lected Archbishop 

cf Canterbury i n 1191, but died before he could be consecrated. 
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Guernes infcrnB \is of h i s status of archdeacon, and t e l l s 

us that he interceded with the k ing 's messengers on their way 

to Rome, informing them darkly that he knew of a way to help 

them, and would do so i f they would consent to lodge with him -

which they had shown themselves re luctant to do: 

-lie porrez, f e t i l , tot a la pape e s p l e i t i e r . 

Mes se volez od mei a nam oust herberger, 

D'un de ses enemis porrez l e r e i vengier." 

(Lines 2303-2305) 

There seems no doubt that Reginald's sympathies l i e with 

the k ing . We are told no more of the outcome of h i s encounter 

with the r o y a l party , but pass immediately onto an account of what 

happened shor t ly afterwards, when the embassy had reached the pope 

i n Sens: 

Dune sunt avant a Sanz a I 'apcs to i l e a l e . 

E quant ne parent f a i r e ^o qu'orent demanded 

Un a f a i r e l or ad l a pape graente': 

Que Rogers d'Everwic e r t l e ^ z de l regne. 

L i bref en furent f a i t ; mes ne furent l i v r e . 

Mes Re ina l s l i Lumbard fud de la cur t pr ivez . 

Quant sout que c i s t a f a i r e s f u i s s i atornez, 

De n u i t es t a l a c u r t priveement a l e z . 

Oar l i r e i s d'Engletere e r t l e j a r mult dotez, 

Ne i l ne vo le i t pas que i l fus t encusez. 

k I ' a p o s t o i l e ad d i t : " S i r e , ne fe tes j a . 

S i Roger d'Everwic l a legation a , 

Les p r e l a z que l i r e i s het , toz desposera." 
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T a n t ' f i s t que I 'aposto i le toz l es br ie fs detrencha 

Q u ' i l ave i t a inz f e t f e r e , e e l t r e s lor l i v r a . 

(Lines 2306-2320) 

This i s indeed a strange i » s s a g e , and i t appears to be 

12 

o r i g i n a l . M, Walberg discusses the issue a t sone length and 

admits to f i n d i n g no r e a l l y s a t i s f a c t o r y so lut ion. He i s l ed , 

b r i e f l y , to question i t s authent ic i ty , although he does accept i t as 

authentic without much h e s i t a t i o n . The h i s tory of Reginald 

FitZ' J o o e l i n does suggest that he was capable of changing sides in 

the dispute , and changed h i s al legiance more than ansa. But ^tiy 

should he do so within such a short time of having been a w i l l i n g 

conspirator i n a plan to defeat Beol^t? Guernes obviously bel ieves 

the s tory , f or we can be sure that he would hesitate to include 

i t i f he were dubious of i t s verac i ty . Nevertheless, i t remains 

an obscure incident , and throvra no favourable l i ^ t cm Becket; i f 

anything, i t shows the pope i n poorer l i g h t than i f the poet had 

omitted the passage, which would obviously have been poss ible , 

a t a stage i n the poem when the pontif f i s generally looked upon 

favourably by Guernes. Nor does i t do anything to d i s c r e d i t 

the king's ambassadcjrs, end as Reginald P i t z J o c e l i n appears nowhere 

e l se i n the poem, Guernes has l i t t l e reason to show him e i ther 

favour or disfavour i n h i s treatment of him. I f we wish to f i n d an 

axe which Guernes could poss ib ly be grinding, perhaps we should 

i n f a c t consider the l i g h t the incident throws upon the Archbishop 

of York, As we have a lready seen i n t h i s chapter, Guernes was 

never averse to v i l i f y Roger, and there are other instances of 
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people drawing back from actions not because they would not serve 

the king's cause, but because they would rvm the danger of serving 

i t too w e l l , of going too f a r , so that blame, d i scredi t or oppi>dhrium 

might f a l l upon the king for the actions taken in his name or on 

his behal f . U i i s , he protested, was vhat happened, a f t e r a l l , 

i n the cause of Becket's murder. I f we consider the incident 

at Northantpton, for ins tance , when Becket was abused and threatened 

as he l e f t the counc i l , we s h a l l remember the king's reac t ion: 

DuiKJ f u a l r e i nuncie ctun hum le f i s t huer, 

E que I'um le v o l e i t e l a i d i r e tuer: 

L i r e i s s e r e i t huniz s'um ne l la issout e s t e r . 

Dune oomanda l i r e i s e f i s t par ban c r i e r 

C u m l a i s s a s t quitement l u i e l es suenyaler. 

(Lines 194^-1950) 

A s imi lar instance occurs when John of Oxford, accoii5)ar^ng 

Beoket as he returns to England a f t e r his s i x years abroad, prevents 

ihe archbishop from coming to harm - a t the hands of Roger, among 

others - p r e c i s e l y because he kncfws l i r e i en s e r e i t mult blasmez (une a-?>.'9) 

and that l i r e i s en s e r e i t re tez de t r a l s u n A . I t i s not impossibfe 

to surmise , therefore, that once Reginald P i t z J o c e l i n hears that the 

pope intends to go so f a r as to grant a legation to Roger de Pont 

I 'Eveque, he r e a l i s e s the lengths to which Roger, so he thinks , w i l l 

go, that i s he thinks that Roger w i l l a c t u a l l y depose a l l the bishops 

who have the king's hatred (a h i ^ l y f a n c i f u l and improbable 

supposit ion, but that i s what ReginaM professes to be l i eve) and 
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that the king w i l l be blamed or c r i t i c i z e d for these restat ing 

excesses, and tha t , f a r from changing sides i n order to give 

Becket h i s support, he acts s w i f t l y to prevent posi t ive harm being 

done to the k ing's cause by any i l l - j u d g e d ac t ion on Roger's p a r t . 

This could e a s i l y , i n f a c t , be the inipart of two l ines towards the 

end of the episode: 

Car l i r e i s d'Engletere e r t l e jur mult dotez, 

Ne i l ne v o l e i t pas que i l f u s t enousez.. 

(Lines 2314-2315) 

A l t h o u ^ th i s i s a f a r from p e r f e c t explanation, i t does 

seem to me preferable to a of the explanetions offered by 

M«Walberg, who suggests e i ther revenge on the king's nessengers 

for t h e i r r e f u s a l of h i s i n v i t a t i o n , or part of a devious manoeuvre 

to deceive them]"^ Guernes, therefore, seems to include this 

incident i n his poem for two reasons: f i r s t l y , the p e r f e c t l y natural 

one that he judged i t to be accurate and true , and secondly because i t 

serves to add to the mounting store of evidence against Roger de 

Pont I 'Eveque, shewing him once again to be capable of the most 

reprehensible act ionsj that the pope emerges from these l ines 

as s t range ly v a c i l l a t i n g a t a moment when he seemed f i r m and wisely 

resolved i n h i s opposition to the k ing's party, end had indeed to 

be shewn the error of h i s act ion by an obscure archdeacon who was 

indeed opposed to Becket i n the f i r s t p lace , i s , i n the l i ght of the 

damage intended, i f not , due to a lack of c l a r i t y cai the part of the 

poet, done to the image of the Archbishop of York, of only secondary 

importaiije and value . I do not think that Guernes' intention 
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here was to imply weakness or v a c i l l a t i o n on the part of the pope. 

Within four days of the departure of the king's embassy 

from Sens, Guernes t e l l s us , Thomas Beoket arr ived there; Guernes' 

account of this serves to emphasise the firmness of the pope's 

reso lve , and demonstrate that the f l i r t a t i o n vdth the idea of 

granting a legation to Roger was only a temporary aberrat ion, for 

i t i s sandwiched between the pope's reception of f i r s t l y the king's 

messengers, and then the other fac t i on , Thomas Becket himself , and 

i n h i s dealings with both Alexander I I I i s shown to be c l e a r in his 

thinking and decis ive i n h i s act ion. I t could hardly have been 

G-uernes' intention to temper that picture with a sobering example 

of the pope's inconstancy, inconsistency, or untrustworthiness. 

Guernes follows the example of Grim i n passing on rapid ly a f t er the 

departure of the king's embassy, f rus t ra ted i n their designs and 

object ives , to the a r r i v a l of the Archbishop of Canterbury at Sens. 

Both authors are aware of the appeal which th is scene must natural ly 

hold for any audience, and neither i s slow to turn th i s to account. 

Both t e l l us that Becket f e l l a t the pope's feet , and in^a v iv id and 

dramatic gesture held out to him not the ciostomary g i f t of gold 

or s i l v e r , but the copy of the const i tut ions which he had accepted, 

to h i s subsequent chagrin , at Clarendon from the hand of King Henry I I . 

Becket s tates that there in l i e s the cause of a l l his troubles, the 

reason for his ex i l e from England. There i s a small nifflBser of 

s i g n i f i c a n t dif ferences between the two accounts, however. Guernes, 

i n f a c t , i s rather more reluctant to admit the emotional side of the 

meeting than i s Grim, and he does not t e l l us , as Grim does, that 

Becket resigned the archbishopric to the pope, who imnediately 
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restored the pos i t ion to him. Grim prefaces t h i s piece of 

information by the c lause ut mihi pro certo dictum e s t , which nay 

have been s u f f i c i e n t , paradoxical ly , to mate Guernes hesitate over 

the t r u t h of t h i s statement, e s p e c i a l l y as he could see i n i t an 

admission of weakness on the part cf the archbishop, a breach i n 

h i s defences. Both Grim and Will iam of Canterbury mention 

mutual t ears , a d e t a i l which Guernes omits. I f we compare the 

accounts of Grim and Guernes, we s h a l l f i n d that the L a t i n 

biographer gives a more emotional vers ion than the French poet, 

who i s more f a c t u a l and down-to-earth i n his treatment, although 

not l ack ing i n a sympathetic approach. Here i s what Grim has 

to say : 

"Sanctus autem papa elevens fi l ixim amplexatur, osculatur, 

lecrymas lacrymis immiscens, e t Deo grat ias re ferens , 

quod virum tam humilem s p i r i t u , pastorem tarn s o l l i c i t u m i n 

sa lu te ovium, advooatum tam constantem i n causa, imo i n 

raultis oausis , Deo invenisset ." 

(Edward Grim^ ch.53, P.403) 

Alexander then, according to Grim, goes on to restore the 

archbii iopric to Becket, saying that he knew no one stronger for 

the task . Guernes, on the other hand, conveys a picture of greater 

s t r e i ^ h and f o r t i t u d e , and indeed delays giving h i s version of th i s 

s e c t i o n of Gferim's account for some t h i r t y l i n e s , u n t i l the incident 

w i th the c a r d i n a l , Wil l iam of Bav ia , to which we s h a l l short ly 

r e t u r n , has been r e t o l d . He merely contents himself with 

s t a t i n g that the pope l i s tened a t t e n t i v e l y to Becket, and to h i s 

s p i r i t e d and deta i l ed argument against the customs, which were reed 
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out, then he t e l l s h i s audience: 

Bien unt e c l e r c e l a i sa parole escultee; 

E I 'aposto l ies I ' o u t par tuz les puinz notee. 

L'apostol ies I ' a s i e t j \ j s te Ivii erramment, 

E bien s e i t i l venuz, co l i ad d i t suvent; 
i 

E mult l i s e i t bon gre que s i grant f a i s enprent 

Qu'encontre r e i de terre s a i n t ' i g l i s e defent. 

Par tut l i a i d e r a , l a u ra i suns consent, 

(lines 2379-2385) 

Perhaps the phrase l a u raisuns consent i s a keynote to 

Guernes' view of this encounter. He was cautious of sweeping 

promises of help, and does not choose to make much of the pope's 

promise of a s s i s tance . Despite the obvious emotional appeal of the 

scene, Guernes prefers to concentrate h i s at tent ion, end 

consequently that of his audience, on the appeal of reason ra ther 

than sentiment. TSae poet does not e n t i r e l y neglect to evoke 

the sUQiqpathy of h i s audience, but one f e e l s that he could have 

made much more of the d i s t r e s s e d posit ion of the archbishop, had 

he chosen to do so. The emotions of both the pope and the 

archbishop are teii?)ered i n Guernes' account, and we hear much 

more eniphasis placed on Secket's c a r e f u l l y reasoned and argued 

attack on the const i tut ions , and of h i s de ta i l ed defence and 

succes s fu l running feud with the cardinal Will iam of Bavia, who 

interrupted him with t iresone frequency. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t 

that Guernes includes his very acctirate t r a n s l a t i o n of the 

const i tut ions a t t h i s point , unlike e i ther of the Lat in biographers, 
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and that he himself presents an argument, e l b e i t e br ie f one, 

egainst each of the s ix teen clauses i n turn . Nor does Guernes 

neglect the opportunity to show one of the cardinals worsted. 

Iifention has already been made here of Wil l iam of Eav ia ' s -cont inua l 

interrupt ions , and haw Becket dealt with them, Guernes takes 

obvious pleasure in showing how the archbishop was able calmly, 

and in L a t i n which oonrpared most favourably with that of the 

king's ambessadors of which the poet has r e c e n t l y told us , to win 

his argument, with a wisdom which at one point i s compared to 

Solomon's: 

E quant l i ercevesques comen^a a parler 

E sa cause en l a t i n gentement a mustrer, 

O i l le commence lues par tut a traverser , 

Quida qu'um l i eust f a i t l a cause fermer, 

E , s'um l e desturbast, ne seust par f iner . 

(Lines 236I-2365) 

Becket i s inspired by sainz S s p i r z ^ which, presumably, 

f a c i l i t a t e s his task i n disproving V/i l l iam's argument,, and he i s 

able to destroy the cons t i t i tu ions par r a i s u n confermee e par 

t r e s t u t raisun e provance mustreeA> What i s of greater in teres t 

to us here i s the motive behind Wil l iam of E a v i e ' s interruptions; 

Grim's information on t h i s point, which was presumably Guernes' 

point of departure, i s a simple statement of f a c t s : 

"Sed caxisam regis t u e r i conatus e s t c o n t r a r i i s objectionbus 

Willelmus de Papia o a r d i n a l i s ; a l i i quoque de cardinalibus 

raulta pro lege locut i sunt ." 

i fedward Grim. oh.52t., p.403) 
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Guernes adds s i g n i f i c a n t l y , i f b r i e f l y , to th i s information: 

Um chardenal i out qui mult ameit l e r e i , 

Vuilaume de Pgvie, e i n s i out nun, co c r e i . 

(Taz l e s chardenaus out t r e i z l i r e i s pres a s e i . 

Oar tant l u r out dtme e f a i t bien le pur que i 

Qu'en apert mainteneient sa cause e en reque i . 

(Lines 2356-2360) 

Nothing i n Guernes' written sources suggests that the 

king was i n any way providing such incent ive to the c a r d i n a l s ; 

th i s seems to be a fur ther instance of the poet's desire to 

a t t r ibute some of the archbishop's discomfort to the i l l w i l l 

of the card ina l s as a group, a l t h o u ^ on t h i s occasion he was 

more than able to defend h i n s e l f . Nor i s th i s the l a s t time 

that we s h a l l f i n d the poet charging the cardinals with being 

open to br ibery . Jus t as he i s able to mitigate the blame 

at taching to the king by thrust ing much of the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

for h i s act ions on to those who advised him badly, .on such f igures 

as the Archbishop of York, so the poet at tr ibutes many of liie 

d i f f i c u l t i e s encountered by Becket a t the papal court not to 

the h i ^ e s t authority there , the pope, but to those who surrouid 

and counsel him, that i s to say, the c a r d i n a l s , 

Guernes t e l l s us that the pope has no hes i tat ion i n c ondemning 

the Const i tut ions of Clarendon and anyone who observed them, 

that Becket thanked him f o r h i s b e l a c u i l l e i t ^ , and - a f ter the 

text of the const i tut ions has been trans lated a nd Guemes' views 

given b r i e f l y on them - the archbishop spent a month a t Sens befofe 

the pope commended him to the abbey of Pontigny. 
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- For some three hundred l i n e s now, we have been i n the 

presence of the pope: t h i s cons t i tu tes , i n f a c t , the longest 

and most inportant contact which Guernes' audience i s to enjqy 

with the pont i f f . Only for a l i n e or two, henceforth, 

w i l l the poet take us back to the papal court , and mainly we 

s h a l l hear of the pope only when he i s mentioned i n correspondence 

between Beoket, the E n g l i s h bishops and King Henry, when l e t ters 

or e d i c t s from Alexander I I I may be discussed or quoted to prove 

one point or another. But i n terms of assessing the role 

and the s igni f icance of the pope i n the poem, the poet has by 

t h i s stage placed most of -the evidence before his audience, so 

we may be en t i t l ed to review cur opinion of him at th i s point. 

Even when we are i n c lo se s t contact with ihe pope, he seems, 

from tiie evidence of Guernes' poem, a d i s t a n t , aloof character . 

I t i s not' r e a l l y apparent from Guernes' poem what degree of 

involvenBnt he had i n the dispute between Becket and King Henry, but 

the poet does not cred i t him with great power or inf luence. 

C e r t a i n l y appeals are made to him, his words are c i ted i n evidence 

on one side or another, the king may fulminate when he fee ls that 

he has been beaten, deceived or disappointed by the pope's act ions , 

but we are not concerned at a l l with his posi t ion as head cf the 

Church - he i n s p i r e s no great awe, no deep sense of respect. 

He i s not a commending f igure , and th i s possibly i s an unintended 

r e f l e c t i o n of the p o l i t i c a l weakness of h i s pos i t ion , both i n 

respect of the schism manoeuvred by Frederick Barbarossa, and i n 

respect of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with England and the Eng l i sh Chiirch. 
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7/e s h a l l see an instance where Henry i s sa id to be a f r a i d cf 

the pope, and the power behind h i s l e t t e r s i s sometines nade 

apparent, but, not surpr i s ing ly , more often Guernes seems to 

be showing h i s decis ions as merely c<»ifirming e a r l i e r decisions 

taken by the Archbishop of Canterbury, ^ c k e t , as we have 

j u s t seen, has a sympathetic ear a t Sens, but the tone of Guernes' 

poem suggests that the poet f e l t that this was no l e s s than he 

deserved. Indeed, as the tenor of the poem as a whole i s based 

on j u s t that premise, the pope serves as only marginally more 

than a further plank i n Becket's argument. We have already 

es tabl i shed that Guernes does not wish to in teres t his audience 

i n the h i s tory of schisms and schismat ics ; i t becomes c lear that 

h i s in teres t l i e s predominantly i n the h is tory of 'Biomas Becket, 

and the cause of the mother Church cones a long way second. Guemes 

i s of course sensible of the dangers inherent to the Church, and 

reminds h i s readers and l i s t e n e r s not infrequently what i t was that 

Becket was f i g h t i n g to defend. But i t i s a l so true that the 

poet sometimes pays l i t t l e more than l i p - s e r v i c e to the cause, 

excepting h i s eagerness to prove that Becket was r ight i n what 

he was doing. I n so f a r as the pope can be shown to be j u s t i f y i n g 

and sanct ioning what Becket does, Guemes w i l l foctis the attent ion 

of his audience i n the d i r e c t i o n of Sens or Montpellier, as the 

case may be. But i t i s not the head of beleaguered Church we are 

shtJwn, i t i s a f igure whose influence i s considerable, and whose 

considerable influence should n a t u r a l l y be emplqyed to good e f f e c t 

i n Becket's cause. But we must bear in mind that in a sense 
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^Guemes was a t Canterbury preaching to the converted, i n that 

many, i f by no n^ans a l l , cf those who came to hear his poem 

were a lready i n no doubt that Becket had fought and died f o r 

the Church, and therefore did not need reminding of the f a c t 

quite so frequent ly . At the s t a r t of the poem Guernes i s a t 

pains to t e l l h i s audience that Becket fought and died pur l e s 

c l e r s 3uppri3/i'..>?ur amur Deuy^both of which would be i n any case 

more acces s ib l e and comprehensible concepts for his audience than 

the Church, a large and i l M e f i n e d body. One suspects from 

the tone of h i s treatment of Becket's v i s i t to the pope at Sens 

that Guernes f e l t that the pope owed more to Becket then Becket 

did to the pope. C e r t a i n l y the cardinals d id him no favours 

according to Guernes, and from the picture which he paints of 

them, i t woi ld have been s u r p r i s i n g i f anything other than the 

reverse had been the case . He c l e a r l y had no respect whatsoever 

for these members of the h ierarchy of the church to which he himself 

belonged. 

