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INTRODUCTION

1. AN AGE OF HEROES

In the year 500 two great leaders ruled in the West. They were men who combined in quite different proportions the two characteristics that would be obviously apparent in every major western ruler for the next five hundred years. Both were great in war, winners of battles, leaders of troops. Both also recalled for themselves something of the specifically Roman past; neither was untouched by that pervasive nostalgia for Rome that satisfied the sentiment of ruler and subject, as it conveniently lent the ruler the air of imperial dignity and soothed the subject, particularly the old Romanic subject, with a sense of continuity. And in both men these two qualities were joined, as they were to be joined in every important succeeding instance, in personalities of particular sharpness and vigor. Theodoric of the Ostrogoths [1, 2]* and Clovis of the Franks were in fact both real heroes in an age that demanded heroic leadership in the organization of society in government and in the church. The second five hundred years of the Christian era in the West was very particularly an age of leaders and followers, of the centrally observed, socially potent, ideal type, conservatively reproduced. In a continuing difficult economic and social situation a continuing cast of mind produced Beowulf, Guthlac, Boniface, Charlemagne, Alfred, Otto the Great—and feudalism.

The world of western Europe was for this five hundred years interested in turning its eyes to a central focal point: a cult center full of relics, a hoard of gold, a hero decked out in idealized virtue and valor. It liked to say over and over again the same tag of sacred text. In the saint’s life as in the heroic epic, both important

The numbers in full brackets in this introduction refer to the source-selections that appear after page 47.

expressions of the thought of the period, all these magnets of society’s attention are present.

St. Guthlac was a real man who lived a single and specific life and died in the English fens in 714 [15]. But his life as we know it in Felix’s biography is robbed of much of its individuality and fitted into a continuing ideal of what a saint should be, particularly an anchorite saint. Felix fortified this patterning by borrowing the actual words of earlier lives and the New Testament. But, if we can believe Felix, Guthlac built himself into the pattern, too. He learned of the heroic deeds of the ancient leaders of warring bands and mimicked them. Later, as a monk, he read of the heroic deeds of ancient anchorite saints and mimicked them, and made the fens of East Anglia echo the desert of Thebes. Having removed himself from human society, Guthlac became a center of human attention, in his ideal sanctity a solace to the surrounding society. The clarity of the ideal seems to have been as refreshing as its presence; and so it was too in Benedict and Boniface [16].

For the historian, the ruler is a particularly interesting hero. Before the west had more than begun to develop the pattern of its new barbarian ruler, Justinian, a sixth-century Roman emperor in Constantinople, built again the old Mediterranean Roman empire around his own—in every sense—romantic dream [3]. Although generals fought Justinian’s battles, he was no less a hero than the German rulers were. The connection of man and ruler, which is often hidden in these heroic figures, is strangely and glaringly exposed in Justinian because of the curious nature of the sources that reveal him. Procopius, the historian of Justinian’s court, wrote of his ruler in conventional, panegyric tones. He also wrote a savage, venomous description of Justinian full of sick and frightening hatred. Procopius gathered together all those human frailties of Justinian’s that would not fit into the hero’s mold and exposed them to the loathing of his readers. He thus created hero and—in this sense—anti-hero: thus he exposed the machine at the center of governance.

Justinian’s re-creation of Rome did not long survive him. The barbarians moved again. Roman territory shrank in Africa. The Visigoths in Spain took their power back towards the sea. The primitive Lombards descended upon Italy. The heroic response to them came from Gregory, bishop of Rome from 590 to 604 [6]. Gregory came from the senatorial caste of Symmachus and Praetextatus. He like them was a learned conserver of the old cult of Rome, but more than anyone before him, he connected that cult with the Christian church in its newly emphasized universality. An articulate hero, Gregory was much more imaginative in revolution than was Justinian; but Gregory’s conservatism was more closely connected with the reality of old Rome. The force of Gregory, whose empire was not essentially physical, was still fully apparent when Bede wrote more than a century later [14].

As Gregory wrote and ruled in the South, Gregory of Tours, a Gallo-Roman in the Germanic North, fixed for posterity a description of Clovis as the defender of order and the faith [7]. The two Gregorys look very separate, but they were joined in a sense, in Clovis’s distant heir, Charlemagne, who ruled the Franks at the end of the eighth century [18]. Charlemagne built himself around the stories of Germanic heroes of the distant past, but also he tried to comprehend and to rule according to the ideas and precepts of the great exponents of Christian Rome, of whom the most potent were Augustine and Gregory. Charlemagne was a great man, great in war and in governance, but his heroic figure was formed to fit the needs of his society. In attachment to him men could find honor in a society that prospered in internal peace not in war; valor could be expressed in loyalty rather than in sporadic bloodletting [II]. The same solution to the same problem is suggested by the Germanic epic hero of Charlemagne’s youth, the English Beowulf [17]. In Beowulf the warriors listened to a real description of their aspirations in social change. In Beowulf presumably the heroic is defined as it really was—exactly made of the ideals of its own society; in Charlemagne a human figure in a position of leadership was stretched and shaped to conform to those ideals. Beowulf is fact; Charlemagne is fiction.

In the ninth and tenth centuries Charlemagne’s new northern Rome came to pieces as Justinian’s Mediterranean Rome had. But the pattern of heroism continued in the intellectual and imaginative Ottos [22], the articulate Alfred [19], leaders in battle and dreamers of Rome, but men of, in a new sense, a peculiarly national cast. They were surrounded and followed by tough little leaders, men like Fulk Nerra who was ruling in Anjou in the year 1000, a hero in war, certainly, and although far from Rome, speaking a Romanic tongue, and patronizing abbeys, institutions distantly and indirectly modeled after the Roman family [5].

2. COMMON THOUGHTS

Everyone does not, for five hundred years, think the same thoughts the same way. It is hard to find consistency within a single mind. But there are in societies common thoughts and images, clichés of word and idea, which constantly shape the statements and the actions of their societies and distinguish them, to a certain extent, from other societies. This was certainly true of the New Testament-remembering Europe of the period between 500 and 1000, in which one of these controlling commonplaces was the belief that what had been thought, said, or done in the past should be thought, said, and done again. Something of security and truth lay in repetition, in conforming to the cliché.

