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Agobard of Lyon has usually been studied becatibesavritings about Jews. This
dissertation likewise began from a desire to urtdacsAgobard’s anti-Jewish writings, their
content, motives, and impact. Approaching thaictéqom the basis of Agobard’s whole corpus
of writings, however, forces an acknowledgment thginbard cannot be reduced to simply
“Agobard and the Jews,” although the subject cjeemtated a great amount of anxiety for him.
Also, by beginning with Agobard’s own works, thisskrtation discusses him on his own terms
first, without relying on the historiographical éifion which defines him as a Visigoth, a
tradition ultimately found wanting. This disseitat effectively dismantles the model of
Agobard as a Visigoth working in the Carolingianridpand replaces it with a model of
Agobard as a Carolingian. As such, this study@ngd his anti-Judaism in terms of his
immediate historical context and links it with loiher anxieties and the Carolingian desire for a
perfect, Christian, society. Doing so also opéesdoor for a re-evaluation of the traditional
interpretation of the Carolingian period as the tgslden age” of European Jews outside of
Muslim Spain. At its conclusion, this study argtiest the Carolingians, by deliberately
attempting to create a Christian society, howewalI” they treated Jews in their own time, laid
some of the ideological groundwork for the latelasion and persecution of Jews in Europe.

The introduction begins the exploration of Agobariistorical context by discussing the
history of both Louis’s empire and Agobard’s Lyohhe first chapter provides a quick summary
of his life and works. From there, the dissertatiarns to its in-depth study of Agobard in the

second through fourth chapters. An analysis ohtag anti-Jewish worlDe iudaicis



iii
superstitionibus et erroribuim Chapter 3 is prefaced by a study of the charatd possible

roots of his anti-Judaism in Chapter 2. The lasipter looks at Agobard’s other concerns, how
they relate to his writings on Judaism, and fin&lbyv his great amount of worry around Judaism

can help shape our understanding of medieval Je@lisistian relations.
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Introduction
The Empire and Lyon

This study must begin with a simple question: Vihyexamination of Agobard of Lyon?
The primary reason is his anti-Jewish work. Higsural approach to the subject, as well as the
information he uncovered on medieval Jewish praciind belief, make him too important a
figure to ignore as scholarship on medieval Jewdbhistian relations continues to evolve. If
that were not enough, Agobard also participatatienrebellions against Louis the Pious during
the 830s, writing several pieces in defence of &apdnd his brothers and losing his see once
Louis returned to power in 834. Moreover, the csrpf Agobard’s writings proves wide-
ranging enough to allow a clear picture of whataayned him, as well as an outline of his
personality. Examining his entire corpalso makes it possible to place his works on Jews
within the constellation of anxieties that droventib write. This examination, taken with new
understandings on the Carolingian period and onewatlJewish-Christian relations, in turn
allows us to question some long-held conclusiomaiAgobard, particularly his supposed
Visigothic origins and the depth of his anti-Jewsgmtiments.

Even given these reasons, Agobard has not receivetl in the way of major scholarly
attention. The last monograph on Agobard, whidhésform best suited to truly understanding
him and his context, was Boshof’s biography of hinitten in 1969" The intervening decades
have seen scholarly reappraisals of the historpigraf both medieval Jewish-Christian
relations and of the Carolingian periddhich clearly have a significant impact in how

Agobard’s writings are interpreted. His anti-Jstiaican now be considered an aberration,

! Egon BoshofErzbishof Agobard von Lyon, Leben und Wgéln: Bohlau Verlag, 1963).

2 See for exampleCarolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovatipad. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994), which emphas@awlingian dependence on and use of classicaélmod
Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the Piouseds. Peter Godman and Roger Collins
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), set out to putklscholarship from simply considering Louis addiemperor
who caused the demise of his father's empire, witked results. Elukin encouraged reorienting tiseussion of
medieval Jewish-Christian relations from a storynafeasing persecution to one of resilience amdicoity.
Jonathan Elukinl.iving Together, Living Apart: Rethinking Jewish¢Blian Relations in the Middle Ages
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007).
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rather than one more step in the unrelenting dwtgron of Jewish-Christian relations. His
efforts on Lothar’s behalf can now be placed indbmplex politics of Louis’s reign, instead of
simply one more part in the inevitable dissolutddrthe Carolingian empire. Howevérgobard
has yet to be touched by this environment of resssent.

Nor has the interpretive work on him really begdine biographies of Agobard written
by Boshof and Cabaniss remain the standard worlégobard. However, the main purpose of
their works was the establishment of the coursigaibard’s life and writings, and they did not
delve too much into the deeper reasons for Agobaetiorts. This is not to say that no
interpretation has been offered by various scholBashof noted both Agobard'’s disregard of
practicality in some matters, particularly regagidilews, and that the concept of
Verchristlichung der Welithe incorporation of all people into therpus Chrisfj drove his
actions® Cabaniss, on the other hand, emphasised Agohatitsality and common-sense
approach to topics.Cohen noted that many Agobard’s concerns, inolyittiose about Jews,
seem to be connected by an over-arching anxietytatisunity> Zuckerman, for his part,
linked Agobard’s conflict about the baptism of Jeslaves with his efforts to restore secularized
church property.

At present, no one has attempted to fully decip¥ter Agobard acted and wrote as he
did. The examples given above only highlight saht#ine major concerns or themes in his
works, not the reasons behind them. What drovebAgbto demand the return of former church
property? Was the motive economic, as Zuckermgnes, or was there another, additional,

reason? What type of unity did Agobard desire,\&hy did it matter to him? If all of his

% Boshof,Agobard 43-44, 127.

* Allen CabanissAgobard of Lyons: Churchman and Cri{@yracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1953), 13-14
® Jeremy Coherl,iving Letters of the Law: Ideas of the Jew in Memi Christianity(Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1999), 136.

® Arthur Zuckerman, “The political uses of theologyre conflict of Bishop Agobard and the Jews of hs/b
Studies in Medieval Culturg (1970): 49.



worries were somehow linked, has his place withengtory of medieval Jewish-Christian
relations been overemphasised?

This thesis sets out to truly begin the conveosagibout Agobard’s motives and desires,
and to set his anti-Judaism within the contextisftime and his anxieties. The principle source
for this investigation is Agobard’s own writingsijtcally edited by Van Acker for th€orpus
Christianorumseries in 1981. This thesis also seeks to mitigate the influesfdevo
perceptions of Agobard that have affected scholarderstanding of him for too long, namely,
his Visigothic origins and his virulent antisemitis Scholars have largely ignored Boshof’s
warnings on both of these points to the extenttti@idea of Agobard as an antisemitic Visigoth
has become completely entrenched in scholarshypagated by books and articles where
Agobard is mentioned, no matter how briefly, or hzemtrally? Agobard’s supposed Visigothic
origins in particular have led scholars to exposaahe interesting theories. Cabaniss, quite
independent of any sources, decided that Agobasdawear orphan and refugee from Spain, and
so always considered himself a rustiélbert saw similarities between Agobard’s argutsen
against Judaism and the provisions in Visigothimores'® However, | will show in Chapter 1

that the evidence of Agobard’s Visigothic heritéag@ighly tenuous. Moreover, this entire thesis

" Agobardi Lugdunensis Opera Omnéd. Lieren Van Acker (Turnhout: Brepols, 198This study relies
exclusively on Van Acker’s edition, and referened$thus give his chapter (where applicable), linad page
enumeration. Van Acker’s edition came nearly awsmnafter the last editions of Agobard’'s worksatsered
throughout various volumes of thdonumenta Germaniae Historicthough that series did not edit Agobard’s
oeuvreas a whole, but different editors concentratedanous genres, e.g. letters, poems, etc. Thusrihye
editors to look at all of Agobard’s works as a whelere Masson and Baluze, who published in 1605L868,
respectively, with Migne incorporating Baluze'staati of Agobard’s works into thBatrologia Latina Neither
Masson nor Baluze, according to Van Acker’s owinetain explaining the necessity of his edition,disél of the
available manuscript withesses. Discrepancieseaisted between the Masson and Baluze editioasggiVan
Acker further reason for his own work (introductimnAgobardi Lugdunensjs-ix, Ixi). All translations are my
own unless otherwise stated.

8 Boshof,Agobard 30, 127; For examples of the scholastic entremctirof Agobard’s origins and antisemitism see
Michael McCormickOrigins of the European Economy: Communications @achmerce, A.D. 300-900
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), @&yl Dutton, “Thunder and hail over the Carolimgia
countryside” inAgriculture inthe Middle Ages: Technology, Practice, and Repradiem, ed. Del Sweeney
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres93)9114; Albert Castes, “Lyon et sa région audraudes écrits
de I'archevéque Agobard, 814-840"mmnovinces, régions, terroirs au Moyen Age de lditéa I'imaginaire ed.
Bernard Guidot (Nancy: Presses Universitaires decial993), 15-16.

° CabanissAgobard 27.

19 Bat-Sheva Albert, Adversus ludaeas the Carolingian Empire” i€ontra ludaeos: Ancient and Medieval
Polemics between Christians and Jeagis Ora Limor and Guy Strousma (TUbingen: J.C.BhiM1996), 138.



will show how Agobard’s positions, on Jews and othejects, make sense within his
Carolingian context, making recourse to Visigoiiecedent at best unnecessary, and otherwise
misleading. As for Agobard’s reputation as ansattiite, that proves a far more difficult subject
to unravel. Yet | will argue in Chapter 2 thatfasas such terms are helpful, anti-Judaism

provides a more fitting label.

This thesis begins with the larger picture ofenapire. A sketch of the history of
Louis’s reign will provide information on the poadial issues and machinations of that time. The
church’s role in the empire and relations with ¢éingperor comes tied in with this history. Of
even greater importance for this study, a discussfd_ouis’s policies and attitudes towards
Jews will give the background for Agobard’s cortfiidth Louis on this matter, as well as the
reasons for some of Agobard’s works on Jews. lIthen examine Agobard’s immediate
context of Lyon, beginning with Leidrad, Agobargiedecessor, and the work he did to restore
the city and its church. This section also lodksame of the monastic institutions in Agobard’s
diocese and their relations with the episcopaltintstns. What is known of rural Christianity at
the time is also included to give a fuller pictofeAgobard’s church. Finally, the manuscript
collection of Lyon provides some of the intelledtbackground of Agobard’s writings.

Besides providing context, this information wiédin to highlight how Agobard is best
understood as a product and proponent of the aggfnéaewal and reform begun under Pippin
Il and continued through Louis’s reign. The cqopiben of Agobard as a Visigoth has led some
scholars to look for Visigothic symptoms or sentimsein Agobard’s works. Yet Agobard’s
anti-Judaism, the trait usually used to identifinfas a Visigoth, and the only one setting him
apart from his colleagues and explored in depfhapter 2, proves no more Visigothic than
Carolingian, and so does not deter from viewing Bagd as thoroughly Carolingian. In short,

this introduction will provide the basis for thegament that Agobard can be best understood as a
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product of the Carolingian reform efforts and a@amolingian thinker in competition and conflict

with other Carolingians.

Louis’s Empire

The traditional historiographic interpretationLafuis the Pious’s reign paints him as the
lesser son of a great fathérBasing their views on the rebellions of the 880d the break-up
of the empire following Louis’s death in 840, mbs&torians have declared Louis a failure.
Certain sources from the time have encouragegtirg of view, particularly those written by
men active in Charlemagne’s court towards the driisdife and reign. Dutton has suggested
that “these men did not go gently down into théir age, they went complaining and would take
their world with them.*? Likewise, several of the major historical worksrh the period,
including theAnnales Regni Francorunpainted the eighth century as the golden agkeof t
Franks, leaving the ninth century to pale in corigwar® Historiographically speaking, then,
Louis began his imperial career already at a digathge, making the rebellions during his life
and civil war after his death seem inevitable.

The historiographical “rehabilitation” of Louis ¢p@n just over fifty years ago, though the
efforts have not completely undone centuries obtering Louis a failuré® This more recent

scholarship has argued, among other things, tigtritportant to recognize that Louis and

1 Staubach has helpfully sketched out the histodytareads of this argument. Nikolaus Staubache$,Br@en
Kaisers kleiner Sohn“: Zum Bild Ludwigs des Fromimeler alteren deutschen Geschichtsforschung” in
Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the Pious (814-840&d. Peter Godman and Roger
Collins (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 701-2#e Slso Philippe Depreux, “Louis le Pieux reconsi@éA
propos des travaux récents consacrés a ‘I'hédeeCharlemagne’ et a son regfe@ancia21:1 (1994): 181-212;
Heinz Lowe, “Die Apostasie des Pfalzdiakons Bod#8(8und das Judentum der ChasarerPénson und
Gemeinschaften im Mittelalteed. Gerd Althoff et al. (Sigmaringen: Jan Thokee¥erlag, 1988), 161-62; Boshof,
Agobard 216.

12 paul DuttonCharlemagne’s Mustache and Other Cultural Clustefra Dark Ageg(New York: Palgrave
MacMillan, 2004), 156.

13 e.g.ARFan.774 vs. an.814 MGH SRGVI, ed. Friedrich Kurze (Hannover: Hahn, 1895);488 140-41;
Rosamond McKitterick, “Political ideology in Carpfjian historiography” imfhe Uses of the Past in the Early
Middle Agesed. Yitzhak Hen and Matthew Mclnnes (Cambridgem®Bridge University Press, 2000), 168-69.
14 Staubach, “Kleiner Sohn,” 721; Depreux, “Louilieux reconsidére?” 181-212; also Dunbabin’s revséw
Charlemagne’s Heirin English Historical Review07 (1992), 116-119.
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Charlemagne played very different roles. To Ldaikthe task of maintaining an empire whose

borders Charlemagne had stabilised and of contiiie reform of realm and church begun by
his predecessors. These scholars have likewise counselled a margéots approach to sources
too often taken at face-value and usually usethdovd ouis’s inabilities to rule properfy.

Also, because the perception of Louis as a fathimges so much on the dissolution of
the empire after his death, we must remember tligbnly through accidents of deaths and
survivals that we can speak of a Carolingian emgtira!. If his brother Carloman had not died
so early into their joint reign, Charlemagne wontd have had the entire realm to himself to
govern and expand for such an extensive perioiina’t Even after enjoying decades of such
rule, however, Charlemagne divided his lands betveethree sons and left the title of emperor
to die with him'® Had all three sons survived, they would have éaoérited roughly a third of
Charlemagne’s holdings as kings of kingdoms. ¥eiugh the accident of his longevity and
two of his sons’ early deaths, only Louis remaiteethke as emperor all of the lands his father
had conquered and ruled. By the time Louis die84id a single individual ruler had ruled over
most of western Europe for nearly seventy yeass,iffy for far longer than anyone could
remember. Taking the long view of early mediewdltizal history, however, it seems that the
unity maintained by Charlemagne and Louis is tiséohical aberration, not the divisions and

wars which followed Louis’s death.

15 Timothy Reuter, “ The End of Carolingian MilitaBxpansion.” inCharlemagne’s Heir: Newerspectives on the
Reign of Louis the Piougd. Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Gldoa Press, 1990), 391-92; Julia
Smith, “Fines imperii The marches” iThe New Cambridge Medieval History. Volume [106-€.900 ed.
Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: University of Camdige Press, 1995), 170-71; Philippe Depreux, “Ainhs

et limites des réformes culturelles a I'époque ldag@enne” Revue historiqu807:3 (2002): 722-25; Josef Semmler,
“Renovatio Regni Francorurbie Herrschaft Ludwigs des Frommen im Franketr&t4-829/830” in
Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the Pious (814-840&d. Peter Godman and Roger
Collins (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 128.

16 e.g. Matthew Innes, “ ‘He never even allowed histevteeth to be bared in laughter’: The politi€fiomour in
the Carolingian Renaissance”itumour, History and Politics in Late Antiquity atite Early Middle Agesed. Guy
Halsall (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,20034-35; Janet Nelson, “The last years of LoésPious”

in Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the Pious (814-840¢d. Peter Godman and Roger
Collins (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 147-48§,.15

" Einhard,Vita Karoli, 1.3 inMGH SSII, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1829), 445.

18 Divisio regnorumin MGH Capit I, ed. Alfred Boretius (Hannover: Hahn, 1883)6130.



Politics

The factors just mentioned in no way mitigatedfféculties Louis encountered during
his reign. The arrangement Charlemagne devisekisaons’ inheritances fell within the
Frankish and wider Germanic tradition of dividingatrimony between all legitimate sons,
which was a political necessity for the Carolingfamily, the best guarantee they had of
remaining in power over such a great amount of.fdn@iven the size of this particular
patrimony, each son would receive enough land totaia a royal livelihood and, perhaps more
importantly, have land to grant to nobles in retiamservice, thus ensuring continued
dependence on the royal famif.However, as both Pippin and Charles predeceasédfather,
Charlemagne had to summon Louis to Aachen in 8#i3@mce Louis had sworn to follow his
father's precepts in ruling, crowned Louis as erop&r

Even though Thegan recorded that Charlemagneisideeegarding Louis was met with
universal approva? and even though Louis was doubtless Charlemagoe'sind only
remaining legitimate heir, Louis’s “Frankishnessisymore questionable. Louis had been born
in Aquitaine, and as a child had been crowned Kihgquitaine at his father’s request by Pope

Adrian 12® So, while born to a Frankish father and a Swabiather, Louis was, by coronation

19 Divisio regnorum(MGH Capit |, 126-30); Egon Boshof, “Einheitsidee und Tedsprinzip in der Regierungszeit
Ludwigs des Frommen” i€harlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the Pious (814-84@Xx.
Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Clarendas$ 1990), 171; Karl Ferdinand Werner, “ Hludasic
Augustus: Gouverner I'empire chrétien — Idées alitds” in Charlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Reign
of Louis the Pioused. Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Qldoa Press, 1990), 18.

% Stuart Airlie, “Charlemagne and the aristocracgptins and kings” i€harlemagne: Empire and Sociesg.
Joanna Story (Manchester: Manchester UniversitgR12005), 93-96; Janet Nelson, “The Frankish Kamgs, 814-
898: the West” inThe New Cambridge Medieval History. Volume [100-:€.900ed. Rosamond McKitterick
(Cambridge: University of Cambridge Press, 199%8; Matthew Innes, “People, places and power irolGagian
society” inTopographies of Power in the Early Middle Aged. Mayke de Jong et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2001374
Pierre Taubert, “The Carolingian moment (eighthtitezentury)” inA History of the Family. Volumeéd. André
Burguiére et al. and trans. Sarah Hanbury Tenisah €Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996), 392.

21 TheganVita Hludowici imperatorisc.6 inMGH SSlI ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1829), 591/02F,
an.814 MGH SRGVI, 140).

22 4)1li omnes exultando responderunt, Dei ammoniéionesse illius regi.” Thega¥ita Hludowicj c. 6 MGH SS

I, 591).

% AstronomerVita Hludowici imperatorisc.4 inMGH SSlI, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1829), 608-09
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and by birthplace, an Aquitanian. He had beemautad to be the Aquitanian king of Aquitaine

and the western portion of the empire, not an Aguén emperor of the Franks. By the time he
became emperor, Louis had been an establishedeulgenough to have his own cadre of
followers to reward with imperidionores Nobles and clerics who had joined themselves to
Charles or Pippin, or even to Charlemagne, facedi¢hny real possibility of losing their places
to Louis’s “westerners.” It was a risk every nofdeed, yet that fact did not always make for
gracious loseré’

Louis therefore spent a portion of his early yemsupied with the transfer of power. He
replaced many of his father’s councillors with n@érnis own choosing, particularly men like
Benedict of Aniane and Helisachar, who had sererif Aquitaine?® Moreover, he ordered
all charters reviewed and renewed, and dispatofissinot only to execute his justice as
emperor, but to actively seek out and correct ims#a of injusticeSuch actions helped to
establish Louis as a legitimate ruler, able to@trthe mistakes of his fath@r.In this
environment of ensuring his power and place Loalked two great councils at Aachen in
August of 816 and July of 817, the first major egesf his administration. They set the tone and
the agenda for the early portion of Louis’s reidduring these councils, Louis and Benedict of
Aniane, his spiritual advisor, set out to reformnastic life, as discussed below. These actions
showed that Louis intended to continue his famibwersight of ecclesiastical mattéfsAlso at

the council of 817, Louis determined the divisidrihee empire in th®ivisio imperii. The

% Airlie, “Charlemagne and the aristocracy,” 100-04anet Nelson, “Kingship and Empire in the Caralingvorld”
in Carolingian Culture:Emulation and Innovatigred. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridgeversity
Press, 1994), 71; Paul Fouracre, “The origins efribbility in Francia” ifNobles and Nobility in Medieval Europe:
Concepts, Origins, Transformatigred. Anne Duggan (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2008520.

% Rosamond McKitterickThe Frankish Kingdoms under the Carolingians: 787-8.ondon: Longman, 1983),
125.