Indeed, when we next hear of the card ina l s , they ere 

forming what must, i n Guemes' mind, have been the most unhealthy 

of a l l i a n c e s . Guernes t e l l s us that the pope has sent for ihe 

E n g l i s h bishops, and Henry, i n order to preerc^t t h i s has c a l l e d 

a c o u n c i l of bishops, i n t e r r i n g to require them to igaore the 

/ 14\ 
e d i c t s of the pjpe and they, ( to the consternation cf Edward Grim ) 

i f they do n o t swear an oath to obey the k ing , dare not do 

otherwise. Guernes, ra ther than fol lowing Grim i n reproving the 

t i i o sr i ty of the bishops and publishing the pope's indignant l e t t e r 
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to the English bishops addressed to the Archbishop of York on 

the same theme, reveals that some of Alexander's messages were 

brought, despite the threat of the severest penalty, Guernes 

is indeed about to catalogue what may befal l any clerk who has 

the temerity to appeal to Rome, but before he does so he informs 

his audience of one of the indirect consequences of the most 

recent measures taken by King Henry: 

(Rome est a Evrewic, Rogier a trop argent; 

G i l ad Angot od l u i , dune ad Rone en present I 

Engleterre est enclose e de mer e de vent: 

Ne orient Deu ne ses sainz par un poi de turmsnt.) 

(lines 2652-2655) 

As appeals may not, according to the king's restrictions, 

be made to Rome, they go to York, and Roger, Guernes implies to 

his audience, benefits greatly from this practice. This 

information, for which Guernes has no written source, is c learly 

intended to damage the Archbishop of York in our eyes. Perhaps 

Guernes adds the comment about the physical isolation of 

England from the continent as some form of explanation as to 

Vi/hy King Henry and Roger appear to be scoring a victory over 

Becket and the pope in this instance. When Becket, a l i t t l e 

later, summons his bishops to him by letter only Roger Bishop 

of Worcester is bold enough to obey. Guernes has in the 

meantime given graphic details of Henry's threats in order to 

prepare us for this information. 

In these exchanges, the cause~of the pope and that 

of Becket are brief ly united in the poet's mind, and he states 
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8 l i t t l e later , vising as we saw in the previous chapter heavy 

irony to make his point, that the king should indeed be able to 

claim Saint Peter's Pence - after a l l , Guernes tel ls us.^apostclies. 

legaz. arcevesques esteit(Line 2742). Neither pope nor archbishop 

could effect ively put Henry's lands under interdict, and indeed, 

Guernes concludes ironically, n ' i poeit saint' igl ise vers l i 

mustrer nul dreit(Line 2745). 

Such discussions, even the issue of communication with 

the papal court, now restored to Rome, are hastily dropped when 

Guernes, mistakenly as we have seen, introduces his account of 

the coronation of Young Henry as King of England by Roger, 

Gilbert Fol iot and Jocelin. The pope, stung into action by this 

slight to the dignity of Becket's see, promptly summoned them, 

and according to Guernes, when they fai led to go, excommunicated 

them. Then we hear l i t t l e more of the pope for more than a 

thousand l ines , except that Becket and Poliot argue about him 

obliquely in their heated exchange of let ters , Poliot claiming 

that Becket was harming his own, the Church's and the pope's 

cause, and Becket replying that the pope had no reason to support 

Poliot when the latter would not obey his own master: 

"Plus est ferms que la piere qui siet sur vive mole. 

Vicaries est saint Piere, bien seiz n'est pas ventvole;" 

(Lines 3363-3364) 

But Guernes i s translating Becket's own letter here, not 

giving his own view, v/hich may be very different, and in any case 

Becket was giving an opinion of the pope which he himself needed 

to parade and promote, and which might not necessarily coincide 

at a l l with his private view of the pope at that time. 

The pope does figure in a strange dream which Becket had 
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at Sens, when he was in the dream deserted, oppressed and attacked 

by a l l , fors de pape Alissandre, k i l msintint sulementA. Even 

in this dream, which was widely reported among the biographies of 

Beoket, Alexander's help was of l i t t l e use to Becket, for he 

awoke, according to Guernes, in cold fear, having in his dream 

lauded at Henry's fai lure to cause him pain, despite the 

most terr ible tortvires, and so incurred his wrath, Guernes, 

however, goes on to add an important detail which does not occur 

in any of h i s written sources,and which appears to be his own 

opinion: 

En la cause veimes I'apostolie afeblir, 

Qu'i l ne pout I'arcevesque contre tuz maintenir, 

(Lines 3881-3882) 

I f this does imply some crit ic ism of Alexander H I , a 

weakening of his zeal, then i t does also seem to imply that he 

had, to his credit, being attempting,up to then, to support the 

archbishop c<aitre tuz, a l thou^ in this Guernes, whose tone does 

sound c r i t i c a l , may have said more than he intended. 

At a l l events, the pope's credit i s restored in the minds 

of the audience shortly afterwards when the poet te l l s va that 

I'apostolies i ad sovent ses briefs tramis as concilies qu ' i l unt 

de I'aoorde entre els p r i s A . Guernes i s alone amongst the biographers, 

moreover, to t e l l us that the f i r s t meeting was arranged to take 

place at Pontoise, and that the pope was on h i s way there, and 

had reached Paris , when news reached King Henry that the pope 

was to be present at the meeting, whereat he smartly turned around and 

marched away, a story which redounds mainly to the discredit of the 
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camp, and thus does him some credit in the eyes of Guemes* 

audience. 

Guernes te l l s us next of a meeting at Montmirail, where 

two cardinals play an important role . According to Guernes, 

who again i s alone in reporting what proves to be an abortive 

attempt to f ind an agreed settlement, these two are John of Naples 

and William of FSgvia, so we should not be surprised at his opinion 

of their allegiances and intentions: 

Dui charderal de Rume i sunt a l r e i venu: 

Vuillames de Pavie e dan Johans i fu 

De Naples, qui a l r e i se sunt del tut tenu, 

E I'arcevesque eussent volentiers deceu. 

(Lines 4017-¥)20) 

The king allegedly t e l l s them that tant se volt humilier 

q u ' i l frea I'arcesvesque qtianqu'il voldrunt jugier^; i f ^that i s , 

Becket w i l l equally agree to abide by what they decide.- The 

cardinals do not believe that Becket can f a i r l y reject or res i s t 

this offer, but that night Becket had a dream in which he sees the 

king offering him a golden cup of wine, which^when he i s about 

to drink, the archbishop discovers to be cloudy, and to contain 

two large spiders. The dream i s interpreted for him: the king 

w i l l make a tengoting offer, but i t w i l l not be a l l that i s seems; 

as for the spiders les dous granz 'iraignes a\mt l i dui paltenier 

cardenal, qui nus volent, s ' i l poent. enginnierwv. I t cones as no 

surprise then, to Guernes' audience, to learn that the archbishop 
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rejects the blandishments of the two cardinals when he discovers 

they are indeed present and do make a tempting offer. No progress 

can be made. This strange incident, reported only by Guernes, 

i s included, i f i t has any ulterior motivation beyond a desire for 

completeness, to demonstrate that the king chooses unworthy, 

untrustworthy, deceitful emissaries when he chooses cardinals, 

and Becket, who would otherwise seem very foolish to re ject what 

on i t s face value i s a sound and f a i r offer, i s in fact showing 

himself to be most prudent. 

I n contrast to the underhand methods of the two cardinals, 

we are next shown the pope labouring to promote and arrange by 

letter another meeting at Montmirail, Guernes evidently has 

a far higher respect for the two papal envoys involved in this meeting, 

for he gives us a favourable opiniai of them - when he expresses no 

opinion on such msn, he i s generally concealing disfavour: 

Oar de part I'apostolie de Riome i sunt ale 

Danz Bernarz de la Coldre, sainz hum de grant bxinte, 

L i priurs de Munt Deu, huem de grant honeste, 

Arcevesque e eve^ue e priur e abe. 

Pur fa ire cele pes. E mult s'en sunt peiie, 

(Lines 4076-4080) 

This, tine agreement i s almost reached, but a di f f icul ty 

arises when Becket comes to kiss the king with the words 

a I'onur de Deu e la vostre^ Geoffrey Ridel quickly points out 

to the king oi ad s off is me adesA the a grdement breaks down, with 
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a l l present attaching the blame to Becket, who i s so distressed 

that he writes to the pope, explaining the events and begging to 

know the pope's wishes in the matter. However, Guernes i s 

at pains to point out that the king in fact ref lects , realises 

that i t i s he who was wrong, and attempts, too late^to accept 

Becket ' 3 terms. 

When at last an agreement is reached, and peace i s 

projected, i f not f ina l ly achieved, at Preteval, i t i s made to 

seem in Guernes' poem that the init iat ive thatihe pope appears 

to be making is prompted i n fact by Becket himself: 

Duno a l i arcevesques I'apostolie mande 

Qu'i l out f a i t vers le r e i , coment i l out f ine . 

Or l i mande e requiert, pur sa sainte bunte, 

Al r e i mand que tuit seient s i pechie pardorie. 

Que I'arcevesque baist en pes e seurte. 

L'apostolie manda l i ber de grant science 

Que i l l i comandast, par seinte obedience, 

Le r e i baisast de pais, venist en sa presence, 

Madoc bai l la les lettres, qui de I 'a l er contencej 

I I les bai l la la pape, quant i l en out licence. 

Erramment f i s t ses bries I'apostolieSescrire: 

Luanda le r e i Henri, qui d'En^eterre ert s i re , 

De pais baist I'arcevedque Thomas de Cantorbire 

E del tut l i parduinst e maltalent e i r e . 

Que Jesu Grist l i se i t de tuz ses pechiez mire; 

(Lines 4281-4295) 
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The pope goes on to outline further demands. He 

then writes to Becket - as Becket himself had wished and 

requested: 

Rsr sainte obedfenoe a mande saint Thomas 

Que, s ' i l puet faire pes, qu ' i l ne la refust pas; 

Ifeis prenge s'en mult pres, ne s'en face puint qt;ias. 

Car I'apostolies ert de la guerre tut les; 

N'eut de tut' Engleterre qui vals ist un sul as. 

(Lines 4301-4305) 

The pope, then, according to Guernes, is t ired of the 

Becket controversy; hence his sudden act iv i ty - or hence the 

need for Becket, apparently, to force him into action. What 

Guernes had not said, and quite possibly not understood, 

is that both Becket and the pope were forced into action because 

of the coronation of young Henry - the bishops must be brought 

to heel and the king, who i n any case would now be eager for a 

settlement, brcxi^t to terms, Guernes, as we have seen, retold 

the story of the coronation mistakenly some sixteen hundred lines 

e a r l i e r . The pope did in fact write very s t r i c t letters as 

a resul t , and i t was as a result of these that Henry sou^t peace; 

in Guernes' account, i t reads as i f the king has suddenly and 

unexpectedly capitulated: 

L i reis Henris lur ad ptramis e graante 

Qu'i l fera volentiers jo q u ' i l l i unt Ice 

E ^o que I'apostolies l i aveit comande. 

(Lines 4311-4313) 
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The poet a t t r ibu tes th i s i n i t i a l l y to Becket's zeal, 

then t o the pope's l e t t e r s , then t o the intervent ion of King 

Louis Yll of Prance, then, almost c r y p t i c a l l y , to Alexander I I I 

once again: 

Tant a re i s Loe^fis r e i Henri enchalcie, 

Arcevesque e evesque od eel a l t r e c l e rg i e , 

D i t qu'or fre.a tu t co q u ' i l l i unt o o n s e i l l i e . 

( l l cremi I ' apos to l i e , oui I ' a v e i t manecie.) 

(Lines 4321-4324) 

Thus Henry agrees to grant vmstever they w i l l advise him to 

grant, and even the d i f f i c u l t y over the kiss of peace v y i l l , 

i t i s projected, be overcome a t a f u r t h e r meeting to be held 

a t Tours. Guernes seems almost re luctant to admit that 

the pope had had any influence i n t h i s matter. I t i s possible 

that Guernes himself was not aware of the current p o l i t i c a l 

background, and that , having so misplaced the coronation of 

young Henry, could not explain, even to himself, why Henry H 

should have suddenly reacted i n th i s way. But i t i s equally 

fess-ble tha t , a f t e r the e f f o r t s of Becket and of Louis V H of 

Prance f a i l e d on so many occasions i n the past, he was not eager 

to admit the pope had been able to ins t iga te the reconc i l i a t ion ; 

hence h i s atteinpts t o at tach much of the c red i t t o Becket 

h imself , and some of i t to King Louis. Wil l iam of Canterbury 

equal ly gives some of the c red i t to the King of Prance, but is 

rather more e x p l i c i t on the nature of the pope's ro le i n the 

matter, and his threat to King Henry: 
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"Cum autem dominus papa de ooncessione regis Anglorum, 

turn mandate ipsius turn viva voce suorum, quos in 

Pranoiam miserat , aocepisset, gaudio gavism est. 

Nam so l l i c i tav i t euro rex Pranoor.um in virtute amoris, 

et sub impensi protestatione benef ic i i , ne dilationes 

ulterius frustratorias prorogaret; sed et Willelmus 

Senonensium venerandus antistes, qui Anglicanae ecclesiae 

miseratios sedem apostolicam adierat, praesens et petens 

instabat ut rex Anglorum anathemati, regE44m:3hterdioto 

subjioeretur, n i s i Gantuariensi pax ecclesiae redderetur." 

(Williami of Canterbury. ch,68, p. 76) 

This, basical ly , is the las t we are to hear of the part 

played by Pope Alexander I I I in Guemes' poem, Becket later 

makes much of the papal consent and power which l i e s behind his 

excommunication of the three bishops, of his insistence thet^whiie 

he himself can absolve the Bishop of London and the Bishop of 

Salisbury, only the pope can absolve the Archbishop of York, 

This i s a double-edged sword, for i t once again strikes cut at 

Roger, en5)h83ising the enormity of his transgression, and 

eniphaaising also the auttiariiy invested in the pope, who is shown 

to be behind a l l of Becket's decisions at this point. But 

once again, we may suspect that Becket i s deliberately bolstering 

the public image of the pope for his own ends. But we hear 

l i t t l e else about him; we learn nothing of his reaction to Becket's 

marder; notiiing of the part he played in Henry's acts of repentance, 

in dictating the terms on which Henry was to be readmitted to 
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the Church. That triun^ih must be seen to be Becket's, 

Therein l i es the keynote to Guernes' attitxade towards, and 

therefore treatment of the pope: he was a useful adjunct to 

Becket's cavise, and at times proved extremely important as a 

soiiroe of help, encotiragement and support, both moral and 

p o l i t i c a l . But Guernes does not atteinpt to indtice or 

inspire his audience to revere, admire^venerate or stand in 

awe of the pope. Such feelings should rightly be reserved 

for Beofcet, and the pope wi l l be introduced only when he has 

to be. In a sense, one feels that i t i s almost more 

important in Guernes' mind to establish with his audience that 

the cardinals represent a source of constant, unjust and 

unhealthy opposition to the archbishop's cause. As we saw 
/ A 

with the bishops, especially with Roger de Pont I'Eveque, i t i s 

more important to Guernes to i l lus trate these who make l i f e more 

d i f f i c u l t for Becket, thereby enhancing him for us, than i t 

i s to remind us of what succour he received, which might diminish 

his achievement. This may have been no conscious or coherent 

policy on the part of the poet, but i f we compare the treatment 

of the potpe with that of the cardinals in the poem, we can see 

that this i s so. 

I t i s of interest to consider, briefly, Guernes' treatment 

of some of those characters who appear very br ie f ly in his poem. 

Although some of these figures may have played quite significant 

roles in the history of Thomas Eecket, they may not figure 

conspicuously in Guernes' poem; others, l ike the four knights 
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who nurdered him, appear only at the eni of the account, 

but there, naturally figure largely. 

Let us consider two people who were, in fact , close 

companions of Thomas Becket at certain periods in h i s l i f e . 

F i r s t l y , Robert of Merton was Becket's chaplain and confidant, 

and went with him into exi le . We hear virtual ly nothing of 

him, with one important exception. When Guernes, following 

Grim, wishes to give us details of the hardships vThich Becket 

imposed upon hinself in that period of exile, details which 

Becket himself was at pains to keep secret, Robert of Merton 

was one of a very small group - three, according to Guernes -

who knew these detai ls . When, therefore, the poet i s recounting 

them, i n some awe and reverence, to his audience, he quotas Robert 

as 8 reliable source. Grim had referred to him as venerabilis; 

Guernes says of him that he i s a man qui saint' obedience n'eri ;03out 
cu.-rta 3'9't5) cure- 39«*U> 

trespasser/^and who en sot le veir cunterA. I t i s typical of 

Guernes to wish to stress the veracity of what he i s reporting. 

But he does not f ee l the need for the support of Robert's presence 

Of evidence elsewhere in the poem, despite the fact that Robert 

must have been almost constantly at Thomas' side. In this 

Guernes i s admittedly following the Latin biographers, and may 

have had no access to other material, but one senses that i t does 

not serve his purpose i l l at times for Becket to be seen to be 

alone. This i s borne out, perhaps, i^ien we look at the second 

f igure, John of Salisbury. In a similar way to Roberi of 

Merton, he was regularly a oonpanion of Becket since the days ixs. 

the household of Archbishop Theobald, and one of the few people 
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who might claim to be a friend of Thomas Becket, Apart from 

mentioning John once, when Becket sent him to expedite has af fa irs 

at Canterbury after the reconciliation with Hsnry and before 

the archbishop's return to England, Guernes t e l l s his audience 

nothing of John of Salisbxory u n t i l the confrontation wilii the 

four kn i^ t s at Canterbury; when they leave Becket brief ly 

(to arm themselves) John tries to press his opinion on to him: 

Johans de Salisbire l i aveit dunches dit : 

"Sire, tuzjurs svez nostre conseil desdit, 

Pors CO qu'avez tuzdis en vostre quer e s l i t , 

-Que volez que jo face, dan Johan? f a i t l i ber, 

-Vostre conseil, f a i t i l , deijssiez apeler. 

Quant l i chevalier vindrent chaienz a vus parler, 

Pors achsisun ne quierent de vus a mort l i vrer . 

Mais de vostre corine ne vus puet nuls geter," 

Pai;t l i dune sainz Thonas: "Tuz nus estuet murir; 

Ne pur mca't de justise ne me verrez f l ech ir . 

E pur I'amur de Deu ve i l la mort sustenir; 

Ne i l ne sunt pas mielz apreste del f e r i r 

Que mis curages est del martire s u f f r i r . " 

Pa i t l i maistre Johans: "Ife sumes apreste 

Que voillum mes encore estre a la mort l ivre; 

Car en pechie gisum e en chait iv i te , 

N'un sul ne ve i , fors vus, qui muire de sun gr^. 

-Or se i t , f a i t sainz Thomas, a la Deu volente." 

(Lines 5363-5380) 
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Much of this i s based on the written account of Benedict 

of Canterbury, from whose work Guernes borrows freqt:iently towards 

the eml of the poemi 

"Unus autem clericorum suorum, v id i l ice t magister Joannes 

Seresberiae, v ir litterarum multarum, eloquentiae magnae 

profundique c o n s i l i i , et, quod his majus est, in Dei timore 

et amore fundattis, conquerenti tale dedit responstun: 

"Domine", inquit", res nimis admirabilis est, quod nullius 

admittis consilium, Et quae necessitas f u i t tantae excellentiae 

viro ad ampliorem malignorum illorum exacerbationem siargere, 

et post eos ad ostixim usque procedere? Nonne sat im esset, 

communicato cum his, qui praesentes sunt, consilio, mitius 

eis dedisse responsum, qui t i b i quidquid possvint machinantur 

mali, ut te ad iracundiam provocate in sermone saltern capiant?" 

Sanotus autem, qui pro jixstitia et libertate eoclesiae ad 

mortis angustias, tanquam ad quietis del ic ias , stispirabat, 

inquit, "Consilium jam totum acceptum est, Novi satis quid 

agere debeam." E t magister Joannes, "Utinam, annuente Deo, 

bonum s i t . " 

(Benedict of Canterbury, fragmentum i.>p*9) 

Ttie debt which Guernes owes to Benedict i s evident. 

What i s interes-ting i s that Guernes portrays John of Salisbury here 

83'a hesitant, f earfu l figure; whilst suppressing Benedict's words 

of praise for a wise, eloquent and learned roan,, he attributes to 

John a physical fear which serves to emphasise the gulf between 
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the saintly Becket and other less courageous and resolute men. 