Of these clichés the most central for understanding the things people said in this five hundred years, perhaps because it was, among the literate, the most intensely felt, was the primacy of the ideal and the spiritual and the internal over the actual and the physical and the external. Every man who wrote assumed, as had Plotinus and John and Philo, that he who could see looked at the sky and he who could not looked at the ground. That the letter killed and the spirit gave life was believed even about the interpretation of the sacred scriptures: Origen had been sickened by the thought of the brutality of literal interpretation. The letter was a veil through which one could see a hierarchy of meanings, as Cassian had, or be swept to the pleasure of allegorical interpretation, as Gregory was, in the double tradition of Ambrose and Augustine [6]. Every fact, every simple fact, looked at by a Christian as a Christian was exploded and other meanings found in its inside. So Aldhelm in his “Riddles” exploded and exposed the inner meanings of the things around him and connected the spirit at their centers with that pure Being, God, the center of the universe [II]. Man was a soul caged within a body; the earth and its history reflected the mind of God. Particular pleasure was found in anything that suggested a release to the spiritual, from the ephemeral quality of bubbles to memory, the faculty Augustine had glorified in the complete non-physicalness of its remembering. To this attitude art conformed. Internal and external were separated—as the Romans had separated them and the Greeks had not—but now the external was almost thrown away. Roman faces may say nothing of what lies behind, as Tacitus and all rhetoric teach; early medieval faces have so little pertinence that they disappear and turn into sentiment or design or an expression of hierarchy. All this was of course convenient for the men of the early Middle Ages, since their untrained hands could not carve as the Romans’ had, and the natural world about them was one that it was often better not to see.

None of these attitudes was new in 500. Augustine, the man who taught the Western early middle ages how to think—not narrowly, he was no petty schoolmaster—had died in 430. In the eighth and ninth centuries Charlemagne [18] and Alfred [19] were still—or again—trying hard to see the world as Augustine would have them see it; at the end of the millennium Wulfstan did it without trying. Augustine collected the strands of many heritages of thought: Christian, neo-Platonic, Roman. The fact that this complex tradition was expressed by a student and teacher in Roman schools of rhetoric was important to its shape. Augustine, like Tacitus and Salvian, was constantly engaged in the exposition of the rhetorical paradox and the related distance between the name and the thing, in explaining that punishment is privilege, suffering happiness, and law freedom. His successors from Gregory of Tours to Liudprand of Cremona [22] could explain that what was not Roman was really Roman. The device admitted, at one extreme, vicious doubletalk, and, at the other, the exposure of reality, or the bearing of the unbearable.

Augustine also had fixed for his successors the path of God in history. God’s pattern unfolds; history is a live and wondrous thing. God’s hand strikes: Gildas in the sixth century taught the Britons that the Anglo-Saxons punished them for their wickedness [4]; Bede in the eighth century taught Gildas to the Anglo-Saxons who believed, as the Britons were told to, that they had been God’s instruments in punishing the Britons. Alcuin at the end of the eighth century explained the ravaging Danes to his suffering friends as the echoing instrument of God punishing them [20]; Wulfstan, at the beginning of the eleventh century, who advised laws (which were in fact issued) that would stop the Danes by increasing the religiosity of the English, quoted Gildas as he spoke. The pattern of this Habbakuk history was a controlling one, more important than individual act but provoking specific behavior.

A world thus moved is wonderful. In it a child’s simple theft of a pear, properly seen, can be made to glow and reverberate through centuries. Men of the early Middle Ages wanted to, and did, see and create about them things that provoked wonder. Shrines blazed, gold glowed, and the dreamed Rood spoke. A Visigothic crown was an hypnotic mass of uncut jewels. Hagia Sophia [3] or Aldhelm [II], like Gildas [4], in Hesperic Sitwell splendor, dizzied and dazzled. A barbarian chieftain was an heroic giant surrounded by a nimbus of glory. The bonds of society were sung in songs of high beauty. Perhaps most wonderful of all was the constant distorted memory of Rome.

3. THE YEAR 500

The world that Theodoric and Clovis knew was divided in two parts. The Roman Mediterranean basin was one. The other, barbarian and oriental, faded into unseen distances, and for the Romanized barbarians, an almost unremembered past. Although the self-conscious dividedness of the world was important to everything in it from art to politics, the dividing line was not clear and fixed. For centuries the values and persons of the barbarians, whom Tacitus had eyed with his queerly fascinated combination of disdain and admiration, had moved themselves within Roman borders. The empire had been barbarized in many ways; it had often been ruled by men who were Roman only because of Caracalla’s broad extension of citizenship. At times only old Rome itself and its rich tenacious senatorial class looked Roman, particularly to themselves. It was not just that the empire had been generally barbarized. The border areas had been more specifically affected by the pressing invading tribes of Asiatic and particularly Germanic barbarians. Some of these peoples, like the ferocious Huns, had invaded, ravaged, and gone away. Others had stayed and become federated peoples joined to the empire by a forced friendship, in which they were accepted as denizens but not as citizens. These military tribes offered their protection, particularly from themselves, to their peaceful Romanized hosts, from whom they received food and eventually land, slaves, and ideas. The system worked differently in different places and with different peoples. The connection of the Vandals in North Africa with Roman things was very slight. Parts of the great Visigothic kingdom which extended from the River Loire through the Iberian peninsula included very Roman barbarians. But Visigoths and Vandals, and almost all the important Germanic tribes except the Franks, shared one peculiarity—they were Arians. They had been converted to a form of Christianity considered heretical after the council of Nicaea (325) at both Rome and Constantinople—and also by the Romano-Celtic populations of Gaul and Iberia. The heretical peculiarity of Arianism was that it denied the full divinity of Christ and so distorted, from the orthodox point of view, the central, crucial Christian doctrine of the Trinity. It would be difficult to conceive of a more divisive difference of belief.

Besides the division between Roman and barbarian there was a division—more real than realized perhaps, and not yet fixed—between East and West within the most Roman part of the old empire. It was a division that the great Emperor Justinian tried to erase in the sixth century, a division that Liudprand of Cremona, on his second trip to Constantinople, sharply described [22]. The eastern emperor in the year 500, Anastasius, like his predecessor, Zeno, encouraged the alienation of the Roman west because of his sympathy with the Monophysites, Christians cut off from orthodox Rome by their denial of Christ’s full humanity—a denial which seemed to the orthodox to cheapen the significance of the Incarnation of Christ and His offer of salvation to the human soul. Their monophysitic tendencies particularly separated the emperors from the senatorial caste centered in the city of Rome. With the decline of the empire’s total force the local patriciate in Rome and the other Roman towns re-emerged or unmasked their power. The Roman patriciate was an intensely conventional group but one for which the Augustinian Christianity espoused by Rome’s bishop had replaced the ancient convention of loyalty to the pagan cults of the city.