%6 TheganVita Hludowici c.10, 13 MGH SSII, 593); Rosamond McKitterick, “Perceptions o§fice in western
Europe in the ninth and tenth centuriesLgiustizia nell'alto medioev(Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro,
1997), 1084; Werner, “Gouverneur,” 83.

%" e.g. the preface to thfemonitio generalisn MGH Capit |, ed. Alfred Boretius (Hannover: Hahn, 1883); %58
Rosamond McKitterickThe Frankish Church and the Carolingian Reform®-895(London: Royal Historical
Society, 1977), 2-3.



tripartite division with Lothar as emperor over bi®ther kings was billed as “divinely-
inspired,” and the best way to ensure the conrauiid unity of the empiré.

Obviously the conception that Louis and his ad@smised in the rhetoric of empire
developed in Charlemagne’s cofitheld of the realm was different than that of their
predecessors. As Wallace-Hadrill explained it,@hasio imperii “rested upon the most
significant concept of the Renaissance, not ydtaelted but generally felt: namely, that the
empire was a Christian unity, and more than thas itself the Corpus Christi, indivisible and
sacred.®® Pippin Il and Charlemagne had both found thewmesehs sole rulers of their
kingdoms, yet both chose to divide those lands éetwsons. For the third generation in a row,
Louis likewise became a sole ruler. The changeldeawlving concept of empire caused Louis
to divided his empire differently than his predesmes had. Louis clearly named his eldest son
Lothar as his successore@speror even crowning him co-emperor at the 817 gatherig
noted at the beginning of this section, Charlemagade no provision in hiBivisio regnorum
for the continuation of his imperial title. By 81those called to Aachen clearly considered the
continuation of the realm as an empire with an eomp&n important enough concept to break
with traditional inheritance schemes by placing briher in authority over the othéfs.

In the constant struggle for power and prestigedhrangement turned Lothar’s
supporters into winners who had attached their fidgegain to the “right” son. The supporters
of Pippin and Louis the German who remained logdhbse two sons, while not exactly losers
in this scenario, would have known that their pexstp for advancement had just been capped,
since their patrons would only ever “just” be kingehough presumably lauded by clerics, who

recognised that the safety of the church lay inuthiey and stability of the empire, tiBvisio

28« nutu omnipotentis Dei ut credimus, actum aset nostra et totius populi nostri in deliatirpogeniti nostri

Hlutharii electione vota concurrerentDivisio imperiiin MGH LL |, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1835), 198.
2 Nelson, “Kingship and empire,” 70-71; Werner, “Gemeur,” 62.

30 3.M. Wallace-HadrillThe Frankish ChurcljOxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 231

1 Semmler, Renovatig’ 131-32; Boshof, “Einheitsidee,” 179.
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imperii set the stage for a great deal of competitioniwitine nobility. Supporters of Louis the

German and Pippin had a vested interest in calsitigar to lose favour with Louis the Pious,
and perhaps even the imperial title. Lothar’'s sufgss of course had to work for the exact
opposite, while waiting for the elder emperor te go that Lothar could assume the title alone.
Meanwhile, those who had attached themselves tesllomself would work to ensure that their
patron stayed very much in charge of sons and enfigiras long as possible.

It is tempting to read the agreement reached ahéain light of the civil wars following
Louis’s death. The kind of competition and factitem among magnates it created probably
increased the centrifugal forces which finally caiméhe fore in 846% Ironically, then, the
arrangement of 817 could have helped contributeeend of the very ideal it tried to protect.
However, while historians may be able to “see wltlei®is going,” Louis and his advisors
clearly did not. Their ideals of unity, their infted task of keeping whole the empire their
fathers and grandfathers had built, drove thenréalowith custom, and try to guarantee through
Lothar that the empire would survive for anothemagation.

Even in 817, however, tl@rdinatio imperiihad problems. The presence of Pippin of
Italy’s son Bernard as King of the Lombards comgikal Louis’s start as emperor and the neat
division of power decided on in 817. Charlemagaée made it clear that the sons of his sons
could inherit their respective divisions of the erapshould their subjects so desire. He had
confirmed Bernard as king, despite his illegitimaspen he had likewise crowned Louis
emperor?® Louis himself also appeared to confirm Bernarijst to rule in Lombardy when he
accepted Bernard's fealty soon after taking theeirighthrone®* TheDivisio imperii, however,

made no mention of Bernard, but rather explicithted that Lombardy should belong to

32 Nelson, “Last years,” 159, Smitlrihes imperij” 179; Régine Le Jarkamille et pouvoir dans le monde franc
(VII®-X® siécle): Essai d'anthropologie socialBaris: Publications de la Sarbonne, 1995), 141.

% Divisio regnorumc.5 MGH Capit |, 128); ARFan.814 KIGH SRGVI, 140-41).

34 Theganyita Hludowici c.12 MGH SSiI, 593).
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Lothar® Bernard rebelled later that year, though theeenarmentions of battles. Despite the

lack of violence, Louis showed little mercy in daglwith the rebels. Following Easter 818
Louis called a council in which Bernard and hiscomspirators (including some Franks) were
judged guilty and nearly all sentenced to deathe three bishops involved, including Theodulf
of Orléans, a Goth and the presumptive authorefitbri carolini, all lost their sees and were
sent into monastic exif®. Bernard was blinded instead of executed, butiéxe of the wounds
three days later. At the same time, Louis hadviishalf-brothers tonsured and presumably
exiled to monasteries “in order to mitigate discttd Louis was clearly prepared to defend his
plan of succession and his imperial prerogativewsry means at his disposal. He would ensure
that only one branch of the royal family had acdes®yal and imperial power and titles.

The business of running the empire and maintaitiirdborders seems to have occupied
the next several years. Of great import in lagarg, however, Louis’s queen, Irmengard, died
not too long after the affairs with Bernard and istaibrothers. Louis then contracted a new
marriage to Judith, from the Welf family of Bavattalrmengard’s family centred around the
area of Liege in the Frankish heartlands. In magyudith, Louis gave clout to an eastern
frontier family, perhaps to help solidify the eastborder against the Slavs even while much of
his military efforts at the time were focused oa thestern frontier, particularly Brittany. An
increase in factionalism and conflicts betweentiie families of interest were perhaps

inevitable, as Louis’s three sons belonged to Igaed's family and would have guarded their

% Divisio imperii (MGH LL I, 198-200).

% Theganita Hludowici c.22-23 MGH SSlI, 596); Freeman had no doubts about Theoduiftaarship of the
Libri carolini. Anne Freeman “Scripture and images inlthei carolini” in Testo e Immagine nell’alto medioevo
(Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1994). Likewd., “Einleitung,” 15-23MGH Conc 11.2.1).

87« . discordiam ad mitigandam Thegan Vita Hludowicj c.24, MGH SSlI, 596); Nithard Historiarum libri
quator, 1.2 in MGH SSlI, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1829), 651.

% Theganita Hludowici c.25-26, IGH SSII, 596).
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privileges®® Of more importance for this study, Judith latecéme a lightning rod for the

rebellions against Louis, including in Agobard’srowritings on the subjeéf.

The next significant event came at the councAigny in August of 822. Whatever the
reason, Louis chose that forum to reconcile withfbrcibly-tonsured brothers, and make public
penance for the events surrounding Bernard of §@lgath. Contemporary accounts seem
ambivalent towards this act. Thegan barely meptidhe council at all, because he either felt it
unimportant or unseemly. He, in contrast with AiRFand the Astronomer, placed the blame
for Bernard’s blinding and death with Louis’s coillecs, and showed Louis displaying remorse
immediately following those event$. Perhaps, then, public penance at a general aksexes
four years after the fact crossed the line for Hmeigto conduct unbecoming of an emperor.
The ARFrecorded the reconciliation, the penance, angtbmise to amend whatever Louis or
his father had done amiss, without comnfénthe Astronomer had a definitely positive outlook
on the proceedings, and credited Louis with imigfTheodosius in accepting his penafice.

Scholars have developed a variety of interpretatior Louis’s actions at Attigny. Some
theorize that the penance proved the power ofodéo pressure Louis, while others think it was
an attempt on Louis’s part to make the Carolingzanily more cohesivé? Some have seen it
as an expression of Louis’s imperial poWeit seems more likely, however, that Louis, having
gained full and firm control over his realm, coalfiord to display some princely humility and

generosity to those he had previously punishecasshly?® The Astronomer’s comparison of

%9 Nelson, “Frankish kingdoms,” 115, Werner, “Gouvain” 53.

0 Agobard Liber apologeticus and Il (309-19); Elizabeth Ward, “Agobard of ly@and Paschasius Radbertus as
Critics of the Empress Judith” Women in the Churclked. W.J. Shields and Diana Wood (Oxford: Blackwel
Publishers, 1990), 15.

“1 Theganita Hludowici c.22-23 MGH SSlI, 596); ARF, an.818 MIGH SRGVI, 148); Astronomeryita
Hludowici, ¢.30 MGH SSlI, 623).

2 ARFan.822 MIGH SRGVI, 158).

3 AstronomerVita Hludowici c.35 MGH SSlI, 626).

4 For the former, Cabanisagobard 45. For the latter, Nelson, “Frankish kingdonis]’5-16.

> Semmler, Renovatig’ 142.

6 Mayke de Jong, “Power and humility in Caroling&otiety: the public penance of Louis the PioHatly
Medieval Europd.:1 (1992): 31-32.
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Louis with Theodosius would indicate that, at ldastome observers, this voluntary admission

of guilt served to enhance Louis’s prestige. Sarclact could have shown the gathered assembly
that Louis (and thus his line) had regained theatngpper-hand after his questionable treatment
of Bernard?’

It was a moral upper-hand Louis needed. Whilgithang of Louis’s penance could
seem random or contrived, an investigation of theatological record reveals a possible reason
for Louis’s choice of 822% The weather in the 820s began with two harshesgnin 821-22 and
again in 823-24, with the coolness extending irgnywvet and occasionally stormy summers.
Such disturbed weather patterns naturally had rantkttal effect on crops and herds, leading in
turn to wide-spread famine and illness among theirrs populatiorf® The Carolingians took
great pains to show divine approval for their rylasticularly in their historiography, yet such a
string of bad weather and the deaths it causedidwridly be interpreted as anything other than
God'’s judgement of the people’s, and particulanky tuler’s, sin§° As such, Louis could have
viewed Attigny as an opportunity to try and recladmine favour. Unfortunately for Louis,
volcanic activity, perhaps even one long perioddaivity from a single volcano, caused the
meteorological troubles of the 820s, and deliveneather cold winter and stormy summer in
823-24°"

Regardless of what Louis (or his clerics) hadrnides by his actions at Attigny, the next
several years passed quietly enough, despite artmbdevinter and subsequent famine in 823-24
and continued political manoeuvring both within avithout the empire. However, a rather

significant wrench was thrown into the cogs wheB824 Judith gave birth to a son, Charles,

*" Boshof, “Einheitsidee,” 181.

8 Michael McCormick, Paul Dutton, and Paul Mayew&kiolcanoes and the climate forcing of Carolingian
Europe, A.D. 750-950Speculun82:4 (2007): 892.

9 ARF, an.820-21, 823-2MMGH SRGVI, 154, 157, 163-64, 166-67).

*% Innes, “Politics of humour,” 132, Elisabeth Magrartier, “La tentative de subversion de I'Etat sdiouis le
Pieux et I'oeuvre des falsificateurbfoyen Agel05:2 (1999): 335; Dutton, “Thunder and hail,” 122

L ARF, an.823-24NIGH SRGVI, 163-64, 166-67); McCormick, Dutton, and Mayésiy$Volcanoes,” 883.
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known to history as Charles the BafdRealising that his late-born son could causelprb

later, Louis had Lothar promise to act as Charlga&rdian and defendgt.

Louis apparently felt that he could not leave G¥sawithout an inheritance however, and
so in 829 he shifted the possession of Alemannigpant of Burgundy from Lothar to Charl¥s.
In doing so Louis undid the arrangement of 817 ganke up on the ideal of disallowing further
divisions of the empire. All of the rhetoric ofitynwas not enough to keep Louis from such a
redivision® Although Lothar had agreed five years earliet tis father could give Charles any
land he wished, the area granted to Charles neatlgff Lothar’s Italian holdings from his
possessions in the Carolingian heartlands. Tlhisidi please Lothar. In 830 he rebelled with
the aid of some of his councillors and his brothers

While the redistribution of the imperial inheritanwould certainly suffice to explain the
rebellion, it may have only been a catalyst. Dgitime winter of 828-29 Louis and Lothar, still
co-emperors, met in Aachen in the face of milideyeats, famine, and portents, including a
lunar eclipse on Christmas night. They then issuksdter, ordering a general fast and regional
councils to consider how the leaders and the peujijat appease an offended G8dThis led
to councils in Lyon, Toulouse, and Mainz, as wsltlze much better known council in Paris, all
in the summer of 829. While the acts of the three other councils ditlswsvive, we do have
the decisions from the gathering at Paris. Schdiave often pointed to that council as the
beginning of ‘the Church’ placing itself over ‘ti&tate,” yet those arguments may miss the point

entirely®® The acts from Paris are replete with lists o sifithe leadership, both lay and

52 AstronomerVita Hludowici c.37 MGH SSlI, 628).

%3 Nithard, Historiarum libri quatuor 1.3 (MGH SSlI, 651).

> ibid., (MGH SSII, 652); TheganVita Hludowicj c.35 MGH SSlI, 597).

% Boshof, “Einheitsidee,” 186; Suzanne Wemple, “@lias of Turin’s organic metaphor or the Carolingéfottrine
of corporations’Speculun®9:2 (1973): 228.

%8 Hludowici et Hlotharii epistola generali@IGH Conc.Il.2, 599-601)ARFan.828-29 MIGH SRGVI, 174-77);
Mayke de Jong,Ecclesiaand the early medieval polity” iBtaat im frilhen Mittelaltered. Stuart Airlie, Walter
Pohl, and Helmut Reimitz (Wien: Verlag der Osteringschen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2006), 129.

" Concilia anni 829QMGH Conc.Il.2, 596-97).

8 Magnou-Nortier, “La tentative de subversion deat 331-65; cf. de Jong, “Early medieval polity,29.
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clerical, as well as prescriptions for repentana# @rrection. It was hardly a case of a

triumphant and self-righteous Church snatching pdveen a sin-laden and ineffective Stafe.
Agobard, apart from the councils, informed Louiattthe cause of the problems lay in Louis’s
own sin of disregarding the agreement of 817, aached him against following his newly-made
plan of redivisiort® We do not know if Agobard’s suggestions had amjience or impact, but
recent events clearly had Louis and his elites idrr It would not have been a stretch for the
sons and their supporters to decide that Loui®ngdr had the moral command necessary to
rule. A point they proved when they accused theiess Judith of adultery with Bernard of
Septimani&® If Louis could not control his wife, he certairdid not have the power to govern
the empire.

One should not ignore the economic incentivesdbellion as well. Lothar’s supporters,
who gained the most from the 817 division, als@dtm lose the most from Louis’s redivision in
829, since Charles’s inheritance came out of L&gharhe desire to protect their own lands and
wealth alone could have driven Lothar’'s men inipatar to push for rebellion. A change in
power would have also provided Louis’s other sardtheir followers with opportunities to
expand their own holdings through an empire-wid@l@ncing of power. If the Carolingian
economy contracted slightly under Louis, as theerty list attached to Leidrad’s letter may
suggesf? and if internal expansion were the only methodaiaing for the elite to increase their
lands and wealth, the appearance of a fifth pgi@rarles) with his own people to reward would
have made intra-elite competition even fieffefThe economic threat posed by the 829

redivision, coupled with questions about Louis’srafity (which would have also impacted the

%9 e.g.Concilium Parisiens¢829) c.16, 25, 57, 9MGH Conc I1.2, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn,
1908), 623, 628, 653-54, 678; de Jong, “Early melipolity,” 129-31.

€0 Agobard,De diuisione imperiji247-50.

®1 e.g. Theganvita Hludowicj ¢.36 MGH SSlI, 597).

%2 see pp 44-47, though McCormick argues for econ@xpansion under the Carolingians, e.g.Ehisopean
Economy659-60.

8 Reuter, “Military expansion,” 405; Stuart AirligBonds of power and bonds of associationOharlemagne’s
Heir: New Perspectives on the Reign of Louis tte®ed. Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Cldoan
Press, 1990), 200; Fouracre, “Origins of the nohili23.
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economy through the loss of divine favour), madeteellion designed not only to remove Louis

and his men from power but also to prevent Chdrtea becoming another patron seem a risky
but viable option to a number of magnates.

The events of 830-833 are difficult to outlinearlg from the sources. Lands and titles
were lost and retaken, nobles were forced into siiméfe only to be released from it later,
various parties and apparently the population imega switched sides, and the empire itself
passed from the hands of Louis to Lothar and baadet The sources disagree on whether
Lothar or Pippin began the initial rebellion, butlid not take long for them to gather enough
force and supporters to send Judith to a converharges of adultery and deprive Louis of his
title. Louis quickly regained it, however, ancettito resolidify his position without being overly
harsh to the rebels. He did not need a repeaenidd of Italy. Despite his efforts, relations
with his elder sons and their supporters remaimeegtttied and Louis soon faced rebellion again.
Once again his sons and their supporters depriveahwife, title, and even the majority of his
supporters at the “Field of Lies,” where the relmglavinced many on Louis’s side to join theirs.
Once again Louis managed to regain his oftfcéouis faced minor revolts and rebellions from
his sons for the remainder of his reign, as haveyneéder rulers with grown children. However,
Louis not only managed to avoid major conflict aatiin his title until his death in 840, but
remained very active and in control of the empiraibtary and diplomatic activities and cultural
life.®

While scholarship tends to focus on the conflidtauis’s reign, particularly his sons’
rebellions, the political world Agobard inhabitedsvprobably no more fractious than that of the
previous generation, and certainly less so thagémeration following. This is all relative,

however. One should neither concentrate so mutcheproblems Louis encountered as to

% Theganita Hludowici c.36-48 MGH SSlI, 597-601); AstronomeWita Hludowici c.44-53 MGH SSlI, 632-
39); Nithard Historiarum libri quatuor 1.3-5 MGH SSlI, 652-53);AB, an.830-834 iMGH SSl, ed. Georg Pertz
(Hannover: Hahn, 1826), 423-28.

® Nelson, “Last years,” 149, 157.
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make him and his government appear powerless,mphasise his strengths to the point that

one ignores the real potential for rivalry fromdawithin) the magnates to destabilise the realm.
Particularly as Louis aged, despite his continuglity, an older monarch posed problems not
just in terms of grown sons eager to rule withbeirtfather’s oversight, but also in the ruler’s
decreased ability to maintain the peripatetic saledo necessary to early medieval ruler§hip.
Even before that, however, Louis had to contend fiist establishing and then containing his
sons, and with a nobility that was open, fluid, #merefore competitive, and growing in poviér.
Louis managed for most of his reign to keep magnatampetitions from creating chaos, though
such did surface occasionally, due to a lack obofmities for external expansion, inter-royal

clashes, or botff

The church

There was more to Louis as emperor than thelrebglthat overshadowed his rule. As
his father before him, Louis concerned himself wité reform of the church in his realm and the
Christianisation of the areas outside of it. Bigageaking, while Charlemagne had directed his
efforts at the church as a whole and particularlyi@acesan and parochial life, Louis concerned
himself with monastic life. As Charlemagne had tedrto unify the liturgy in his empire, so
Louis wanted to regularize monastic observatice.

Thegan’s description of Louis’s piety painted #mperor as monk-like. He recorded
that Louis prayed every single morning, sometimgk tears, that he was well-versed in

Biblical study, and moderate in food and drifikHis interest in monastic life would thus seem

% Dutton,Charlemagne’s Mustachd61; Nelson, “Last years,” 149, 157.

" Fouracre, “Origins of the nobility,” 20,23; Le J&tamille et pouvoir 130-41.

%8 Reuter, “Military expansion,” 405; Nelson, “Fraskikingdoms,” 112-13; SmithFfnes imperij” 179-80.

% For exampleAdmonitio generali§MGH Capit |, 52-62); cf.Concilium Aquisgranensearticularly thenstitutio
canonicorumandInstitutio sanctimonialiunin MGH Conc I1.1, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn, 830
308-456; McKitterick Frankish Kingdoms59-61, 109ff; Wallace-Hadrilrankish Church263.