Guernes seems to wish Becket to stand clearly apart, and a 

disagreement as to policy at this juncture would be confusing 

rather than edifying for his audience. He achieves his effect, 

in fact , by attributing to John of Salisbury emotions which another 

of the Latin biographers, ?/illiam of Canterbury, acknowjedgps as 

his own: 

"Ego qui loquor, hoc verbo, siout et caeteri, arbitrans me 

gladio.paiier percutiendum, tanquam peccatorum conscius 

et minus idoneus martyrio, ce l er i tergiversatione gradus 

ascendi, complodens manus. Protinus quidam stantes adhuc 

ad orationem dispersi sunt," 

(William, of Canterbury. ch,39, pp.133-134) 

Guernes i s able, a l i t t l e later, to enphasise the fact that 

John f led with many others, when he follows William of Canterbury 

in te l l ing tas of 7/illiam de Tracy's boast that he had wounded John 

of Salisbury i n the arm, when in fact , as i s pointed out to us, 

i t was Edward Grim who was trying to protect the archbishcp at 

the las t . We hear no more of John of Salisbury. Guernes' 

picture of him, sketchy and incomplete as i t i s , i s less •Hian 

f lattering; certainly i t does not afford the same credit to him 

^ even as he receives from the Latin biographers, 

A third figure who a t the end of Becket's l i f e was closer 

to him. than anyone else scarcely fares better in Guernes' poem: 

this is.Edward Grim himself, Guernes f i r s t mentions him when 

he refers to the small group of monks who stayed with Becket and 
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hustled him into the main body of the cathedral, of whom 

he says i out mult vaillanZA. I t i s true that Grim himself , 

in his own account, from which Guernes does not borrow, i s modest 

to the point of grave s e l f - c r i t i c i s m in his account of how he 

behaved, and William of Canterbury has him f l e e i n g in fear to 

jo in the others liiding by the altear after he has been wounded, 

but Guernes is less than generous in his treatment of this 

incident: 

E le braz Eduvard pres tut en dous oolpa, 

Duno I 'avei t a ee l colp maistre Eduvarz guerpi, 

(Lines 5590-5591) 

GUernes does, strangely, attribute a speech to Edward 

Grim, which neither Grim h inse l f , nor V/illiam of Canterbury, 

nor i n fact any of the witnesses who vrere in the cathedral and 

vrould presumably have heard i t , records. Grim hits e l f , under 

the oircuHBtances,could eas i ly have forgotten what he said, or 

indeed that he said anything, but we mist presume an oral source 

for Guernes here, unless we wish to allow that he i s taking a 

l i t t l e poetic licence, and putting into Grim's mouth the general 

feel ing prevalent, before the murder ac tua l ly happened, amongst 

those s t i l l i n the cathedral - which i s what he did, after 

a 11^without sajring so, in the case of John of Salisbxary which 

we have jxist considered. What Guernes reports Grim as saying 

again emphasises the position of the archbishop: 
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Maistre Eduvard le t int , que q u ' i l I'tint desachie, 

" Que volez, f a i t i l , fa ire? Estes vus enragie? 

Esjuardez u vus estes e quel sunt l i f e i r i e . 

Main sur vostre arcevesque metez a grant pechiel" 

Mais pur f e i r i e ne I'unt, ne pur mustier, l a i s s i e , 

(Lines 5571-5575) 

I f we seek jsraise for Grim's words and actions in Guernes' 

poem, however, we shal l be disappointed,' The attention, awe and 

respect and reverence of the poet's audience must be focussed 

exclusively on the figure of Thomas Becket at this point above a l l 

others. 

Two bishops on the periphery of the dispute between Becket 

and King Henry figure fleetingly in the poem. These are Arnxilf 

of Lisieux and Rotrou of Evreux, later Archbishop of Rouen, 

The f i r s t reference to Arnulf in the poem shows him advising the 

king, in the i n i t i a l stages of his quarrel with Becket, to win 

some cf the English bishops over to his cause, and thus instigating, 

so i t seems, the all iance of Roger and the other bishops against 

Beoket, I t i s not surprising, therefore, to f ind Guernes implying 

that Arnulf's actions are invidious: 

L'eveske de Lisewis vint puis a Salesbere, 

Entre l i e le r e i ot um poi d'ire amere; 

Tant a fet vers le r e i ke I'enur i fu olere: 

Le r e i duna conseil a deoe.ivre sun frere; 

De veintre I'arceveske fu funteine e matere, 

(Lines 851-855) 
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This, despite evident ear l ier differences between Amulf 

and the king. The only other reference to Arnulf shows hiin, 

apparently genuinely, attempting to reconcile Becket and Geoffrey 

Ridel , a move hardly l ike ly to endear him to Guernes' audience, 

(The cxitconie of this attempt is enignstic), 

Eotrou, vrho on two occasions acts to help Becket on the 
tLirt«-tC>'n) 

other hand, and who, we are told mult le conseillAi and comes 

pur e ls dous acorderA^ creates an accordingly far better injiression 

with Guernes' audience. (As. Rotrou had been translated from 

^vreux- to Rouen between the two incidents, i t i s not- clear whetiier 

even Guernes i s aware that he i s speaking of the same person, 

interestingly. Ttiere i s no mention in the Latin biographers of 

the name Rotrou. But the tone of the two references i s generally 

the same favotirable one in both cases.) In the f i r s t instance, 

to which we have already referred in this chapter, he bears a copy 

of the Constitutions of Clarendon to the pope, who refuses to s igi 

i t . Much later , we f ind him at Becket's side at the time of tWe. 

neeting at Tours, when a reconciliation v/ith King Henry was being 

soui^it. 

Let us now return to the enemies of Thomas Becket, Despite 

the evidence of -^rnulf of Lisietix' attempt to reconcile the two 

men, following the peace agreement between Becket and the king, 

and despite the fact that Arnulf te l l s Becket that Geoffrey i s 

vers vus meslez, that Becket had excommunicated him, -ttiat i f Geoffrey 

wishes to adrescier le mesfait, Becket w i l l forgive him, there i a 

in fact no direct eviderce i n the poem which points to any cause of 

dispute or disagreement. We know that Geoffrey i s in the king's 
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camp, so to speak, for we are told that he and J dm of Oxford 

fornied the delegation to the pope by which Henry attempted to 

sectire a legation for Roger de Pont I'-Eveque, and we are told 

that l i xxna des messages fu f orment malveizie^^ and that he 

attempted, unsuccessfully, to deceive the pope into thinking that 

Becket's l i f e might be in danger, Guernes also te l ls us that 

l i mesegier l e r e i furent mult vezieA^and that -ttiey made further 

attempts to t ry to deceive the pope. (Grim, Guernes' source 

for the relevant section of his poem, does not in fact name either 

of the messengers). But this i s the only substantial evidence 

against Geoffrey, ; I t i s interesting, a l thou^ not real ly 

very siirprising, that a man may be mult vezie, but to employ such 

talent in favour of the king and to the detriment of Thomas Becket 

makes him, by in5)lication, forment malveizje, 

John of Oxford, in fact , i s treated very s imi lar ly . 

Hs was named by Guernes, as we have already seen i n this ctepter, 

i n the i l l - f a t e d and ridiculed embassy to the pope, whose Latin 

was so \anpolished (and he was excommunicated by Becket, althou^ 

this does not happen i n Guemes' poem). Much has been made by 

historians of the fact that when Becket was set to return to 

England, Henry did not go with hin% as had been a rranged, but, 

being i l l , sent John of Oxford in his stead. But whether this 

was intended as an insult or a gesture of goodwill, Guemes reports, 

without attenpt at bias, the good offices of Jc*in i n preventing 

harm being done to Becket on their arr iva l on the English coast. 

He admittedly has John point out the damage that would be done to 
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the king's name should harm befall Becket, but in this he 

is surely repeating accurately John's own arguments, and the 

poet implies no discredit to John because of this . Possibly 

he judged that the . i l l - fee l ing between Geoffrey and John on 

the one hand, and Becket on the other was well enough known, 

perhaps he did not consciously know of i t , or possibly he f e l t 

that the enmity of such men was unimportant coBopared with that 

of the King of England and the Archbishop of York, 

I f Guernes did entertain such scruples, he certainly did 

not employ them in the case of Randulph de Broc, nor indeed of 

any of the de Broc; family or followers, for whom he has a 

collective nane, l i Brooheis, or Broke i s , which he uses with 

consistently pejorative force, Randulph himself i s guilty of 

such a long l i s t of black deeds that. Guernes can never have a 

good word to say in his favour. Nor indeed, does Randulph for 

Becket, according to Guernes, Ihe f i r s t time that Guernes mentions 

him, Isandulph i s crying l i tra i tres s'en vâ ^ as Becket is leaving 

the coxjrtroom a t Northanqpton, There may be some confusion among 

the other biographers as to the exact identity of the person 

responsible^ but Guemes has no doubts, te l l ing us xanequivocally 

that i f Becket was suffering indignities similar to these that 

the Jews in f l i c t ed on Christ at his t r i a l , then Randuplh was 

to blame: 

L i malvais qui quidierent le r e i servir a gre 

E garouns e putains, unt saint Thongs huê  

E derochie de torges; car Randul I'out rove, 

Iflais c i l qui Deu oremirent e qui I'crent ame. 

En unt od grief suspir celeement plure. 

(Lines 19a-194-5) 
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I t i s worth pointing out that Guernes would certainly 

be aware that the people who were shouting at Becket were 

precisely the sort of people whom Becket, according to Guernes, 

would normally champion, and i f Guernes does refer to them 

here in a dist inct ly pejorative fashion, he attached even 

greater opprobrium to Randulph. That Randulph did turn such 

people against Becket i s a detail to be found only in Guernes' 

account. 

Eqiially reprehensible is Randulph de Broc's misuse 

of the funds of the See of Canterbury, to which Guernes refers 

on more than one occasion. He te l l s us that Randulph diverted 

a l l the monies due to the archbishop into the king's coffers, 

and even after peace had been negotiated between Becket and the 

king, we are told that Randulf del Broc out tut pris e fulre*^ 

(Line if560). This second instance leads Guernes to question 

whether, at the day of judgment, Randulph or King Henry w i l l 

be responsible for such misdeeds.; Randulph comes s l ightly the 

worse out of the discussion, which, once again, i s an original 

piece of writing on the part of Guernes, and one which we may 

judge by i t s content rather bold: 

Liqueus rendra raisun de co qu'en ad eii, 

U l i reis u Randufs, a l grant jur irascu? 

La ierent coveitus senz f i n mort e perdu. 

La ne purra nul d'els fa ire de 1'autre escu. 

De quanque Randuls f i s t , adrecement n'en fu . 

Deus adrecera tut, qui tut se i t e tut veit; 

(Lines 4561-4566) 
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Guernes begins, with this last l ine, a strong apostrophe 

against the blindness of the times, and states that God w i l l 

be the f i n a l judge. 

He i s implicated in a plot which aims at the death of 

Thomas Becket; Becket includes him in his l i s t of Christmas 

excommunications, because Randulph 1' out ferment greve e out 

maint de ses hummes sovent enprisune (Lines 4961-4962); when 

he heard the news he nearly ki l led the messenger, according to 

Guernes. Guernes would certainly agree with Edward Grim^who 

described Randulph as malitiae totius incentorem. Finally, 

Randulph meets, conducts and accompanies the four knights 

who came to confront Becket. He took part in the long night 

of plotting and conspiracy which was held there. 

Robert de Broc, Randulph's nephew, although appearing 

far less frequently in the poem than his uncle, is treated in 

the same vein. In Guernes' poem, he heads the l i s t of those 

excommunicated by Becket on Christmas Day 1170, for the heinous 

crime of docking the t a i l of one of Becket's packhorses. On a 

more s inister note, he is of very practical assistance to 

Becket's pursuers, leading them into the cathedral when they found 

their route blocked. Guernes says of him that he sout le mal mult 

enginnier /(Line 5397)* He took part in the pillaging of the 

cathedral after the murder, and rejoiced that the traitor was s la in. 

Thewl^e; of the de Broc family and following, in fact, 

are portrayed in Guernes' poem as unremitting persecutors of 

Becket and those in England who remained fa i thful to him; 

Guernes compares them to the Jews who ki l led Christ. Randulph 
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i s principally to blame, but he i s shewn to have a considerable 

following; Becket was buried htirriedly in the crypt pur pour des 

BrokeisA' In v/hat i s again a passage for which Guernes has no 

written source, the poet t e l l s us: 

Dune unt I'arcevesquie saisie l i Brokeis. 

Mult feluns arcevesques i aveit mis l i re i s , 

Car sulxano ^o q u ' i l furent, esteblirent lur i e i s , 

Les proveires faiseient chanter tut sur defeis^ 

Del tut esteit txirnee saint* igl ise en decreis. 

Randulf del Broc fu dune chief de I'arceveschie; 

Quanqu'il f i s t e des f i s t ert par tut otri'e''. 

Les rentes e I 'aveir ad a l re i enveie: 

Ja mais tut c i l denier n'ierent bien enpleie, 
a. , 

Quant sunt de felunie conquisAguaaignie. 

Quant c i l denier serunt despendu e ale 

E en malvaisses genz e en guerre guaste 

(Malvaisemsnt conquis, malement aluel) 

L i de semnt mult tost sur ambes as turne 

Qui unt este sovent sur sines ruele. 

(Lines 5831-5845) 

L i Brokeis, with Randulph de Broc especially at their 

head, are represented as an unmitigated ev i l , and Randulph, 

against whom Guernes, as we have seen, inveighs with some wei^t 

and much feeling, assumes the nature of a black and thorou^-

going v i l l a i n in the eyes of Guernes' audience, 

Hhe last group which we should consider is the barons. 

Clearly, the four men direct ly responsible for Becket's death 
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attract most attention, and the section which deals with the 

murder, the immediate actions of the four barons and their 

direct consequenses i s a long one, nearly eight hundred l ines. 

But br ie f ly , before we pass on to a consideration of these 

four in particular, we should note that Guernes does, on two 

occasions^refer to the c lass of barons as a whole. At 

Northampton, the king sta3ra out of the actual courtoom, in . 

private, as Grim says, cum domesticis in interiore conclavi. 

Some of these must have been barons. Guernes refers to these 

as ses drui^^which i s hardly a f lattering term, and one deliberately 

chosen for this instance. For the poet goes on to add, in an 

original ref lect ion: 
ji 

Ire e malveis conseil unt le r e i deceu 

Qui I'unt vers le saint humme i s i fort commeu. 

(Lines 1696-1697) 

Guernes is eager, in fact^to apportion blame to others, 

to deflect i t from the king. Hie barons serve the purpose 

here; Guernes does not have to be spec i f ic . Similarly, 

v/hen the judgnent i s passed on Becket at Northampton, the 

poet can say a l ju^ement en vunt la maisnie NeruP'A. Again this 

must iinply the involvement of some barons. There are other 

occasions, as we have already seen, when the poet blames bad advice for 

some reprehensible action on the part of King Henry. He in5)lies 

the barons. I t is safe, end no doubt popular, to do so. 

When we pass to a consideration of the four men who sou^t, 

found and k i l l ed Becket, we sha l l discover that Guernes does not 

indulge in unmitigated ccndemnation. Certainly he does not 
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hesitate to excite the horror of his audience, to show them 

the'atrocities that the four barons committed, to evoke their 

p i ty and wonder. But at the opening of his poem, the poet, 

in a dramatic appeal, addresses the murderers: 

Chi, mal eurel Pur quei I'avez ocis, 

Cel seintisme arceveske? N'i avez r ien conquis. 

I I n'aveit r ien mesfet; trop i avez mespris. 

Gar vxis repentez tost; volez en estre pris? 

A amender avez, se viviez tuzdis. 

(Lines 121-125) 

These lines do contain pious hopes, an element of 

rel igiosity; the poet no doubt f e l t the need and the 

just i f icat ion to express himself forcefully. But i t contains, 

for that matter, an element of understatement, • and i t would 

be unfair to suggest that Guernes i s less than sincere in 

wishing for their repentance. He is genuinely pleased, much 

later in the poem, a t Henry I I ' s reconciliation and amendment 

at Canterbury some three and half years -after Becket's death, 

and not only becaijse this confirmed Becket's victory, in his 

mind and in the eyes of his audience. Guernes continues, in the 

early part of his poe]% to hold out positive and sincere hope 

to the murder ers>' even i f i t i s tinged with, almost inevitably, 

a considerable degree of piety: 

L i pius Deus e l i veir ot saint Thomas mult chier. 

Ocis fu en bel l i u e en tm saint mustier. 

S i I'ocistrent baron e vassal chevalier. 

La perdirent lur pr i s , N'i poent repairier? 
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Bien se poent vers Deu, s ' i l volent, amaisier, 

Nul pechiere ne pot fa ire pechie s i ord. 

S i tost cum s'en repent e del tut s'en resort, 

Ee Deus ne l i pardoinst e ke i l nel cumfort, 

Kar pur ceo s u f f r i Deus pur pecheurs la mort. 

Quant se prendront a l i , ke i l les maint a port -

(Lines I 3 I - I W ) 

I f Guernes goes on to express elsewhere in his poem, 

as he does in re lat ive ly lengthy sermons, a view of 

salvation which i s very close to the sp ir i t of Saint Augustine, 

he i s here addressing the Isrons in a sp ir i t of Christianity, 

even i f we may be tenpted to feel that he i s more Christian 

through the magnanimity which Becket's martyrdom allows him than 

he shows himself to be at other points in the poem. 

When we reach that point in the poem when Guernes begins 

to recount the events leading up to the barons' departure for 

England, we find overtones of this attitude remaining: 

Tut l i mielz de la curt se sunt entrafie 

De fa ire e de furnir cele grant cruelt^, 

Mais en raun l ivre n'erent ne escrit ne nome: 

Quant par araendement Ixsx ad Deus pardone, 

N'erent par mun escrit e l s iecle vergunde, 

(Lines 5101-5105) 

This contains the same mixture of charity and piety* 

There i s no written source for Guernes here, and i t i s perhaps 

malicious to suggest that he might in fact have been hard-pressed 

to nane any of the conspirators other than those who carried 
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out the deed (having implicated the three dissenting 

bishops, led by Roger, who we may presume to be the felun su3dxiiantCL;*\e.gt0fc) 

here. Certainly Roger, as we have seen, i s accused by Guernes 

of inci t ing and bribing the foxor barons to murder Be'cket.) 

We may, however, suggest that as Guernes passes on quickly to 

name the four barons, he feels that their repentance is very 

far from assured: 

Mais o i l quatre felun e l i Deu enemi 

(Pur lur malvaise vie furent de Deu hai) 

Hue de Morevile, Willaumes de Traci 

E Reinalz l i f i^, Urs e l i quarz a l t r e s i , 

- Co fu Richarz l i Brez, - sunt de la curt parti . 

(Lines 5121-5125) 

Their names would not be unknown to many of those 

at Canterbury even before they heard of them in Guernes' poem, 

and i f Guernes himself needed to find them he could do so i n 

William of Canterbury's account, and Guernes' desire to add 

names whereever possible, quite apart from his desire to be 

truthful , would have made i t d i f f i cu l t for him not to name 

them. 

As we have seen, he also names Robert de Broc, and 

names Hugh l'iaucle,rc,.who aided the knights. He was, Guernes 

te l l s lis, mult plains d*iniquiteA and was guilty of the atrocity 

of putting his foot on the dead archbishop's neck, poking at 

his spi l led brains with his sword and shouting alum nm en . . . 

ja mais ne resurdra'.A He jsres _one l i Broke i s . In his desire 

for coEopleteness, he introduces, due to a fa i lure touiderstand 
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what l/lfilliam of Canterbury means by quatu^ali is irruiig)endibus, 

foiar further knights, who of course, do nothing except rush in . 

Guernes' account of the actions of the four barons does not 

vary greatly from those of other biographers. Nor does there appear 

to be much substantial evidence in the surviving fragment of the f i r s t 

draft to suggest that Guernes f e l t any necessity to ameiucLhis views 

of them between his f i r s t and his second drafts . This would be 

the best known part of the whole story, just as today people who know 

nothing of the reasons for his death, know how and where he died. 

I t would quite possibly be that part of the poem which Guernes 

would be cal led upon to recite most frequently, and would do so 

most wi l l ingly . The attention of Guernes' audience is fixed 

most firmly on Becket, and with foreknowledge of the enormity of 

the crime, that .aiadieric^ scarcely needed tel l ing the nature of 

his nurderers. Guernes does however give a very f u l l account, 

and his collation of his written sources, plus the inclusion of 

such information as local oral sources could provide him with, 

such as names, suggests once again his desire for accuracy and 

conipleteness. No doubt his audience craved every detail with 

which the poet could provide them, and he would be reluctant to 

disappoint them in this. 