In fifth-century Italy a series of powerful generals, some of them Germanic barbarians, had ruled through a series of puppet emperors, some of them hardly adequate to their limited purpose. In 476, when the advisers to the current pretender, a boy mockingly called Romulus Augustulus, had refused to grant land for settlement to barbarian troops quartered in Italy, the barbarian leader Odoacer decided to put an end to the fiction. Odoacer brought together again the name and the fact of governance, returned the regalia of the western emperor to Zeno in Constantinople, and said, through the mouths of the Roman senators who represented him that he, Odoacer, would rule directly under the sovereignty of the Eastern emperor.

4. THEODORIC AND CLOVIS

Theodoric of the Ostrogoths was the heir to a chieftainship of Germanic tribesmen who had been accepted as federates within the empire since 454 [I]. As a boy and a hostage he was taken to Constantinople, and there he spent eight years. In 469 he went back to his tribe. In 471 he succeeded his father, and shortly afterward he led his people to a new area of settlement. Although Theodoric supported Zeno in Constantinople and Zeno made Theodoric “patrician” and later “consul,” the two—emperor and barbarian chieftain—were enmeshed in a series of alliances and disputes that made their relations with each other difficult. In 487 Theodoric actually led his troops on Constantinople, but he turned back before desecrating this second Rome. In 486 the chronic distrust between the imperial court and Odoacer in the west had sharpened into a political break; and the great senatorial landholders of Italy had had time by 486-487 to savor the effects of their loss of land to Odoacer’s troops. Zeno, shrewdly observing his advantage in East and West, sent Theodoric to Italy against Odoacer and thus rid himself of a double threat. In August 489 Theodoric reached the Isonzo. By February 493 a treaty was finally arranged, largely through the efforts of Italian bishops, between Theodoric, victorious in battle, and Odoacer, besieged in Ravenna. In mid-March Theodoric killed Odoacer in his palace in Ravenna.

Like Odoacer Theodoric ruled from this brilliant city, behind whose protecting marshes a timid early fifth-century emperor had slipped to safety from the Visigoths. Ravenna’s already mosaicked walls, reflecting the taste that the Empress Galla Placidia had brought it in the last phase of her traveled, romantic life, surrounded Theodoric to remind him of old Rome, an imperial thing. Theodoric, in turn, made the walls more splendid.

Theodoric’s court was as Roman as his walls. It included, at least in administrative service, the two great traditional Italian scholars of his day, Cassiodorus (c.480-575) and Boethius (d.524). Cassiodorus wrote Theodoric’s surviving letters, and they glitter and sparkle with learned imagery and elegant device, in Cassiodorus’s high purple prose. The letters talk of the business of government, of money and moneyers, the transport of grain, marriages, the call to arms, violence, riots and party rivalries, parricide, abduction, the draining of marshes and the appointment of officials—the serious concerns that in Theodoric’s capable mind and hands brought relative peace, security, and economic revival to Italy. The letters also talk of purple dyes, mosaics, and making Rome beautiful. In one letter volcanoes burst, and the salamander is cast into flame. The bright surface of these letters sometimes seems an absurd, iridescent shell over very plain matter, but sometimes the matter of the letter explains a surer purpose in the surface: Theodoric writes, in the words of Cassiodorus, to Boethius to get a sundial and a waterclock for the king of the Burgundians, so that the Burgundians could look at it each day with amazement and wonder at the Roman miracles in Theodoric’s control; or again, with similar purpose, he asks Boethius, lover of music, to choose a harper for Clovis, king of the Franks. This nautilus Theodoric thus maintained his curious position in the West, balancing his influence on either side—barbarian to the Romans, Roman to the barbarians—and constructing marriage alliances to brace himself. An Arian, and concerned with religious observance, Theodoric was, until his last difficult years, tolerant of the orthodoxy of his Roman subjects: through Cassiodorus he said that religion could not be forced, that no one could be made to believe. He ruled over two religions and two nations within his peninsula: a nation of protecting (and threatening) denizen Arian warrior Goths and a nation of citizen Catholic Romans, including of necessity the civil service. His own Roman inclinations are seen most clearly, perhaps, in the education and behavior of his daughter, Amalasuentha, who was so Roman that she antagonized Goths, who rebelled, killed her, and gave the eastern emperor an excuse for invasion. In his last years (he died in 526) Theodoric grew suspicious of his Catholic senatorial supporters, perhaps with reason. He killed Boethius and Boethius’s father-in-law, Symmachus. (Procopius tells of guilt that drove Theodoric to his death after he saw the face of dead Symmachus in a great fish served at his table.) Cassiodorus remained active until 537 and served Theodoric’s four quick successors.

Cassiodorus may seem a timeserver, but his tenacity was based on a constructive, optimistic view of Ostrogothic rule. His attitude is most specifically stated in what remains of his own history of the Goths, in Jordanes’s summary [1]. Cassiodorus believed that Gothic strength could save Roman civilization and Roman culture civilize the Goths. His hopes were first centered around Theodoric’s splendid rule; they then turned to a more general amalgamation symbolized by the marriage of Mathesuentha, Theodoric’s grandchild, to Germanus, Justinian’s relative (whose Roman patrician blood Cassiodorus, or Jordanes, emphasized). Goths shared the dream; the copying Jordanes was a Goth.

Cassiodorus came from a patrician family from the Ionian shores of southern Italy. He was deeply attached to the place of his origin, Squillace (his musing over it is characteristic of the tone of his type of mellow humanism [2]), and to the traditions of his office-holding family, which had served the later emperors and Odoacer. Cassiodorus was committed to using his set of values, his ideas, his prose, to effect the safety of civilization and to preserve the past in his new world. After having almost been a co-ruler with Amalasuentha until 535, he was out of office in 537 and in about 550 was in Constantinople. The second long half of his life was devoted to work around the monasteries he founded near Squillace. The gentler Vivarium was to be a comfortable retreat full of warmth and fishponds, a southern scriptorium in which Roman learning was to be saved [2].

Boethius brought the heritage of the senatorial order to Theodoric’s court and Greek philosophy in Latin translation to the new world. It is the same movement as Cassiodorus’s at a different level. Boethius’s life was addressed less to saving Rome among the barbarians and more to showing correspondences between Greek reason and Christian revelation, to establishing the similarity between Athens and Jerusalem. As he waited in prison to be killed, Boethius wrote The Consolation of Philosophy and vindicated his life in his last intensity; even without the name of Christ the character “Philosophy” in The Consolation brought religious consolation to his despair. And why not? Its essence was the triumph of spirit over body. Boethius understood what Augustine had taught about the sack of Rome.