® Theganyita Hludowici ¢.19 MGH SSiI, 594-95).
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natural. Yet scholars must remember that Thegag&brated portrait of a monk-king and his

assertion that Louis “never raised his voice irglaear. . .never showed the whites of his teeth in

a smile™*

should be met with caution. Writing in the aftetimof the sons’ rebellions, Thegan
had a keen interest in distancing Louis from th@éoves accusations, like those levelled by
Agobard’? of moral laxity at the court. This passage sethad purpose, as well as being a
direct response to and contention with Einhardisadig-celebrated and more humanist portrait
of Charlemagné® Louis’s sobriety as portrayed by Thegan “signifiee application of
practices of ultimately monastic origin to the helusld of the king, who saw his mission in
explicitly Christian terms and thus shaped his teara Christian community

That interpretation of Thegan’s description pr@gé suitable summary of the impetus
for Carolingian church reforms — they formed a 13seey part of creating a Christian society.
The reforms thus stemmed from theological ideasiathe role of the emperor and the meaning
of empire’® These ideas took several forms. For instanséicpi{ustitia), following and
enforcing laws, seems to have been a fundamenadityjand requirement for kind§. Also, in
the 820s Louis and his advisers propagated, thrtugCouncil of Attigny and capitularies, the

concept that rulership waswanisterium a divinely-ordained task for the ordering and/atabn

of society’’ Finally, although the concept had not yet beesiieifly articulated, by 817 the

"L “Nunquam in risum exaltavit vocem suam. . .nunqumen dentes candidos suos in risu ostendit.” Tinagea
Hludowici, ¢.19 MGH SSl, 595).

2 Agobard Liber apologeticus and 1l (309-19).

'3 Einhard,Vita Karoli, 111.22-26 (MGH SSlI, 455-57); Ernst Tremp, “Thegan und Astronomdus, likiden
Geschichtsschreiber Ludwigs des FrommerCharlemagne’s Heir: New Perspectives on the Refdroais the
Pious (814-840Q)ed. Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Qldoa Press, 1990), 696; Innes, “Politics of
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empire was seen as tberpus Christiand as such had to be properly maintained andatlesat,

in order to allow everyone a chance at salvatfoithis concept in turn fused neatly with the
idea of the Franks as the “New Israel,” even it thesignation is not without some question.
Taken together, these impressions of the Carolmgiafluence of politics and theology provide
scholars with a backdrop to understand how Car@imgulers and the clerics around them
viewed the ruler’s role, both as the leader offbeples, and as a protector of the faith. It was
this understanding of rulership that informed Agabmrelationship with Louis, and his repeated
calls for the emperor to emend one situation otlaro

Scholars have had to do a great deal of conjectutbe matter, since the sources
themselves rarely offer a clear glimpse of Caraéingolitical thought. Jonas of Orléans,
however, provided a contemporary job descriptiorrdiders in hisDe institutione regiawritten
in 831.

The royal ministry is specifically to govern anderthe people of God with equity
and justice, and to take care so that they haveepaad concord. For he ought
firstly to be the defender of the church and theaats of God. . .firstly that there
may be no injustice; then, if it does happen, ligain no way allows it to
continue, lest he abandon the hope of those béielgesed, or leave the
impudence of whomever acted badly; but let all krbat if it reaches his notice
that they have done something wicked, it will remiaino way uncorrected or
unavenged; but according to the quality of the déezte will be a way of just
correction. . .He also ought to know that the caudech he administers
according to the ministry given to him, is not oémbut of God, to whom what
he has received for the ministry is returned taaaot on that terrible day of
reckoning. And therefore it is necessary thawie is judge and judgement,
make the cause of the poor apply to himself aridetitly inquire, lest perhaps
they who are established by him and ought to abisaglternate among the
people, unjustly or negligently allow the poor tdfer oppressiofi®

8 Theo Oberndorff, “Lodewijk de Vrome's affzetting 833 en de religieuze motivatie der opstandigschisppen”
Aanzet8:3 (1990): 222; Wallace-Hadrilrankish Church231.

9 Mary Garrison, “The Franks as the New Israel? dation for an identity from Pippin to CharlemagieThe
Uses of the Past in the Early Middle Aged. Yitzhak Hen and Matthew Innes (Cambridge: Bréaige University
Press, 2000), 114, 161; Mayke de Jong, “Charlemagheirch” inCharlemagne: Empire and Sociggd. Joanna
Story (Manchester: Manchester University Press50013.

80 “Regale ministerium specialiter est populum Debeunare et regere cum aequitate et justitia, pacem et
concordiam habeant studere. Ipse enim debet prafendor esse Ecclesiarum et servorum Dei. . . qodtmulla
injustitia fiat; deinde, si evenerit, ut nullo modam subsistere permittat, nec spem delitescandiasdaciam male
agendi cuiquam relinquat; sed sciant omnes quosiad ipsius notitiam pervenerit quidpiam mali quod
admiserint, nequagquam incorreptum aut inultum rexbiinsed juxta facti qualitatem erit et modus gest
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We see in this description the centrality of justénd the idea of rulership as a God-ordained
ministeriumdescribed above. Although church reform did eotive an explicit mention in this
excerpt, the conciliar and capitulary evidence ritygaoints to the royal direction of church
affairs, with clerics’ blessing, or perhaps evethair behest.

Louis’s involvement with reform efforts beganevhhe was still ruling only Aquitaine
and brought Benedict of Aniane into his circle d¥igors. Benedict had served in the military
and household entourages of both Pippin and Chagam but swore himself to the monastic
life after a narrow escape from drowning. Bened@&ted in and founded several monasteries
before Louis placed him in charge of all the moeass$ in Aquitaine, and Benedict proceeded to
instruct all of them in his interpretation of thelR of St. Benedict. Once Louis became emperor
he promoted Benedict as well, giving him charger alieof the monasteries in the empffe.

Benedict's influence can be detected in the refefiorts of Louis’s early reign,
particularly in the proceedings from the counciédhat Aachen in 816 and 817. These councils,
in addition to detailing the division and succerssab the empire as discussed in the previous
section, laid out the major objectives and struefor the first portion of Louis’s tenure as
emperor. In them he sought to order not only miméses, but also those of canons and
canonesses. Adherence to the Rule of St. Bengdibf tantamount importance. As in
Aquitaine, though, it was the Rule as interpretgd@bnedict of Aniane and so included some
aspects unfamiliar to the original Rule, such &sditganization of private prayer, a practice

Benedict of Nursia had left to the individifal.The success Louis and Benedict had in effecting

correptionis. . . Scire etiam debet quod causagmjuxta ministerium sibi commissum administratn f@minum
sed Dei causa existit, cui pro ministerio quod epg¢in examinis tremendi die rationem reddituess Et ideo
oportet ut ipse, qui Judex est judicum, causam graup ad se ingredi faciat, et diligenter inquire forte illi qui
ab eo constituti sunt, et vicem ejus agere delmepbpulo, injuste aut negligenter pauperes oppressipati
permittant.” Jonas of OrléarBe institutione regia4 inPL 106, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1851) 291-92.
81 Ardo, Vita Benedicti Abbatis Anianensis et Indensi4, 29, 35-36 ifMGH SSXV.1, ed. Georg Waitz
(Hannover: Hahn, 1895), 201, 211 and 215-16.
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these decrees remains questionable however, aad badoth the lessening of some of the 816

decrees in the 817 decisions and the survivall@ratules and customs, scholars suspect it was
limited.®* Moreover, not too long after this initial refomgj effort, both Louis and his church
had other issues, such as the re-emergence ofdbgtidnist heresy and iconoclasm within the
Empire, to take their attention from monastic refor

Adoptionism had first worried Charlemagne anddasrt early in the 790s. It proved a
source of concern both because it was a haeveékin the Empire and thus threatened its
continued divine favour, and because it had them@l to attract followers, particularly among
the large Gothic population of Septimania who wdwdgte understood the Christological
language of Elipandus and Felix, thereby creatisgrity and disharmony in the Empire. As
such, Charlemagne and his court expended a grabofdenergy combating the herédyThe
one vocal proponent of Adoptionism in Carolingiands, Felix had lost his see of Urgell in the
Spanish March and was placed in permanent custodyan by Charlemagne. Upon Felix’s
death in 818 Agobard found writings which provedhitm that Felix had continued to defend his
beliefs and so still needed to be refutd.

The understanding of the nature of Adoptionismalifss taught first by Elipandus,
archbishop of Toledo and thus Primate of Spain,thed by Felix, was dominated by the
interpretation of it given by Pope Hadrian | anadéih. Their interpretation had the fundamental
flaw of not recognising Adoptionism as an organitgpown ofWesternChristological
discussions, but rather considering it a mangledioe of fifth-centuryEasterndebates. They

thus viewed Adoptionism as a confused version dtdieanism, and therefore attacked it for

8 Richard Sullivan, “What was Carolingian monastit® The Plan of St. Gall and the history of momésti” in
After Rome’s Fall: Narrators and Sources of Earlgditval History, Essays Presented to Walter Gaftadt
Alexander Murray (Toronto: University of TorontoeRs, 1998), 258-59; McK:itterickrankish Kingdoms113,
121.

8 ARFan.792 MIGH SRGVI, 90-91); Cullen Chandler, “Heresy and empiréeTole of the Adoptionist
controversy in Charlemagne’s conquest of the Spavisrch” The International History Revie@4:3 (2002): 508,
516; David Ganz, “Theology and the organisatiothofught” inProperty and Power in the Early Middle Agesl.
Wendy Davies and Paul Fouracre (Cambridge: Caméiidigversity Press, 1995), 763-64.

8 Agobard Aduersum dogma Feligis (74).



22
creating two Sons of God, one by nature, and anthadoption. However, the Adoptionism

of Elipandus and Felix grew out of a particularlya8ish reading of Paul’'s hymn in Philippians
2:6-11, one emphasising the self-emptying of thedVmther than the Frankish emphasis on the
exaltation of humanity. Due to this emphasis angmptying of the Word, Elipandus and Felix
taught that human nature of Jesus could naotaberally said to be God, but it was God by
adoption and grace. Itis a subtle teaching, timgjsn a proper distinction between the natures
present in the historical man Jesus, and seenav®lieen completely lost on Hadrian and
Alcuin, and, through them, scholars from the nicghtury to the presefit.

This confusion extended to Agobard’s own treatnoénhe subject. In hidduersum
dogma FelicisAgobard offered a quick summary of the fifth-cegtiEastern Christological
debates, and then gave some teachings of Nessarith&t his readers could see that Felix taught
the same here$Y. Agobard did seem to understand that Felix tathgittJesus was only a “true
Son” according to his divine nature, however, la&drian and Alcuin, he understood it as
creating two distinct Sons (X.5-11). Indeed, wifigobard does not seem to have pulled
directly from Alcuin’s writings, he may have knownd been influenced by them since Leidrad,
along with Nibridius of Narbonne and Benedict ofi#re, armed with Alcuin’s writings, had
been charged with conducting a preaching campaigimei Spanish March to combat the
heresy?® It would be an interesting course of inquiry tonpare the sources and language used
by Agobard inAduersum dogma Felicisith those used by Alcuin in his various anti-

Adoptionist letters and works.

8 John CavadiniThe Last Christology of the West: Adoptionism iaiSpand Gaul, 785-82(Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1993), 5-6, 317376, 105-06, 114-18.

87 pgobard Aduersum dogma Feligi$V, VI1.15-VII (75-78).

8 e.g. Alcuin, ep.200 iMGH EpplV, ed. Ernst Diimmler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1895)03®3; Chandler, “Heresy
and Empire,” 524. Boshof claimed that Agobardmtd use Paulinus of Aquileia’s work. BoshAfjobard 62,
n.29. Ganz claimed Agobard did not even read eRaelinus or Alcuin’s works before writing Mgluersum
dogma Felicis Ganz, “Theology,” 765.
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Adoptionism was not the only heresy or heterodwoxgppear during Louis’s tenure, and

certainly not the only one to attract Agobard’€ation. Claudius of Turin sparked renewed
debate about the proper place of images in chifeclround 817, when he destroyed the icons
he found people worshipping in his city’s churcfied.ike the issue of Adoptionism,
Charlemagne and his court had struggled with therpial problems posed by icons before the
guestion resurfaced under Louis. The decisiont@ri@magne’s court, encased in Theodulf of
Orléans’sLibri carolini, came very close to banning icons outrighfTheLibri carolini
famously remained unpublished after Pope Hadriafofmed the Franks of their mistaken
translation of the acts of the Second Council afa¥r, which the Carolingian court had
understood as prescribing the worship of icons,arids own, more positive, outlook on
icons? The Council of Frankfurt in 794, where Charlemagad probably intended to have the
Libri carolini receive conciliar approval, instead merely condedniihe “new synod of the
Greeks” fiovam Graecorum synodiior its alleged prescription of image worsffp.

Despite the dim view of icons taken by thbri carolini, the Carolingians as a whole did
not completely hold to an iconoclastic line. Oegraent of the ecclesiastical elite kept open a
positive place for images in Christian life, bothtaols for educating the illiterate about Biblical
stories and lessons, and as a way to excite an@mbf{and hopefully pious) response from the
viewers. This thinking was typified, somewhat icaily, by Jonas, Louis’s appointed successor

at Orléans following Theodulf's dismissal after Bard of Italy’s rebellion. So a tension existed

8 Claudius of TurinAdversus Theutmiruin MGH EpplV, ed. Ernst Dimmler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1895), 6110
27-32; Wemple, “Organic metaphor,” 225.

% Herbert Kessler, “ ‘Facies bibliothecae revela@arolingian art as spiritual seeing”Testo e Immagine nell'alto
medioevd Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1994), 538i3%ames, “Seeing is believing but words telliies:
captions versus images in thi&ri Carolini and Byzantine iconoclasm” idegating the Image: Case Studies in
Iconoclasm ed. Anne McClanan and Jeff Johnson (Aldersholigase, 2005), 107; Wallace-Hadri#rankish
Church 222.

1 Bronwen Neil, “The western reaction to the Coun€iNicaea 11" Journal of Theological Studiésl:2 (2000):
535-36, 549; Michael McCormick, “Textes, imagescenoclasme dans le cadre des relations entre Bgzein
I'Occident carolingien” inTesto e Immagine nell’alto medioe(@poleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1994), 133-35
2 Concilium Francofurtense.2 inMGH Conc.Il.1, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn, 190865; Roger
Collins, CharlemagngToronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998), 13&&-
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within the court culture between those who agregd Wheodulf, including Agobard and

Claudius of Turin, and those who agreed with Joma#yding Walafrid Strabd®

Louis, then, rather than having the chance toomdpmperially to Eastern icon
“worship,” had to deal with the literal icon smasfpiof Claudius, one of his own episcopal
appointees, and a church hierarchy somewhat diwagledthe role of images. Claudius’s
actions, when considered with a letter of 824 taikdrom the Byzantine Emperor Michael Il
signalling a return to iconoclasm in the EasterrpEen may have tipped opinion in favour of
Jonas’s more iconodule positidh Thus faced with an Eastern renewal of iconoclasm,
iconoclasm within the ranks of Frankish bishops$ivaanissions to northern pagans (idol-
worshipers), and an iconodule Pope (Eugene Il)jd.and the council of Paris in 825, under the
leadership of Jonas of Orléans, settled with a comjse of advocating neither the worship nor
the destruction of icors.

Although Agobard did involve himself in the debatesr icons, and made clear his
dislike of them, hiDe picturis et imaginibukeaves no hint of whether he considered icons
problematic in Lyon. Amalarius of Metz, howevehaweceived authority over Lyon during
Agobard’s exile following the sons’ rebellions, diduse problems during his tenure in Lyon.
The council of Quierzy in 838 condemned Amalaritiberesy, which presumably left the way
clearer for Agobard to return to his s@eAccording to Florus, among other things, Amalariu

tried to teach the clergy of Lyon that Christ hlacke bodies and thus the Eucharist should be

% David Appleby, “Instruction and inspiration thrdugnages in the Carolingian period”\iord, Image, Number
and Communication in the Middle Aged. John Contreni and Santa Cascani (Firenze: ELSMEdizioni del
Galluzzo, 2002), 95, 100, 102-04; Kessler, “Cagim art,” 536-42.

% McCormick, “Textes,” 145. A copy of the Latin fislation is included with thRIGH edition of the Council of
Paris (825) ilMGH Conc.ll.2, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn, 190875-80.

% Concilium Parisiensé825), MGH Conc 1.2, 478-532); Ganz, “Theology,” 775; McCormic¢Rextes,” 148,
154,

% Florus,Relatio de concilio CarisiacensVIl in MGH Conc.ll.2, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn,
1908), 781-82.
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understood in three part.Florus led the attack on these innovations, whi@ebard wrote

about various teachings of Amalarius he found affieer® Good Carolingian clerics, Agobard
and Florus remained on guard and fought againspasgibly heterodoxy.

Other controversies cropped up throughout Lousign, but the major theological
debates of the ninth century, those over preddgimand the nature of Christ’s presence in the
Eucharist, did not come to the fore until after désth® This constant theological activity
points to more than simple literary showmanshighenculture of court competition. Carolingian
rulers saw their role as “guardians of the cormegrpretation of God’s law and the correct

"100 3 rectitude that would, in turn, keep safe theylérown power. Louis, like other

cult,
Carolingians, had a circular, almost symbiotic tieteship with the church, one where he
defended the church’s orthodoxy while the churdpdgetlegitimate his rule by that
orthodoxy®* This relationship would have engendered a cubi@nstant vigilance against
any possible threats to that rectitude. Additinalouis considered ruling ministerium but
one in which all members of his administration joipated’®* Those ideas alone gave impetus
to the seemingly constant awareness and protectithre empire’s own, apparently fragile,
orthodoxy.

Even though the previous section makes it seesrllduis and his church walked in
lock-step, that was not always the case. One issparticular served as a point of contention

between rulers and clerical leaders for centuneduding during the reign of Louis, namely, the

transfer of church property to lay control. Thed@iagians had built their empire partially by

" Florus,0Opuscula adversus Amalariy-4 inPL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 73e74Florus,
Relatig V (MGH Conc.ll.2, 779).

%8 Florus,0puscula adversus AmalariufRL 119, 71-96); Agobard;ontra Libros Quatuor Amalari{355-67).

9 Justo Gonzale# History of Christian Thought. VolumgMashville: Abingdon Press, 1987), 112-30.

190 Mayke de Jong, “The empire asclesia Hrabanus Maurus and biblidaistoria for rulers” inThe Uses of the
Past in the Early Middle Ageed. Yitzhak Hen and Matthew Mcinnes (Cambridgem®@ridge University Press,
2000), 200.

191 Nelson, “Kingship and empire,” 61; Chandler, “Heyand empire,” 507, 516-17.

192 Admonitio ad omnes regni ording&25) inMGH Capit |, ed. Alfred Boretius (Hannover: Hahn, 1883)33I¥;
Semmler, Renovatig’ 136.
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making grants of land to loyal followers, or thakey wished to make loyal, both lay and

clerical 13

What the rulers granted, they could, and didg @kay. The Carolingian family was
not the first to build coalitions through land-gigmor was it the first to do so with land held by
church establishments. Already in the sixth centilme church in Gaul felt the need to defend
itself through canons ruling against anyone whergited church property* Agobard, perhaps
trying to soften his statement at Attigny, blamemlis’s predecessors rather than Louis himself
for taking church property in order to reward lajidwers'® Synods throughout not only
Louis’s reign but the ninth century criticized gectice. Among later councils, both those at
Ingleheim in 826 and Paris in 829 passed canompgisving of alienatioh’® The repeated
calls against it seem to have been only slightigative. Louis did stop the practice of giving
church lands to laity in return for rent paid te thurch, which in earlier times had been used to
break up the holdings of aristocratic bishops wttilnoretically not depriving the churches
themselves of all of the revenue. However, norredeild ignore the wealth of land held by
churches, and so the granting of church landswayasimilar to other honours and rewards
continued'%’

Agobard’s interest in the subject probably wentdsel the principle of church rights. A
fragment attached to Leidrad’s letter to Charleneagietailing his progress in improving the
church at Lyon, gave the property holdings of tHrgen archbishops and some of the Lyon

churches. It seems to indicate that the propestyriging to the archbishop dropped

significantly from Leidrad to Agobard, from 727 ved colonies and thirty-threbsasto forty-

193 Nelson, “Frankish kingdoms,” 110; Le J&amille et pouvoir 110-11.

1046 g.Concilium Aurelianensé49) c.13 (de Clerq, 152).

105 Agobard,De dispensationdV.40-46 (123).

198 Concilium Ingelheimense.1 inMGH Conc 11.2, ed. Albert Werminghoff (Hannover: Hahn, B)0551;
Concilium Parisiens€829), ¢.15-18NIGH Conc.ll.2, 622-25); Wallace-HadrilE-rankish Church294.

197 McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms122; Susan ReynoldBiefs and Vassals: The Medieval Evidence Reintéepre
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), 89.
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four vested colonies and foabsas'®® Should those numbers be accurate, and there is no

guarantee that they are, as will be discussed ttssthe end of this chapter, they would represent
an incredible reversal of fiduciary fortune for thee of Lyon. If some of that property had been
lost as payment to Louis’s lay followers, that @aould certainly explain why Agobard pressed

for their return.