That he should refer to the four knights as l i ministre 

enragie" (Line 5531), l i serf d'iniquite (Line 564-1), l i qua tre 

forsene (Line 5221), c i l quatre felun e l i Deu enemi (Line 
) 

5121), i s in the circumstances to be expected. But the 

very fullness of his account does allow something of the 
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point of view opposed to Becket's to come across, even i f i t were 

bouni for instant dismissal by Guernes' audience: 

D'entur furent sonuns serjant e chevalier 

Pur la hunte le r e i d'Engleterre vengier: 

S'um vols i s t I'arcevesque desturaer; ne raucierj 

Que I ' i g l i s e volsissent I'endemain asegier 

E de fu enbraser e tute trebuchier. 

(Lines 5166-5170) 

This does have the additional effect of showing, 

even exaggerating the awesome brutality which Becket's 

opponents were prepared to carry out. But Guernes tel ls 

us also when Becket's words provoke anger in his iinwelcome 

guests. Ohere i s l i t t l e reason for him to be anything 

other than truthful as he recoiints the last hour of Becket's 

l i f e ani the outrages that followed his death. His audience 

i s predisposed to judge the issue in the only possible way, i n 

Becket's favour, so, with the exception of his occasional 

tone of piety and horror, the poet's desire for accuracy and 

completeness served ihis own interests, as well as those of 

history, wel l : occasionally he cannot res is t the teinptation to 

moralise: 

C a i t i f , msleure, que est oo qu'avez fa i t? 

De Deu ne de mustier ne tenistes ainc pla i t . 

Tant cum l i s iecles dure, i e r t a voz eirs r e t r a i t . 

C i l dort qui pur les bestes les beaus hunsnes desfait, 

Deus est la sus e l c i e l , e l i regnes mesvait. 
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Far 1' iglise del Nort, e en I 'e le del Nort, 

E vers le Nort turnez, s u f f r i sainz Thomas mort. 

Pur sa mort I'ad Deus f a i t e s i halt e s i fort: 

Tuit cr i s t i en l i quierent e salu e confort. 

Les per i l l ez en mer maine i l a dreit port. 

(Lines 564^-5655) 

Hiis pious attack on the four knights i s original to 

Guernes' poem; i t reveals that he has a desire to eulogize 

when Becket i s suffering, or has suffered, most, and that, 

although i t i s controlled, he w i l l allow this desire to find 

expression even when his historical acciiracy is effectively 

te l l ing the story for him. 

Althou^ they obviously figure to the exclusion of almost 

every other enemy, (excepting some of l i Brokeis) in the dramatic 

later stages of Guernes' poem, i t is not the four kni^ts who 

emerge from •̂ •̂'̂ e.rnes'poem as the most reprehensible of the 

archbishcp's adversaries. Clearly Guernes apportions them 

their share of the blams, of his ard his audience's horror and 

opprotrium as we h^ve jus t seen, and they continue to l ive in the 

memory as perpetrators of the most iniquitous and horrifying crime. 

But the poet has equally singled out other figures for particula r 

scrutiny, inspection and ultimately condemnation by his audience. 

He has, moreover, produced evidence strikingly lacking in any 

of the other written biographies. In three instances, those 

of Roger de Pont I'Eveque, of the cardinals and of Randulph de Broc 

and his entourage, Guernes has maintained a hostile and virulent 
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attack, implying frequently that their motives drive them 

inexorably and relentlessly to seek nothing less than the 

ignominy and defeat of the archbishop, and lat ter ly in the 

case cf Roger and Randulph, his death. Such a policy, 

which Guernes has clearly and consciously chosen, has two 

definite effects , apart from the obvious one of enhancing the 

image and reputation of Thomas Becket in the minds of his 

audience. F i r s t l y , i t creates for that audience popular 

v i l l a ins , sharacters whose unmitigated blackness enables the 

listeners immediately to identify them, without any need to 

modify or monitor their bad opinion of them. lhat these 

figures are black and beyond redemption in the opinion of Guernes' 

audiences necessarily lays the poet open to the charge that sone 

of the characters in the poem are two-dimensional, especially 

some of those who appear only occasionally; but this would 

almost certainly have been the case anyway, and i t i s equally 

true of some of those figures who were basical ly on Becket's 

side, as we have seen in this chapter. Secondly, i t serves 

Guernes' purpose in that i t deflects nuch of the necessary blame 

for Becket's death from the figure of King Henry I I . Obviously 

Henry i s shown to be responsible for much of Becket's hardship 

and adversity in exile, and i n i t i a l l y , for that exile i t s e l f . 

To blame him for the death, especially after his oaths protesting 

his innocence and his readmission into the body of the church, 

would have been dangerous, and possibly, in view of the king's more 

recent exploits and actions, unpopular. As i t i s , we have 
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already seen in previous chapters, Guernes seems to have 

adopted a much less tolerant view of the king in his second 

version than he had in the f i r s t draft* In the f i r s t 

draft, Guernes states expl ic i t ly that the king attempted to 

prevent the knights from their murderous action, and had never 

wished such an outcome, which he grievously regretted. This 

evidence does not appear in the second draft . By blaming 

the king frequently in the main body of the poem, and then 

switching the emphasis to the plotting and malevolence of 

others such as Roger and Randulph and the four barons, Guernes 

s k i l f u l l y covers himself against the charge that he is directly 

accusing the king. This is not to say that he necessarily f e l t 

that the responsibility lay anywhere else than where he placed 

i t . 

Those who supported Becket can never be shown to be too 

effective in their support and help; f i r s t l y because history 

does not support such a claim, and secondly because i t serves 

the interest of the hagiographer to enj)hasise the isolation, 

independence and self-reliance of his saint. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

TflE ACHIEVEMENT OP THE POET 

Thomas Becket was canonised with vmusual swiftness on 

21.\̂  February 1173. ^ i s fact would allow us conveniently 

to c lass i fy a l l the contemporary writings on the subject of 

Becket as hagiography, and this has frequently been done; but 

to do so begs a number of important questions: were biographies 

of Becket undertaken simply because he had recently been canonised? 

Can we accurately c lass i fy a l l such wri t ing in the same way? 

Does the c lass i f i cat ion of hagiography have, in this context, 

a precise enough meaning to serve us usefully in an evaluation 

of the works under consideration? In answer to the f i r s t 

question, we may remark that whilst the writings were part of an 

effusion of popular feeling in the murdered archbishop's favour, 

i t was this very popular acclaim which accounted to a considerable 

degree for both the extent of l i t e r a r y act ivity and the relative 

rapidity with which Eecket was canonised. Several written 

accounts, including Guernes' f i r s t version, were indeed undertaken 

before the canonisation, and the reaction among such writers to 

the news can only have been that confirmation and justif ication 

had been given to what they had believed to be true for more than 

two years. I t can scarcely have affected the light in which 
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they viewed their material, although i t may have strengthened 

their resolve and inspiration. We should evidently be unvd.se 

i f , i n the l ight of sometimes superficial and sometimes striking 

s imi lar i t ies , we were to assume that every writer began his 

task for motives and objectives identical with those of other 

biographers. The subject-matter may clearly be the same, 

but, as we have seen to be the case with Guernes, we may be 

rewarded and enlightened by closer investigation of the author's 

approach and methods. In answer to the third question, i t is 

clear that to say a work is a piece of hagiography maybe true, 

i n so far as i t treats of a saint 's l i f e , but this tel ls us 

l i t t l e or nothing of the nature of the work under review. We may 

presunB connotations of piety, of godliness, of evangelical and 

religious intent , but such presumptions may prove vague or confusing 

or i l l-founded, A closer examination of the work is required 

i n order to enable us to decide what manner of hagiographical 

material is before us. We must now review in this l ight the 

evidence which this cltser examination of Guernes* poem La vie de 

saint Thomas Becket has presented to us. 

F i r s t l y , we should observe that Guernes i n i t i a l l y refers 

to his work as a v ie . I n this , he is doing no more than reflecting 

the Latin vi ta of the writers who were known to him. But he has 

indeed spent much of the poem discussing and describing in great 

de ta i l Becket's l i f e , and i f the preponderance of the text concerns 

Becket*s time as Archbishop of Canterbury, the poet has expended 

some time and e f f o r t on the period before Becket's consecration. 
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I t is worth noting that at other places in his poem Guemes 

refers to his work as a sernun or a romanz, so that -m should 

be wary of stat ing that the poet was concerned with the t i t l e 

given to i t . But clearly he has dealt with much more than 

the passion, from which, as we saw i n the th i rd chapter, the 

earliest hegiographical accounts took their inspiration and on 

which they concentrated their exclusive attentions. At the 

conclusion of his poem he te l l s us: 

Guernes l i Clers del Punt f ine i c i sun sermun 

Del martir saint Thomas e de sa passiun. 

(Lines 6 1 5 6 - 6 1 5 7 ) 

In that section of the poem which deals with Becket's 

l i f e before the question of his succeeding Theobald at Canterbury 

is f i r s t raised, S O H E three hundred lines, Guernes is very fa r 

from painting the picture of a perfect saint. In chapter four 

we saw how the poet gave a concise account of Becfcst's l i f e up 

to that time, neither lauding the young Becket as a paragon of 

virtue, nor dwelling on -those incidents and aspects of his l i f e 

which might be thou^t harmful to the image of a man who was to 

die fo r ihe Church, But there i s , as we saw, ample evidence 

that the poet was very aware of the d i f f i c u l t i e s which this period 

presented - the opulence of Becket's chancellorship, his worldliness, 

to a lesser extent his exploits i n war. ( in this last respect 

the figure cf the warrior archbishop f ight ing l i t e r a l l y for the 

Church would be more familiar to Guernes' audience than it-would 

to us.) Whilst emphasising Becket's virtues, which were not 

necessarily very saint ly ones at this time, Guernes seeks to 
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resolve his d i f f i c u l t i e s by rationalising Becket's actions. 

This, as we learn later in the poem, he only feels to be 

necessary when not to do so would imperil the interpretation 

of events which his audience might make. Thus, throughout the 

poem, such explanations of Becket's actions tend to be a revelation 

to us of the poet's natural pa r t i -p r i s . Instances of such 

rationalisation of actions of King Henry or Roger de Pont I'Eveque 

would be d i f f i c u l t to f i n d . Hence we f ind Guernes, i n an 

original passage, explaining that: 

Cum plus crut e munta Thomas seculerment. 

Plus f u ximles de quer, queus q u ' i l fu s t a la gent. 

Pur le r e i mesfeseit en plusxirs l ius suvent, 

Mes vers Deu 1'amendeit les nuiz priveement. 

Pur c'ad Devis tant ovre sur le bon fundement. 
5 

(Lines 331-355) 

Bius Becket's misdeeds are i n a skil led manner laid at 

the king's door, whilst Becket makes his peace with &od in privatel 

On other occasions Guernes points out that whatever appearances 

might suggest, Becket knew where his duty to God lay, and moreover 

suggests that Gcd was already guiding the career of his future 

archbishop, 

What is more s t r ik ing even than the poet's rationalisations 

is his reluctance to recount miracles. This reluctance effectively 

swells into refusal. We saw in the fourth chapter that the 

Latin biographers. Grim and V/illiam of Canterbury, were ready to 

use accounts of miracles i n their works. But Guernes eschews 

them and evidently deprecates them. He is prepared to report 
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visions, to r e t e l l dreams, to attribute significance to such 

dreans, to make b ib l ica l comparisons. But he w i l l normally 

not at tr ibute an event to divine or miraculous intervention. 

In t h i ^ , as we have seen, the poet d i f fe rs markedly not only from 

Edward Grim and William of Canterbury, but also from the main 

body of Latin biographers. I t is true that on two occasions 

Guernes does enumerate the miracles which fol low Becket's death, 

once at the beginning and once at the end of his poem. The form 

of words i n both is s t r ik ing ly similar. 

This i s the f i r s t of the two occasions; Guernes has just 

told us of the great numbers of people of e l l distinctions 1̂ 0 

f l ock to the shrine seeking ctires: 

L i rauet i parolent, l i surt i unt I ' o i e , 

E de lepre i guarissent maint, e d'ydropisie; 

L i contreit i redrecent, l i raort i unt la vie, 

L i avogle i alument; seint Thomas tost aie 

Celui k i par bon quer le requiert e deprie. 

(Lines 7 1 - 7 5 ) 

Guernes goes on to t e l l his audience that, miraculously, 

and this i s a word which he uses sparingly, the water in vrtiich 

Becket's bloodied clothes are washed after his martyrdom is 

used as a cure, both by drinking and washing. The poet 

goes on to t e l l us par beivre e par.laver mil en i ad sanez, e 
curves T9-#i>') 

plus\jr3 morz 1 ad par oeo resusoitezA. This is alnKet as close 

as we shall come to a specific example given by Guernes, and i t 

i s very unsatisfactory and imprecise. Guemes i n fac t does l i t t l e 

more i n this f i r s t instance than give a brief and rapid catalogue 
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of miractilous cures, where siarely one concrete and specific 

example must have been more s t r ik ing and convincing. His lines 

here do l i t t l e to compel his audience, and we are surprised that 

he has apparently a lack of w i l l or of means to provide i t with 

evidence which is more inspiring. Instead, Guernes passes on 

quickly to a d i f fe ren t , although related topic. 

Let us pass on to consider the second passage: 

En terre est Jiev^ od nvia pur amur a l martyr, 

E les mora f a i t revivre, mutz parler, surz oi r , 

Les contraiz redresoier, gutus, fevrus guarir, 

Ydropikes, leprus en sante restablir, 

Oius veer, en lur sens^desvez revenir, 

(Lines 5886 -5890) 

Agsin, we should consider these f ive lines i n their context. 

F i r s t l y , they occvir towards the end of the poem, and Guernes has 

carefully prepared his audience by emphasising the efficacy and 

grace of G-od's power and might, and his desire through miracles 

to g l o r i f y his servant. He states that: 

Ne f u unches ol des le siecle prinur 

Que Deus a humme mart mostrast s i grant amur: 

MiJ.t granz miracles f a i t pox l u i e nuit e ju r , 

(Lines 5 8 8 3 - 5 8 8 5 ) 

Imnfidiately after the bald l i s t of miracles, s t r ik ingly 

devoid of specific examples, Guernes returns to what God has effected 

on [fliomas* behalf, describing how the phial , which allegedly was 

f i r s t used to collect Becket's blood from the stones at the scene 
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of his murder, became a universal symbol of the saint. 

Thus the poet enjjhasises that i t is God, rather than the saint, 

to whom we must attribute miraculous happenings. 

Moreover, the two passages before and after the enumeration 

of miracles are original to Guernesj he therefore is careful 

to prepare the context into which he is to set i t ; yet the 

enumeration i t s e l f i s borrowed d i rec t ly from the account of 

Edward Grim, whose approach has been sonewhat d i f fe ren t : 

"Recondito igitvir i n crypta venerando corpore cum quo 

decuit honore et reverentia, sanguinem sacrum quern de 

pavimento susceperant, cum cerebro, extra tumulum collocarunt, 

superna inspiratione praecaventes ne cum cbrpore olauderetur; 

cujus haustu saluberrimo tanta i n brevi beneficia collata sunt, 

ut s i scriberentur per singula, fidera excederent infirmorum. 

Hie est enim fratrum amator et populi Israel, hio est qui 

raultum orat pro populo, et pro ci^s^itate sancta Jerusalem, 

cujus triuBiE^o laetatur coelum, cujus passiondbus sancta i n 

f i d e confirmatur Eoclesia, cujus meritis et interventu caeci 

vldent, claudi ambulant, leprosi mundantur, mortui resurgunt, 

et pauperes resonant gloriam Christo, qui electo suo i n prima 

voca.ttione dedit fidem, i n passione oonstantiam, et tandem 

consummate per martyrium plenitudinem gratianm ad laudem et 

gloriam nominis su i . Qui est c\m P&tre et Spiritu Sancto Deus 

benedictus in saecula. Amen." 

(Edward Grim, ch ,88, p lA2-hl^.5) 

A comparison of the treatment of the French poet with that 

of his original source, who invokes a much more pious and solemn response 
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from his reader, would seem to suggest that the inclusion in 

Guernes' work of the l i s t s of miracles, rather than proving 

that he was eager to incorporate the testimony which they 

could offer , demonstrates the poet's mistrust of them. We 

have seen in previous chapters that miracles were popularly 

claimed within days of Becket's death, and the unabating stream 

of miracles which continued to flow and to be attributed to 

Becket's intercession was a major factor in hastening his 

canonisation. Yet, as we have seen, Guemes almost systematically 

avoids any relat ion of miracles, u n t i l at the conclusion of his 

work he does include a very rapid and unsubstantiated l i s t ; 

there is no doubt that had he wished to do so, the poet cculd 

have found many examples i n his available written sources, whilst , 

during the time which he spent at Canterbury i n the preparation and 

completion of his second version, his ears naist have been f i l l e d 

almost daily with excited claims of new miracles or the reaffirmation 

of earlier ones. Should we deduce from this that Guernes did 

not believe i n miracles, or i n such miracles as were then being . 

claimed? I t is unlikely that he did not, for he would have 

been most singularly perverse in the prevailing climate at 

Canterbury and among biographers at that time. Rather i t would 

be safer to conclude that he f e l t that the accoimts of miracles^ 

whatever their merits, whatever their efficacy might be, were 

best dealt vdth elsewhere. Given the circumstances, he cculd 

only with d i f f i c u l t y have avoided mention of the miracles altogether. 
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but he does in fact spend very l i t t l e time an them. We 

shal l return shortly to consider one of the very few occasions 

on which Guemes does give details of a professed miracle, 

during Becket's time i n exile at Pontigny, He does not allow 

the attention of his audience to dwell on the possibilities 

of the miraculous, but emphasises the power of God before pressing 

on with his account. His l i s t does include more types of 

i l lness cured than does Grim's but some of these are related 

and i n no instance are specific details given. This may be 

the result of no more than a desire fo r greater explanation, 

or simply the requirements of scansion. 

We have dwelt long upon the question on Guernes* treatment 

of miracles because I f e e l that from i t we may learn significant 

facts about the approach of our poet to his material as a whole* 

We should remember that many of Guernes* audience had been drawn 

to Ganterbiary and thus before him because of their interest i n 

the saint; some no doubt came in a s p i r i t of awe, some of 

curiosi ty, others of f e s t i v i t y , but sane, indeed many, i n a s p i r i t 

of hope, seeking a cure f o r their ailments, a ccaifirmation of 

their f a i t h , Others would certainly have come in a s p i r i t 

of gratittide and thanksgiving, for supposed miracxilous cures 

effected sometimss at great distance from the shrine, but i n 

answer to a prayer for intercession offered to the saint. For 

Guernes to give them so l i t t l e scope to admire and stand i n awe 

of the miraculous is therefore s t r ik ing. We have seen from 

the selective policy which he followed towards the material 

available to him in Edward Grim's acccunt that i t was a conscious 
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and deliberate choice to res t r i c t his borrowings to the area 

of dreams, visions and religious comparisons, with the two 

exceptions which we have considered at length, and one which 

we shall shortly consider. Y/hilst we would not expect that 

our poet should r i v a l the collections of miracles which were 

compiled at Canterbury by William and Benedict, we should not 

have anticipated that a piece of hagiographical material produced 

within a S H B I I number of years of the saint 's death, and composed 

in great part at the scene of the murder, for the benefit of 

pilgrims and travellers to the shrine, should offer so l i t t l e 

on the subject of the miracles which had led to Becfcet's rapid 

canonisation. Y/e shall pame to consider the possible reasons 

for t h i s . 

I t is unlikely that Guernes f e l t unwilling to coD5>ete 

i n this f i e l d because he f e l t that the competition was too strong. 

I t i s certainly true that as well as the Latin biographers whom 

we have discussed, there would have been vernacular writers y/ho 

would have produced many accounts of the miracles, even i f these 

have not corns doim to us; Guernes was not af ra id to con îete with 

them i n the f i r s t instance, and when he reached Canterbury and 

found that his i n i t i a l attempts did not satisfy the standards 

which he desired, he was not a f ra id to revise and, effectively, 

to begin his task afresh. There seems therefore l i t t l e reason 

why he should have f e l t inhibited i n the restricted, i f in^iortant, 

area of miracles. 

I f we fee l , and there is some ground for interpreting the 

evidence i n this way, that Guernes himself was too sceptical 
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of many of the professed miracles to wish to include them in 

his work, or at least to give them prominence in the event of 

his rare mentioning of them, then we must credit him with a 

greater s p i r i t of discernment than most at Canterbury at that 

time. I t is true that some claims f o r miraculous cures were 

dismissed by the recorders at Canterbury, but o f f i c i a l recognition 

was not always a prerequisite of popular belief . Nor can i t 

be said that Guernes approached a l l his material i n an unreceptive 

s p i r i t - the evidence elsewhere consistently demonstrates the 

opposite - and he would scarcely have been inspired to begin 

such a work as he did had that been the case. We may f a i r l y 

impute a c r i t i c a l s p i r i t more acutely developed than most i n his 

circumstance, and certainly than we might have expected to 

discover i n him, but I f ee l that this is only one part of the 

answer, and the f u l l answer reveals a s l i ^ t l y different aspect 

of this c r i t i c a l s p i r i t . 