Far to the north of Boethius’s Rome, Ravenna, and Pavia, some time between 496 and 503 Clovis (d.511 ), leader of the Franks, was also involved in a spiritual experience [7]. In his youth Clovis had become the leader of a pagan band of perhaps six thousand men, settled about Tournai, stretching as far west as the Somme and occasionally active as far as the Loire. In 486 Clovis defeated a Romanic leader north of Soissons and extended the area under his control. Clovis married the Burgundian princess Clotild, an orthodox Catholic from an Arian people. Clovis’s paganism, his not being committed to Arianism, seems to have made him interesting to the Catholic bishops, leaders of the majority of the people under both the Arian Visigoths and Burgundians. Then, in a battle against the Alemanni, Clovis, that second Constantine, prayed to Clotild’s God, was victorious, and Remigius was summoned to seal with baptism his conversion in battle. Clovis, the savage Frank fighter, had become the champion of the orthodox and the Roman in Gaul. He fought the Burgundians and, glittering with miraculous signs, moved against the Visigoths. The gentle pacifist, the cloak-giving St. Martin of Tours (whom, a chronicler tells us, Clovis found a great help but awfully sharp in business) had somehow become Clovis’s champion in war. Victorious at Vouillé in 507, Clovis, looking for hoards of treasure, swept through southern Gaul; Theodoric, who had opposed the war, intervened in 508 and saved a strip along the Mediterranean for the Goths. The triumphant Clovis, clothed in purple at St. Martin’s shrine, called “consul” or “proconsul” by the emperor, rode through Tours scattering gold and returned to rule from Paris.

Clovis, although not devoid of some Germanic sense of loyalty, was a successful but brutal thug whom Remigius with a flash of water and ceremony had turned orthodox Christian. He then became the shield of orthodoxy and the hero of bishops, but there is little to suggest that Christianity had penetrated his mind. His virtues were his strength and his not being an Arian. Gregory of Tours, at the other end of his century, glorifying Clovis, did not need to feel the presence of his cruelty while he longed for the security Clovis gave [7]. But, in spite of all the Roman and Christian shapes of Gregory’s history, the old ax-swinging Clovis shines through.

5. BONDS OF SOCIETY

The secular virtues that the barbarians praised most lavishly were the soldier’s virtues. They sang of fiehting heroes [II, 17]. Still, as bands of barbarians cut into forest and waste or settled down to take a part—two thirds or one third—of their hosts’ lands, they needed to find for themselves the restraints of a peaceful society. They worked out decisive fringes to their great bodies of legal custom. These were meant to secure for them, in peace from each other, their lives, and very specifically their members, and also their fields and domestic animals [II]. The laws of the Germans were not the smooth, simple abstractions that Roman laws, as they were summarized by Justinian’s committees [3], tried to be. There was a ragged particularity, an uncompromising explicitness about Germanic law, particularly when that law was in fact far from Roman influence. The un-Roman quality is more apparent in the laws of the Anglo-Saxons than those of the Burgundians, and more apparent in early than in late Anglo-Saxon laws. All the early Kentish talk about specific fingers and bruises may sound amusing, but it is the record of folk decision at the edge of assumed custom [II]. People kept on meeting to define and enunciate details in order that they might live in general peace, and particularly so that a tariff could be fixed. An injured man or group might accept a money compensation in German fashion and avoid the destructive necessity that honor demanded of taking an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, a life for a life. The alternatives were provided by the folk to protect itself from the necessity of revenge and above all from the curse of the blood feud.

Feuding was a great, disruptive force in the Germanic nations. When we first watch the Germans they are at a difficult stage. The tight loyalty and corporate responsibility of the kin group—a necessary or at least a helpful amalgamating force in early tribal society—had outworn some of its functions more quickly than it had outworn its demands. If a member of kin-group A killed a member of kin-group B, it was the sacred duty of kin-group B to avenge its fellow; and vendetta was almost inevitable. Vendetta was distressing to the Church and Christian morality, disruptive to society and economic stability and even to the military prowess of the larger group. But society had worked out an alternative. Kin-group B might with honor accept blood money, the wergeld, the man’s fixed worth, instead of another life. The amusing bits about teeth and nails are the corollaries of this important arrangement in which a society can be seen escaping from its own overly tight structure. German justice was not frivolous. Its grimness is caught in Anglo-Saxon poetry, for example in Beowulf [17]. The wergeld was an unsafe subject for a joke, as Gregory of Tours has shown with startling finality [8].

The settling down which produced the laws was facilitated by the fact that the Germans by the time that they become visible to us were involved in another relationship, which came to be even more binding than the kin-bond [II]. This is called the lord-bond, the bond of a man to his leader, based on comradeship in war rather than blood. Social necessity and the church together developed it into the bond of king and subject as well as of lord and vassal [II]. Although the relationship was created in war, it offered a basis for peace and order, just as Clovis’s strength in war was seen by Gregory of Tours as a basis for peace [7].

Hero figures like Beowulf and Charlemagne clothed social necessity. The sentiment of The Wanderer [II] made it palatable, and did a great deal more than that. In a society which needed amalgamating sentiments, men wanted desperately not to be alone. They clung to each other loyally and despised above all the faithless man [17]. Beneath the enthusiasm of these connecting persuasions kingdoms were built of sub-kingdoms, at least in England where we can watch them [II]. And, eventually, kingdoms were gathered together into a nation. In England the national sentiment and the belief that a government should really govern in society were fostered by Bede [14] and captured by Alfred [19]. By Alfred’s time it seemed wise to reinforce loyalty to men’s lords with legislation. Neighborhoods of various sorts had usurped the lord’s position, and the king was a high and distant ruler [20]. On the continent new invasions demanded a tougher order, men increasingly became vassals of other men, and the old bond was made technical in feudalism [II]. But in the late tenth century, in England’s faithless time, the poem of Maldon sang again with “the hero in the dust,” of the old ideal bond living still in at least a single action [II].

Quite different sorts of connection moved men together—similar cults and similar assumptions about life [20]. Men were bound, as they always have been, by ties of personal friendship (as was Fortunatus, frail, elegant poet, in Merovingian Gaul) [II], or by the same tastes and enthusiasms. But these were not connections of the same total social force. One more bond was, grindingly, connect—the manor or villa, the increasingly unfree communal farm, on which the saving fictions were least able to disguise the brutality of life.