Although scholars sometimes overlook the ecclésasactivities during Louis’s reign in
favour of the controversies of his father (Adopison and iconodulism) and his son Charles the
Bald (predestination and the Eucharist), the chalearly remained active and on the alert for
potential problems during the nearly three decadésuis’s rule. Monastic reform, the defence
of orthodoxy, and the Christian definition of engpall continued and evolved. Agobard of
course remained involved, in writing certainly pubbably also in person, with the ecclesiastical
issues of the day. He even created a few, byimdelrbuis and his court to the continued
Adoptionist beliefs of Felix, and in his argumenthwFridugis, abbot of Saint Martin of Tours,

over the correct method to understand the Scripfdte

Jews in the Empire

While an understanding of the broad brush-straieke political and ecclesiastical
world of Agobard and the Carolingians is necessafrjantamount importance to this study is an
understanding of the place Jews had in the empimay Agobard compared with the anti-Jewish
attitudes and writings of his clerical colleaguehl be explored in Chapter 2. This introduction,
therefore, considers the secular attitudes andipsltowards Jews as revealed in Agobard’s

conflict with Louis about the Jewish community ipdn. Since the conflict started as one

108 | eidrad, fragment tSummo Carolo imperatotEpistolae variorum, 30) iMGH EpplV ed. Ernst Diimmler
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1895), 544; see pp. 44-47 fecdssion.
199 Agobard,Aduersum dogma Felic{g3-111); id. Contra obiectiones Fredegi&283-300).
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almost directly between Agobard and Louis, the eopeown thoughts about Jews must be

explored. What, then, can be known about Louistaadlews?

The short answer is — not that much. The onlyssion the subject from Louis himself
are the so-called “Jewish charters,” which gramedection to certain Jewish merchants and
Jews who had business with the palace, and akdssatween 822 and 827, the very years of his
conflict with Agobard about Jews® In many ways the charters are similar to therstfrem
Louis: address to the parties concerned, name sumlly place of origin of the person receiving
the charter, delineation of protections, and infiomcagainst breaking the protections. The
“Jewish charters” seem so ordinary that McCormiif&red one of them as the template for all
charters to merchants, and Zeumer entitl&taeceptum negotiatorumhen he edited it for the
MGH.*"

What seems to be unique about these “Jewish chahtewever, is the protection they
granted against having the merchant’s slaves ctetvép Christianity without his permission.

In the first charter containing this injunctionsigd for a Rabbi Domatus and his nephew Samuel
before 825, Louis addressed a wide range of thoaathority, beginning with all bishops, and
stated:

“These same Jews have also advised our highness strae people who,

contrary to the Christian faith, persuade the saxfahe Hebrews to defy their

masters under the authority of the Christian refighnd to be baptised, or rather,

they persuade them to be baptised in order thgtrtteey be free from the slavery

of their masters. The sacred canons in no waypkstehis, on the contrary, they

judge that those doing such things ought to bestraway by the sentence of

anathema. Therefore we wish, and you may congidecided, that neither you

presume to do this anymore to the afore-said Hefyrear allow those under you

to do this to any, because anyone who has comntiiteénd it is reported to us,

will not be able to escape without danger to hifneset! the loss of his
property.*?

19The charters are no0.30-32, 37, and 5®IBH Form, 309-11, 314-15, 325.

111 praeceptum negotiatorum MGH Form, no.32, ed. Karl Zeumer (Hannover: Hahn, 1882%-85; McCormick,
European Economyb66-67.

H2u«gyggesserunt etiam iidem ludei celsitudini nosieequibusdam hominibus, qui contra christianangicriem
suadent mancipia Hebreorum sub autentu christigligganis contemnere dominos suos et baptisariputls
persuadent illis, ut baptisentur, ut a servitio dwrum suorum liberentur; quod nequagquam sacri Easo
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Louis repeated the injunction in one other chafiegwise addressed to a wide variety of those
in authority and dated before 825. He issuedgbeond charter on behalf of David, Joseph, and
their associates, Jews of Lyon. However, instéagiving the full reason for the ban on
baptising Jews’ slaves without the master’s perimisd.ouis simply gave the ban itsélf The
ban may have in fact been effective. Louis isghedast “Jewish charter,” again a charter of
protection for a merchant, in 828 on behalf of Alana of Saragossa, and did not mention the
ban at all, despite Abraham’s status as a sladeitra’

The ban, even with its apparently short life-sgan its relation to the conflict with
Agobard proves interesting. The dating of the hrarand Agobard’s works cannot be
determined precisely enough to know with certamlych pieces came in response to what
particular action, or to establish an accurate ltmaeof events. However, we know from
Agobard himself that a charter from Louis promp8mhtra praeceptum impium de baptismo
iudaicorum mancipiorugsince Agobard confessed to not believing thabtider had actually
come from Louis®® Van Acker gave thBraeceptum ludaeorunthat is, the charter issued to
Rabbi Domatus and Samuel before 825, and contaihangeason for disallowing the baptism of
Jews’ slaves without the master’s permission, asHtarter to which Agobard referred.
However, the information Agobard gave about thetehaloes not necessarily support such a
conclusion, in fact, | believe it much more likehat Agobard reacted to the charter granted to
David and Joseph sometime between 825 and 828bakdmnly stated that the Jews passed

around a charter ordering “that no-one may bagtidewish slave without the permission of his

constituunt, immo talia perpetrantes districta heatatis sententia feriendos diiudicant; et ideairuls, ut neque
vos ipsi praedictis Hebreis hoc ulterius facereepuanatis neque iuniores vestros ullis facere pttisitcertumque
teneatis, quia, quicunque hoc perpetraverit, eteddelatum fuerit, quod absque sui periculo etmesuarum
damno evadere non poteritPraeceptum ludaeorum MGH Form, no.30, ed. Karl Zeumer (Hannover: Hahn,
1882), 309.

M3MGH Form, no.31 ed. Karl Zeumer (Hannover: Hahn, 1882), 310

14MGH Form, no.52, 325.

115 pAgobard,Contra praeceptum impiuym 9-23 (185).
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master.*'® That language is much more reminiscent of theasagiven in the charter granted to

David and Josepf’ than the charter granted to Rabbi Domatus and Sammsigiven in the text
above. Furthermore, the charter specifically naDadd and Joseph as residents of Lyon,
while the home of Rabbi Domatus and Samuel wagjinen. Also, it could be argued that if
Agobard had been reacting to fraeceptum ludaeorumwith its canonical backing for the
baptismal ban, he would have responded with caabsigpport for his position immediately,
rather than leaving that evidence e iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribusnd relying
instead on apostolic precedenCpntra praeceptum impiuft®

Accepting this chain of events, that the chaddavid and Joseph prompted Agobard’s
Contra praeceptum impiunfeaves scholars with a question as to whoserecpoompted the
Praeceptum ludaeorumAgobard could have, since he had written topiace clerics
Adalhard, Wala, and Helisachar inquiring into whatcould do about the slaves of Jews
requesting baptisi® This would entail dating AgobardBe baptismo mancipiorum
ludaeorumto before thd’raeceptum ludaeorunan assumption which the two works themselves
can neither confirm nor deny. Working from thagw@asption, however, it would seem that
Agobard did not wait for an answer, but rather dinfgegan baptising Jews’ slaves with or
without the master’s permission and without knowivitat, if any, support he could expect from
court authorities. This would be a rather questid@ course of action for a cleric who appears
to have wanted to involve himself with the courélada of reform. Also, it seems odd that
Agobard bothered to ask the court, only to thercged with the baptisms. While these

considerations do not mean that Agobard could age lprovoked th@raeceptum ludaeorum

116« ut mancipium ludaicum absque uoluntate démimnemo baptizet.” Agobar@ontra praeceptum impium

20-21 (185).

17« et nemo fidelium nostrorum praesumat eoruamaipia peregrina sine eorum consensu et volantate
baptisare."MGH Form, no.31, 310.

118 Agobard,Contra praeceptum impiur24-58 (185-86).

119 pAgobard,De baptismo mancipiorum ludaeory@il5-17).
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one wonders if it were not some other, unknownicl@erhaps not even a bishop, whose

evangelising efforts triggered the charter.

The ban on baptising Jews’ slaves formed an attemghe part of Louis to protect
Jewish slave traders and owners from having theses pilfered by conversionary efforts.
Laws and then canons against the Jewish owner§l@prestian slaves had been promulgated
since the fourth century’° apparently with little success since there is vidence of
enforcement. However, by Louis’s time it was techly both illegal and uncanonical for a Jew
to own a Christian. Agobard himself cites one stemon, Macon (583) 16, De iudaicis
superstitionibus et erroribu$* Because of these laws, any cleric demandingigihe to baptise
Jews’ slaves could then make more trouble if tdslemaster did not immediately relinquish
the baptised slaves as they were supposed to.e\Wtrheone could argue that the laws did not
apply to traders since their ownership was temgdsgmature, there could be no question about
the application of the laws to permanent ownersis i turn could create more embarrassment
for Louis. Depending on how vocal Agobard or attyeo cleric would be in demanding
compliance with the laws and canons forbiddingiaish ownership of Christian slaves, they
could force Louis to compel the release of theestaleaving a section of his population without
a work-force, while potentially glutting the market another section. From this perspective, it
would be far simpler to ban the conversion of Jesteres to Christianity.

Also behind the ban is the complicated gradatafrfeeedom and unfreedom in the
Carolingian world. Thé&raeceptum ludaeoruciearly indicated that people were inducing

slaves to convert and thus gain their freed®mwhile it seems clear that the slaves of the

120 A perusal of the sections on the law collectiond eanons in Linderdews in the Legal Sources of the Early
Middle Ageq200-331 and 459-560, respectively), will giveease of the repetition of this injunction. Amnon
Linder, The Jews in the Legal Sources of the Early MiddjesfDetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1997).
121 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibya/1.16-31 (203).

122 praeceptum ludaeoruMGH Form, no.30, 309).
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charters were chattel slaves probably meant fer@atside of the Carolingian empir&(despite

Louis’s attempt to curb such trafff€), what sort of freedom they would have enjoyedraft
conversion and emancipation is far from certaihe practical implications of such situations
are boggling. Given the patterns and volumes afdrutraffic in the ninth century, if such a
baptism and freedom did occur the ex-slave wouldtrikely be a Slav®° thus a foreigner and
recently pagan. These persons would have no ¢taany land, no kin to support them (unless
the proselytiser managed to convert and free dredatnily), and thus no way to take care of
themselves. Potential courses of action from theragld be limited. They could sell themselves
into the sort of “half slavery” found in the fornasi*?® They could simply become dependents
of the cleric who freed them. They could try t@ltkeir way back home. Quite simply, any
slave thus freed would have been essentially hed@ad a potential drain on any given
community’s scant resources, as well as possibdetiipg local balances of power and
patronage?’ The problems created by this kind of back-dooaecipation elucidate the desire
on the part of Louis and others in authority toidwbe conversion and subsequent emancipation
through the ban.

Whether or not Agobard had occasionedRheeceptum ludaeorunby even asking
about Jews’ slaves he hit upon a whole complegsfes, such as the practical problems posed
by emancipation given above, beyond the appareitiple injunction against the Jewish
ownership of Christians. While his conflict witlolis may have begun with the issue of slaves,
it did not stop there, and what Agobard added édit of evidence for Louis’s “favouritism” of

Jews inDe insolentia ludaeorupwritten in 826 or 827, can tell us even more altoe place of

123 McCormick, European Economy’38.

124MGH Form no.52 ed. Karl Zeumer (Hannover: Hahn, 1882).. 325

125 McCormick,European Economy’61.
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Jews in the empire. In it Agobard accused Louiallofving Jews to build new synagogues and

alleged that Louis'sissiordered the market day to move from Saturday twd8y so as to not
interfere with the Jewish Sabbath.

It is difficult to determine the veracity of Agotos claims, as he is the only source for
them. Scholars who mention Jews’ position in tleoGngian empire and who discuss
“privileges” such as the building of new synagogaethe change of market day all cite
Agobard’sDe insolentia ludaeorurt?® That Jews should not build new synagogues had dee
law since emperors Honorius and Theodosius Il e first prohibition in 415. Theodosius
then reiterated the ban in a novella of 438, whilsio prohibited Jews (and Samaritans) from
holding public office and Jewish proselytism, irdilng converting their slaves. It was this
version of the ban which made its way into the reedli reissuances of Roman law, including
theBrevariumand the epitome of Roman law produced in Lyon betwthe mid-seventh and
late-ninth century®® Since the Carolingians operated under the priecippersonality of law,
and since Jews were considered legally Romangrtiebition against building new
synagogues never technically lapsed. Howeves likely that rulers would have not enforced
this law as Jewish communities spread across Ewwogpehe need for new synagogues grew. It
seems reasonable that Louis, who protected Jeawgsfrom conversion, would have permitted
the building of new synagogues.

Changing the market day from Saturday to Sunday isntirely different issue however.
That would involve Louis ignoring not a late-Romaw, but contradicting long-standing laws
and traditions prohibiting work on Sunday, incluglii@harlemagne’s injunction against it and his

own prohibition in the “Jewish charters” of the @Gtian servants of Jews working on Sundays

128 pAgobard,De insolentia ludaeorum 24-128 (194).

1296 g. Bernard BachracBarly Medieval Jewish Policy in Western Eurdpinneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1977), 86.

130 Amnon Linder,The Jews in Roman Imperial Legislatitetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1987),,269
326-27; id.,Legal Sources227, 244.
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or feast day$*! Given that, as well as the Carolingian concerrpfoper Christian observance,

it seems quite improbable that Louis would alloWwestuling a market to conflict with Mass. On
the other hand, it is difficult to understand whgobard would lie about a policy which Louis
could so easily investigate since his omissiallegedly ordered the chantj&. Agobard also
informed Louis, at the end @fe insolentia ludaeorunthat he had just met a man who charged
that he had been stolen by a Jew and sold asaisl@ordoba (149-59F° Again, Louis
obviously had contact with at least one Jewishesteader from Muslim Spain, Abraham of
Saragoss&* and could thus presumably investigate the matteséif or through hisnissj so
why would Agobard fabricate such a story?

The second story, that of Jews stealing Christiarsll in Muslim territories, could
perhaps be explained more easily than the chanipe imarket day. When Agobard reported
the kidnappings, a not-uncommon method of acquilages for market® it came at the very
end ofDe insolentia ludaeoruprand has the definite feeling of a hastily-writfgstscript.
Agobard seems to indicate that he had done sonestigating himself, only to reveal similar
stories of theft>® but, in essence, Agobard merely passed on thg lséoheard from others. He
must have known that Louis would not let such aystio without at least making inquiries, and
so | can only surmise that Agobard had believedstbees himself, and felt that Louis had to
know.

The allegation about the change in market daygsdarder to excuse. That accusation
came at the end of a string of accusations abeutdbles in Lyon, and so one could argue that

Agobard included it, knowing it was false, in theples that only the tone rather than content

131 Admonitio generalisc.81 MGH Capit |, 61); Praeceptum ludaeoruMGH Form, no.30, 309); Patzold,
“Biscofe,” 153-60.

132 pgobard,De insolentia ludaeorum26-28 (194).

133 Michael Toch, “European Jews of the Middle Agdave-traders?” (Hebrew) trans. Mark Kowiipn: A
Quarterly for Research in Jewish Histogy:1 (1999): 22.

134MGH Form no.52, 325.

135 McCormick,European Economyr44.

136 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorum 54-57 (195).
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would be noted. Except that Agobard highlightezl¢harge by saying that Louis’s favouritism

was “especially” fhaximé evident when thenissichanged the market day (126). He clearly
intended it to be heard and understood. We atgethesn, with two equally unlikely things — that
Louis would have allowed the market to take placé&anday, or that Agobard, who was, after
all, trying to convince Louis to change things, wmgly and purposefully lied about it. The
only way to avoid that conundrum is to assume tifiamissichanged the market day without
Louis’s knowledge or permission. This would indec¢hat, while we only have a record of
Agobard’s conflict with Louis, the argument had be@s one between Agobard and the local
secular authorities.

The main secular authority involved in the conflias Evrard, the so-calledagister
ludaeorum a title for which Agobard appears to be the @dyrce. Beginning witbe
baptismo mancipiorum ludaeoruanound 823, Agobard complained that the persoro‘ish
overseer of the Jews” showed a lack of respectlanehtfulness in his dealing with
Agobard™®’ By the time he wrote hi8ontra praeceptum impium de baptismo iudaicorum
mancipiorumabout three years later, the post had been “updrad “the overseer of the
unbelieving Jews,” whom Agobard accused of conbtdmatrassing hint*® Evrard’s name does
not appear untiDe insolentia ludaeorupwritten around the same time@sntra praeceptum
impium but he is only called missussent to Lyon by Louis along with Gerricus and

Frederic'®®

Agobard did not identify any of the men as tloeibllesomemagister ludaeorum
Frederic is otherwise unknown, but Gerricus wasi¢’edalconer and had been with the

emperor when Louis was still king of Aquitaitf8. The Emperor therefore sent at least one old

137

“. . .qui magister est ludaeorum. . .” Agobdbd& baptismo mancipiorum ludaeoru62-69, at 63 (116).
138

“. . .cum magister infidelium ludeorum incessamtebis comminetur. . .” Agobar@ontra praeceptum impium
113-14 (188).

139 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun24-25 (191).
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and proven servant to deal with the situation inriyhe clearly did not take Agobard’s trouble-

making lightly.

Thus inDe insolentia ludaeorurAgobard named Evrard and placed him in Lyon in 826
in the role ofmissus but it is not untiDe cauendo conuictu et societate iudasaitten in 827-
28, that he finally links Evrard and his putatiiteef stating that thenissj “and especially
Evrard, who is now overseer of the Jews,” werengyio undermine Agobard’s efforts to
separate Christians from Jews. The use ohuncwould certainly suggest that Evrard had just
recently come into that post, leaving open the tipie®f who had filled that position previously,
and had presumably come to loggerheads with Agafiard@ihat is just one of the great many
guestions about this supposed office. Again, Agblg@pears to be the only source for it, and
everything he said about tmsagister ludaeorurhas been given in these two paragraphs.
Scholars know equally little about Evrard, apasnirhis putative title. Yet scholars have given
themagister ludaeorunand thus Evrard) varying degrees of power anparsibility. From a
presumably local official to central governmentdtionary who adjudicated disputes between
Christians and Jews, and who would have either baexxpert on Jewish law himself or had
such an expert in his retinue, scholars seem te Bagaged in speculation in order to make
some sense of Agobard’s commetits Evrard himself, whatever his title or functiontire
court may have been the father of Bermond, the toofulnyon.** He also may have been

Charlemagne’s chamberlain, and he could have ovangd amounts of formerly church land in

service of the state in the Carolingian periodStaat im friihen Mittelalteed. Stuart Airlie, Walter Pohl, and
Helmut Reimitz (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischekalemie der Wissenschaften, 2006), 105-06.
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the Lyonnais:*® Like the hypotheses about the role oftegister ludaeorugmone of these

can be definitely proven. Given the amount of @gitpon surrounding this theoretical office, |
think it is time for scholars to take a fresh la@ikhe evidence for theagister ludaeorurand
determine if such an office even existed, and ,ifvdtat role it played in the empire.

Although the evidence for threagister ludaeorurmay be less than conclusive, we can
deduce that Jews were present at court because Ba@acon raised there, converted to
Judaism in 838. Thannales Bertinianserve as the principle source for this rather peeted
turn of events. The annals tell the tale of am#danian youth brought up in the ecclesiastical
education of the court who, under the pretext dkingra pilgrimage to Rome, declared himself
to be a Jew, was circumcised, grew a beard, gréwistnair, married a Jew, and took the name
Eleazer. His nephew also converted, and they altigtheir Jewish companions escaped to
Saragossa. When the news reached Aachen the iimjj®pring, the annals report that Louis
could hardly be convinced of Bodo’s actidfi®.

Once settled in Saragossa, Bodo/Eleazer took upehen defence of his new faith
against Paulus Alvarus of Cordoba. Their corredpane survived in only one manuscript, from
which Bodo/Eleazer’s contributions have unsurpgkitbeen largely eraséd’ What remains of
their written debate does not add anything to mavwkedge of the contents of Jewish-Christian
polemics. The circumstances of the people involndtie debate provokes more interest,
however. Bodo/Eleazer, by fleeing to Spain afterconversion, displayed the limits of the
ruling class’s “pro-Jewish” sentimenit€ He, his nephew, and the Jews who aided their

conversion, knew, or at least suspected, that¢bald not safely remain in the Carolingian

145MGH DD Kar. I, 273; DepreuxProsopographie192; Elukin,Living Together48; Johannes Heil, “Labourers in
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empire. Alvarus, for his part, seems to have lvamed as a Christian, but born to a Jewish

family, a fact he uses to argue that he is moreviedgeable and better-placed to criticise
Judaisnt*® Therefore, in addition to the usual tension ieneto such discussions, both men
found themselves in the position of defending tb&in decisions, or those of their families.
This can certainly help explain the increasinglgtile language used by the two méh.As

much interest as their debates provoke, howevey,tthok place outside of the Frankish world,
had no impact on Jewish-Christian relations wiihiand so can only be a side note to our main
discussion.