I f Guernes did not dwell on the subject of the miracles, 

i t i s because he did not choose to. He f e l t that, whatever 

their merits, miracles were usually best dealt with elsewhere. 

This is not to iniply that Guernes did not believe that any of the 

acclainfid miracles actually took place; from his limited inclusion 

of some material i t could be argued that his f a i t h i n them was 

demonstrated - the incidents at Pontigny, to which reference has 

already been made, and to which we shall return shortly support 

this theory - and that he simply fa i l ed to make as much use of them 

as might have been anticipated. But he f e l t that miracles had 
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only a very l imited place i n this account becaiise he hinself 

envisaged his own work as a true account of Becket's l i f e . 

He emphasised this fac t repeatedly, on occasions when to do so 

was merely to conform to l i t e r a ry device, and on occasions 

when to do so was not, as we have seen frequently in the course 

of our investigations. Although we should not expect 

Guernes to s6e his work in exactly the same l ight as a modern 

writer would see i t , i t i s clear that he himself had a very 

strong sense that what he was composing was a piece of history: 

an accurate and veracious account of ver i f ied events. We cannot 

of course demand those standards of objectivi ty which we may t ry 

to demand of a twentieth-century historian, but nor does, as we 

have already seen in this chapter, the author's undoubted 

par t i -pr is necessarily invalidate v/hat he has to say. I t is 

as true today as i t was i n the twelfth century that those most 

disposed to write on any given subject can be at once those 

with a declared interest or bias and those who do i t best. 

I f one could achieve a wholly objective account, which is s t i l l 

hypothetical, i t might make for very torpid history. Guemes 

might see himself as an impartial reporter of historical fact 

whilst f u l l y aware that his own synjathies lay f i r m l y with Becket, 

i n the same way as an English historian m i ^ t conteniplate his 

account of Agijicourt, or Waterloo, or of the second vrorld war; 

but even i f he did not i t would not instantly invalidate everything 

that he had written on the subject. Although Guernes would not 

consciously see his work i n the same terms as we would today, he 
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was actively concerned with the composition of a piece of 

historiography. This does not mean that the poem is not 

also hagiography; i t i s , but there are very many times in the 

poem when we sense that the historiographer i n Guernes is 

actively at work. 

Perhaps we may dwell a l i t t l e longer on the place of 

miracles i n Guernes' poem, as to do so w i l l to throw into r e l i e f 

his concept of their value i n i t , and his concept of the work as 

a whole. We have already mentioned that one of the few occasions 

when Guernes allowed himself to treat miracles was when dealing 

with Becket's stay at Pontigny. At this stage Becket is under 

intense pressure, and has been suffering physically not only from 

his self-imposed rigorous routine of v i g i l and abstinence, but 

also from an abscess in his mouth; Guernes then tel ls us that 

Becket begins to have visions whilst kneeling i n prayer, A lay 

brother - Guernes tel ls us clearly that he does not know his name -

is brought to Becket suffering frcsn dropsy, ifthich, interestingly, 

is one of the ailments which Guemes includes in his l i s t at Ihe 

conclusion of his poem which Edward Grim had not mentioned 

specif ical ly i n his corresponding passage. By laying his hands 

on the lay brother, by giving him something to drink - Guernes 

carefully t e l l s m that he does not know what i t is - and by 

causing him to vomit, Becket cures him. As we saw in chapter six 

when we considered this incident, Guernes is much more circumspect 

than his wri t ten source here, an anonymous passio. Nevertheless, 

he t e l l s us unequivocally par les mains a l saint humme de s'enfert^ 

ffliarij ^ even i f he does not t e l l tis, as does the passio, that the 
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lay brother vomited cum immense sanie undecim ranulas. Moreover, 

Guernes goes on to t e l l us: 

Mulz malades gaari de sun re l i e f demaine. 

La f i l l e a un riche humme en devint tute saine, 

Qui out este fievrose nainte lunge semaine. 

N'out e l pals nul humme s i plain de f ievre vaine. 

Par sun r e l i e f n'eust sante tute certaine. 

(Lines 3671-3675) 

Given his reluctance elsewhere to discuss or describe miracles, 

we may be a l i t t l e surprised that Guernes should address his audience 

i n this way. We should re f lec t , however, that certain of the 

surrounding circumstances may help to explain this; f i r s t l y , 

Guernes has, in the instance of the lay brother, carefully prepared 

the ground, by his picture of the archbishop suffering, i n exile, 

praying devoutly and experiencing visions. He has told us 

that these details were to ld directly to him. Then, as is 

the case at the end of the poem, he does not allow his audience 

to dwell on the subject of the many cures effected - indeed, he 

rapidly changes the scene and te l l s us of King Henry, of vfhom we 

have not heard d i rec t ly fo r some l i t t l e time. What perhaps 

goes farthest towards an explanation of the inclusion of such 

material here, when i t is expressly excluded elsewhere i n the poem, 

i s , as we saw in chapter s ix , Guernes' desire to create a more 

p i t i f u l and pious picture of Thomas Becket than is normally the 

case. Even so, he does not indulge i n panegyric - only on the 

rarest occasions does he do so i n his poem. He does not refer, 

for example,, as he does at the beginning of the poem, to eel 
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seintisme arceveskeA. He sinply comes much closer to i t than 

he normally does. He does not actually say that miracles 

are performed, but that cures are effected - i n this instance 

a cure from dropsy, which is an illness after a l l , rather than 

a permanent physical d i sab i l i ty such as blindness or lameness. 

-The contrast between this episode, which reveals Guernes much 

more in the guise of a hagiographer than we normally encounter 

him, and his more restrained treatment of miracles, demonstrates 

at one and the same time that Guernes can countenance the intrusion 

of miracles into his account, albeit with less excitement than 

most of the other hagiographers, and that i t is much more readily 

the historiographer in him which is to the fore i n his poem. 

Even where he has admitted the miracles, he has restrained the 

more excessive of the claims, and has t r ied to rationalise the 

evidence as f a r as the material w i l l permit. As we have 

observed already in this chapter, rationalisation on Guerhes' 

part often means that he is less than happy with the import of 

what he is presenting. 

I f we require one f i n a l piece of evidence concerning 

Guernes' treatment of miracles and the l igh t which this sheds 

on his work, we should consider the l i t t l e poem virtiich i n the 

Wolfenbuttel manuscript follows the main body of the poem, 

and which has been published, f i r s t l y by I . Bekker and secondly 

by E. Wialberg."^ M,Walberg calls this un poeme anonyme r e l a t i f 

a un miracle de saint Thomas de Canterbury. This poem, 

seventy-six lines long, relates the case of a doctor called Pierre, 

who, having i n his time cured many of their ailnents, himself 
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f a l l s i l l with an incurable form of dropsy, and is given 

up as a helpless case by a l l his friends save one, who implores 

him to think of the salvation of his soul; he does so, and 

experiences a vision, f i r s t of the Virgin Mary and then of Thomas 

Becket accorapenied by two i l l i i s t r ious physicians viho perform a 

strange and miraculous operation upon him, which involves removing 

his l i v e r , washing i t i n gold basin, replacing i t and stitching 

him up again. llhen he awakes from his avisiun, Pierre is uncertain 

as to whether he has dreamed his operation or not. The stitches 

and the fresh blood on the sheets resolve the problem, and restored 

to health, he broadcasts his story. The bishop of the area, 

Perigord, refuses to believe that a miracle has taken place, u n t i l 

he sees the evidence for himself. He i t is who has told the 

poet this strange ta le . M. Walberg demonstrates that i t i s 

quite probable that Guernes i n fact was the ocaaposer of this poem, 

VMlst i t i s not proposed to go into a l l the details for and 

against this theory, we may pause to re f lec t that, whilst the 

lines cannot have ever been intended f o r inclusion i n the main vie 

- the stanzas contain four lines only - certain elements i n this 

short poem do suggest that Guernes may have been the author. 
2 

Apart from the reasons adduced by M.Walberg, i t is interesting to 

note that the poet has been precise i n t e l l i n g us his source, 

that a vision ac dream is involved - we have seen that Guernes is 

prepared to lend these greater credenô e or at least give them 

greater prominence i n his vie than has generally been the case in 

his treatment of miracles - and that the cure involves the illness 

of dropsy, albeit i n an allegedly incurable form here; we have 
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already noted that Guernes seems to emphasise dropsy for some 

reason, where i t is ignored by other writers on the miracles. 

Our i n i t i a l reaction, i f we accept that Guernes is i n 

fac t the poet here, is that the poet has modified his approach 

to miracles somewhat. Nowhere i n his vie does a miracle 

achieve such authority and prominence, or demand so much time, 

space and attention. I , with M.Vfelberg, a l thou^ for s l igh t ly 

d i f f e r ing reasons, think i t h i ^ l y probable that Guernes was the 

author of this l i t t l e poem, which he found and translated with 

considerable accuracy in William of Canterbury's collection of 

miracles. I think, more over, that the fact that Guernes is 

prepared to devote such time and space to this strange miracle 

outside the main vie, to treat i t as a d is t inc t entity, reinforces 

what I have said about Guernes' treatment of miracles within the 

longer poem; that whilst Guernes may not have entirely rejected 

the evidence and value of attested miracles, he f e l t that that 

evidence needed to be very compelling before i t became admissible, 

or deserve more than the most sunaaary treatment. More than 

th i s , the poet conceived his great work as history, and that the 

true place fo r long descriptions of particular miracles ley 

outside i t , i n the acccunts of writers such as William and Benedict, 

or in poems such as the one which we have just considered, which 

he may have composed specif ical ly for this purpose and i n this 

s p i r i t . To have included a number of such miracles, when 

accounts of miracles were r i f e and might be i n some cases sober 

and genuine and i n others wi ld and exaggerated, without a semblance 
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of authentication, could only have damaged the value of his 

poem as a document of historical value. He must have f e l t 

this strongly to have resisted the tercptation to satisfy the 

desires of some at least of the audience listening to him in the 

cathedral, for some there must have been v*o would have liked nothing 

better than a string of awe-inspiring and dramatic miracles to f i l l 

them with a sense of mystery and of God's marvellous intercessions 

on behalf of his saint . 

I f , as I have suggested, Guernes was deeply concerned that 

his poem had h is tor ica l value, we must now review evidence f cr 

this which we have studied in detai l in the preceding chapters. 

We have seen and discussed in deta i l how at the beginning 

and the end of his poem, Guernes makes determined and sweeping 

claims for the authenticity and veracity of his work, and its 

superiority over a l l other works, whetherin verse or in prose, 

in Latin or i n French, in this respect. But we have already 

seen that such claims were habitually made by writers in his 

position, and might be regarded as -pvae convention, without which 

audiences might be teii?>ted to think that the author had no 

aspirations for his work. But this type of convention makes i t 

particularly d i f f i c u l t for a genuine and just i f i ed claim to be 

distinguished from an en^jty and meaningless one; rather then than 

dwell long on the form of Guernes' claim, which we have considered 

before, we sha l l review the evidence which Guernes has produced 

in the main body of his poem to support his claim. 

Perhaps the f i r s t striking element in Guernes' presentation 

of his material is his independence of s p i r i t . We have seen 
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repeatedly in the coiirse of our study of the poem occasions on 

which Guernes i s indebted to written sources for his information. 

On many other occasions we have inputed oral sources, Althougji 

we could not claim that the v«rhole of Guernes' poem i s attributable 

to other soiirces,. only a small proportion of the total seems to 

be truly original . We have seen instances when the information 

given by Guernes, events, names, places, incidents which he himself 

witnesses on rare occasions, seems to have been the product of his 

own researches. Sometimes, as in the case of Avice of Stafford, 

the information i s of direct interest; sometimes the poet's 

contribution adds a l i t t l e , but adds considerably to a confused 

picture, as i s the case with the long series of meetings arranged 

in the hope of effecting a reconciliation between the exiled 

Becket and Henry I I , But we saw, in chapter two and chapter 

three, that to regard Guernes' poem as merely a 'con5)ilation' is 

to do i t less than just ice . We have seen repreatedly throughout 

our study, and once again in this chapter^that whilst Guernes may 

use one of his written sources to discover information, once he has 

garnered that information, he may use i t in a different way from 

the original source. He may present i t differently, but more 

probably he treat i t in a different tone, a different s p i r i t 

from the author in whose work he foiand i t . We have seen how-

he w i l l rationalise and explain where his original source w i l l leave 

his reader in uncomprehending awe, how he w i l l shun the pious 

conclusions which William of Canterbury or Edward Grim might draw 

from some incident in the archbishop's l i f e , and present his 

audience with a more modest and subdued interpretation. A good 
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example of this i s the account of the day when the young Becket 

f e l l into the river whilst out hunting with Richer de Laigle, and 

was carried by the current towards the millv/heel, which most 

fortunately stopped just before Becket was swept into i t . Guernes 

does not make as much of the incident, or imply God's hand so 

heavily in the incident, although not unnaturally he does do this 

to some extent, as does his original source, Edward Grim, Guernes 

te l l s lis simply: 

Quant i l dut en la roe chair, le chief devant, 

L i molniers out ioiulu; mist la closture a tant. 

S i guari Deus de raort a cele fe iz I'erafant. 

(Lines 222-225) 

Although Guernes does go on to draw implications from 

the event, he tones down the aocoxmt of Grim, who goes on to say 

that the hand of the Saviour had protected the young man in this 

desperate s t r a i t , ne exstingeretur luoerna futurus in I srae l , cujvis 

morte pretiosa tanta cernimus beneficia provenisse. 

This is not to say that there are no occasions on which 

Guernes does not follow his written sources so closely as to render 

what is ef fect ively a translation of their words,, and to give the 

same conclusion as they; but such instances are much less frequent 

than those in which we observe the poet develop the material i n 

his own manner. I f he does th i s , i t i s a reflection of his 

temperament, for we may suppose that the pioxis, sometimes panegyrical 

ptirposes to which the Latin biographers can be seen on occasion 

to put their accounts did not appeal to a nature which seems to 
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have been modest, clear-thinking, and usually undemonstrative. 

The restraint which Guernes often exercises i s surprising when 

we consider the prevailing atmosphere at Canterbury at the time at 

which he was working there. In approaching his material in 

a more circumspect manner than that shown by his sources, both 

written and oral , he must often have found himself swimming 

against the tide. He may not consciously have attempted to 

moderate the views and expressions of others, but the effect of his 

approach' to the material was frequently to do so. Much of his 

poem was concerned with Becket in adversity, and he was perspicacioiis 

enough to see that often the simple statement of fact would be 

suff ic ient to convince his audience; here we have the essence 

of his approach: he hinself f e l t strongly that what he was 

writing was history, and that repeatedly excessive or exaggerated 

claims would detract therefore from his work; but at the same 

tims the poet was always aware that he was writing for a present 

audience, whose demands might be and frequently were different 

from the exigencies which the approach of the historian imposed 

upon him. He was in fact attempting to sat is fy two masters, 

an internal one v/ho demanded historical accuracy as the cornerstone 

of his work, and an external one, the immediate audience, who 

demanded history certainly, but whose h i s tor ica l acumen was not 

nearly so sharp as the poet's op/n, and who demanded history among 

other things; this audience would wish for instruction, enlightenment, 

t h r i l l and entertainment. The story of Thomas Becket could give 

them a l l these things, but Guernes would not necessarily have had to 
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treat his material in the my in which he did in order to 

present them to his audience. That he succeeded in satisfying 

his audiences as clearly he did by means of the approach which 

he adopted, i s a testimony to the combined s k i l l s of the poet, the 

historiographer and the hagiographer. 

We should not believe, however, that Guernes' only 

motivation was h i s tor ica l accuracy. V/hat evidence have we seen 

to suggest that i t v/as even a major force? 

F i r s t l y , we have remarked upon his independence of s p i r i t . 

His s k i l l as a poet and his undoubted abi l i ty in Latin would 

have enabled him, had he so desired, to produce accurate but 

unoriginal, uninspired translations. He chose not to do so, 

or not to do so for a preponderant part of his poem. His method 

was not without dangers, and his work i s not without i t s errors. 

On the one hand, by following his written source too closely 

he i s sometimes led astray. Like his written source Edward 

Grim, he misplaces completely the coronation of young Henry and 

thus contorts the history very badly: this event no longer has 

the great significance in his account which historical ly i t deserves, 

for Guernes i s thus unable to relate i t as the deliberate move on 

King Henry's part which precipitated the reconciliation between 

Henry and Becket, the lat ter 's return to England and his assassination 

shortly afterwards. On the other hand, when Guernes rejects 

the accounts of his written sources, or chooses to essay a conflation 

of various sources, the result is not always as happy as he would 

have wished. I t i s largely as a result of this approach, for 

example, that Guernes' account of events leading up to the election 
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of Becket to the see of Canterbury is often confusing, 

contradictory and i l l o g i c a l . We saw in chapter five that 

Guernes was clearly at pains to present us with an aocxirate 

account of events, but in his attempt to do so had destroyed 

the c l a r i t y of the picture. But i f Guernes' approach occasionally 

leads him into such d i f f i cu l t i e s , we should not fee l that his 

approach is invalidated, nor should we lose sight of the fact 

that he is c learly attempting something more than slavish 

translation or compilation of more than one translation. His 

debt to his sources i s beyond doubt, but the poet has not allowed 

them to dictat3to him the general presentation and interpretation 

of his material. 

Secondly, the very length of the poem suggests a desire 

for completeness, for as much accuracy as the poet could achieve. 

Indeed, i t might be said that the one excess which Guernes did permit 

himself was the luxury of length. The fullness of the poem when 

dealing with events at Northanipton, with events leading up to the 

arr iva l of the four knights at Canterbury, or '.vith the details of 

the murder i t s e l f , i s , i f not essential, then quite defensible 

as necessary to our conpre hens ion of events; but at other points 

in the poem we may begin to question whether the sams i s true, 

ani to wonder indeed, i f Guernes did regularly submit his audiences 

to such long and sometimes tedious passages, or whether he quietly 

omitted them or substituted a briefer summary of evdnts; there is 

no evidence to support a theory that he did so, but logic would 

dictate that, as i t i s unlikely that he could conplete the whole 
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poem at one single session, certain parts of i t nust have 

proved more popular than others, and this demand may have been 

reflected in performances. This theory would again suggest 

Guernes was trying to serve two roasters, that of historical accuracy, 

and that of his inmediate audience. I f some of his audience 

truly did l i s t e n attentively to some of the long, tortuous and 

relatively less important passages in Guernes' poem, one can only 

admire their stamina, perseverance and ab i l i t y to appreciate and 

take in material that i s frequently complex. There must at tiross 

have been a temptation to turn away - for we cannot suppose that 

a l l paid i n advance to hear the poet's work - and that Guernes' 

attitude towards his mn performance of the work at Canterbury 

i s one of evident pleasure and satisfaction i s a testimony to his 

s k i l l as a poet. I f he has succeeded i n giving a f u l l enougji 

account- of events to sa t i s fy his own histor ical in i t iat ive , he has 

done 30 whilst retaining the interest and attention of his audience. 

But i t i s more than the mere length of the poem which 

suggests a desire for historical accuracy and completeiess. The 

same poet who w i l l give only the briefest l i s t of miracles attested 

and proclaimed in the saint's name goes to considerable trouble 

to include other material which i s patently of a more historical 

nature. Not only does Guernes include much detai l from his 

sources where he believes this to be appropriate or necessary, 

he includes various other types of information when he thinks that 

they w i l l add to his picture. To this end he includes a small 

number of personal anecdotes, but at far greater cost in time. 



200 

space and effort he translates in f u l l , for example, and very 

accurately, the sixteen Constitutions of Clarendon which were the 

cause of early dissension between Becket and the king; later, 

when the discard i s at i t s height, he produces for his audience 

long and very faithful! letters from the exchanges between the exiled 

archbishop and his enemies in England, Some of these letters 

ha;ve since become famous in the dispute - Becket's letters to the 

king Exspectans exspectavi and Desiderio desideravi, the letter of 

English clergy to Becket Quae vestro pater, and Becket's reply to 

this Mirandum et vehementer stupendum; but they can have meant 

l i t t l e to Guernes' audience in their own right, yet he chooses to 

translate them most fa i th fu l ly for his audience, where i f criteria 

other than historical accuracy had been uppermost in the poet's 

mind, a brief resume must have sufficed. His translations of 

some of these letters are almost two hundred lines long. He has 

obviously translated them directly from the original, or copies 

of the original, rather than from his normal written sources. 