This long society was essentially a warring and a farming society, and there is little that is uglier than the farming that other people do for warriors. The west was not without trade and merchants. Liudprand, in the tenth century, told the eastern Romans of the merchants of Venice and Amalfi [22]. The Vikings themselves were a sort of trade. Alfred [19] and before him Charlemagne supervised mercantile activity. Saint-Denis got its fair, and the Frisians, whom the Arnulfings wanted the English to convert [16], moved from the North Sea up the Rhine. A rather surprising suggestion of commercial activity emerges from Bede’s Lives of the Abbots [13]. At good times, in Theodoric’s Italy, trade was really significant [2]; but it was generally marginal, particularly as the supply of salable slaves ran out. There can be no doubt, for example, that the power of the trade-interested Arnulfings was based on land (and office)—like those inventoried farms whose description the capitulary de villis provoked [II]. And it is here, in the villa and the manor, those, in general, brutally inarticulate places, that one finds the sudden reality of mulberry, the “quick peculiar quince” [II].

6. JUSTINIAN

The accession of the Illyrian emperor Justin in 518 brought Constantinople back to a tradition of orthodoxy. Orthodoxy brought the possibility of a closer understanding with the clergy and senatorial plutocracy of Rome. Justin’s accession also brought real power to Justinian, the emperor’s nephew and successor, who would rule in his own name from 527 to 565. In some ways the reign of Justin set the tone for the great reign that followed. It foretold the business of mask and face, hands moving other hands, agent and proxy and dubious causes. Justin, like Theodoric, it was said, could only stencil his approval of the acts of his reign.

Justinian dreamed of being a Roman emperor like the emperors of old; he dreamed with action—the action of his generals, his judicial committees, and his masterbuilders [3]. He was a romantic who changed things to fit his sentiments; and the sentiments of this vigorous conservative insisted upon the re-establishment of a curiously reassembled Rome, a Rome that connoted not only the total Mediterranean basin, Latin, the law, great architectural monuments, and a ruling emperor but also orthodox Christianity. Justinian’s generals took back the Vandal strip of North Africa and the Mediterranean strip of weakened Visigothic Iberia; and for twenty years, ending in 554, at much expense and with much destruction, they finally smashed the Ostrogothic kingdom and its last leader Totila. They brought Italy back to “Rome.” On Roman territory, Justinian, as a Roman, built buildings. Some of them remain: Hagia Sophia, built on the ruins of a church destroyed in a popular revolt [3]; the buildings of Justinian’s time at Ravenna, like San Vitale from whose walls Justinian, his empress Theodora, and his prelate at Ravenna, Maximian, glitter gorgeously in hieratic mosaic. On land, and in buildings, Justinian intended to rule as a Roman, with fixed Roman law. He created a series of commissions to assemble the edicts of the emperors into his Code and the pronouncements and interpretations of eminent jurists, from Pomponius (d.138) to Ulpian (d.228), into his Digest. His own novellae were collected, and a handbook to guide students into law, the Institutes, was composed [3].

The neatness of Justinian’s codified law was not exactly classical, nor were his domed, polygonal ecclesiastical buildings. Although Justinian emphasized the ecclesiastical primacy of Rome, his own government did not return to old Rome. His wars in the West were exhaustively expensive and they took the empire’s attention away from the needed defense of the East, where barbarians and Persians threatened. The reconstructed Mediterranean empire for which so much was sacrificed did not long survive Justinian. Africa and Italy quickly fell back around the exarchates, islands of imperial vice-regal rule. The Visigoths regained power in Spain. The Lombards descended into Italy and made it less Roman than it had been since before the Samnite Wars; their hands were too clumsy for Mediterranean industry or trade [6]. Nor was Justinian’s sacrifice of Monophysite sympathies in the Eastern empire even able to ensure future harmony between the two Romes. The distorted memory that Justinian had spent so much to fashion into something physical proved a transitory thing. In passing it succeeded in creating a reassuring new heroic glory for the empire. For it, Justinian was both hated and loved.

The double nature of the hero leader, the price of heroism in corruption, dishonesty, and anger, have seldom been so sharply revealed, both deliberately and unintentionally, as they were by Procopius, who was both panegyrist and pathologically vicious caricaturist of Justinian. In his Buildings Procopius wrote the standard sort of tribute that society pays its great or feared leaders, the men to whom for the sake of security it has given up liberty, riches, and candor [3]. In his Secret History, a particularly unpleasant piece of work, the hatred and resentment that the panegyrist must often have felt as he observed the distance between what he said and what he saw, boil out feverishly [3]. Filthily Procopius describes filth. He attaches his particular attentions to the Empress Theodora, who even here retains her quick wit, undulled by scruples. In Procopius she shames the streets she walks on, moving as she does from a hideously tragic youth to a vulgarly promiscuous maturity. She pursues her extravagant progress through wilting young men and poses obscene postures at parties. She is unbelievably foul, and Justinian is most foul in his attachment to her. As in his praise of Justinian, in his condemnation, Procopius speaks most strongly of Justinian in terms of those around him. And like very many of his Roman predecessors Procopius speaks his hatred and his disapproval of government in images of sex and in the parody of the Roman family. Finally, Procopius, even in the violence of a furious attack on bad change, saw in Justinian another Domitian. The conservative image carried [3].

7. BENEDICT

In the early part of Theodoric’s reign a young man named Benedict, like many young men before him, decided to retire from the ugliness and disorder of the world and take himself to a life of quiet simplicity and seclusion. Benedict first went to Subiaco, east of Rome, and then to Cassino between Rome and Naples. There he lived quietly and died some time around the year 550. But his quiet life was not unnoticed. He attracted the attention of men as famous as the Gothic leader Totila, and he gathered about him a community of men who like him wanted to leave the distractions of the earthly city but who did not want to deny themselves the benefits of communal prayer and inspired example. They wanted to find on earth something approaching a social segment of the heavenly city, a haven of peace and security. In order to guide these people, and people like them in other communities, Benedict engineered his rule, a simple pattern in outline of an ordered house of obedience, moderation, and silence, of a year divided into seasons and a day divided into manual labor, sacred reading and meditation, and the communal liturgy of the opus Dei [5].