The section above has given and discussed diedditect evidence for the existence and
place of Jews under Louis the Pious. Little modists for the Carolingian period. We know
from later canons and sources that Jews owneddadgresumably worked it like their
Christian neighbours, including using slaves ofsseed to the land>* Jewish merchants appear
sporadically in the sourcé¥ Charlemagne sent Isaac, a Jew, along with Larafrd Sigimund
to Baghdad as envoys to Harun al RashidThere seems to have been some demand for Jewish
doctors in the eastern portions of the empifeln general, however, Jews seem to have let littl
trace in the Carolingian world. Given the lackesfdence of any sort of violent confrontations,
and the evidence from Agobard and other sourcekeé relations, | believe we must agree
with Elukin that the Frankish world experienceamvivenciavhich we can glimpse through the

limited evidenceé?>®

149 paulus AlvarusEpistola XVII| 5.13-21 inCorpus Scriptorum Muzarabicorumed. Joannes Gil (Madrid:
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Agobard’s Lyon

Keeping in mind the general, historical, contaxeg above, we may now turn to
Agobard’s immediate environment, the city of Lyordats surroundings, which formed the
background for his life and career. Like the cahtd the wider empire and church, learning as
much as we can about the city in which Agobarddigaed the church he governed is crucial in
understanding him. Lyon and its Christian commuhdd long histories, and by the Carolingian
period the city and diocese of Lyon had alreadgiied an apex of importance, had seen decline,
and had recently begun reasserting its place iGtikc church.

The Christian community in Lyon was founded in thieldle of the second century when
St. Polycarp of Smyrna, a disciple of St. JohnEkangelist, sent St. Pothinus west to Gaul. A
persecution of Christians in 177 produced Lyorrstfinartyrs. St. Irenaeus succeeded the
martyred St. Pothinus as bishop, and Lyon’s prestpn spread throughout Gatfl.By the
time of the Burgundian kingdom its schools weredamand the city served for a time as
Burgundy'’s capital. Lyon became an archbishopoeatime in the sixth century, with authority
over the sees of Autun, Langres, Chalon-sur-Sa@mMéacon, all of which lay to the north of
Lyon.”®" This ecclesiastical advancement came as thé ity began to face decline, and for
the remainder of the Early Middle Ages, fires, plag, and floods took their toll, as did the
Muslim invaders of 725, rebellions, and the contjbg<harles Martel about a decade later,
leaving Lyon in an undetermined state of disrepHir.

We come to the story of Lyon with the rebuildiregbin under Leidrad, and the re-

emergence of the city as an ecclesiastical poweuh its “Augustine experts” like Florus. As
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such, this section will look at what we know abbybn during the Carolingian period, including

its monastic institutions and the manuscript resesiavailable, and the involvement of the city

and its church in the wider context of the empire.

Topography

Like many cities with histories stretching backdte antiquity, the topography of Lyon
remains difficult to determine because the city inadergone consistent development throughout
the ages, disturbing the archaeological recordholaes have, however, been able to glean some
information. The city centre, and thus the coréyain’s urbanisation, grew up on the west bank
of the Sadne river, around the cathedral compléhe church of St. Nizier likewise formed a
second hub of urbanisation on the peninsula crdatéde confluence of Rhone and Saéne
rivers’® The Place des Célestins, at the tip of the patanappears to have supported dense
habitation during the Early Middle Ages. This opation happened despite routine flooding
from the Sadne throughout the entirety of the Medlles, which led the residents to keep the
antique layout of the area, in order to avoid mdmmage or losses in the frequent floods.
Storage pits, roads, movable goods (mainly potteny)l burials, all dateable to the seventh to
ninth centuries, point to occupation throughoueast the early Carolingian peridd. Along
the east side of the peninsula the Rhone riveeseag the trade route for commodities, food
stuffs (including salt), wine, slaves, and luxugms>®*
Lyon as a place of trade is important, and so rbestiscussed here. Lyon’s situation at

the confluence of the Rhéne (flowing in from Laker@va in the east) and Sadne (coming from

the Moselle valley in the north) rivers gave they dis importance. Heading south from Lyon,
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the Rhdone ran down to the Mediterranean Sea. finikose wishing easy access to central

Gaul from the sea, or vice versa, it only took atlyale on the Rhone and then the Sabne. In
fact, with disruptions to over-land (Alpine) routesand from Italy during the sixth and early-
seventh centuries, the Rhone served as the comimstteeen the northern, Rhenish heartland of
the Franks, and the Mediterrané&h.Whether a boat sailed out to sea or in-land, Lsemved as
the first or last major city en route. Like otlugties along such routes, toll-houses in Lyon
ensured revenue to both state and church from coomth&affic.

However, during the eighth century, the transrapioutes stabilized, while the Rhéne
became destabilized during the Muslim invasionssarzsequent retaking, as well as other
political insecurities. The main artery connectimaythern and southern Europe thus shifted east,
to the Rhine and Switzerlad® While this significantly decreased Lyon’s comniarstanding,
it did not end it, nor did the rivers cease senttmaf function. Around 815 Louis issued a charter
to the monastery of St. Martin on the lle-Barbejsdand in the Sadne, granting them the right to
have three boats in order to conduct necessarpéasalong the Sabne, Rhone, and Doubs
rivers. Louis also specified that the monks’ baatsld operate toll-free, an indication that tolls
continued to be collected along these rivers, sbimgtwhich seems unlikely if mercantile traffic
had ceased entirefy?

Indeed, it is in Lyon’s commercial capacity thiaves reappear. It is in the slave trade,
particularly in the charter issued to Abraham afa§assa and in the kidnapping claims Agobard
made inDe insolentia ludaeorupthat trade connections between the Carolingigpirenand

Muslim Spain become cle&t> Given that the main slave-hunting grounds laglavic lands,
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an over-land route to Spain would very likely take slave trader right through Lyoff. It

seems highly unlikely that Louis would have takesraham under his protection simply as a
slave-trader, and thus commercial contacts withrSpast have extended beyond human wares.
The contacts in fact appear to grow throughoutihéh century*®’

Even as commerce continued along the older tradiuges, and perhaps some new ones
to Spain, one cannot deny that with the ascendahttye Merovingian and then Carolingian
families, with their holdings in the Rhineland dod/lands, the focus of those in power shifted
north, away from the world of Mediterranean. Ly®atchiepiscopal boundaries did stretch up
beyond Langres, to the heads of both the Marndvimse rivers. The former leads to the
Seine, the latter to the North Sea just south ®ntlouth of the Rhine. This could have kept
Lyon in contact with the northern seats of pow&gobard most likely used these and other
routes in order to stay involved in events arouredmpire, sending works to Fridugis at Tours,
Ebbo at Reims or Aachen, and Louis in Aachen. tiexte is no evidence that Agobard ever
went north himself, except to assemblies, jushagetis no evidence of Louis going south. His
judgement of Bernard of Italy and his followersBib8 at Chalon-sur-Sabne, a suffragan see of
Lyon, proves the closest Louis, or indeed Charlereagver came to Lyon itséff It is
therefore questionable how much the @dgnumof Burgundy, of which Lyon was a principle
part, was ever truly integrated into an empirelddga family whose power and therefore primary
interests all lay to the north, in Austrasia, Neastnd parts of Aquitaine. Agobard may have

found himself at a competitive disadvantage, sinigyiyieading a Southern see.

Leidrad
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Little remained of the glory that had belongedh® city of Lyon and its bishops when in

798 Charlemagne sent Leidrad there to be its asbbpiand he began rebuilding the once-great
church of Lyor-®® Scholars have a relatively clear idea of what tébuilding entailed, due
primarily to the survival of Leidrad’s report dagifrom about the year 814 outlining his
progress in restoring the religious life of Lyonhe letter provided Charlemagne, its addressee,
with a list of Leidrad’s accomplishments. Leidggparently found the Lyon church in a fairly
appalling state. He described the church as ruiagdnuch in the offices as in the buildings or
other ecclesiastical ministries’® According to his letter, Leidrad restored theesrdf
psalmody, brought the Lyon liturgy in line with theodified Roman rite in favour at the palace,
created a school of cantors, and established akohtectors, which trained readers not only in
the divine office, but also in the “spiritual” reéad of the Scriptures. Though Fédon’s claim that
Lyon’s reputation for learning began to attracepts and monks from across the Empire may
stretch the scanty evidence, it is worth noting @laudius of Turin studied Scripture at Lyon
under Leidrad, so the latter must have had at e success in his restoration effofts.
Regarding simply the fabric of the Lyon churchidrad’s list of accomplishments
astounds in its scope. He reportedly repairect#itieedral church of St. John the Baptist as well
as the collegiate church of St. Stephen; rebugltdurches of St. Nizier and St. Mary; restored
the episcopal house; built a cloister for the glergstored St. Eulalia’s, which also housed the
convent of St. George; restored the house andhiinele for the convent of St. Peter; restored the
monastery on the lle-Barbe and the monastery dR&jnebert; restored the parish church of St.

Wibald!"? Archaeological research supports at least pdreinfrad’s report; namely his claim
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of building a cloister for canons in the churctsof John the Baptisf® The amount of

construction work required to rebuild on this saalgst have dominated the landscape of Lyon
for decades. As Fédon expressed it, “A ‘buildimghbp,” Leidrad transformed his city into a
vast construction site-*

The fragment mentioned above, giving the propeotdings for the Lyon church under
Amalbert, Leidrad, and Agobard, as well as the ingisl of some of Lyon’s monastic
institutions, came attached to Leidrad’s lettegi@en by Dimmler in th&é1GH.™ The
fragment indicates that during his tenure Leidraltl Y27 vested colonies and thirty-thedesas
a great deal more than both the thirty coloniessewnteembsaspossessed by Amalbert, and
the forty-four colonies and foabsaspossessed by Agobard. Though the two latter men
possessed virtually equal holdings (at least irshambers), it is worth noting the decrease in
absae untenanted land, from Amalbert to Agobard. Tdaald possibly signal a growth in
actual wealth for Agobard compared to Amalbertutitothe evidence in the fragment should
probably not be stretched that far.

It must be noted that the fragment could be adfistew acquisitions, rather than an
inventory of all property held. That interpretatioould explain why the fragment introduced
Leidrad’s holdings with the phrase “for his worldd suum opys perhaps an indication that
whoever compiled the list intended it to provideaatial sense of the archbishops’ and

monasteries’ relative wealth. Given the problemsaa by the fragment, however, that
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interpretation is by no means necessary or assiRedardless, it seems clear that Leidrad did

have control over significantly more land than fviedecessor or successor, though exactly how
much is unclear.

The fragment is problematic at best. It is foumdnly two sources, a fifteenth-century
manuscript from the monastery of lle-Barbe, nowh @48, and a late-twelfth-early-thirteenth-
century manuscript from the convent of St. Peter,didest verified copy, which provided the
exemplar for the lle-Barbe copy. This means tass than half of the manuscripts and editions
Coville used to create his own edition of Leidra@W®er attached the fragment describing Lyon’s
holdings'’® Coville dated Leidrad’s letter and the fragmen809-14, preferring 809-12, while
Dimmler, who edited the version in th&SH, suggested 813-14’ The fragment however,
detailed the holdings not only of Leidrad, but add@malbert and Agobard, his predecessor and
successor, respectively. Agobard was nametjabardus episcopusotchorepiscopusr
coepiscopusas he would have been until his canonical assompf the see in 816. Yet, the
dates offered by Coville and Dimmler would make Bayal’s listed holdings those he
controlled as Leidrad’s subordinate. A confusiosimple mistake in Agobard’s titlepiscopus
instead otthorepiscopuscould certainly explain the vast difference bedwéhe two men’s
possessions, but not those between Leidrad andb®malleidrad’s rebuilding efforts may
provide an explanation for the latter, however,rieeson for the apparent spike in wealth under
Leidrad remains essentially unsolved.

Moreover, a great deal of disagreement still exastto the meanings and sizes of the
terms used in Carolingian polyptychs and inventori€his makes comparisons difficult. That
Leidrad had more material support than the othe&rdps of Lyon seems clear simply from the

difference in the number of holdings. How Lyon@dings compared to those of similar

176 Coville, Recherches266-96.
7ibid., 296; DummlerMGH EpplV, 542.
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churches, however, is nearly impossible to decipléested colonies”dolonicae vestitde

appear to have been single tenancies, lands ownaadbble (or church or monastery) but
farmed byliberti, former slaves who received partial freedom anckwget to work @olonica
Assuming that the author of the fragment meahbnicaas an equivalent ofrmansusas is
found in a polyptych from Marseilles, we are preabiy dealing with a single farmhouse and its
arable land’® Theabsaementioned, likely an orthographical variationapsta probably
referred to land (possiblyraansu$ which lay without a current occupant, but notessarily
uncultivated."®

Even if we knew exactly the area of land discusaed,even if we accept Goffart's
arguments thahansuds meant as a standard of value and productitreraban a standard of
size, we must be careful not to draw too many agmichs, or make too many comparisons based
on this fragment®® The fragment is most certainly not a polyptytlis barely an inventory.
Nestled between the foothills of the Alps and thiaJnountains in the east, and the Massif
Central in the west, most of the areas in and afduwon were fairly hilly, and not ideal for
large-scale farming. Of course some of the hokliomuld have lain outside the archiepiscopal
boundaries of Lyon, but without knowing the locaswf these variousolonicag it is
impossible to even guess the extent of the a@s/itin and productivity of the holdings, and the
revenue they generated. These gaps in knowledge amgy attempt to compare the wealth of

the archbishops of Lyon against the wealth of ofieers, or even abbacies, in the rest of the

empire rather foolhardy.

178 Sonnlechner, “New units,” 43, 46; Walter Goff4fthe conversions of Avitus of Clermont, and simitassages
in Gregory of Tours” ifTo See Ourselves as Others See Us”: Christiang/sJend “Others” in Late Antiquity

ed. Jacob Neusner and Ernst Frerichs (Chico, CAol&cs Press, 1985), 172.

17 jean-Pierre Devroey, “Elaboration et usages dgpajue” inAkkulturation: Probleme einer germanishe-
romanischen Kultursythese in Spéatantike und fritigtelalter, ed. Dieter Hagermann (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004),
457; Sonnlechner, “New units,” 36-39.

180 \Walter Goffart, “ Frankish military duty and thaté of roman taxationEarly Medieval Europd 6:2 (2008):
170-71.
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Essentially, the fragment is a difficult sourcel aaises more questions than it answers.

Taken at face-value, however, one cannot escapgbdlight that the see of Lyon experienced a
sudden rise in land and wealth under Leidrad, tmlgse it equally as suddenly under Agobard.
Even if Leidrad’s holdings had been temporary bsigie, simply financing for the vast
rebuilding project, and Agobard’s holdings représdra return to more normal levels (he still
apparently controlled a bit more than Amalbert h#t) sheer volume of the change could have
been hard to take for Agobard. Especially opegafiom the principle that any property once
held by the church should forever remain with therch, a principle Agobard argued for at
Attigny and then irDe dispensatione ecclesiasticarum rersmch a loss would represent a
diminishment of his episcopal dignity, as well & diocesan coffers.

Despite these apparent monetary difficulties, Agdlzontinued Leidrad’s rehabilitation
of the church in Lyon. Agobard likely took up tbleurch’s literal rehabilitation — the amount of
construction detailed by Leidrad and supportedrofiaeological findings very probably took
longer than his sixteen years in office. It istagr, however, from works such Be modo
regiminis ecclesiastiandDe antiphonaricthat Agobard carried on his predecessor’s refdrm o

the institutional church in Lyon.

The pattern of growth, destruction, and rebirth been the standard reading of the
situation in Lyon both preceding and during Leidsae@nure as archbishop. Thus historians of
Lyon such as Coville and Fédon have mapped a ssiocesf events in which the church of
Lyon, as well as the city and the region, were d&atad by various conquests and natural
disasters from the late-seventh century on, anglrealovered their former glory once Leidrad
came and rebuif® However, some scholars have called into questith the destruction of

Lyon during the eighth century and the renaissdmoeght about by Leidrad and Agobard in the

181 Coville, Recherches523-526; Fédon, “Les temps obscurs,” 61-8.
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ninth century. Tafel, in his exploration of themnacript holdings and scriptorium activity of

medieval Lyon said of the eighth century, “thereswia complete upheaval, nothing to put an
abrupt stop to the continuity of its culturd?® McKitterick concurred, “The Lyon manuscripts, if
from Lyon, provide further evidence for the contation, in some form, of learning and teaching
in that city and region from the Gallo-Roman to @erolingian periods**® a continuity that
would have been difficult to maintain in the faddahe disasters outlined by Coville and others.
For his part, Gauthiez argued that the urban reaate many claim for Leidrad and Agobard did
not in fact happen until the twelfth centdfy}. These are minority views, however. As long as
there continues to be a gap in archaeological relseahich seems likely given the difficulties
caused by Lyon’s constant development throughautémturies, the tension between the
standard archaeological reading of decay and egtarand the palaeographical evidence

pointing toward continuity, will remain.

Monastic Life

Yet it must be remembered that the church innLgonsisted of more than the bishops,
cathedral complex and parish churches. Lyon haith Wwithin and without its walls, a number
of monasteries and convents. These institutionddvoave had their own land holdings, some
of which are given in the same fragment which tidtgon’s episcopal holdings. Of those listed,
some had lands to rival that of the archbishogieeially Agobard’s. The convent of St.
Peter’s reportedly held 188 vested colonies anyfaevenabsae while the monastery on lle-

Barbe purportedly had 105 vested colonies andHiiftgeabsae Compared to Agobard’s

1823 Tafel, “The Lyons ScriptoriunPaleographia latina2 (1925): 67.

183 Rosamond McKitterick, “The scriptoria of Merovimagi Gaul: A survey of the evidence” in Books, Scribes

and Learning in the Frankish Kingdoms, Sixth-Ni@gnturies(Aldershot, Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limited,
1994), 177.

184 Bernard Gauthiez, “La topographie de Lyon au Mofge” Archéologie du Midi Médiéval2 (1994): 15.
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reported forty-three vested colonies and falosae it seems that a few of Lyon’s monastic

institutions had little trouble matching at leas tvealth of the archbishop.
Some institutions compared favourably with thehbigshops in more than just resources.

At various points throughout Lyon’s history abbotsild almost match the bishops in terms of
the power and prestige at their disposal, depenaltig on the personalities of the various clerics
and on the favour of lay magnates. Likewise th@asteries or convents themselves could
become more independent and powerful by receivarpus levels of immunity from episcopal
interference or diocesan obligations. The mongsieSt. Martin on the lle-Barbe, for example,
received charters of immunity from Louis the Pigu815, confirming its existing freedom from
tolls and taxes. The monastery had to pay theopisinly one pound of silver per year and was
free to elect its own abbot, though episcopal aggireemained necessafi. Lyon’s monastic
institutions were also free to maintain relationhwther institutions throughout the empire; for
example, it seems that the convent of St. PeteiLsyon had connections with the monastery at
Reichenau®’ During the Carolingian period, however, it seeha urban monasteries such as
St. Martin or St. Peter served to enhance theigeest the bishop, despite or perhaps because of
their independence, and rural monasteries becarnegisingly intertwined with the world

outside of their walls, serving as centres of daniaraction, production, and the distribution of
goods*®®

Extant sources have not left much on the relatigabard had with the monastic

institutions under his care. Given that Louis s$pine reviewing and reconfirming chartéfs,

it is not surprising that he did so for St. Martifihe rights bestowed need not be read as a strike

185 | eidrad, fragment tSummo Carolo imperatofMGH EpplV, 544).

186 Coville, Recherches480 and 512-513; Theodor Sickakta regum et imperatorum Karolinorum, digesta et
enarrata(Vienna, 1867-68), L-66; Johann BéhmBie Regesten des Kaiserreichs unter den Karolingési-915
(Innsbruck: Wagner, 1908), Bd. I, entries 595 a86.5

187 McKitterick, “Scriptoria of Merovingian Gaul,” 14.

188 Rosamond McKitterick, “Town and monastery in ther@ingian period.” inThe Frankish Kings and Culture in
the Early Middle AgegAldershot, Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limit&895), 98; Innes, “People, places, and
power,” 415-16; Sullivan, “Carolingian monasticisrag4-85.