Not a l l of these letters appear in his written sources, which tel ls 

us something about Guernes' approach on two counts - his desire 

for information, and his desire for accuracy of information, Biis 

is not simply a question of Guernes' including everything which came 

before him - evidence considered earl ier in this chapter refutes this -

and Guernes' careful treatment of this material does increase the 

h i s tor ica l authenticity of his poem. I t typifies his approach to 

nuch of the material in his work. 

I f further proof i s needed that the poet considered 

his tor ical accuracy to be of massive importance in his work, we 
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should find i t in the form of the two fragments of the f i r s t 

draft of his poem which have recently been discovered. We 

have seen how Guernes protests, at the beginning and end of his 

poem, the accuracy of his poem, and the particular way in which 

he turns to advantage the loss of his f i r s t draft , before he had 

had the opportunity to revise i t to his ovm satisfaction, 

necessitating the enterprise of a second and more truthful version, 

the one which survives to us to-day. This, Guernes implies, 

has ncee of the fai l ings of the f i r s t version; certainly he does 

not fee l i t to be menoungiers e senz pleneireteA. But i t is 

not so much what Guernes says about the differences between the 

two versions as the evidence of the two fragments of the f i r s t 

version and their contents which persuade us of the validity of 

his claims. We have discussed in detail the wide differences 

between the two versions; in a sense, regardless of the nature 

of these differences, and their significance for our evaluation 

of Guemes' opinion of the characters concerned, regardless of 

what these differences may mean in terms of a s h i f t dji position 

or outlook on the part of our poet, the very fact that there are 

differences of such magnitude is sufficient support for Guernes' 

c la ins: he found his f i r s t version unsatisfactory and, for 

whatever reason, modified i t radical ly . On this basis alone 

we could present a case for the defence of Guernes' claim that he 

was preoccupied to achieve an accurate and val id historical account 

of events. In this context i t scarcely requires reiteration that 

Guernes had made the decision to seek greater reliabilifcy and 

accuracy of information by travell ing across the channel to "Canterbury, 
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An objection could be raised, an objection whose foundation 

permeates the whole of this theory of Guernes' claims of meticulous 

h i s tor ica l accuracy: surely Guernes has modified his account because 

he found material which enabled him to show King Henry in a new and, 

importantly, less favourable ligjit? Of course, the fragments are 

so restr icted, as we have already said, as to make great assunptions 

on the basis of their evidence perilous. But the evidence clearly 

shows that Guernes becomes much more c r i t i c a l of the king in the 

second version than he had been in the f i r s t , and this must have 

had wider repercussions in the f i r s t draft as a whole. But the 

basis of the objection s t i l l remains: that what Guernes purports 

to be a search for h i s tor ica l accijracy is an attempt to present 

the figure of Thomas Becket in the most favotirable l ight . I t 

would be pointless to try to argue that Guernes has no bias towards 

Thomas Becket. Had he had no such bias, he would in a l l probability 

never .have undertaken his poem. Certainly he was eager to present 

a sympathetic character, and we have seen how he was careful to 

explain any actions on the part of Becket v/hich did not seem readily 

to f i t iri;,with the picture of the archbishop which he was painting. 

But we have noted that Guernes does not make as much as some of his 

Lat in sources of the opportunity to depict Thomas as a pious, 

saint ly figure, beginning with the presages before his birth, 

throu^out his childhood and youth, and naturally, throughout 

the period when he was archbishop unt i l his martyrdom. We have 

considered already in this chapter Guernes' depiction of Becket at 

Pontigny, and seen that that constituted a rather unusual picture 

for the poet; but just such a picture ia presented with a certain 
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regularity by certain of the la t in biographers. Guernes i s 

far less interested in convincing us of the sanctity of 

Becket throughout his l i f e than are the lat in biographers. 

There w i l l be scope enough for that at the end of his poem. 

We do get a biased view of Thomas Becket in the poem; what is 

surprising i s that i t i s not as biased a view as i t might well 

have been, given the atmosphere at Canterbury and the undoubted 

part ia l i ty of most nembers of his audience there, a partial i ty 

which the poet must have anticipated. But Guernes' lack of 

objectivity in his depiction of the figure of Thomas Becket 

would not in any case be suff icient reason to declare his work 

inval id as a piece of historiography. 

I f our objection has validity, i t does not l i e i n the 

figure of Thomas Becket, but in the case for Thorns Becket, 

Within seventy lines of the start of his poem, Guernes has told 

us bien est aparissant saint Thomas aveit dre i tA. Throughout 

the poem, Guernes w i l l stress this aspect. He is insistent 

on this point, that Becket's long struggle was beyond question 

jus t i f i ed , that Becket was right. We have already seen how 

Guernes gives a f u l l and accurate translation of the Constitutions 

of Clarendon, but interspersed between each clause we sha l l f ind 

that Guernes has tisually given a succinct but revealing comment. 

As we might imagine, they contain l i t t l e which supports the 

royal interpretation of the customs of the land. Sometimes 

Guernes' judgment i s very brief: a tort deit urn perir dous fe iz 

d'un s u l mesfaitA. On other occasions, he ejqpresses himself a 

l i t t l e more expansively : 
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Senz le congie le r e i ne deust nuls duner 

Igl ise en tut sun f i u . - Bien poez veeir cler 

Tuz l i regnes est suens, tut le deit guverner. 

Bar cele l e i pous* .̂treaih4z--en3-c f̂ imer, 

E tutes les iglises a sun dun aturner. -

(Lines 2401-2405) 

On one occasion Guernes allows himself a relatively lengthy 

personal reflection in which he recounts how in his experience 

in places which the king has demanded or claimed for his own he 

himself had been put out of the door - carite n ' i fu pas A. What 

never varies , havever, i s Guernes' conviction that Thomas i s 

right and Henry therefore wrong. This tenet is not tested, 

not in the fundamental question of the dispute between the two 

men. We should be surprised i f Guernes did not display the 

goodness, occasionally the sanctity of the archbishop in support 

of his cause. But we have observed that he does not do so as 

much as he might. But he does reiterate. Becket's struggle 

for his cause, for his God, for his Church, for his oppressed 

clergy, for the poor and the down-trodden of the world. We are 

told that saint Thomas aveit dreit k i pur les clers suppris einsi 

se combateitA. We are told pur arrmr Deu le f i s t , , s i cum feire deveitiL<'v<. 6-5) 

Conversely, the king must be wrong: 

Mult poez bien veer mal conseil ot l i r e i s . 

I I ne deit fere a clerc n'a iglise defeis 

Ne t o l i r r ien del Ivir, mes mettre i pot acreis . 

De 1*iglise prent i l la corone e les l e i s . 

Mes Deus I'ament, k i est uns en persones treisJ 

(Lines 56-60) 
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Such sanctimony we might expect to find attached to the 

person of the archbishop, but we often find i t attached to his 

enemies. I t i s clear that from the outset the lines are 

drawn up. There i s l i t t l e need, even i f Guemes dared, to say 

that the king i s bad. I t w i l l suff ice to say that he is wrong; 

the advice which he i s given is habitually bad, and his advisers 

are unnamed, although we can sometimes guess at their identity, 

Guernes reserves that judgment for characters rather less 

important - Roger, Archbishop cf York, and rtembers of the Broc 

family for example, Guernes holds firmly to his view of the 

two parties with the strength of a f irm pol i t ical conviction. 

This indeed is what i t i s . I t i s here, and not in the matter 

of Becket's personal qualities, in questions of sanctity, piety 

and religious inspiration, that Guernes reveals a strong bias. 

When discussing Becket's sanctity, he stresses more than some 

of the other biographers the intercession of God, But he expresses 

much more strongly than they his concern for the clergy and for 

the poor, and at frequent intervals in the poem Guernes turns 

his, attention, and that of his audience, to the plight of the 

poor and the oppressed. Rarely does he miss an opportunity 

to impress upon us that Becket was fighting for them. I t is 

here that we find the greatest evidence that Guernes has allcved 

his objectivity to be affected, that we can trace the surest 

signs of bias in his work. Guernes would never have seenmatters 

in this l ight; i t would scarcely be conceivable to him that 

anyone, whether he had pretensions to be a historian or not, could 
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approach the history of Thomas Becket in a different l i ^ t . 

He certainly would not have thought that i t affected his fitness 

as a historian or his abi l i ty to t e l l the truth. A modern 

reader must of course make allowance and admit that v̂e shal l 

see Becket's interpretation of matters and not the king's, that 

we shal l be shown letters from Becket to the king containing his 

side of the argument and not see the king's reply. Indeed, a 

modern eye, seeing as we have done, Guernes' early and categorical 

statement, i f not of intent, then cf belief, should be a l l the 

better equipped and prepared to make the necessary adjustment 

of focus and then evaluate^nondbheless his poem as a piece of 

historiography. To Guernes' audience, the process would not be 

overt, and Guernes' presentation and argument must have seemed, 

for those who s t i l l required persuasion, very persuasive. In 

many cases, the members of the audience must in fact have heard 

what they had hoped to hear, and must have expected to hear^ in 

terms of who was right and who was wrong. V/e should reroeiiiber 

here that Guernes, aiming at the less well educated visitors to 

Canterbury, among others, in that his audience would contain those 

with no Latin, would please many ears with the knov/ledge that 

Becket was a man struggling to uphold the rights cf the poor and 

the oppressed against the excesses of the r i ch and the powerful. 

Indeed, on more than one occasion, Guernes stresses that God does 

not favour the r i ch and the mi^tjl 

Reis e cuntes e dues, poi les veum saint ir ; 

Deus les refuse mult, car nel volent servir . 

Goveitise les f a i t suvent del dreit guenchir; 
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Ne funt rien se ceo nxm que lur vient a p l a i s i r ; 

Leis funt a lur talent, n'unt pour de morir. 

Les re is n 'es l i t pas Deus ne ne choisist ne prent, 

Ne les dues ne les haltes persones ensement; 

Mes chescun k i Deu orient e k i v i t lealment, 

U i l s e i t de halt l i n u se i t de basse gent, 

Deus le munte e eshalce, s'a l u i servir entent. 

(Lines 81-90) 

When Guernes discusses, with equal fervour, those whose 

worldly fortunes compare poorly with the riches of kings and 

nobles, we may suppose that there were in his avdience, as he 

must have anticipated, irany to whom his words were sweet indeed: 

Les umles aime Deus, les povres ensement, 

Gar de lur travail vivent, tutdis sunt en turment; 

E aiment seint' ig l ise e clers e povre gent, 

E dreites dismes draient e vivent nettement: 

I t e l s eshalcera Deus parmanablement. 

(Lines 106-110) 

We observed in chapter three the difference in approach 

here between Guernes and Edward Grim, who wrote a similar type 

of introduction. Grim concentrates on the pious and noble 

figure of the archbishop, as does William of Canterbury, Neither 

of the Latin writers dwells on the fate of the poor and hximble, 

and neither takes an account of what we might term the wider issues, 

those which Guernes encompasses in his pol i t ical vision. I t 

i s Guernes, rather than the Latin author, who carries out best 
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"Ac ne tanti muneris exsors videatur hie noster dies, 

novus in medixxm procedat Chris t i miles et martyr egregius, 

beatus Thomas, sanctitatis spectaculum, justit iae norma, 

inoentivum patientiae, v ir tut i s exemplar, assertor invic t -

issimus ver i tat i s . Sed quid mihi, inquis, cum martyrio? 

quid cum miraculis, quae non humanae viribus efficaciae 

tribuenda sunt, sed Deo? Bene: nec nos t i b i martyrium, 

nec miracula proponimus imitanda; sed vitam considera martyrio 

plenam, contemplare mores, mirare hominem, inter omnes mundi 

d iv i t ias , et quicquid pretiosum aestimatio habet humana, 

tantam animi tenuisse constantiam, ut nec prospera ilium ad 

amcarem mundi mollescerent, nec adversa quaevis ab amore 

Conditoris, ut prinEim sensibus ejus oognitio sese veritat is 

infudit, aliquatenus retardarent," 

(Edward Grim, prologus, pp. 354-355) 

Guernes does achieve much of what he and, coincidentally, 

much of what Edward Grim set out to achieve. But he does not 

do so without the impl ic i t principle that Becket was beyond question 

r i ^ t in his struggle against the king. This judgment inevitably 

colours his interpretation of numerous events in Becket's history, 

and^as we have seen^when we appraise Guernes'' work as a piece of 

h is tor ica l writing we must bear these in mind. Our reserve is 

not required ko sternly when we consider the work as a piece of 

hagiography, for when from this point cf view, we compare his l i f e 

of Saint Thomas Becket with ottier saints' l ives, Guernes' restraint 
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and moderation i n what he accepts and what he depicts t o his 

audience are qui te s t r i k i n g . I n both contexts we should 

bear i n mind Guernes* awn words, which show us at once his 

desire f o r h i s t o r i c a l t r u t h , h is nethods, and what strikes us 

modern readers as the charming naivety of his approach; 

PriEoes t r a i t a i d 'o ie , e suvent i menti, 

A Cantorbire a l a i , la ve r i t e ox; 

Des amis sa int Thomas la ve r i t e ' c u i l l i , 

E de ces k i I ' aveient des enfance se rv i . 

D'oster e de reraettre le t r a v a i l e n s i i f f r i . 

(Lines 145-150) 

Guernes' method would s u i t pe r f ec t l y the hagiographer; 

ws should not be surprised that i t s inherent weakness as a system 

f o r a h i s t o r i c a l approach never str ikes him; nor would his 

audience have been aware of the least contradic t ion i n his statements; 

they, w i t h him, would f i r m l y believe that those who had known 

and loved him best were best f i t t e d to provide the poet with an 

account of the t r u t h . Pew indeed at that time would question 

t h i s ; perhaps Becket's enemies might, 73hat is surpr is ing i s 

not that Guernes f a i l s t o observe the weakness i n his approach to 

the search f o r t r u t h , but tha t , having adopted th is method, he 

exercises such r e s t r a in t , as we have seen on numerotis occasions, 

i n h is treatment of the mater ia l which t h i s approach presents to 

him. We are surprised, given the bias which is inev i tab ly 

thrown upon the work by v i r t \ i e of Guernes' championship of the 

martyr's cause, that on so many occasions the events cone through 

the i r treatment so c l e a r l y to present thenselves to us, to enable 
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us to evaluate them; there are many occasions when Guernes' 

evident p a r t i a l i t y c l ea r ly has i t s e f f e c t on the presentation, 

when we, a modern audience, can detect Guernes* determination t o 

prove Becket r i g h t . But i t i s Becket the man, beleaguered 

perhaps, whom Guernes uai ial ly keeps before us; not u n t i l la te 

i n the poem do we see more than occasional glimpses of Becket the 

s a in t . I t i s true tha t , as the poem develops towards i t s 

conclusion, Guernes' c r i t i c a l standards are gradually and perceptibly 

modified, so tha t v/e sense increasingly the weight of Becket's 

sanc t i ty . But i n view of the preva i l ing climate at Canterbury 

i n the years immediately f o l l o w i n g Becket's murder, i t i s Guernes' 

i n i t i a l r e s t r a i n t and h i s t o r i c a l d i sc ip l ine which is surpr is ing 

rather than the l a t e , one i s tempted to say belated, invocation 

of Becket's s anc t i t y . 

Henry's pilgrimage to the shrine obviously held great 

s ign i f icance f o r Guernes; not only i s i t an expression of p ie ty , 

h u m i l i t y , an admission of Becket's goodness and saint l iness and 

an excel lent example t o the sovereign's subjects, i t i s also, 

and, Guernes' emphasis implies, more importantly, a recognition 

on the par t of the k ing that Becket was r i g h t . Guernes does 

proclaim a v ic to ry f o r p ie ty , v i r t u e , oppressed goodness; he 

proclaims a worthy and s a i n t l y example to mankind; but he also 

proclaims a v i c t o r y f o r the pol ic ies and bel iefs of Thomas Becket, 

E a r l i e r i n the poem, we saw Guernes argue with great f luency and 

a u t h o r i t y the supremacy of the Church i n the debate of the two 

swords; the passage i s too long to quote here i n f u l l , but the 

essence of his argument i s given i n the fo l lowing l ines : 
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L i p r e l a t sunt ser f Deu, 11 re is les d e i t cher i r ; 

E i l sunt chies des r e i s , l i re is l u r d e i t f l e c h i r . 

Deus est chies des prelaz; pur sa l e i maintenir 

Devreient i l estendre les cols , prez de murir: 

Deus s u f f r i mart en c ru i z pur s ' i g l i s e f r anch i r . 

De Deu tienent l i r e i , de sainte mere i g l i s e : 

A 11 e as suens deivent e honxar e servise. 

Car de 11 unt i l l e i e la corune pr i se ; 

(Lines 2806-2813) 

Guernes' language i s intense here; i t a lso conveys 

to us the inpression that Guernes thinks , or has thought^deeply 

on th i s subject , and i n a sense Is g iv ing a s i n j j l i f i e d version 

of his own ideas, i n order to present to his audience ideas 

i n a form which can read i ly be understood and assimilated. 

He wishes to convince them of the t r u t h of his words, but his 

fervour and commitment a id the audience, f o r the issues remain 

admirably c lear . Guernes himself f u l l y \inderstands Becket's 

own. i n t e rp re t a t ion o f the doctrine of the tsvo swords, accepts 

i t i m p l i c i t l y , and presents i t f o r c i b l y to his own audience. 

Indeed, he presents i t wi th a l l the dogmatism and determination 

of Becket h imself . 

When we considered the minor characters of Guernes' 

poem, we discovered that they tend t o f a l l i n t o place i n the 

poet 's estimation as good or bad, depending on whether or not 

they support the archbishop i n his f i g h t ; not unnaturally, the 

smaller the part played by a character, the less we learn of him 

as an i n d i v i d u a l . V/hat tends to remain important i s his 
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pos i t ion i n the c o n f l i c t between Thomas Becket and King Henry, 

and i t i s on the strength of th is pos i t ion , as we have seen, 

that Guernes tends to present a character to his audience as good 

or bad. A f igure who, l i k e the pope, vaci l la tes and s h i f t s his 

pos i t i on , i s portrayed as good or less good accordingly, without 

any reference to any fac tors which may have i n r e a l i t y influenced 

his p o s i t i o n . There i s only one constant touchstone here. 

The same is t rue of r e l a t i v e l y major characters i n the poem, 

notably of the three bishops, Roger, Po l io t and Jocelin, and 

especial ly of Roger, We have seen that Guernes portrays 

them as black characters t h rou^ou t the period of Becket's 

archbishopric, w i t h Roger de Pont I'^veque the most heinous 

of the three by some considerable margin. We must suspect that 

Guernes portrays them i n t h i s way because they opposed Thomas 

Becket w i t h such implacable i n t e n s i t y and consistency. By the 

same token. King Louis i s l i buens, l i honurez, l i genti lz r e i s 

de France, precise ly because of his s o l i d and sympathetic 

support f o r Thomas Becket. Nationalism has l i t t l e part to 

play i n Guernes' por t rayal of the King of Prance. 

We have noted how Guernes w i l l address his audience at 

length on the question of the two swords; th i s is not the 

only occasion on which he chooses to address his audience at 

length on a subject which vre m i ^ t term theoret ica l rather 

than h i s t o r i c a l i n content. Perhaps we might f a i r l y terra 

c e r t a i n of these passages sermons, i n that the w r i t e r del iberately 

sets out to e d i f y , t o i n s t ruc t , t o impress moral t r u th s . We 
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sha l l consider some of these passages now. 

The f i r s t of these passages follows upon the account 

of Becket's rather d i f f i c u l t reception of the pa l l i um, 

Guernes t e l l s us that Becket eventually achieved his aim 

without recourse to g i f t s or money, which should serve as an 

exaniple to his successors. He then begins a long apostrophe 

which we can only c a l l r e l i g i o u s , Guemes enters i n to a 

discussion of man's f a t e a f t e r death, and t r i e s to resolve f o r 

his audience the vas t ly d i f f i c u l t problem of f r ee v / i l l on the 

one hand, and God's omniscience and predestination on the 

other, Guernes succeeds i n presenting the problem to his 

audience i n an admirably succinct and c l a r i f i e d manner, as 

we sha l l see, f o r the problem i s one which had taxed Saint 

Augustine of Hippo himself. Saint Augustine has evolved three 

fundamental p r inc ip les : f i r s t l y , that God, througji his grace, 

is the absolute master of a l l the determinations of the w i l l : 

secondly, tha t man i n the l a s t analysis rejnains jus t as f r e e 

under the influence of grace as he i s i n i t s absence: and 

t h i r d l y , tha t the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of these two truths depends 

on the method of divine government. Therefore God, i n his 

creative decree, can be seen to have l e f t man i n every instance 

f ree to r e s i s t s in or give way t o the teraptxtion of s in . When 

we consider Guernes' address to his audience, we can see that 

he has i m p l i c i t l y understood the nature of th i s theology, and 

is able t o convey i t s s tern and admonitory message to those 

who were l i s t e n i n g to his account : 



214.. 