Benedict, according to his admirer and biographer, the pope Gregory I, was born in Norcia in Umbria, and he represented, as did Gregory, the tradition of the Romans of central Italy [6]. Benedict’s Rule carried qualities of ancient Rome into the modern world. His self-contained cell in society—his haven, house, community, spiritual family—carried through its abbot the dignity, authority and responsibility of the ideal Roman father, full of gravity and wisdom [5]. His Rule also carried the mirror of moderate Roman virtues, enlivened but not obliterated by Christian enthusiasm. These virtues made the Benedictine retreat a peculiarly practical and social retreat for those members of more general society who retired to pray. Moderation was enjoined not only in drinking wine but in restricting the drinking of wine. Regularity was enjoined in the patterning of the day, but within the regularity diversity was permitted. Men in a house built on Benedict’s pattern were placed in a position that would allow them to lead lives of protected prayer and to find, with least inconvenience, spiritual qualities within themselves, but they were not pushed to specific acts of intense and distant spirituality. They were, and this is a very important element within the rule, strongly urged to simple physical acts of charity, to human kindness. Martin of Tours, the gentle fourth-century soldier who would not fight and who gave his half-cloak to shelter a poor beggar, the same Martin who leads the male saints of the sixth-century mosaics in Sant’Appollinare Nuovo in Ravenna, is the type, expanded into a community, of Benedict’s monks. The Benedictine community was very unlike the oasis hermitage of the single enthusiast in the Egyptian desert, but it was also unlike Cassiodorus’s double retreat at Vivarium [2]. Cassiodorus like Benedict offered a retreat from the world, and like Benedict he preserved things Roman. But Cassiodorus offered a higher eremitical solitude to the monk who had progressed through his lavish cenobitic house; and Cassiodorus’s efforts to save what was Roman were self-conscious and articulate, and even, in the sense that the frightened saving of texts, must always be, a little superficial. Cassiodorus thought that the things of Rome and Greece had to be saved; Benedict was quite simply in all that he did a Roman.

Benedict did not found an order. He did not, insofar as anyone can tell, envisage a group of houses locked together in some constitutional entanglement. His pattern is for the individual house ruled over absolutely, and always responsibly, by its abbot. Benedict’s own house, Cassino, was destroyed by the ravaging Lombards in about the year 577. In all of Italy only one house founded after Benedict’s pattern is thought to have survived, at Spoleto. But Benedict’s plan was not lost. The man who dealt with the Lombards was the man who wrote Benedict’s life. He, Gregory I, shaped, as much as a man can, the spiritual life of the West that was to come after him. Gregory founded Benedictine houses, he lived in one, he ruled one, and as pope he sent them out to tame, or rouse, to Christianity places as far away as Britain [14].

Not until Benedict of Aniane’s reforms in the ninth century and the establishment of the glittering, fixed liturgy of Cluny in the tenth did the rule become the basis for the almost exact reproduction of monastic houses, which behaved similarly, like houses in an order, in different places at all times [20]. What the rule did was offer a more general scheme, a tone and type, for the majority of western monastic houses at a time when those houses were islands of great importance in their devastated societies [13]. Cassino monasticism grew up half surrounded by the semicircle of Egypt, Lerins, and the Celtic North. But Cassino’s was the pattern that the West chose. The simple Latin of its rule was read by more eyes and heard by more ears in succeeding centuries than almost any other text It grew into the Western medieval brain.

8. GREGORY

Gregory, the great pope (590-604) came like Boethius and Symmachus from exactly that element of Roman society which had regarded itself for centuries as the guardian of old Roman qualities in the always new world of the moment. Perhaps it, this element of society, needed to see itself as the embodiment of necessary or at least salutary Roman virtues to explain to itself the great wealth it held. In the changing political structure of Italy between the third and sixth centuries there is no more noticeable constant than the continuing wealth and importance of these senatorial families, the heirs, in sentiment and position, of Tacitus. They had been willing to sacrifice a lot for their great agglomerations of landed holdings; sadly the gods might go, happily the emperors retreat, so long as the Anicii remained. Gregory was the most significant member of this caste in his age; he finally sealed the joining of the two sides of the dispute within the caste that had blazed in the fourth century and that had been led by the two cousins, Ambrose and Symmachus. In Gergory the tradition of the cult of old Rome and of orthodox Christianity, now in the mold of Augustine, were clearly, and it would seem, finally joined. Gregory gave his land to the monks of Benedict’s rule, his money to the poor, and his life to the ruling of the Roman church and the saving of souls. The situation, remarkable in itself, was transformed into something more by Gregory’s tastes and perceptions, by the brilliance of his imagination and the self-consuming quality of his religion [6]. For Gregory, the potent and able ruler in the physical world, the physical had no more consequence when it was compared with the spiritual than it did for Augustine or Boethius. In all the tensions and seeming contradictions of Gregory’s life and writing this is never cast in doubt. It is clear in his letter to the Roman people on the keeping of the Sabbath [6], in his introduction to the Dialogues, in his patterning of the miracles of Sanctulus [6], in the course of his own life, and in the effect that his life had on Bede [14].

Gregory was born about 540. An Italian of Italy, a Roman of Rome, his family’s vast holdings were centered in their house on the Coelian, built, it is believed, on the spot now occupied by the church of San Gregorio Magno. The empire in Italy that Justinian rebuilt and that then retreated before the Lombard incursions, left islands of at least nominal loyalty to Constantinople and the exarch in Ravenna [12]. Gregory’s Rome was the most famous of these; but in spite of its loyalty it had been forced to rely on local leaders, and in Rome as in other cities the obvious leader had been the bishop. Before Gregory’s birth a tradition of episcopal greatness had built itself around the names of Leo, Gelasius, and Hormisdas. After Gregory’s initial occupancy of a traditional secular honor, it was the pull of episcopal, of papal, administration that drew Gregory from his contemplative retirement. At about the age of thirty-five, Gregory retired from the urban prefecturate. He founded monasteries in Sicily and on the Coelian, and himself went into the Coelian house, which was dedicated to St. Andrew. But in 578 the pope made Gregory one of the seven deacons of Rome, and the next year another pope sent him as emissary to Constantinople, where he stayed for six years. Back in Rome he became abbot of St. Andrew’s.