189 Theganita Hludowici ¢.10 MGH SSiI, 593).
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against Agobard by either the monastery or Lowspeeially since Louis issued the renewal

before Agobard’s canonical assumption of the sdeyoh. St. Martin was an ancient
foundation, and had probably held privileges fostraf its history. The only monastery
mentioned by Agobard himself is that of Nantua,rieke Geneva. He explained to Louis in
De insolentia ludaeorurthat he was not in Lyon when th@ssicame because he was at the
monastery of Nantua to help settle some dispilt&:hus Agobard could and did perform his
episcopal function for at least that monasteryis Ththe only example extant which speaks to
relations between Agobard and the monasteries umnslarchiepiscopal jurisdiction, however.
Aside from that one trip to Nantua, Agobard simgi¢ not mention monasteries in his writings.
It seems plausible that the institutions underchi® did not require much by way of episcopal

oversight, and that they left Agobard free to fobissefforts in other areas.

Rural Christianity

Just as the church in Lyon was more than the deaheso Agobard’s responsibilities as
archbishop extended outside the city of Lyon its&bth Agobard’s diocese and the dioceses
under his authority would have included vast shrescof rural areas, essentially any area outside
of city walls, the proper Christianization of whialas a source of worry for Carolingian rulers
and their clerics®* Little is known of rural religiosity, but there the impression that rural
populations had a greater chance of at least heilmgrable to, if not lapsing into, heterodoxy or
outright paganism. Agobard himself alleged as mndbe grandine et tonitrui¢815-17). He

reported that he was brought four people accuséeéiafjtempestarii storm-raisers, though

190«Et ego quidem, indignus seruus uester, non eraguuni, sed aberam longe causa Nantuadensium
monachorum, qui quadam dissimultate inter se latidraAgobard,De insolentia ludaeorunb8-60 (192).

191 Admonitio generalisc.65 MGH Capit |, 58-59); Dutton, “Thunder and hail,” 115-11@n&t Nelson, “Women
and the word in the earlier Middle Ages”\Wiomen in the Chur¢ted. W.J. Shields and Diana Wood (Oxford:
Blackwell Publishers, 1990), 77.
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witnesses later admitted to not having caught doeised in the acf? Agobard did not say

where he had come across this belief, but givehuhamely storms are an especial worry for
farmers, it was probably a rural area.

Castes argued that this concern over the belfdfseecural population informed
Agobard’s duties when he was chorepiscopus unddrdd since he acted in Leidrad’s stead.
It continued as his responsibility after his epsicelection as well, as evidenced by his letter to
Bernard of Vienne which argued against rural lahdérs forcing bishops to ordain “house
priests,” a practice that could take rural belief of urban, episcopal contrbt® Like
monasteries, however, Agobard did not concern Himagch with rural religiosity as such.
Rather, his works point to a concern for the orthgdof all rural and urban alike, since
everyone seemed vulnerable to heterodoxy, as exadathetempestariiaffair and by the

following Felix of Urgell attracted while in Lyor?*

The Lyon Libraries

Beyond the efforts to rebuild and reform, leavaside the issues around property and
even the problems of rural religiosity, there wastaer hallmark of Agobard’s church — a high
quality of learning and a steady amount of litenargduction by both Agobard himself and by
others around him. The considerable material reeswcontained in the scriptorium and the
library made Lyon’s learning and production possibl

Agobard inherited a church with a long reputatidiveing a centre of learning and
culture. As Tafel noted in his study of the Lyamigtorium, Lyon’s placement along one of the

historic trade routes between the Mediterraneamathern Europe made it a “natural

192 Agobard,De grandine et tonitruigll, VII (4-5, 7-8).

193id., De priuilegio sacerdotjiCastes, “Lyon et sa région,” 20; Michel Aubruhe‘clergé rural dans le royaume
franc du VF au XI° siécle” inLe clergé rural dans I'Europe médiévale et modeetk Pierre Bonnassié (Toulouse:
Presses Universitaires du Mirail, 1995), 20.

194 Agobard,Aduersum dogma Feligi#l (74-75).
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transmitter of culture.” Indeed he argued thatrhyas the centre which produced the firsk

romana Burgundionupan assertion which, given that Lyon served asé#pital of Burgundy
under Gundobad, to whom the code is attributednseeasonabl®> McKitterick declared that
in Merovingian Lyon “the Roman tradition [of leang)] appears to have been stronger, or that
the degree of competence higher” than in othereshf Though Lyon’s Merovingian
scriptorium may have focused more on juridical iwgs, by the Carolingian era Lyon had
turned to a largely theological focti. What reputation it had as a centre of learnirayi$ed on
the scriptorium and the library staffed and utdiz®y the Lyon clergy. Its library and
scriptorium has also attracted the attention of @noghalaeographers and historians.

The library (indeed, libraries, as the various asiit institutions surely had holdings of
their own) in Lyon seems impressive. The lists pbad by modern scholars of manuscripts
written or contained in Lyon by and during the ganinth century include what seems to be a
remarkable number of works. A close review oftenuscript lists confirms McKitterick’s
assessment of the collection as one specializittggological works, particularly those of
Augustine and Jerome, and also her descriptioheotollection as “businesslike. . .for use and
constant consultation® Wallace-Hadrill asserted that by the Carolingsaa, scholars in Lyon
had gained the reputation of being “Augustine etgyeand were consulted for that church
Father’s writings on predestination during thatftion®°

A full list of the fifty-nine manuscripts likelyothave been in Lyon during Agobard’s
time appears in the Appendix. They can be diviaeébllows: fourteen contain works of

Augustine, including several works in which he ddased Jews, though not hisactatus

195 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 66 and 68; cf. Eliaswe, Codices Lugdunenses Antiquissimi: Le scriptorium de
Lyon, la plus anciennécole calligraphique de Franggyon, 1924), 7-8.

19 McKitterick, “Scriptoria of Merovingian Gaul,” 177

197 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 68; Rosamond McKitteki “Carolingian book production: Some problemsidn
Books, Scribes and Learning in the Frankish Kingslo8ixth-Ninth Centurie@\ldershot, Hampshire: Ashgate
Publishing Limited, 1994), 11.

198 McKitterick, “Carolingian book production,” 11.

199 Wallace-Hadrill Frankish Churches367; Michael Gormarihe Manuscript Traditions of the Works of St.
Augustineg(Firenze: SISMEL — Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2001333
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aduersus ludaeosine of Jerome; eight collections of civil or canlaws, including the acts

from the Council of Aachen in 817; eight bibles ditutgical works; three manuscripts of
Origen translated into Latin, all of them commeietaion Scripture; three of Hilary of Poitiers’s
In Psalmosthree of Isidore, though not Higymologiaethree of Bede; two of Eucherius of
Lyon; three of other Fathers; two of Florus; ondogfical works and creeds; Chalcidius’s
translation of Plato’imaeusone of Agobard; and tHéodex Agobardinysvhich contains
works of Tertullian. It is interesting to note thaf the theological works (that is, the non-legal
and non-liturgical manuscripts), twenty-four weither copies of the Scriptures or exegetical
works, while twenty-one contained collections dfdes, sermons, or polemical works. Lyon’s
holdings were not only overwhelmingly theologidaut also slightly biased towards exegesis.
The collection also contained relatively old mamiggs, with several from the fifth and sixth
centuries, including the oldest extant work of Hilaf Poitiers?® In all, the manuscripts
available in Lyon would have well served Agobard ather clerics to write on the issues of the
day, scripturally and legally.

The list of manuscripts described above grew dutdety of methods used by scholars
to determine provenance or ownership. A relatigggure indication lays in tlex votomark
found in manuscripts. Lyon had manuscripts withetk votoof both Leidrad and Agobard*
There are also some common characteristics of rogptsmade in Lyon, namely the use of a
particular blue ink and a specific interrogationrki®? Palaeographers also used the marks or
corrections identified as belonging to Florus ttegmine if a manuscript had been in LySh.
Tafel first connected the marks with Florus by gtad the manuscript Berlin Phillips 1745,

which Florus excerpted for hi3e coertione Judaeorymand determining which marks belonged

209} owe, Codices LugdunenseBl |1.

201 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 51-52.

2 Elias Lowe, “The Codex Bezae and Lyons'Palaeographical Papers: 1907-19¢5ondon: Oxford University
Press, 1972), 184-185.

203 For a discussion of Florus, deacon to Agobardrasguccessors until his death around 860, sek]Syff.
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to Florus on the basis of the contents of that wdr&fel then identified twenty-three

manuscripts with signs of Florus’s activify/.

Manuscript lists of course only name those marpitscthat are still extant or were still
extant when earlier scholars such as Mommsen créagg editions. The extent of sources
available to Agobard either from the holdings bféries in Lyon or through exchange with
other churches or monasteries only increases whertansiders the source list Van Acker
provided as part of his edition of Agobard’s woradist of which is also provided in the
Appendix. A consideration of that list boosts thember of manuscripts available to Agobard
considerably, but otherwise only confirms the ollenapression of the collection at Lyon given
by the extant manuscript evidence. The sourcgs/aa by Van Acker were also
overwhelmingly theological, and likewise gave prefee to works by Augustine and Jerome.
Works by other Fathers and some popes are alserpiredong with legal sources, works by
Gallic authors, and some works by his contempasatfe The collection in Lyon and other
available sources appear to have been eminentbdsia the general works and polemics of not
only Agobard, but also of Florus and Amulo.

Even though the library at Lyon seems to haveeskits clerics well, it was by no means
a leading library in the empire. Ganz estimates tlyon had 100-plus manuscrigté. For
comparison, he and Contreni estimate that St. lizallbetween 264 and 395 manuscripts, Corbie
between 250 and 300, Lorsch over 450, and Touro8f@t Carolingian manuscript®’ Those

numbers all come from monastery libraries, howewkich arguably had a different role to play

204 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 44-48; Célestin Charlj “Les manuscrits personnels de Florus de Lyaoet
activité littéraire” inMélanges E. Podechard: études de sciences religieoffertes pour son émeéritgtyon,

1945), 72.

205 yan Acker, index scriptorum tagobardi Lugdunensjgt05-414.
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Cambridge Medieval History, Vol. Il ¢.700-908d. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: UniversifyGambridge
Press, 1995), 787.

27 ibid.; John Contreni, “The Carolingian Renaissarmucation and literary culture” iThe New Cambridge
Medieval History, Vol. Il ¢.700-908d. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: UniversityGEmbridge Press, 1995),
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in the production and dissemination of manusctipds their cathedral counter-parts, and may

explain the vast difference in numbé8.At a strictly episcopal level, Lyon’s holdings ree
rivalled in number by more recent foundations saglrreising and Salzburg, even so, Lyon
certainly did not count among the least of the m=if® Lyon’s collection, with its antiquity and
its emphasis on Augustinian works, helped Lyon, Agdbard, stay involved in the general

Carolingian culture of learning and reform.

So then, this was the world Agobard inhabitedcit that probably still showed the
signs of reconstruction. A see with less matesugdport and more heterodoxy than he obviously
hoped, but with a tradition of learning and withmasacript resources that made his work
possible. A church intertwined, if not always greement, with the secular powers. An empire
led by an emperor whose reign proved more tumu#idban anyone could have predicted, and
whose death seemed to signal the empire’s endbadayave his see and his city a voice in this
wider empire, even if it seems to have often gameeard by those to whom it was directed. He
also lived in a world that drew his condemnatiod aarrection with relative frequency. A child
of the reforms of Charlemagne, and the idealismvamoidd-view they engendered, Agobard
faced a world where, in his view, even imperialrdgeand the emperor himself acted against the
interests of the Christian society the Carolingitiegl to create. Having an idea of this context,

then, it is time to turn to Agobard himself, andjivethe thesis proper.

28 The monastery of St. Martin at Tours, for examplgears to have mass-produced Bibles for expounarthe
empire. Rosamond McKitterick, “Script and bookgwotion,” inCarolingian Culture:Emulation and Innovatign
ed. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridge @nsity Press, 1994), 221-22.

209 Ganz, “Book production,” 787.



Chapter One
Life and Works

We have seen the broad brush-strokes and sorhe details of Agobard’s world. This
context will, quite rightly, continue to be refeoed throughout this work, which begins in
earnest with an exploration of Agobard’s life andtwgs. This chapter details all of the works
Agobard wrote, showing the breadth of his rangdé&yond the anti-Jewish tracts for which he
is known. Indeed, a basic understanding of whatiwge, when, and for whom allows us to
better contextualise his anti-Judaism. Aside flrosnworks, this chapter includes a discussion of
Agobard’s known friends and acquaintances, and wiatan know of his personality. | will
also lay out my argument for why | believe Agobesas not a Visigoth, and how he can be
understood better as a product of the Carolingtéorm efforts.

This discussion of Agobard takes place througHehs of competition. As alluded to in
the Introduction, Agobard, like so many others, waderic in competition. The ecclesiastical
concerns of the Frankish rulers made it possibielfrics to affect thought and policy both at
court and in the wider Frankish realm. A clericoAtad the king’'s ear — Charlemagne’s Alcuin,
Louis’s Benedict, Charles the Bald’'s Hincmar — cowield a great deal of influence. Although
the opportunity for such a great amount of inflleena and contact with rulers came to only a
few, many others could hope for and try to win tdg&ours in one form or another. Also,
archbishops, and abbots of large or royal foundatioould attempt to exert some control or
influence over lower-ranking clerics in their are&fowever, royal recognition and favour
remained the main form of currency in marking aicle (or, indeed, a lay magnate’s) success.
Yet from Drogo’s dismissal and then reinstatemEbho’s rebellion, and the fracas surrounding

Bernard of Septimania, just to name a few examphespositions of greatest power, those
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closest to Louis (the Germ#tbnigsnahé) remained relatively fluid and open throughout his

reign.

For his part, Agobard had the relationship of Letdand Charlemagne as a model of
what he could hope for, perhaps even expect, fromd. Leidrad had served aséssusand
had been commissioned and funded by Charlemagmeduild the church at Lyoh.Agobard
appears to have been Leidrad’s hand-picked suagesgbsince Leidrad had been
Charlemagne’s man, a line of patronage and seexicsted between Lyon and the emperor.
Agobard could have assumed, and perhaps reasottatigiven the right effort on his part, he
could at the very least expect warm relations Wwahis and his administrators. However,
Leidrad, perhaps unsure of his reception with ta& emperor, retired upon Louis’s ascension,
and Louis for his part, had plenty of his own meamf Aquitaine, and got rid of many of
Charlemagne’s advisofsAlthough the council at Aachen in 816 approvedgbbard’s
election, he was Leidrad’s choice for the post,lmatis’'s. Being Leidrad’s man may have thus
left Agobard in the position of having to prove elf to Louis and his new court.

Read in this light, Agobard’s writings fit easihto this culture of competition. He sent
tracts both to Louis, in an attempt to curry theeror’s favour, and to others close to him, such
as the court clerics, Adalhard and Wala, to gappsu at the court. He produced most of his
works as “gifts,” writings not sought by their rp@nts. Only two of his tract®e priuilegio et
iure sacerdotij andDe spe et timorelearly came at the behest of their addresseesaBeof
Vienne, and Ebbo of Reims respectivelye quorundam inlusione signorymritten to

Bartholomew of Narbonne, may also fall into thiseggry, but it is less explicit and, written in

! See, e.g. Karl Schmid, “The structure of the rigbih the earlier Middle Ages” iThe Medieval Nobility: Studies
on the Ruling Classes of France and Germany frarsikth to the Twelfth Centurjed. and trans. Timothy Reuter
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of France and Germany from the Sixth to the Twé&#hturies ed. and trans. Timothy Reuter (Amsterdam: North-
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2 Theodulf,Ad iudices |l 117-124 inMGH Poet | ed. Ernst Dimmler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1881), 458 Leidrad,
Summo Carolo imperatqr(MGH Epp IV, 542-544).

# Ado of Vienne Chronicon an.815 inMGH SSiI, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1829), 320.
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828 or 829, shortly after Bartholomew’s ascensmthe see, the work may, in fact, have been

meant as a gift to the new archbishop and neighblbus possible that Agobard wrote other
pieces upon request, with the intended recipidat last or struck from the copy. Even that
possibility would not change the balance of wriiigpm “gifts” to commissions, however.

As well as producing most of his tracts out ofdugn initiative, Agobard, as far as we
can tell, generally worked alone. Again only twids piecespPe iudaicis superstitionibus et
erroribusandDe quorundam inlusione signoruist other authors. Bernard of Vienne and Faof,
Agobard’s suffragan bishop of Chalon-sur-Sadnetipeit names to the former, while Agobard’s
deacon, Florus, and the priest Hildigius aided wh#hlatter. Again, while it is possible that the
names of co-authors became lost in later transomsgiis very unlikely that this would alter the
picture of Agobard as a largely solitary workehaT is, if we only take into account the names
given on the works. It seems impossible that Agdlauld not have made use of either the
deacon Florus or of the clerics working in the Lymniptorium and library. However
collaborative this work was, Agobard still took s@ésponsibility for the majority of his pieces.

The idea of writings as competitive pieces wous &elp shed some light on the timing
of Agobard’s works. The bulk have been dated éontid-point of his career, 822-830. This
high level of literary output could be partially@ained by the death of Benedict of Aniane in
821. Benedict had become Louis’s spiritual adwigbile Louis was still only king in Aquitaine,
and had been brought to Aachen upon Louis’s asmemsithe imperial throné.Benedict’s
death left the door open for someone to claim tweted spot at the emperor’s side, and for a
more general repositioning of clergy around thercoAlthough Agobard had written several

pieces and had participated in the reforming emvivent of Louis’s early reign as emperor, the

* Ardo, Vita Benedicti c.29 MGH SSXV.1, 211).
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period following Benedict’'s death would have beareacellent opportunity for Agobard to

assert himself at coutt.

If Agobard did try, he failed. He did not fail mpletely, but if one considers his writings
as an attempt to make a name for himself, or gamesstanding at court, he lost. The only
glimmer of success came when Ebbo of Reims, Lotostr-brother, asked Agobard to write
De spe et timorgorobably sometime between 823 and 826. Beyoaai hlowever, Agobard
appears to have been roundly ignored, and in tbe abhis dispute with the Jews of his area,
even ruled against, by Louis and the court. THg place Agobard may have had some real
success was in the southern reaches of the empttes oldregnaof Burgundy and Septimania,
and southern Aquitaine. We have no writings frown dther archbishops (Bernard of Vienne,
and Nibridius and then Bartholomew of Narbonnejrfridgobard’s area and time, so it seems
that only Agobard had any extensive interest inresklng issues in their region and beyond in
writing. That Agobard, Bernard, and Bartholomeilwadnt into exile following Lothar’s failed
rebellior? suggests that these southern archbishops mayfdrawed a bloc. Given Agobard’s
continued, if fringe, involvement with imperial affs, he may very well have led his two
colleagues into rebellion, but that is far fromtagr.

Competition and Agobard’s failure in competingrat imperial level could, and will be
used to, explain many aspects of his life and wdtrkannot, however, explain everything. Itis
interesting to note that Agobard continued to wigtantinued to try to influence those in power,
even though (aside from Ebbo’s commission) we mavedication he was ever heeded. It
seems likely that at least the tracts addressedus would have been read out loud, in front of
the court. However, the professional readerslétimres censored works as they read, so we

must question what proportion of Agobard’s worksevactually heard, and by how extensive an

® Boshof,Agobard 83.
® Flodoard Historia Remensis ecclesiaé 20 in MGH SSXIII, ed. Johannes Heller and Georg Waitz (Hanmove
Hahn, 1881), 472; Add;hronicon an.840 MGH SSilI, 321).
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audiencée. Thus we are left not knowing how well Agobard’srks would have been known by

people at the court, but with evidence that higp&on there was generally cool.

Given those factors, three options can explainbagd's insistence on writing in the face
of such a response. Firstly, Agobard may haveivedea much better reception than the record
leads us to believe. He did impress Ebbo enougédgive a commission, and may have
impressed others as well. Indeed, one must alagssime that Agobard received positive
reinforcement from some quarter in order to corginwiting in the face of imperial displeasure.
Secondly, if the above supposition about Agobakthtathe lead among the southern bishops is
correct, he may have felt duty-bound as their ‘@gpntative” to continue writing, regardless of
the reception. Thirdly, he may have decided thatemperor and those around him needed to
hear what Agobard had to say, and did not careumgopular his declarations made him.

Whatever the reason, Agobard continued to addnesgroblems he saw until his death.

Life
Origins

The basic dates of Agobard'’s life stem from a shource entitled\nnales Lugdunenses
found in an early-ninth-century Lyon manuscript @iming Bede’s worlDe ratione temporuth
From this source scholars determined that Agobasl vorn in 769, emigrated from Spain to the
area of Narbonne in 782, and arrived in Lyon tearydater. Given this information, it would
seem relatively straight forward that Agobard waslin Spain and later immigrated to the
Frankish Empire as others, such as Benedict ofrniead’

However, théAnnales Lugdunensese not without problems. The records began th 76

769. | was born in this year.