Ne het ^(xs lie>AS les humes, raes i l het lur f o l i e ; 

E cunuist bien l u r quers e t res tute lu r v i e ; 

Set bien ke c i s t sera fen iz en f e l o n i e 

E c i s t en bone f i n , A cestui Deus aie. 

S i tos t cum se repent e mal'ovre ad gL^erpie. 

Deus cunuist mult bien tuz eels k i serunt salve; 

G i l sunt tant sulement a vie d e s t i n i , 

E s i cunuist Deus bien eels k i serunt danpi^; 

Nes v o l t pas rapeler de l u r i n i q u i t e ; 

Purveu sunt a mort, car mal erent f i n e . 

O i l k i Slant a dampner, purveu sunt a raort; 

De l u r darapnstiun n ' i a mes nu l resor t . 

E s i Dei:i3 les sa lvot , deable f e r e i t t o r t . 

En pechie f i n e r u n t , ne purrunt prendre port ; 

La .dunt nuls ne resur t charrunt a l pudlent gort.. 

Deus n'esforce n u l l u i de fere bien u mal; 

A chescun a dune franche force e i g a l , 

Ke chescun en pot f e r e , s ' i l v o l t , u bien u a l . 

Gel salve Deus e airae que i l trove l e a l , 

E c e l u i het e darane k ' i l troeve t rop charnal. 

(Lines 656-675) 

We must suspect, from the evidence of th i s extract , i f 

we d id not already know, that i t s author has had the benefit 

of some form of theological t r a i n i n g . Whilst the argunent 

presented does not hold the l o g i c a l un i ty or the t i g h t l y argued 

r a t i o n a l i t y which a modern reader might seek, i t s very in t ens i ty 
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and force do much to persuade us. I n his way, Guernes i s 

more s t r ingent and less hopeful than Saint Augustine, but the 

respective merits of the two versions of the theological debate 

are less s i g n i f i c a n t to us than the very f a c t of Guernes' 

grasp of the theme, his passion i n conveying i t to his audience, 

and his desire to do so. Por we cannot th ink that he is 

indulging i n commonplace theology f o r i t s own sake; he believes 

i n what he preaches, and he believes i n the necessity of 

preaching his message to his audience. He concludes his 

foreboding sermon i n the f o l l o w i n g way : 

Segnur, pur ceo vus d i : lessez l e mal ester; 

Ceo que avez mesfet pensez de I'amender. 

Ne dormez en pechie, pensez vus d'aprester, 

Quant Deus vendra pur vus, od l i pussez aler 

E od larapes ardanz. en pareis monter, 

Se vus ne cremez Deu„ cremez enfern k i a r t , 

U nuls k i entera n'en i s t r a par nul a r t . 

As bons humes pernez, k i unt este, reguart, 

E a meint pecheiir que Deus p r i s t a sa part , 

A l seint martyr Thomas, k i f u ocis or t a r t . 

(Lines 721-730) 

There i s no equivalent passage to be foiond i n any of 

Guernes' w r i t t e n sources: the same i s true of a l l the longer 

such passages i n Guernes' poem, and a l l bear the strong 

personal stamp of the author. We are also struck by the f a c t that 

the sermon -is l inked only i n the most tenuous of ^ajs to the 

i i n body of the poem; Guernes seems to introduce i t almost ma: 
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gratui tously , and once embarked upon i t , he i s very w i l l i n g 

to dwell on i t a t length, re turn ing to the s tory of Thomas Becket, 

i f not w i t h regre t , then I n a manner which appears almost 

coincidental or f o r t u i t o u s . We must therefore conclude that 

at that time the poet saw the content of th is passage as being of 

paramount importance. 

Nor i s th i s the only such example to be found i n the 

poem. Some f i v e hundred lines l a t e r , we f i n d the poet 

discussing the nature of God's laws, and comparing them vdth 

the way i n which ea r th ly rulers have ordained the i r own a f f a i r s . 

He has already attacked Becket's f e l l o w bishops f o r the i r 

pusillanimous approach, and having accused them of being 

mercenary, t e l l s them that the k ing knows the i r weaknesses, 

and w i l l hate them quant se conver t i raA. This simple f a i t h 

leads the poet i n to a succession cf pieces of advice, which, 

although he begins by addressing them to King Henry, come to 

have a more general appl icat ion: 

L I c lerc sunt se r jan t Deu e de s ' e l ec t iun , 

E s l i t es sorz des sainz; de co portent l e nun. 

Quel qu'11 seient, se r jan t sunt en la Deu maisun. 

N ' l as a metre main, nis e l p e t i t clerzun. 

Puis quiest dun^ a Deu, s'esguardez la ralsun. 

(Lines 1236-12W) 

The poet goes on to make a reasoned and Intense defence of 

what was e f f e c t i v e l y Becket's in te rpre ta t ion of the problem of 

the criminous c l e r k s . Unusvially f o r Guernes, he goes on to use 

a number of comparisom: the f i r s t and longest of these is 

w i t h Adam : 
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Quant Deus ot f a i t Adam e mis en paradis, 

Pur le mesfait q u ' i l f i s t ne f u i l pas ocis, 

Mais del dolerus mund f u en la chartre mis. 

En peine e en t r i s t u r . f u , tant cum i l f u v i s , 

E pur espeneir .. co qu'anceis ot mespris, 

E Adam e l i c lerc nen unt chief se Dieu nun; 

Pur c'ai f a i t , co m'est v i s , d re i t e conrparisun 

E se l i clers est p r i s ma is a t e l mesprisun, 

Pace le sis prelaz jeter en sa pr isun. 

Bien se puet apuier l i re is a ma raisun. 

(Lines I3OI-I3IO) 

I t i s perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t that the poet t e l l s us that 

he considers the comparison to be j u s t i f i e d , f o r v/e have observed 

that he i s o f t en less than keen to include comparisons i n his 

account. He goes on to make allusions to Cain, to 

Nebuchadnezzar, to Saint Peter. A l l th i s he produces i n 

support of h i s in te rp re ta t ion of the question of the criminous 

c le rks : 

E pur ceo que Deus aime mult mercial justise 

E plus misericorde k ' i l ne f e t s a c r i f i s e , 

A l i bons arceveske cele b a t a i l l e emprise 

Pur les clers maintenir e pur sa mere i g l i s e . 

Bien v e i t l a ie mein n ' i devrei t estre mise.-

(Lines 1351-1355) 

With t h i s he returns to the narrative of his poem. 

The tone i n t h i s extract i s more p o l i t i c a l than i n the f i r s t 
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passage which vre considered; yet i n i t v/e s t i l l f i n d the 

desire to e d i f y , t o convince the audience of the f o l l y of the 

sinner and of God's love f o r those who repent and go the 

r i g h t way : 

Ne f u unkes of ne trove en e s c r i t 

Que pechiere nen e i t merci, s ' i l le depr i t ; 

Mes s ' i l se desespeire u se neie u o c i t , 

Ne pot aveir pardon, quant peche en I ' e s p i r l t . 

Sur tute riens ad Deu misericorde e s l i t . 

(Lines 1346-1350) 

Later i n the poem, we f i n d Guernes c r i t i c i s i n g the 

actions of the Broc f ami ly , which has seized property belonging 

r i ^ t f u l l y to the see of Canterbury. Prom t h i s , the poet 

develops, a l b e i t rather b r i e f l y th is time, the theaes of 

God's judgment and man's f o l l y : 

Liquei;is rendra ralsun de co qu'en ad eu, 

U 11 re i s u Randufs, a l grant j u r irascu? 

La lerent coveitus senz f i n mort e perdu. 

La ne purra nul d 'els fa i rede I ' au t re escu. 

De quanque Randuls f i s t , adrecement n'en f u . 

Deus adrecera t u t , qui t u t s e i t e tu t v e i t ; 

Devis est s i d re i tu re l s ne poet f a i r e fors d r e i t , 

E 11 het t u t malice, e j u s t l s i e r le d e i t , 

Les justlses erranz ferunt la pol d ' esp le i t ; 

G i l les jugera tuz q\al nuls d 'e ls ne deceit . 

Deus, cum par est mainz huem pur le slecle avoglez/ 
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N ' i est amurs ne f e i ne pais ne chari tez. 

Se tuz les biens del mund aveie conquestez. 

S i que mes f i z en f u s t apres mes jurs chasez, 

Ja n'en sereie mielz devant Deu apelez. 

(Lines 4561-4575) 

We have seen i n an e a r l i e r chapter how the early part 

of t h i s ex t rac t might be considered rather bold ; now we should 

observe the personal approach of the poet, which t e s t i f i e s to 

the strength of his f e e l i n g on th i s point , and to his desire to 

warn and t o in s t ruc t his audience on th i s ne t te r . On th is 

occasion^ the lesson i s not a long one, but i t s fervour i s 

not i n question. 

Towards the end of the poem, a f t e r Becket has been 

nurdered, Guernes r e f l e c t s on his death, and expresses the 

b e l i e f tha t , had Becket wished to escape his pursuers and 

the f a t e which he knew thej ' brought wi th them, i t would not have 

been d i f f i c u l t f o r him t o have done so. The poet goes on to 

r e f l e c t on the nature of God's judgment, and the administration 

of his jus t ice : 

Ainc ma is s i pute ovraigne ne f u e l s iecle ovree, 

Ne q u i a s i grant bien s e i t a l s iec le at^jirnee. 

Mais encore e r t mult chier a l s iecle conperee; 

U tos t u t a r t en e r t I ' i r e Deu embrasee. 

Gar la vengance en est a su l Deu graantee. 

Mais la vengance Deu n 'est pas e i n s i hastee. 

Qui sofflunt que la culpe se i t encor amendee, 

Deus ne vo l t ne desire que I'anen® s e i t dampnee. 
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Ne la sennaine n'est encore pas entree 

U la f e l u n l e e r t e vengie e trovee. 

(Lines 5711-5720) 

Here again we have evidence that the poet i s s t ruggl ing wi th 

the problems posed by the question of e v i l , condign punishment 

and a God of love; again we may suspect that Giernes' grasp of 

t h i s subject i s greater than that of his audience by some 

considerable degree, and that the poet has made a conscious 

e f f o r t t o present the mater ia l to his audience i n a way which 

they w i l l f i n d r e l a t i v e l y easy to comprehend. I t may be true 

that Guernes' l ines do owe something to Grim's quotation f rom 

Ezeklel ch .33j v . 11 when he writes qui non v u l t mortem peccatoris, 

sed u t convertatur et v i v a t ; however, i f th i s i s so, i t i s l i t t l e 

more than a s t a r t i ng p o i n t , and Grim's version has l i t t l e of the 

i n t e n s i t y and directness of appeal to be found i n the French poem, 

Guernes has a demonstrable concern f o r suoh taxing re l ig ious 

problems, and a desire t o place them before his audience. 

Certain d i s t i n c t character is t ics emerge f rom this b r i e f 

appraisal of the most s i g n i f i c a n t 'sermons' which Guernes has 

Included i n his poem. F i r s t l y we have noted the in tens i ty 

and fervour of the poet's appeal, h is desire t o convince his 

audience; his attempts, v/hich have proved, we may judge, l a rge ly 

successful, t o present the problems to his l i s teners or readers 

i n a s i m p l i f i e d and d i rec t manner; although th i s does not necessarily 

mean that the poet had recourse to the simple or the s imp l i s t i c , 

there i s s u f f i c i e n t evidence, beyond the obviously s ign i f i can t 

f a c t that the poet was i n r e l ig ious orders, t o suggest that he 
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understood the issues on a deeper l eve l than he expected or 

demanded of h is audience, f o r whom he produces an admirably 

clear and succinct version, even i f th i s i s a version highly 

influenced by the poet's evident commitment t o Becket's cause. 

Thi rd ly , we should note that a l l these passages, wi th the 

possible and marginal exception of the instance where Guernes 

may have owed something to the account of Edward Grim, ere 

o r i g i n a l ; there i s no ex i s t ing w r i t t e n source f o r them, and 

the h igh ly personal tone suggests indeed that they are a l l of 

Guemes' own in sp i r a t i on . We have established many times 

that Guernes was not concerned merely to produce a t ranslat ion 

f rom ex i s t i ng L a t i n or vernacular accoiints; h is concern wi th the 

d i f f i c u l t issues of f ree w i l l and predestination, of grace and 

salvat ion reveals his in ten t ion to ins t ruc t his audience i n th i s 

area, an in t en t ion which he achieves wi th considerable competence, 

Fourthly, i t i s remarkable that these passages, i n which the 

poet i s concerned to e d i f y , his audience, to bend them to a 

consideration of some of the most profound problems of the 

ch r i s t i an r e l i g i o n , are l inked t o the main body of the poem i n 

a very tenuous manner: the poet may vrell take as his point of 

departure some incident i n the h i s t o ry of Thomas Becket, and 

his sermon may deal with some aspect of re l ig ious l i f e viiich 

Becket's h i s t o r y i l l u s t r a t e s or exemplifies, but the sermon can 

wi th ease be taken i n i s o l a t i o n and the poet can ins t ruc t his 

audience i n re l ig ious t r u t h to the point where Becket and King 

Henry are quite forgot ten , and when the poet does return to them 

i t i s wi th an abruptness which rrey surprise us. This point 
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may i n f a c t re inforce one which we observed ea r l i e r i n 

connection w i t h Guernes' treatment of miracles, that they 

c e r t a i n l y have a place, but tha t they are best placed outside 

the main stream of the poem; i n the case of the miracles, 

Guernes e i ther excludes them e n t i r e l y , great ly reduces the 

time and space devoted to them, or possibly, as we have seen 

ea r l i e r i n t h i s chapter, deals wi th them e n t i r e l y outside the 

poem. I n the case of what we have termed the sermons, they 

are indeed i n the body of the poem, but they are c l ea r ly delineated 

and had the poet so wished, some of them could no doubt have been 

read i n i s o l a t i o n , f o r the re l ig ious Ins t ruc t ion which they could 

o f f e r , or at need could have been omitted altogether when the 

poem was being read. For a l l tha t , Guernes saw them as 

important enough to devote a few hundred l ines of his work to 

the issues which they contained and treated, and t o delay the 

progress of his own narrative t o struggle to resolve or at 

least to c l a r i f y questions which, as we have seen, had taxed the 

enquiring and clearsighted c h r i s t i a n s p i r i t of Saint Augustine 

some seven hundred and f i f t y years ea r l i e r . There were 

c l e a r l y times i n his poem, as we have seen, when the poet f e l t 

that the r e l i g ious method or i n s t r u c t i o n which he wished to 

inipart to his audience was of greater importance, or at least 

of greater immediacy, than the de ta i l s of some passage i n the 

l i f e of Ihomas Becket. 

But we must not believe that Guernes' drive t o e d i f y 

h is audience was always foremost i n h is plans; c l ea r ly i t 
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was not . What we have termed the sermons may occupy some 

hundreds of l ines i n the poem, and when they do so, they 

exclude a l l other considerations, but they account f o r some 

hundreds of l ines i n a t o t a l of more than s ix thousand, and 

the i r importance i n the poem nust be seen i n proportion. 

Cer ta in ly i t was not Guernes' in ten t ion repeatedly to impress 

upon those who listeft , to him, or read his poem„ abstract p o l i t i c a l 

theories, theore t ica l moral lessons, or isolated examples of 

Augustinian re l ig ious philosophy. His grasp of these subjects 

suggests that had he wished to do so, he could readi ly have 

achieved his end, but we should have a work very d i f f e r e n t i n 

nature f rom the poem which we now have before us. That he chose 

to include such material on a r e l a t i v e l y small number of occasions 

indicates that , a l t h o u ^ he undoubtedly considered them to be 

important, he d i d not wish to allow them to obscure the m±n 

theme of h i s work, which was the l i f e of Thomas Becket. That he 

does r e s t r i c t himself to a small number of sermons increases 

the i r effectiveness without r ad ica l ly a l t e r i n g the nature of the 

poem as a whole. By nature of t he i r clear delineation from 

the h i s t o r y of Thomas Becket, they s t r i k e the eye and the mind 

quite f o r c e f u l l y . But, as vie sense Guernes himself believes 

when he returns from sermon to narrat ive account, the s tory of 

Becket i s usually a f a r better lesson and exainple i n i t s e l f than 

a lesson i n religioxas philosophy, whatever the in tens i ty of the 

poet's personal convict ion i n the t r u t h and v a l i d i t y of that 

philosophy. 
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We have established therefore that Guernes' poem i s 

not a long theore t i ca l or moralising rel igious t r a c t ; svoh 

elements of th i s as i t contains are severely r e s t r i c t ed , and 

thus the i r i n t ac t i s increased rather than diminished. There 

i s l i t t l e i n the poem which we could describe'." as t r u l y panegyrical. 

Again we do trace elements of t h i s ; on occasion the poet does 

indulge i n reverend eulogy of the s a i n t l y archbishop, but with 

no sustained or planned consistency. Again, the effectiveness 

of such eulogy is. Increased by the care, almost the reluctance, 

which he exercises i n his use of t h i s method. There are 

instances, as we have seen, but Guernes would undoubtedly state, 

w i t h Boswell " I profess to wr i te not his panegyrlck but his 

l i f e . " This has a considerable bearing upon the tone of the 

poem; Guernes i s seldom as lyrical as the L a t i n biographers who 

served as his major wr i t t en sources i n his praise of the 

sa int l iness of the martyred archbishop. 

I t v/ould be d i f f i c u l t and unwise t o seek i n a poem of the 

length o f Guernes' l i f e of Thomas Becket one single and uniform 

fac tor which had motivated the poet, and consequently we cannot 

w i t h honesty claim that the poet's achievement i s r e s t r i c t e d 

so le ly t o one f i e l d . This would be i n any case an attempt 

to impose upon a mediaeval work s t r i c tu res which we should only 

apply to a work produced by a modern mind i n tune wi th modem 

concepts. Guernes' achievement cannot be l imi t ed to or defined 

neat ly i n one f i e l d and one f i e l d only. We have jus t seen 

that i n terms of r e l ig ious philosophy and i n terms of panegyric, 

Guernes' intentions were modest, and t h r o u ^ his s k i l l as a poet, 
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his achievement in a sense siorpasses his own ambitions, limited 

as they were. He vras not concerned to inspire his readers 

with great avre and v/'onder at the spectacle of innumerable 

miracles performed through the intercession of the saint; 

indeed, he i s exceptionally reluctant to discuss in any detail 

the performance of miracles in the main body of his work. 

We have considered the implications of this conscious decision, 

and this again influences the tone of the poem. A l l these 

self-imposed restrictions throw a great burden upon the s k i l l 

of the poet, for although he is attempting to produce a popular 

work, he deliberately eschews some of the more obvious routes 

to the achievement of popular appeal. His achievement in 

this respect mai"- be considered as a l l the more remarkable, 

because the survival of his work, and the popularity to v*iich 

the poet can point within the body of the poem i t se l f , are 

testimony to the poet?s success in entertaining, in pleasing, 

in instructing, in sat isfying contemporary audiences at the 

site of the martyrdom. I have mentioned many tines the fact 

that Guernes chose to write i n French rather than Latin, and 

whilst we should not underestimate the extent to which Latin 

was commonly understooi in twelfth-century England and Prance, 

we must s t i l l recognise that the poet's decision ineluctably 

meant a commitment to write for an audience in part at least 

less wel l educated, less erudite, more demanding of immediate 

sat isfaction end gratif ication than need necessarily have been 

the case. Perhaps the very poetry of the work would go some 

considerable way tavards overcoming this self-in5)0sed d i f f icul ty . 
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but, more than that, i t i s Guernes' l i terary s k i l l , to v^hich 

I have not been able, within the scope of this work, to devote 

as nuch attention as i t deserves, which has enabled him to 

instruct, inform, edify and entertain his audience in such an 

eminently successful manner. 