When, in 590, the pope died, Gregory was acclaimed bishop by the clergy and people of Rome. Compelled by duty to Christ the teacher, and perhaps also by the memories of his class, Gregory left his cherished life of contemplation for the burdens of the pastoral care. But he also tried to carry contemplation with him, to find time for contemplation in the active life, and to lead an active life not completely devoid of contemplative qualities [14]. He could hot sacrifice what he could give the world for the pleasure and safety of his own soul. Having accepted the responsibilities of the papacy, he ruled as no pope had before. He fed the people of Rome. He sent missionaries to convert the heathen [14]. He treated with the Lombards. He guided, in letters, rulers as difficult as the German queen Brunichildis [10] and the Byzantine emperor Phocas, coaxing them to virtue. He wrote tracts and commentaries like the Pastoral Care [6], the Dialogues [6] (which showed to Italy the glory of its saintly past), and the Commentary on Job [6], which could and would guide future generations as well. He did all this sick and in physical pain. His pontificate fixed the eminence of the papacy, so that the eminence could be thought of and remembered in succeeding centuries when on occasion the actual popes were unable to achieve even the moral and intellectual level of their contemporaries engaged in the dubious commerce of the surrounding petty nobility.

Gregory was everywhere, and particularly in scripture, the upholder of the spiritual sense. He was heir to Philo, the neo-Platonists, and Augustine. But as he looked at the stars in the sky he was busy cultivating the onions in the ground, busy teaching, busy accommodating himself to the surrounding world. Like Job he was variously pulled; but he could have felt of himself in his society as of Job smitten with the rod “that he might scatter more widely the odor of his strength” and “more sweetly give forth his scent, as spices from the burning” [6]. Gregory was a ruler and a hero who wrote of himself. In him all was combined, as in Justinian and Procopius all was scattered.

9. MOSLEMS AND FRANKS

In the seventh century a new religion changed the world. In 632 Mohammed, its visionary prophet, died. He had converted the Bedouins and townsmen of Arabia, and he ruled over them. One hundred years later, distant tribes persuaded by Mohammed’s ideas were defeated as they attacked Frankland from the west in a battle fought between Tours and Poitiers. Islam stretched from the distant, unknowable East, through the Holy Land and Egypt, across North Africa to Gibraltar, back up through Spain and Aquitaine. After Mohammed’s death the things that had been revealed to him, in Arabic, were put together in the order of the sacred Koran [9]. Moslem dedication, with its subjection and salvation, its prayer, alms-giving, pilgrimage, fasting, and belief, its eventual commitment to the holy war, had swept together Asia’s and Africa’s distracted paganism and sectarian Christianity. Two great religions then faced each other across a divided Mediterranean that was increasingly thought of as a barrier rather than a connecting canal. The enthusiasm of Islam built great civilizations, the greatest perhaps in the splendor of Bagdad after 750 but great also in Islamic Spain. The same enthusiasm helped in quite a different way to create the new civilization of western Christendom. The victor at the field between Tours and Poitiers was Charles Martel, and partly because of this victory his house was pushed to its high and peculiar destiny.

In Frankland itself there had not been, since the days of Clovis, a constant and steady progress towards order [10]. Gregory of Tours, at the end of the sixth century, had been so moved by the disorder in society around him, the disorder that he effectively described, that he was deeply attached to any potential source of order, or isolated area of order, within society. Thus he not only made of Clovis’s strength a structure of heroic proportions [7], he also, this rustic echo of the urban Gregory, took the social connotations of his episcopal job very seriously [8]. Gregory wanted and needed social order in which the Christianity that fostered that order could exist more fully. The real change for the worse that Gregory saw between Clovis’s time and his own was not an increasing disorder in Frankish society in general but an increasing reflection in government and among the governors of the social disorder that they ought to cure. The chronicler known as Fredegar added a now famous story to Gregory’s history. According to the story, on their wedding night Clovis’s mother sent Clovis’s father three times into the night to see what he could see. First he saw lions and leopards, then bears and wolves, then dogs; and Clovis’s mother then knew, and said, that their descendants would thus decline. Part of what now looks like decline and disintegration was only to be expected. Clovis’s conquered territories were divided among his sons. There was surely no thought of a unified state or effort to maintain one. But the excessively bloody and expensive quarreling among the members of Clovis’s Merovingian house and the general lack of effective governance by rulers of that house is made graphically clear in the description of seventh-century Gaul in Fredegar [10]. Fredegar also makes clear the increasing importance of an official active under the Merovingian kings and known as the mayor of the palace. Particularly later, after 687, when Austrasian Franks under a mayor known as Pepin II defeated Neustrian Franks, the office of mayor of the palace became connected with the rich, landed Arnulfing family. There came about that curious situation with the description of which Einhard begins his life of Charlemagne [18], The Merovingians ruled in name, the Arnulfings ruled in deed.

It was Pepin II’s son, Charles Martel, who defeated the Moslems between Tours and Poitiers. Tours-Poitiers was a battle which seemed to have saved the West, to have given it new defenders in a new direction; it gave the Arnulfings undying fame. It occurred at a time when the Eastern emperor seemed particularly unsatisfactory to the orthodox Christian West. He was an Isaurian named Leo III, a capable general and an impressive ruler but an iconoclast, that is, an image-breaker who opposed the representation of human forms, the saints or the deity in churches [20]. Iconoclasm was an attitude derived from or reinforced by the Old Testament and shared by the Moslems. It was, perhaps, the final stage in the retreat from classical Mediterranean naturalism; but it was an attitude that was unpopular with many imperial subjects and extremely unpopular in the Roman West. Rome and Byzantium were thus further separated even as they faced their common Moslem enemy, and even as Rome the city, enriched by the presence of exiled Byzantine artists, grew to look and sound more Byzantine than ever before. In this new hostility Rome looked for defense to the West, found Franks whose tradition was orthodox, and the family of the new Frankish hero.

10. THE ENGLISH

England was settled in the fifth century by German tribes usually called Anglo-Saxons. They came to Britain as pagans, in relatively small bands, from areas between northern Denmark and the Rhine. The pattern of their invasion is obscure; it was molded by their successors into a story of personalities—Hengist, Horsa, Vortigern—which undoubtedly contains elements of factual truth [4]. But it was customary in the early middle ages to talk of social movements as if they were people, to personalize institutions, just as it was customary to institutionalize people, to describe men who had actually lived and breathed and had personalities as if they had been merely concatenations of socially desirable or undesirable qualities, virtues and vices. In some ways the invading Anglo-Saxons did not behave like most continental German invaders. On the whole they did not penetrate and join, mimic and assimilate, the society and civilization of the Christian Romanized Britons. The whole process can easily be oversimplified, but to a surprising degree the Britons seem to have been killed, enslaved, or pushed into Cornwall, Wales, Scotland, northwest England, or enclaves like Elmet. And, for the early English, Roman buildings and Roman towns were things to wonder at rather than to use [11].