" de Jong, “Empire ascclesig’ 196; Michael Gorman, “The Commentary on Gene$i€laudius of Turin and
biblical studies under Louis the PiouSpeculuny2:2 (1997): 282.

8 Now Biblioteca Vallicelliana (Rome) E.26.

° Ardo, Vita Benedictic.1 MGH SSXV.1, 201).
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782. In this year | came into the Narbonne red@iom Spain.

792. Agobard first [came] to Lyon in this year.

804. Unworthy, I received ordination.

816. In that year he obtained the see in the eigtunth®®
One is first struck by the fact that the entriastf@ years in question alternated between using
the first and the third person. The entries f® @6d 782 described the author’s birth and
immigration to Narbonne, yet the entry for 792, ethiold of Agobard’s coming to Lyon, used a
third-person narrative. Moreover, Pertz, the edifaheMGH version, and Mabillon, who had
edited the annals previously in giseum Italicumdisagreed on whether Agobard was
mentioned in this entry at all, based on theirvitlial readings of the manuscript.The next
two entries, for 804 and 816, alternated betweeritht- and third-person. The annals then
went silent until 840, when the content changethftbe perfunctory entries given above, to
paragraph-long descriptions of the year’s events.

Considering the long pause and significant stglishift between the entries for 816 and
840, it appears likely that more than one persartethese annals. The earlier, terser section
concerns this study, since it has been used byasho argue that Agobard was of Visigothic
origin. They then use that origin as an explamaftw some of his attitudes, particularly those
about Jews. Scholars could be correct in usingtimals in this way. Indeed, it is plausible that
Agobard himself, or someone writing on his beh@torded the early events of his life in these

annals. lItis also possible, however, especiatiyée follows Mabillon in not reading Agobard’s

name in the 792 entry, that some other Lyon cleriate the early entries about hims#if.

104769. Hoc anno natus sum. 782. Hoc anno ab HispenGalliam Narbonensem veni. 792. Hoc anno
Lugdunum Agobardus primum. 804. benedictionemgnds suscepi. 816. isto anno cathedra potitur enens
octavo.” Annales Lugdunesés MGH SSl, ed. Georg Pertz (Hannover: Hahn, 1826), 110.

11792. Annales Lugdunens&sIiGH SSl, 110); cf. Jean MabilloriMluseum italicum seu collectio veterum
scriptorum ex bibliothecis italicieeprint, Rome: Vivarelli and Gulla, 1964), t.8.6

12 Given that Claudius of Turin studied in Lyon, eglion Bede’'®e ratione temporurfor his ownChronicle and
that his handwriting displays Visigothic symptoriss interesting to entertain the idea that Amnales
Lugdunensemay refer to him, not to Agobard. Claudius of iubructeramno abbat{MGH EpplV, 592);
Michael Allen, “TheChronicleof Claudius of Turin” inAfter Rome’s Fall: Narrators and Sources of Early
Medieval History, Essays Presented to Walter Gofdr Alexander Murray (Toronto: University of TotorPress,
1998), 289-91.
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Unfortunately, a satisfactory way of solving thendlict does not exist. As it stands, one must

keep Boshof’s warning in mind that it is “impermige to label Agobard as a ‘Spaniard’ without
further thought, and to pull. . . wider consequarnftem the so-called fact of his Spanish
origins.™?

As is too often the case with early medieval fegjrbecause of a paucity of source
material the facts about their lives become rdlikera scholastic house of cards. In Agobard’s
case, the facts regarding his birth and origin Haeen based upon one source, and one which is
less than completely clear and certainly open &stjan and interpretation. Had thanales
Lugdunensesot survived or never been linked with Agobardhadars would have been left
with a question about Agobard’s origins insteadmfissumption based on this one piece of
evidence. Were that the case, they would havehhbdrio develop a theory of his origin based
on the most likely scenario considering what iswnaf Carolingian culture and their own
readings of Agobard. As | will argue throughousttlissertation, no one piece of Agobard’s
thought is better explained through recourse teshposed Spanish origin and world-view, than
by the Carolingian program of reform and Agobaisn understanding of that program.
Reading Agobard through a lens which supposes aiSparigin can in fact be misleading,
causing scholars to see Visigothic tendencies walhy, Agobard’s correspondence with
Visigothic thought is tenuous at best. Essentialfyile the annals may have been written about
Agobard and he may in fact have come from Spaat,aksertion is not necessary, and given the
guestions around the source it is better to at lesesit cautiously, with a full awareness of its
problems, or to look elsewhere for clues to higios.

Rather than using the questionable passage frerarthals to make Agobard a war

orphan and refugee, as Cabaniss positéds far more likely that Agobard was an oblaighe

13« damit ist es aber auch nicht mehr zulasagnbard ohne weiteres als ,Spanier* zu bezeichmehaus dem

angeblichen Faktum seiner spanischen Herkunft @eftende Folgerungen. . .zuzichen.” Boskgfobard 30.
14 CabanissAgobard 27.
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Lyon cathedral, was brought to Leidrad’s attentiren that man was archbishop, and then

trained as his successor. This is based parthoanwide-spread and common oblates were in
the Carolingian world® and on Agobard’s own writings, where one neves gesense that he
ever knew any life or any family other than therdu Also, if one studies Agobard’s writings
and other sources for the period, Areales Lugdunensesmain uncorroborated in their
assertion that Agobard came from Spain. Indeestetis no mention of Agobard ever being
anywhere but the area around Lyon before his @xi@33. While it was not at all unusual for
upper-level clerics to move, sometimes great deganin order to take over a see, as Leidrad
himself did, the lack of mention of such for Agoth@ives the impression that he was a “home-
grown” cleric, as Amulo seems to have been after. T his impression could just stem from the
fact that neither Agobard nor Amulo were court apfees to Lyon, but it seems unlikely that an
archbishop would groom a successor not from the. are

Given that it is possible to develop a plausihkesis of Agobard’s origins which
contradicts thénnales Lugdunensgsis imperative that throughout this study weesmber
that this source, like all medieval sources, cateosimply accepted and then used to bolster
arguments without further scrutiny. The questismsounding Agobard’s origins reinforce this
caution. We cannot take for granted that we kndwen& Agobard came from, much less where
he was coming from. We must let Agobard standismown without assigning him a cultural
label and interpretive framework. This study, whikrtainly arguing that he can be understood
as a Carolingian, will approach Agobard only frotmatvis given in his own writings, not from

the “fact” of his Spanish origins.

Ordinations

15 Mayke de Jong, fmitatio Morum The cloister and clerical purity in the Caroliagiworld” inMedieval Purity
and Piety: Essays on Medieval Clerical Celibacy &udigious Reformed. Michael Frassetto (New York: Garland
Publishing, 1998), 60.
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Regardless of how or when Agobard came to Lyaos,dtear that he became involved in

the Lyon church before he became its archbishagobArd had served ashorepiscopusa
suffragan bishop, under Archbishop Leidrad, wheeei_yon from 798-814° Cabaniss,
following theAnnales Lugdunensedated that position to 834. As with Agobard’s origins, no
way to prove or disprove that assertion exists,iartde absence of objections and problems like
those around his origins, it must be allowed todtaDetermining exactly what role Agobard
played during this time does present problems, eweThe definition othorepiscopuss
“suffragan bishop” is potentially tenuous. Accarglito Boshofchorepiscopuscoepiscopus
andepiscopusvere becoming synonymous at the beginning of thih wentury'® This
confusion comes through in one of the other mainces for Agobard’s life, Ado of Vienne’s
Chronicon a history of the world modeled on Bede, beguih@840s and continued until the
author’s death in 875. One manuscript copy ofwuosk, the only source that explicitly stated
Agobard served ashorepiscopusinder Leidrad, named him insteadcaspiscopus® So, as it
is with the beginning of his life, Agobard’s exacisition in Lyon before becoming archbishop
remains unclear.

The dating of Agobard’s consecration as Archbisbiblpyon is a little firmer.
According to Ado, Leidrad retired when Louis thels became sole emperor in 814, having
chosen Agobard as his successor. Agobard wastinmed and consecrated in the post
“with the emperor and all of the Gallic bishops senting.*® Although Ado gave 815 as the
year of consecration, Boshof reasonably pointedraitthe first time such a universal approval
could have taken place would have been at the Glaafnachen in 816 This would bring

Ado into agreement with th&nnales Lugdunenseshich recorded the archiepiscopal election

16 Ado, Chronicon an.815 MGH SSlI, 320).

174804. benedictionem indignus suscephhnales Lugdunens¢sIGH SSl, 110); Cabanis#Agobard 16.
18 Boshof,Agobard 33.

19 Ado, Chronicon an.815 MGH SSlI, 320).

20« consentiente imperatore et universa Gallogpiscoporum.” ibid.

21 Boshof,Agobard 36.



65
for the year 816. That year also marked the defltieidrad. His passing allowed Agobard’s

assumption of the see, which he had probably thelthctofollowing Leidrad’s retirement in

814, to finally be canonical.

Involvement in the Empire and Diocese

The first councils held after Agobard’s ascengmthe see of Lyon were the great
reforming councils of Aachen in 816 and 817. Thasmencils set out to change and organise the
empire in the way suited to Louis the Pious, wha bialy held the office of emperor since 814.
At these gathering, Louis and his advisor on religimatters, Benedict of Aniane, broadened
the reforms they had begun in Aquitaine, where £taid been king, to the entire empire. The
Aachen councils, at least according to the pubtistexrees, concerned themselves with ordering
the monastic life, including the lives and disagliof the canons, clergy who served at a
cathedraf? It was also at the 817 council that Louis sethfdne division of the empire under
his song? In short, these were the councils that set the for the early portion of Louis’s
reign. The subscription list for the two coundddost, meaning that we cannot know for certain
that Agobard attended. However, the prologue ¢éodiécrees of Aachen called the gathering a
“general and holy. . .assembl§*”Likewise, theDivisio imperii noted that its decisions were
made at a “holy and general assembly of our pegpl&his language makes it highly unlikely
that any archbishop, especially a new archbisheging to impress the emperor and his clerical
entourage, would have not attended these meefintjshgobard did indeed receive the

approval of all of the bishops for his electdrhis presence in Aachen is all but guaranteed.

2 Concilium Aquisgranens@16) MGH Conc.Il.1, 307-464). See the discussiorMeKitterick, Frankish
Kingdoms 112-120.

2 Divisio imperii (MGH LL I, 198-200).

24« generalem sanctumque. . .conventumCafcilium Aquisgranens@16) MGH Conc.Il.1, 312).
H«  sacrum conventum et generalitatem nostrigtiop.” Divisio imperii (MGH LL I, 198).

% Boshof,Agobard 38.

27 Ado, Chronicon an.815 MGH SSlI, 320).



Just as Agobard did not need to wait long to becomolved in imperial politics in the
form of general councils, he also began his tebyreriting. Scholars have dated five of
Agobard’s works to the period between his assumpifdhe see of Lyon, and the Council of
Attigny in 822, a period which can be called higyeaareer’® Attigny may seem like an
arbitrary cut-off date, but there are good reagonssing it to help form the periods of
Agobard’s career, as will be explained shortly.e Tike works in this early periodBe
grandine et tonitruisAduersus legem Gundobadie diuinis sententiis contra iudicium D&e
priuilegio et iure sacerdotjiandAduersum dogma Felicisas a group all fit easily into the
culture of competition and patronage. Agobard e priuilegio sacerdotifor Bernard of
Vienne, his ecclesiastical neighbour and perhapsdr as a way of furthering their previous
conversations on the roles and rights of prieststhe churclf® They may have been
neighbours and friends, but Bernard was the safithre two, having been consecrated
archbishop in 810, and it would have been apprtpfa Agobard to seek his favour. The
remaining four works would show the new emperor amgbne else who read them that
Agobard was on guard against superstitida granding, heresy Aduersum dogma Feligisand
customs that could lead people’s souls into da(@ewersus legem GundobazhdContra
iudicium De). This was vigilance that Louis, with his concénthe church, would surely

appreciate from one of his prelates.
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From these five pieces produced during his eager we can see a newly-consecrated

archbishop inserting himself into the literary audt of his time. It started withe grandine et

tonitruis, written perhaps even before his ascension tdalcbp became canonical in 816. In

it, Agobard gave an outline of and dismantled asfithemous the popular belief that people can

work weather magic — bringing hail against enensegding a storm in order to steal grain, or

2 For the various dates offered for Agobard’s wopsase see the chart at the end of this chapter.
2 Agobard,De priuilegio sacerdotjil.3-11 (53).
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defending against such an attack. The work begtow salutation, which could suggest that

Agobard intended it to be a sermon. If so, as w@thmany sermons, it is questionable whether
or notDe grandinewas ever preachéd. It is also possible that he wrote it as a leter
someone, perhaps even as a pastoral letter tdelngg/cand the scribe who copied it into the
manuscript' omitted the addressee. It is worth noting, thati investigation of this belief and
the four accusetémpestarii Agobard acted much likeraissus® If intended for Louis and the
court,De grandinecould have been Agobard’s way to let Louis knoat this new southern
archbishop was on guard against forces which cibwten the salvation of the people.
Whatever the audience, it is telling that Agobaeddmn his archiepiscopal career by assailing a
belief he claimed nearly everyone, from all walksife, held® He clearly did not shy away
from a fight.

Agobard moved from superstition to law when, ah8t7, he wrotédduersus legem
GundobadiandDe diuinis sententiis contra iudicium DeThese two works clearly belong
together; Cabaniss describ&dntra iudicium Deas the documentation féduersus legem
Gundobad?* It could equally be said thAduersus legem Gundobag#irved as an introductory
letter toContra iudicium Delnd provided the reasons for its writing, si@mntra iudicium Dei
contained no salutation and barely any prefaceinstetad launched immediately into its
purpose. Regardless of the exact relationship ieryéoth should be considered together.
Agobard focused first on discrediting Gundobad timr his law on the basis of his Arianiém,
and then argued against the practice of trial lolgal; particularly trial by combat. He addressed

these to Louis, and asked him, at the enddafersus legem Gundobath put all people under

% Thomas Hall, “The early medieval sermonTihe Sermoydir. Beverly Kienzle (Turnhout: Brepols, 2000D&2
31 Like most of Agobard’s work€)e grandinds extant in only one manuscript, Paris BN la28& ninth or tenth-
century Lyon manuscript. Van Acker, introductionAgobardi Lugdunensidi-lii.

32 Henri Platelle, “Agobard, Evéque de Lyon (1848} $oucoupes volantes, les convulsionnaire&piparitions et
Miracles, ed. Alain Dierkens (Bruxelles: Editions de I'Ugigité de Bruxelles, 1991), 88.

3 Agobard,De grandinel.1-2 (3).

34 CabanissAgobard 39.

% Gregory Historiag, 11.32, .34 (MGH SSRM.1, 78-84).
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one law, or, failing that, to ban the use of Guratiib law>® Louis, like his father, concerned

himself with the proper execution of justice withire empire’’ Agobard in these two tracts
alerted Louis to what he perceived as a gross miage of justice, as well as a religious danger.
Also, by requesting Louis put the entire empireamuhe law, Agobard provided him with an
opportunity to expand on Charlemagne’s desire\tseeand reconcile the various Frankish law
codes, even though the existence of these codesdradne a “political principle,” and thus
likely to be jealously guardetl. However, since Frankish legal traditions madeafsedeals,
and since Carolingian judges appear to have haftedbdom to use a number of methods (such
as customary law) to reach a decisidoAgobard’s request that Louis put the entire empirder
one law or at least disallow Gundobad’s law mak#s kense. He could have been asking
Louis to put the empire under a form of Roman lswce that made no provision for ordeal, or
he may have been suggesting that Louis needednmveethe use of ordeal from Frankish law.
Yet what emerges from these pieces is not an appéaiuis’s might and right as emperor, but a
critique of an aspect of law which existed acrbs&sempire, not just in Agobard’s section of it.
We know of no official response from the palacsuasing Louis heard of Agobard’s concerns.
That Louis did issue a (probably unenforced) batriahby water in 829 likely bears no relation
to Agobard’s prodding mostly about trial by comffat.

Agobard’s other work addressed to Louis from timee, Aduersum dogma Feligis
composed in 818 or 819 concerned the continueepcesof Adoptionism in the empire. Felix,
the ousted bishop of Urgell, had been condemneatktwince by a synod of bishops at

Regensburg in 792, and again at the Council ofkfuanin 794, at which point he was exiled to

3 Agobard,Aduersus legem GundobadilV.18-23 (28).

3" Theganita Hludowici .13 MGH SSiI, 593).

% Einhard,Vita Karoli, 29 (MGH SSlI, 458); Fouracre, “Origins of the nobility,” 21.

% e.g.Lex Salicac.88-89 infMGH LL Nat. GermlV.2, ed. Karl Eckhardt (Hannover: Hahn, 1969}4157; Paul
Fouracre, “Carolingian justice and the rhetoriégngprovement and contexts of abuse'Lia Giustizia nell’alto
Medioevo(Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1994), 794.

40 Capit. missorum Wormc.12 MGH Capit |1, 16.)
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Lyon.** Felix died, still exiled in Lyon, in 818. Aftdiis death, Agobard claimed to have found

a tract by Felix which showed that he still held tdoptionist beliefs for which he had been
condemned? Agobard therefore sent notice of this occurrendsouis, as well as his own
refutation of the heresy. This would seem to lb&ilar-made opportunity for Agobard to show
Louis and others at the court his due vigilanceaintaining the orthodoxy of the realm, and to
showcase his knowledge of the Fathers and chustbrizi Of course the opportunity only arose
because the vigilance of Leidrad, who had initigdtody, and then Agobard, had slipped. Their
failure set up Agobard’s opportunity. Also, eveithithe seemingly safe task of refuting an
already-condemned heretic, Agobard found himsetbinflict with others. He noted towards
the beginning of the piece that some accused hicombating Felix’s teachings out of jealousy,
rather than faith (1.12-14) Already then, Agobard had enemies at court, ath@r both.

Also during this early period, Agobard wrdde priuilegio et iure sacerdotfor Bernard
of Vienne probably around 817, when he likewisetento Louis about ordeals. Agobard
introducedDe priuilegio sacerdotias a continuation of a conversation, and as adooélp
move it furthef™* He used the work to outline the tension betwéerirtherent superiority of
priests over the laity and the reality that too ynprests, through their bad lives, insufficient
training, or heretical doctrines, did not meritlsw@aithority. He also used it to share his
frustration over “house priestsddmesticus sacerdpwhose ordination the wealthy demanded
so that the priests could serve on their patrosisites. As well as removing these priests from
public, parochial duties, the circumstances ofrthadination and service made it difficult to

assert episcopal authority on the estates (XI}haigh banned from appointing or removing

1 ARFan.792 MIGH SRGVI, 90-91); Concilium Francofurtensee.1 (MGH Conc.ll.1, 165), Ado,Chronicon
an.794 MGH SdlI, 320).

2 Agobard Aduersus dogma Feligis1-7 (74).

43« sed simplicitate ingenii arbitrati sunt, men id fecisse zelo fidei, sed zelo inuidentiaeyssinoris est eorum.
L (74)

44 Agobard,De priuilegio sacerdotjil.3-11 (53).
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priests without a bishop’s conséhsome of the powerful, it seems, were comfortable

demanding that consent. This defiance of canomicdlimperial rulings came in a region
largely ignored by Carolingian rulers, and whosstacracy had enjoyed a fair amount of
autonomy because of tH&t.With its use of the relevant scriptural and diisources, and its
refutation of a practice contrary to episcopaliiests,De priuilegio sacerdotivas a fitting work
to further commend Agobard to his colleague andhisur, even while it pointed to an area of
conflict with the region’s magnates.

What happened after Attigny, rather than befoetteln explains its use as the turning
point between Agobard’s early and mid-careers Hfter Attigny, indeed in Agobard’s own
account of and response to the couriad,dispensatione ecclesiasticarum rerumitten
between 823 and 825, that he began to record pnshle ensuring that his works came to
Louis’s attentiorf” One could conclude that the works addressed tisLfoom the early period,
those on ordeal and Adoptionism, did, in fact, hetieir intended audience. It seems rather a
moot point, however, since we have no record ofbEgd’s works having any impact. What
Agobard’s admission about access does mean, howsvtkat we cannot assume, from that
point on, that Louis read or was even made awatleeoivorks Agobard wrote to him. This is an
important point since around this same time Agoltegian his conflict with Louis over the
baptism of Jews’ slaves. The hampered accesshandanflict contributed to Agobard’s
growing disillusionment with Louis, culminating ims joining Lothar’s side in the rebellion of
833. That year, in turn, marks the difference leetmvAgobard’s mid- and late-career.