His success in this respect is the more remarkable when we 

consider that the evidence suggests that of the two masters which 

the poet was attempting to serve, the contemporary audience 

swayed his judgment and influenced his treatment and selection 

of material to a degree inferior to that of the influence of 

his other abiding concern. This is Guernes' unshakeable 

belief that what he was writing was history. We can raise many 

objections to this claim; his selection of material, more 

especially his presentation of material, frequently indicates 

the poet's inherent bias; we can argue that he was only prepared 

to enumerate the saint's fai l ings in early l i f e i f he can give 

a f u l l and reasoned explanation of them, i f he can demonstrate 

Becket's own mortification, both then and later , i f he can, by 

such description^ prove to the weak and faint-hearted that even 

a sinner can become a saint, that from a most inauspicious 

beginning, that of a persecutor of the Church, a man may yet 

becoiiB one of God's saints; we can argue that in the course of 

his poem, Guernes unconsciously undergoes the process that he 

would wish to see a sceptic undergo, in that, as he would hope 

to see a sceptic moved from his scepticism to belief , so this 

mirrors a sh i f t in the poet's position, whereby he moves from 

the standpoint where historiooity holds sway, to one where the 
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figure of the martyred archbishop inspires in him piety 

and eulogy. A l l of these objections have their substance; 

i t would be foolish to claim that throu^out his long work, 

Guernes is never deflected from the path of his search for 

h is tor ica l accuracy. Equally I would not claim that such 

accuracy as Guernes does achieve would \ri.thstand the rigorous 

objective scrutiny to which the work would, we would like to 

think, be subjected in the twentieth century. The same, 

we should observe, has proved true for the works produced in 

every century up to the present one, and history and evidence 

suggest'" that our attempts at historiocity, and our claims 

to his tor ical truth, T r f . l l prove as fa l l ib l e in a hundred years' 

time as others have to xis, especially when the work involves 

an almost immediate appraisal of contemporary or nearly contemporary 

events, as was the case with Guernes and his poem. llhat 

Guernes has achieved, I feel , i s an account of the l i f e of Thomas 

Becket which, whilst not always consistent in i ts attainment 

of acciiracy, in its balance of material, in i t s equanimity of 

tone, nevertheless attains an estimable degree of restraint, a 

presentation of material in a manner far more sober and circumspect 

than was probable in the circumstances, and a balance which 

deserves credit for the painstaking way in which the poet sou^t 

the truth in what he conceives as the only means available 

to him. I have stressed many times that the effort which 

Guernes expended in the quest of this goal far siarpassed what 

would have been s t r i c t l y necessary had he not imposed hiis elf 
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such a severe interpretation of the service of historical 

accuracy. In this sense, although he did not realise 

i t , he had set himself an impossible goal, but from his 

attempt to achieve i t comes an account which contains much 

of h is tor ical value, and is of greater value in terms of 

h i s tor ica l perspective by virtue of i t s care, circumspection 

and restraint , Wg may not, in the last analysis, be shown 

Thomas Becket "warts and a l l " but vre do at least observe some 

of the warts. 

There reirains the question as to whether we should 

c las s i fy the poem purely as an attempt at historiocity, or 

whether i t i s hagiography. This cannot satisfactori ly be 

settled u n t i l we could agree on an acceptable definition of 

hagiography i t s e l f , and unt i l that problem is resolved, a l l 

argument is l iable to prove circular and hence fru i t l e ss , 

l e t us however pause to consider just one interpretation, 

that of Hippolyte Delehaye, whose words we may translate thus^s 

"So v/e see that to be s t r i c t l y hagiographical the 

document must be of a religious character and aim at 

edification. The terra must then be confined to wit ings 

inspired by religious devotion to the saints and intended 

to increase that devotion," 

I think that Guernes' poem complies with the prerequisites 

set out in the f i r s t sentence. I think that Guernes was 

aiming to increase the devotion to Saint Thorns Becket, but I 

think he was inspired more by devotion to Becket's just cause 

than to the sanctity of the man - we should remeinber that he 
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did begin the draft of his f i r s t version before Becket was 

canonised by the pope. Without the desire to edify and to 

increase devotion Guernes would not have attempted to produce 

a vrork of this nature for popular and imirediate appeal within 

the cathedral of Canterbury i t s e l f . V/hat he has written 

may, within the bounds of the definition given by Hippolyte 

Delehaye, be termed hagiography. But our very attempts so 

to define the poem in this way serve: to thrar into sharper 

re l i e f the fact that what Guernes was consciously striving to 

produce, and what he thought he was producing, was a work of 

history - with \ihat degree of success and consistency we have 

alreaclj/ discussed. I t i s in these terms that the poet 

hinself would have f e l t that his work should be evaluated. 

I t conforms to the stipulations of a definition of hagiography, 

in that i t seeks to edify, i t seeks to increaae devotion to 

Thomas Becket, and i t i s of a religious character. But for 

much of the poem we must suspect that such conformation i s 

but incidental to the poet's purpose. The poem is 

hagiographical, because i t i s inspired by religious devotion 

to the saint; but, much more than this, i t i s historical because 

i t i s inspired by a desire to prove the val idity of the saint's 

cause by virtue of the incontrovertible evidence of fact , 

( in this sense we could also term i t po l i t i ca l ) . To his 

am satisfaction, he achieved both; and although in the second 

instance he could never hope to be entirely successful, the 

rseasure of his achievement i s that i t i s his success as a 

historian, rather than his success as a hagiographer, which 
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remains more firmly imprinted in our minds when, in the 

circumstances surrounding the composition of his poem at 

Canterbury in the early years after Becket's martyrdom, success as 

a hagiographer was so much more easily attained. Guernes 

imposed upon himself a far greater task in seeking to win credit 

and recognition for his work as a worthy recorder of historical 

events, when a modicum of success in this f i e ld , and he achieved 

more than a modicum of success, could be achieved only with 

more effort than was needed to gain recogiition as a celebrated 

reporter of miracles or popular writer of devotional verses. 

Guernes is a very successful hagiographer and a less successful 

historian. The f i r s t achievement i s estimable; i t i s his 

degree of success, which i s a ref lect ion of much painstaking, 

meticulous and laborious effort on his part, in the second 

achievement which i s more remarkable, I am sure that Guernes, 

for a l l his early and late protestations of the absolute veracity 

of his work, of the fact that he would not stray one inch from 

the truth, even at the r i sk of death or perdition, would be 

happy to accept this judgment, to accept that this was so, 

Yi/hat he gives us may not in the la s t analysis be, as he claims, 

le veir^^but i f he even approaches i t , i t i s because of his 

conscientious efforts to furnish his audience with tut le plaint*t-''"^ 'fe<̂ 3 . 
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THE CCN3TITUTI0N3 OP CLAEIEKDON 

Hae sunt avitae leges, quas Ifenricus rex Angliae pet i i t 

s i b i confirmari a beato Thoma martyre. 

Capitulum I 

De advocatione et praesentatione ecclesiarum s i controversia 

erosrserit inter laicos, vel inter clericos et laicos, vel inter 

clericos, in curia domini regis tractetur et terminetur. 

(Prifflum hoc damnavit sancta Romana ecclesia sub Alexandre tertio) 

Capitulum I I 

Ecclesiae de feudo domini regis non possunt in perpetuiom dari 

absque assensu et concessione ipsius, 

(Hoc toleravit) 

Capitulum I I I 

C l e r i c i retati et acciasati de quacumque re, summoniti a just i t ia 

regis, venient in curiam ipsius, responsuri ibidem de hoc unde videbitur 

curiae regis quod, s i t i b i respondendum, et in curia ecclesiastica unde 

videbitiir quod ibidem s i t respondendum, Ita quod just i t ia regis 

mittet in curiam sanctae ecclesiae ad videndum qua ratione res ib i 



tractabitur. Et s i clericus convictus vel confessus fueri t , 

non debet de caetero eum ecclesia tueri . 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum IV 

ArchiepisGopis, episcopis, et personis regni non l i ce t 

exire de regno absque l icentia domini regis. Et s i exierint, 

s i domino regi placuerit, assecurabxwit quod nec in eundo nec in 

moram faciendo nec in redeundo perquirent malum vel damnum domino 

regi vel regno. 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum V 

Excommunicati non debent dare vadium ad reraanens, nec praestare 

juramentum, sed tantura vadium et plegium standi judicio ecclesiae, 

ut absolvantur. 

(Hoc daranavit) 

Capitulum VI 

L a i c i non debent accusari n i s i per certos et legales accusatores 

et testes in praesentia episcopi, ita quod archidiaconus non perdat 

jus suum, nec quidquam quod inde habere debeat. Et s i tales fuerint 

qui culpa ntur, quod non ve l i t vel non audeat aliquis eos a ecus a re, 

vicecomes requisit\as ab episcopo faciet jurare duodecim legales 

homines de visneto seu de v i l l a coram episcopo, quod inde veritatem 

secundum conscientiam suam raanifestebunt, 

(Hoc toleravit) 
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Capitulum V I I 

Nullus qui de rege teneat in capite, nec aliquis dominicorum 
ministrorum ejxis excommunicetur, nec terrae alicujus eorum sub 
interdicto ponantur, n i s i prius dominus rex, s i in terra fuerit , 
conveniatur, vel jus t i t ia regis s i fuer i t extra regnum, ut rectum 
de ipso faciat , et ita ut quod pertinebit ad curiam regiam ibidem 
terminetur, et de eo quod spectabit ad ecclesiasticam curiam, ad 
eandera mittatur, ut ibidem terminetur. 
(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum V I I I 

De appellatiOTibus, s i emerserint, ab archidiacono debent 

procedere ad episcopum, et ab episcopo ad archiepiscopum, Et s i 

archiepiscopus defuerit in just i t ia exhibenda, ad dominum regem 

perveniendum est postremo ut praecepto ipsius in curia archiepiscopi 

controversia terminetur, i ta quod non debeat ulterius procedere absque 

assensu domini regis, 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum IX 

Si calumnia eroerserit inter clericum et laicum vel inter laicum 

et clerictim, de ul lo tenemento, quod clericvis attrahere vel i t ad 

eleemosynam, laicus vero ad laicum feudum, recognitione duodecim 

legelium hominum per capitalis just i t iae regis considerationem 

terniinabitur, utrum tenementum s i t pertinens ad eleemosynam sive ad 

feudum laicum, coram ipsa just i t ia regis. Et s i recognitum fuerit 

ad eleemosynam pertinere, placitum e r i t in curia ecclesiastica; s i 

vero ad laicum feudum, n i s i ambo de eodem episcopo vel barone 
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advocaverint, in curia regis er i t plaoitum. Sed s i uterque 

advocaverit de feudo i l l o eundem episcopum vel baronem, er i t 

placitum in curia ipsius; i ta quod propter factam recognitionem 

saisinam non amittat qui prius saisitiis fuerat, donee per placitum 

dirationatum fuerit , 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum X 

Qui de c iv i tate , vel castello, vel burgo, vel dominico 

manerio domini regis fuer i t , s i ab arohidiaccno vel episcopo 

super aliquo delicto citatus fuerit , unde debeat eisdem respondere, 

et ad citationes eorum satisfacere noluerit, bene l i ce t eum sub 

interdicto ponere; sed non debet excomiiiunicari, pri\isqx:iam capita l i s 

minister domini regis v i l lae i l l i u s conveniatiir, ut just i t iet eum 

ad satisfactionem venire, Et s i minister regis inde defecerit, ipse 

e r i t in misericordia domini regis, Et exinde poterit episoopus 

aocusatum ecclesiastica just i t ia coeroere, 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum XI 

Archiepiscopi, episcopi, et universae personae regni, qui de rege 

tenent in capite, et habent possessiones suas de domino rege sicut 

baroniam, et inde respondent jus t i t i i s et ministris regis, et sequuntiir 

et faciunt omnes rectitudines regies et consuetudines, sicut barones 

caeteri debent interesse judici is curiae domdni regis cum baronibus, 

usque perveniatur in judicio ad diminutionem membrorum, vel ad mortem, 

(Hoc toleravit) 
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Capitulum XII 

Cum vacaverit archiepiscopatus, vel episcopatus, vel abbatia, 
vel prioratxis de dominio regis, debet esse in manu ipsius, et inde 
jjerclpiet omnes reditus et exitus, sicut dominicos. Et cum ventum 
fuerit ad consulendum ecclesiae, et in capella ipsius domini regis 
debet f i e r i electio, assensu doraini regis, et consilio personarum 
regni quas ad hoc faciendum vocaverit. Et ibidem faciet electiis 
homsgium et f idelitatem domino regi, sicut l ig io domino, de vita 
sua et de membris, et de honore sue terrene, salvo ordine suo, 
priusquam consecratus s i t . 
(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum X I I I 

S i quisquam de proceribus regni defortiaverit archiepisccpo 

vel episcopo ve l archidiacono de se vel de suis justitiam exhibere, 

dominus rex debet eos jus t i t iare . Et s i forte aliquis defortiaret 

domino regi rectitudinem suam, archiepiscopi, episcopi, et archidiaconi 

debent eum just i t iare , ut regi sat is faciat . 

(Hoc toleravit) 

Capitulum XIV 

Catalla eorum qui sunt in forisfacto regis non detineat 

ecclesia ve l coerasterium contra justitiam regis: quia ipsius regis 

sunt, sive in eccles i is , sive extra fuerint inventa. 

(Hoc toleravit) 
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Capitulum XV 

Placita de debitis, quae fide interposita debentur, vel absque 

interpositione f ide i , s int in just i t ia regis , 

(Hoc damnavit) 

Capitulum XVI 

F i l i i rtisticorum non debent ordinari absque assensu domini 

de cujus terra nati esse dignosountur. 

(Hoc toleravit) 

Pacta est autem praedictarum consuetudinum et dignitatum 

regiarum recordatio ab archiepiscopis, episcopis, comitibus, baronibus, 

nobilioribus, et antiquioribxis regni, apud Claredunam, quarto die 

ante Purif icationera Sanctae Mariae (perpetuae) virginis , domino 

Henrico f i l i o regis cum patre suo domino rege praesente, 

3\int autem aliae multae et magnae consuetudines et dignitates 

sanctae ma tr is ecclesiae, et domini regis et baronum regni, quae in hoc 

scripto non continentur, quae salvae sint sanctae ecclesiae et domino 

regi et haeredibus suis et baronibiis regni, et in perpetuum 

inviolabil i ter observentur. 

These Constitutions are to be found in this form in 

lifeterials for the History of Thomas Becket; Volume V, 

pp. 73-79. 
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NOTES TO CliAFJlSi SEVEN 

1. See ed.Stubbs, Chronica Rogeri de Hoveden, volume I I , pp.3-17. 

2. Ed.Stubbs, Chronica Rogeri de Hoveden, volume I , pp.219-220. 

jBnis comparison of Roger of Havden's treatment with that of 

the earl ier biographers i s not intended to imply that he used 

sources of information completely independent of those used 

by the biographers, or indeed that he did not consult the 

works of the biographers themselves; clearly he could easily 

and readily have done so. I t i s the dispassionate nature 

of his treatment v;hich I wish to draw out here. See, for 

example, D.M.Stenton, art ic le Roger of Hovjden and. Benedict, 

in the English Historical Review, I x v i i i , (1943) PP«574-582. 

3. See Grim, ch.31, pp.382-383 • 

4. See Grim, ch.55> pp.i(iD4-405. Fany of the material details are 

clearly drawn from Grim's account. The passage is too long 

to be quoted at length here. 

5. The wealth of comparisons which G-uernes uses here is indicative 

in i t se l f of the strength of his feelings in this matter, even 

i f some of them have their origin in the passage of Grim's 

account to which we have just referred. On other occasions, as 

we have seen, Guernes was quite prepared to admit Siat he must 

feve considered the mere sanctimonious comparisons made by the 

Latin biographers . 

6. Guernes folla7s Edward Grim very closely at this point; 

see Qtiaa, ch.56, pp.405-406 . 
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7. See I^^terials, for the History of Thomas Becket, volume V, 

p . l60; see also FitzStephen, ch.95, p.98 . 

8. See ^feterials, for the Hi3tory of Thomas Becket, volume V I I , 

p. ¥50 . 

9. For the whole passage, which is too long to be quoted in f u l l here, 

see Grim, ch.22, pp.372-373. Grim, goes on to inveigh against 

those who offer the king bad advice, and quotes from the Psalms 

in order to emphasise the gulf which exists bet;/een the 

sanctity of the persecuted archbishop and his oppressors, 

10. See Y/illiam of Canterbury, ch.35, pp.44-45; Grim, ch.51, 

pp.2,01-402 . 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHT 

1. ^ee William of Canterbury, liber secundus, c h . l l , p . l06; 

see also Walberg, La Vie de Saint Thomas, p p . x l i - x l i i i . 

2. See Grim, ch.58, p . W . 

3. This issue was discussed in chapter s i x . 

if. See Grim, ch.74, p.428 . 

5. Walberg, La Vie de Saint Thomas, p.xc . 

6. See W.Ullman, A Short Histor;?- of the Papacy in the ISLddle Ages, 

(London, 1974), pp.173-200, especially pp.197-200. 

7. See Matthew, ch,7, v .7 • 
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3US einer Tfolfenbuttler Handschrift heratosgegben, i n Abhandlmgen 
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a un miracle sa int Thoiras de Cantorbery, a r t i c l e i n Studier 

t i l l egnaide Esaias Tegner, (Lund, 1918), pp.258-276 . 

2. See Vfelberg, 6tude sur un poens anon3mie, pp. 260-270. 

3. D.Attwater, The Legends of the Saints, (Londtn, 1962), 

t r ans la t ion of Hippolyte DeleJ^-aye's Les Legendes Hagiographigues, 

(Briissels, 1905), p . 3;, • 
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I x x i i i , 1958, pp.193-226. 

Stenton, D.M., Pleas before the King or his Justices 1198-1212 I I I 

(Appendix l ) , Seldon Society, 1967, x l v i i - coxciv. 

Stenton, D.M., English Justice between the Norman Conquest and the 

Great Charter (1066-1215). London, 1965. 

Stenton, D.M., Roger of Howden and Benedict in English Historical 

Review, I x v i i i , 1943, pp.574-582. 

Stenton, P.M., Acta episcoporum in Cambridge Historical Journal, i i i> 

1929, pp. 1-14. 

Stenton, P.M., The F i r s t CentTjry of English Fetudalism IO66-II66 

2nd edition, Oxford, 1961, 

Stubbs, W., Ihe Constitutional History of England, three voliomes, 

s ixth edition, Oxford, 1897. 

Stubbs, W., Registrum sacrum Anglicanvun (Episcopal Succession in 

England). Oxford, 1897. 



259 

Stubbs, W,, Select Charters, and other i l lustrations of English 

Constitutional History, from the earliest times to the reign of 

Edward I . 9th edition revised by Davis, H.W.C., Oxford,1921. 

Thomas, P. Le droit de propriate des LaAques sur les Eglises et le 

patronage Lai'que au Moyen Age. Paris ,1906. 

Thorne, 3 . E , , The Assize "Utrum" and the Canon Law in England 

in Colvunbia Law Review^xxxiii^1933. pp.428-436. 

Tout, T .P . , The Place of S t . Ghonas of Canterbury in history^ 

Manchester,1921, 

Ullmann, W,, The Growth of Papal Grovemment in the Middle Ages. 

A Stiady in the ideological relation of c l e r i c a l to lay power. 

London,1955. 

Ullman, W, A Short History of the Kpacy in the Middle ^pfis, 

London ̂ 1974. 

Ullnan, W., The Pontificate of Adrian IV in Cambridge Historical 

Journal^ xij. 1953-5. PP»233-252. 

Walberg, E . , La Tradition Hagiographique de Saint Thomas Becket 

avant la f i n du XII^ s iec le . Paris,1929. 

Walberg, E . , Qffattinings tiderne for odi Forhallandet emellan 

de aldflta . lifnadsteckningarna afVer Thomas Becket , Lund,1914. 

Walterg, E . , Sur 1*authenticite de deux passages de la vie de Saint 

Thomas le Martyr par Guernes de Pont-Sainte-Maxenoe in Neuphilologisohe 

Mit1^vmgen.xx.l9l9, pp.64-76. 



260 

Walberg,, E . , Etude aur un poeme anonyme r e l a t i f a un miracle 

de saint Thomas de Cantorbery in Studier tillegnade Essias Tegner . 

Lund ,1918, pp.258-276. 

Walberg, E . , Quelquea Aspects de la Litterat\ire Anglo-normande 

(Lemons fa i tes alEcole des Chartes) Paris,1936. 

Ward, P . L . The Coronation Ceremony in Medieval England in Speculum, 

xiv,1939, pp.160-178. 

Warren, W.L., fenry I I . London,1973. 

Warren, W.L. , Royal Justice in England in the Twelfth Century 

i n History ;Liii,1967, pp.171-175. 

Wilson, C . I . , La Vie de Saint Thomas le Martyr par Guernes de 

Pont-Sainte-Maxenoe in Modern Language Review . x v i i i . 1923, 

pp.491-499. 

ed, W r i ^ t , T . , The Anglo-Latin Sat ir ical poets and epigrammatists 

at the X l l t h Century. 2 volumes, Rolla Series, London, 1872. 