The victorious English tribes by the late sixth century had amalgamated themselves into kingdoms, more or less seven of them, commonly called the Heptarchy. In the seventh and eighth centuries one or another of these kingdoms usually dominated the others. In the late sixth century it was Kent, in the southeast close to the continent. During much of the seventh century it was Northumbria, beyond the Humber in the relatively Celtic North. Throughout most of the eighth century the great middle kingdom of Mercia was clearly the most powerful, dominating in various ways the other Germanic parts of the island. Mercia’s strength was greatest under two Christianized, heroic war leaders. The earlier of these, Ethelbald, can be seen moving in and out of the life of his cousin Guthlac [15]. The later, the more powerful and visibly able governor, was Offa (757-796), an early contemporary of Charlemagne’s who involved himself in intricate diplomatic relations with Charlemagne and the papacy [11]. Offa’s gathering of sub-kingdoms into kingdoms and creation of a loose federation of kingdoms, which would someday fuse into a kingdom of England, can be observed in a series of charters which record the disposition of a certain sort of land [11]. In them, at this point of great importance, the disposal of real property—the actual interference of the king in the actions of the sub-king of a tribe like the Hwicce, or of an overlord in the actions of the rulers of a subject kingdom like Sussex—can be observed [11]. At the same time the nature of governance within kingdoms can be observed continually from the end of the sixth century in a series of collections of laws [11]; and these are unlike their continental counterparts not only in the sharpness of their detail but in their being preserved in the vernacular Anglo-Saxon, not just in Latin, and in their continuing down to the eleventh century [19].

Offa’s reign came at the end of almost two centuries of Romanizing and Christianizing for the Anglo-Saxons [14]. At the end of the sixth century, the great pope Gregory had sent a mission of monks led by Augustine (of Canterbury) from his monastery on the Coelian to convert the country. The mission had been sent to the then overlord of the island, Ethelbert of Kent [11]; and Ethelbert’s preeminence had to do with his relatively close continental connections. He had in fact married a Christian Merovingian princess. Royal marriage connections then took Christianity, and the missionary Paulinus, to Northumbria [14]. In the next generation, as the result of the return of an exiled Northumbrian prince, the famous St. Oswald, Scottish-Irish Christianity began more successfully to permeate the North; but in the end Roman Christianity with its champion St. Wilfrid proved more powerful. In the seventh century the administrative genius of a Greek archbishop of Canterbury who had been sent from Rome organized the English church and at least incidentally gave a pattern of government and the use of written acts to secular rulers. Within a century and a half of its first coming a Christian church surprisingly intellectual and literate [12], and surprisingly Mediterranean, Roman, and Gregorian in pattern, had been established in the island [13]. It was a church whose scholastic centers had spread to the West and particularly to the North in monasteries and cathedrals; it was a church closely connected with local kings, so that the ideas of Augustine of Hippo and Gregory [14], with which it was particularly impregnated, spread to the rulers and influenced their ideas of ruling. To a surprising degree, too, these ideas, deflected of course by the medium, spoke in the Germanic poetry of the country [17]. They were also sent back to the continent in the minds (and books) of English missionaries, of whom the most famous was Boniface (d. 754), eager to convert their German cousins [16]. England, the most purely German part of the old empire, had in many ways become the most Roman, of the Rome of Gregory.

11. BEDE

The greatest of the scholars of Anglo-Saxon England was Bede (673-735). He lived out his life in a large monastery in the north of England [13], and there wrote a variety of works in pure, subdued Latin. Bede evidently thought of himself as a schoolteacher, bringing the Augustinian view of life, in various disciplines, to the English North. Most of his works are like textbooks in purpose; some are lives of saints textbooks of a specific sort, attempts to raise the lives of his readers towards the virtuous pattern of the saintly heroes. But two of Bede’s works have a special interest for historians; one is the history of his nation, the other the story of his monastery.

Bede’s Ecclesiastical History of the English Nation [14], which closes with the year 731 (but includes news of the great battle of Tours-Poitiers and thus shows that Bede was working at it later) is a very individual piece of history, fresh, and in ways revolutionary, but it moves and means to move within the great central traditions of Roman Christian thought. Bede was in every way possible, except language, an Augustinian, and his history is a magnificent extension of Augustinian theory. Bede’s single most fully realized hero in the history is the great Pope Gregory, and the Christianity that most clearly shines through his pages is specifically Gregorian in its emphasis upon the orthodoxy and centrality of Rome and in its preference for the active monastery, the social virtue, the contemplative mind in the ruler, rather than for the retiring hermit.

The pattern of Bede’s history is interesting. Bede does not tell the full Augustinian story of the world from Creation and Fall through Redemption to the momentary present, with an anticipation of the second coming. All this he assumes, and the assumptions are clear in the shape and tensions of that part of the total story which he does tell. He writes only, with necessary extensions, of the Christianization of the English. In doing this he first sets up a picture of the island before the English invasions, then brings the various groups of English to it. This is his initial step: setting up an inhabited but unchristian England. He then establishes the quality of Gregorian Christianity by showing first the action and then the type of that perfectly Christian figure. Almost through the rest of the history he watches the island’s young Christianity move towards Gregory’s pattern. He observes the actual process by which it happened: Edwin’s acceptance of Christianity, Paulinus’s preaching and baptizing. He also watches the odd postures of the curiously half-converted Christian variants: Caedwalla’s sharing his bloody booty with the church (“so pious as to tithe his spoils,” the nineteenth-century historian Stubbs said); Sigebert, too pious to rule, carried as the sign of a king, to be slaughtered in battle; Redwald with his Christian and pagan altars; Wilfrid a “Roman” somehow askew; Aidan a “Celt” but a saint. Bede moves to his triumphs: to the council of Whitby where Roman order succeeds over Celtic eccentricity; to the conversion of the Celtic center of Iona to the Roman common dating of Easter (the heart of the liturgical calendar); even earlier to an already lost perfection, Edwin’s reign—the expression of Christianity in the successful governance of a peaceful society. (The happy time is always, in the early middle ages, past, in some sweet childhood, golden youth, or high maturity before this present age. Its pattern always cuts across the pattern of the growth of the City of God, in a curious but not disastrous way, because individual salvation, free of all time except Christ’s time, is always the final and necessary pattern.)
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