Unlike Aachen, the first councils that took plateing Agobard’s tenure, no doubts at

all exist for his attendance at the Council of éiiy, held in 822. Agobard recorded some of the

“> Concilium Attiniacensec.5 MGH Conc.ll.2, 472); cf.Capitula ad episcopo819), ¢.9 MGH Capit.1, 277).
“6 Geary,Aristocracy in Provengel 50.
47 “Vtrum uero audita retulerint domno imperatoriso®.” AgobardDe dispensationdV.54-55 (123).
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proceedings of the council and his own participatioDe dispensation& Agobard wrote that,

following Adalhard’s exhortation to Louis that teenperor should correct what he could,
Agobard added, in what seems to have been a speé#uod council, his own suggestions (111.7-
IV.3). He wanted Louis to restore, as much asdwd; church property taken by his
predecessors to pay their followers. He commemhdeds for his desire to understand and
amend what was wrong in the empire (IV.4-10), dodthat reason, thought it necessary that
Louis know about the danger in having church prypaken “contrary to the prohibition and
the canons,” and used by lay nf€nAgobard noted how bishops and rulers, “afterGherch of
God had spread throughout the whole eattthad been in agreement about the necessity of
protecting sanctified property (1V.14-30). Desyilies, land and goods had been taken. Agobard
did not blame Louis for this, but rather his preztsors (1V.41-42). Yet for Agobard the
temporary necessity, the need for lords and ratepay their followers, did not excuse anyone
from the violation such a land-grab represented31W0). He recognized the impossibility of
all property being returned, but insisted that lsomust do what he could in all fear and sorrow
for his ancestors’ errors, since the present stnatiolated God's will and the canons (1V.42-
52).

Although Agobard was neither the first nor the kdsric to push for the return of church
property, he used some strong language in his egumaent on the subject. Principally,
Agobard, in trying to avoid blaming Louis for thendiscated property, instead blamed his
predecessors, yet left Louis with the responsjbdftsetting the situation right. The move is
somewhat surprising. True, Louis, having useccthencil as a forum to admit to and perform

penance for his part in the death of Bernard ¢y ad to become reconciled to members of his

8 Agobard,De dispensationdl-1V (121-23).

9 “Necesse est ergo, ut uestra industria magnartireites suggerat pericula de rebus ecclesiastjcias contra
uetitum et contra canones tractant, et in ususrfg®pxpendunt homines laici.” ibid., IV.11-13 @)2

0 “postquam enim diffusa est Ecclesia Dei toto desearum. . .” ibid., IV.14 (122).

°1 Agobard,De dispensationdV.41-46 (123).
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family,>> may have been open to such a blunt assessmeére sitiation. Again, following the

death of Benedict of Aniane the previous year, shisech may have been Agobard’s attempt to
make known his availability as a replacement smtiadvisor. However, to do so by demanding
the swift resolution of a highly complicated prableand, in the course of making said demands
essentially question the piety of the ruling famggems, at best, a gross political miscalculation.
The only mitigating factor is that Agobard did koiow whether or not Louis heard of his
speech>® From what he described e dispensationdt would seem that the clerics held
discussions amongst themselves, and it was in thissessions that Agobard expressed his
desire for the return of church property. Perh#pen, Agobard did not seek to impress Louis so
much as he wished to impress his colleagues.

From what we can tell, however, the speech apggreid not gain Agobard any favours
or many friends, since after Attigny he becameaasingly isolated from the court. Several of
his works after this council mentioned his inaitib access Louis or the court freely. Along
with the mention irDe dispensationgself, Agobard wrote ifDe baptismo mancipiorum
ludaeorum(written probably in 822 or 823) that he had netib able to follow one of his
addressees, a court official, near enough intot’syaresence to overhear what was said.
Agobard also claimed that he could not find the mferwards, which suggests that Agobard
did not have absolute, and perhaps not even adeqaess to court officials. After Attigny,
Agobard appears shut out from power. His conilith Louis over the baptism of Jews’ slaves,
and then over the place of Jews themselves intgpcieuld not have helped matters.

That conflict ran from about 822 to 827 and praakour works from Agobard)e
baptismo mancipiorum ludaeory@ontra praeceptum impium de baptismo iudaicorum

mancipiorumDe insolentia ludaeoruprandDe iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribusVhat

*2 ARF, an.822 MIGH SRGVI, 158).
%3 Agobard,De dispensationdV.54-55 (123).
4 Agobard,De baptismo mancipiorum ludaeorug12 (115).
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began on Agobard’s end as a question to AdalhaedaVénd Helisachar, all palace clerics,

about the policy regarding the baptism of Jews'apesjaves? led to at least one charter of
protection for a Jew from LoufS,and ended with Agobard penniBg iudaicis one of the most
remarkable anti-Jewish tracts in the history ofidavChristian relations. These works will be
discussed in much more detail in chapters 2 amdBgever, in this context it is worth noting
that, at least on this topic, Agobard was not aclie competition, but rather a cleric in conflict

The same cannot be said for the other works floatime. Agobard wrotBe spe et
timore, an exegetical tract on hope, fear, and sin,ataljuest of Ebbo of Reims between 823
and 826, thus after Attigny and while in the midthis conflict with Louis. Ebbo was Louis’s
foster-brother, and before his fall from gracehia wake of the 833 rebellion against Louis, had
also served as his librarian, and then his appoiAtehbishop of Reims’ After his promotion
to the see of Reims in 816, Ebbo had remainededatithe life of the empire, particularly
through manuscript production and the mission éoDanes. He maintained his loyalty to his
foster-brother and patron until the rebellion 083®&hen various annals recorded that he took
the lead among the dissident cleritsThat Ebbo, connected and involved as he was lwitfis,
asked Agobard fobe spe et timorshows that his speech at Attigny, while probaldt n
politically savvy, did not cut him off entirely fro those with influence at the court, despite his
reported difficulty in gaining access to Louis hetis It is a reminder that we should not over-
state Agobard’s isolation from the court.

Likewise in the midst of his conflict with Louis) 825 or 826 Agobard entered the fray

created by Claudius of Turin’s actions againstitieas in the churches there. Yet while Jonas of

S ibid., 22-30 (115).

* MGH Form.no.31, 310-11.

*" Flodoard Historia, 11.19 (MGH SSXIII, 467-71); Peter McKeon, “Archbishop Ebbo oéifs (816-835): A study
in the Carolingian empire and churcBhurch History43:4 (1974): 437-39.

*8 Flodoard Historia, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-74); Theganyita Hludowici ¢.56 (MGH SSlI, 602); AB, an.835
(MGH S9, 428-29); Astronomelita Hludowici c.54 MGH SSlI, 639-40).
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Orléans later addressed Bis cultu imaginunto King Charles? Agobard’sDe picturis et

imaginibushas come to us unaddressed. Jonas’s work repedsenestatement of the official
stand taken at the Council of Paris in 825. Agdbhowever, took a stand far more sympathetic
to Claudius’s iconoclastic leanings, arguing tihat adoration of images is the devil’s work, and
that people should only think of icons as pictifesince Jonas argued just the opposite in his
work,** Agobard choose the officially incorrect stancethis issue. Since the audience b
picturis remains unknown, it is possible that Agobard’aitftts on icons were not broadcasted
to those in favour with the court, sparing him dditional front of conflict.

Despite his conflict with Louis, Agobard continuedassert himself throughout this mid-
point of his career. It was by far the most acpeeiod of his life, in terms of writings produced,
the only real measurement available. Scholars Hatel fully half of his works to the middle
third of his tenure, 822-30. His first work once left off the conflict over Jews and their slaves,
De iniusticiis he sent, uninvited, to Matfrid, Count of Orléaayund 826 or 827. In it,

Agobard warned him about his participation in tbergption of justice. Since Agobard’s letter
cannot be dated precisely, it is impossible tovsagther his charges of corruption came before
or after Matfrid’s failure, along with Count Hugh Bours (Lothar’s father-in-law), to spare
Barcelona and Gerona from a Muslim incursion in,&d their loss of office the following
year. Both men then helped lead the first revgdiimst Louis in 829/36 It seems likely that

the letter came before the Barcelona debacle,iaps between that and Matfrid’s punishment,
since Agobard assured him that God had chosendba & minister to the emperor and empire,

an unusual choice of words had he already beaupstfiof office®

%9 JonasPe cultu imaginunin PL 106, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1851), 305B.

60 Agobard,De picturis XXXI (179-80).

%1 JonasPe cultu imaginun{PL 106, 329C-330B).

%2 Theganita Hludowici ¢.36 MGH SSlI, 597); McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms130, 170.
83 Agobard,De iniusticiis 11-13 (225).



75
Agobard may have finished writing to Louis aboesvg, but he produced one more work

on the subjecDe cauendo conuictu et societate iudaiaddressed to Nibridius of Narbonne,
another of Agobard’s southern colleagues, sometinngg 826-828. This work, like his other
anti-Jewish writings, will be explored in more deta Chapter 2 and 3. In this context however,
it is important to note that Agobard felt fairlyoske to Nibridius, and comfortable enough with
him to both complain about Jews and their seculpparters, and to enlist his help in the
struggle to keep Jews and Christians sep&fate.

Also during this time Agobard, the deacon Flornd a priest named Hildigius wroe
guorundam inlusione signorum 828 or 829 for Bartholomew, who succeeded Mibs as
archbishop of Narbonne in 828. Bartholomew hadceoms over certain “miraculous” signs,
seizures and apparent sulphur burns, that hadthg¢aken placé® In response, the three Lyon
clerics offered a short discourse on the natusioh signs, and how people should respond to
them. The work was an appropriate gesture ofaalriew archbishop faced with a rash of
mysterious events. It could also be read as atavayake Narbonne indebted to Lyon, but that
would be more likely if Agobard had written the Wa@lone. As it stand§)e quorundam
inlusione signorunis perhaps best understood as a neighbourly act.

It was after the piece for Bartholomew that Agabance again addressed Louis wita
diuisione imperiin 829 or 830, only two or three years after bt Wwork about Jews had been
sent to the palace. Agobard felt the need to voitieouis once again because of his concern
over Louis’s redivision of the empire in 8%9.Agobard scolded Louis for abandoning the plan
of 817 made in council and with God’s hé[pAgobard either still had allies in the court, or
simply felt sure enough in his own assertionsjdk writing such a piece so soon after coming to

loggerheads with the emperor.

64 Agobard,De cauendp73-75, 108-111 (233-34).

8 Agobard,De quorundam inlusione signorymé-14 (237).
% Theganyita Hludowici ¢.35 MGH SSiI, 597).

67 Agobard,De diuisione imperiilV-V (248-49).
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During these same years Agobard penned a lenigdojdgical tractDe fidei ueritate et

totius boni institutiongin 829 or 830, addressed to no one. It is a 8draerambling work,
moving from piety, to a discourse of the Trinitg,discussions on persecution, Hell, and the
Antichrist. More importantly at this time, Agobaadd Fridugis, abbot of Saint Martin of Tours,
pupil, compatriot, and successor of Alcuin, andik@uchancellor from 819-32, seem to have
had a disagreement on theological matters. Thepmtion to survive, however, is Agobard’s
Contra obiectiones Fredegjsiritten around 830. In it, Agobard took the ab&od chancellor

to task for suggesting, among other things, thaptitriarchs could not be Christian because
Christ had not yet conf&. In short, far from distancing himself after Atiigand his failed
confrontation over Jews, Agobard continued to imgdlimself in the empire and address some

of the leading figures of his day. This involverheantinued during Agobard’s late career.

The Rebellions, Exile, and Death

Agobard took part in the rebellions against Ldhis Pious in the 830s, as evidenced by
his loss of his see following Louis’s final recapiig of power, and especially by Agobard’s
three writings penned from the spring to the f&lB83: De priuilegio apostolicae sedikiber
apologeticus bBndll, andCartula de Ludouici imperatoris poenitentiddowever, no evidence
exists to indicate how deep, or how official, Agalia involvement was. It appears that he was
involved deeply enough to be deposed, but not spldeas to exclude reinstatement several
years later. His position was official enough tatevup the account of Louis’s deposition and
penance at Compiégne in the fall of 833, but naiffioial that scholars can be sure of the
audience or impact of his writings from the time.

The rebellions of the 830s were relatively weltdmented and subsequently have been

much-studied. Essentially, as discussed in thrednttion, Louis attempted in 829 to give his

% Agobard,Contra obiectiongsXVI (295).
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late-born fourth son, Charles, a place in the ingb@rheritance scheme that had held since 817.

This action drove his other three sons, particyltéré oldest, Lothar, to reb&. Despite

Agobard’s warning to Louis iDe diuisione imperiabout this new scheme, no evidence
suggests that Agobard took part in the first armesIt against Louis in 829/30. He did,
however, involve himself in the second revolt, thyears later. When the rebellious brothers
brought Pope Gregory IV into Gaul, for unknown butch-debated reasons, Louis and some of
the bishops objected to Gregory’s presence as fimeddl Frankish affairs® These objections
caused Agobard to writee priuilegio apostolicae sedigvhere he reminded Louis of the Pope’s
supremacy, and included his own wishes that thatin would resolve peacefulfy.

After the brothers succeeded in once again deyikouis of his imperial office in 833,
Agobard wrote justifications for that action. Iis two short tracts, both entitlégber
apologeticusAgobard described an emperor who failed to mairgantrol over his own
household, particularly his wife, and an empiresthudanger of collapsé. He also wrote
Cartula de Ludouici imperatoris poenitentiahich explained some of the rationale for the
rebellion, similar to that given in thabri apologetici and also described some of the
proceedings at Compiégne, where Louis was strippéés office and forced to do penariGe.
This penance would have had the double effectwihgiLouis a “pious” (non-lethal) way out of
the conflict with his sons, and, to the benefihisf sons, canonically bar him from rulifiy.That

seems to have been the theory behind the act, thbogviously did not work.

% Theganyita Hludowici ¢.35-37 MGH SSlI, 597-98).

°The letter of the Frankish bishops is lost, butsti#thave Gregory’s response. Gregory Af Francorum
episcoporum epistolanm MGH EppV, ed. Ernst Dummler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1899), 228

1 Agobard,De priuilegio apostolicae sedislll, V.6-9 (303-05).

2 Agobard Liber apologeticus andll (309-19). On the threat of collapse, idher apologeticus,11V.11-16
(311).

3 Agobard,Cartula poenitentig323-24).

" Mayke de Jong, “Monastic prisoners or opting deifitical coercion and honour in the Frankish kiog” in
Topographies of Power in the Early Middle Aged. Mayke de Jong et al. (Leiden: Brill, 200193234, id. “Public
penance,” 870-78; Jean Chelini, “Les ‘remploigifgiques carolingiens” itdeologie e pratiche del reimpiego
nell’alto medioevdSpoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1999), I5fheposition of the Visigothic king Wamba in
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The fact of Agobard’s involvement in the struggtginst Louis invites questions. When

did Agobard turn against Louis? Did he truly suppothar, or did he simply oppose Louis?
The latter seems more likely from his writings. obgrd did not ever praise the sons for their
actions. Instead, from the tone of the tiwori apologetici Agobard considered the events the
unfortunate outcome of Louis’s own cowardice arelttirning of his mind by his new wife

Judith against his three, grown sdnsGiven this, it seems that Agobard hoped in Léoisas

long as he could, but once it became clear thagtimgire was destabilising, turned to Lothar as a
possibility for maintaining ordef’

By the time he wrot®e priuilegio apostolicae sedaound Easter of 833, Agobard was
probably already on Lothar’s side in the confliftnot, Louis’s reaction to Gregory’s presence
could very well have been the final act which dréwgmbard to Lothar's camp. Either way,
Louis’s reaction to Gregory’s presence would havig provided further, and perhaps final,
proof in Agobard’s mind that Louis could no longeale. Louis had already disappointed
Agobard’s expectations with the retention of Gurattib law and the practice of ordeal, in the
lack of political will to force the return of churgroperty, and of course in Louis’s continued
protection of Jews despite Agobard’s efforts tatdien to the threat Agobard felt they posed to
society. Louis’s questioning the authority of thege on an ostensible mission of peace would
have only further alienated Agobard from the empeide.

Whatever hope he may have had for Lothar, howeveu)d have disappeared once the
rebellion failed, and Lothar, in retreat, sacke@lBh-sur-Sadne, one of Agobard’s suffragan
sees. Thegan and the Astronomer both stated tthat despoiled the churches there, and that

he ordered Bernard of Septimania’s sister Gerbergan, drowned in the SadHeSuch a

Roger CollinsEarly Medieval Spain: Unity in DiversitfHoundsmill, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan93§
119.

> Agobard,Cartula poenitential4 (323); id.Liber apologeticus,|23-25 (310).

¢ Boshof,Agobard 251; Wallace-HadrillFrankish Church232-34.

" TheganVita Hludowici ¢.52 MGH SSlI, 601); Nithard Historiarum libri quatuor 1.5 (MGH SSlI, 653)
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desecration went against everything Agobard hadkeebfor since Attigny, if not before. Any

expectations Agobard may have had that Lothar wbealdn improvement over Louis would
have disappeared and made Agobard Lothar’s pamisaof necessity only.

That Agobard may not have been a strong partisahdthar is also supported by what
seems to be a low level of involvement. Only ABlmdoard, and the Astronomer mentioned
Agobard at that time, and only his exifelnstead Ebbo, Archbishop of Reims, seems to have
been one of the main ecclesiastical participamtaf teast to have taken the main portion of
blame. Thegan recorded that the bishops chose &btieeir lead at Compiegne. Flodoard,
Thegan, the Annals of St. Bertin, and the Astronoatlerecorded that Ebbo alone was defrocked
at the synod of Thionville in 835. Yet Agobard is the only other cleric named in the
Astronomer’s account, mentioned as one of sevéshbps disciplined by the synadabsentia
having all fled to Italy’® As the Astronomer’s account makes clear, howesieino and Agobard
were not the only clerics involved in the struggdgsinst Louis. Thegan recorded that Jesse,
Bishop of Amiens, Archichaplain Hilduin, and Ablég¢lisachar worked with Counts Hugh,
Matfrid, and Godfrey in the first rebellion in 83@2" Flodoard, writing in the 900s and thus
best use cautiously as a source, mentioned tlztdition to Agobard, Jesse of Amiens, who
Flodoard claimed had been recently reinstated, btddeof Auxerre, and Bartholomew of
Narbonne likewise fled with Lothar into Italy, thglunone of the sources specified exactly
where. Also, Hildeman of Beauvais was caught gitarg to flee®? Ado recorded that Bernard
of Vienne likewise fled with Agobarf. Though most of the bishops in the various aceount

were not involved enough to warrant mention inrtfeén narratives of the rebellions, all felt

8 Ado, Chronicon an.840 MGH SSlI, 321); FlodoardHistoria, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-74); Astronomeryita
Hludowici, c.54 MGH SSlI, 639-40).

9 Flodoard Historia, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-73); Theganyita Hludowici ¢.56 (MGH SSlI, 602); AB, an.835
(MGH S9dl, 428-29); Astronomelita Hludowici c.54 MGH SSilI, 640).

8 AstronomerVita Hludowici c.54 MGH SSlI, 640).

81 Theganita Hludowici ¢.36 MGH SSiI, 597).

82 Flodoard Historia, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-72).

8 Ado, Chronicon an.840 MGH SSlII, 321).
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threatened enough to be compelled to flee rattzar $kek mercy. Agobard, like his colleagues,

lost his see in retaliation for choosing the empier the emperor, less than a year after
applauding Louis’s penance.

Theoretically disgraced, Agobard did not simplgequat his exile and try not to attract
attention to himself. However, his scope of wgtimecame limited to the clergy and churches of
Lyon. He addressed two writings of this perioegwile from 834-39De modo regiminis
ecclesiasticandDe antiphonariato the Lyon church, the abbots and priests of¢hatch in the
former®* and the cantors of the church of Lyon in the tdtteThese two works are in fact the
only in Agobard’s corpus so addressed. It seegar ¢hen, that Agobard felt his first duty was
to the church he still considered to be under &rs.c While he had been in residence at Lyon, he
could direct his attention to problems he saw enwlder empire. Forced away from his city,
however, Agobard quickly readjusted to ensure hiratlerics understood the proper motivation
to be a clericle modo regiminjsand the proper mode of worshipg antiphonarig.

Louis appointed Amalarius of Metz to administex #ee of Lyon in Agobard’s place.
Amalarius at that point had a long tenure in bgtis@pal and imperial service. He became
Archbishop of Trier in 812 or 813, only to be sbyptCharlemagne to conclude the peace with
Emperor Michael | in 813, along with Abbot PetemNafnantul® Louis the Pious sent
Amalarius to Rome in 831 in order to investigatarRa liturgy®” Indeed he spent many years
studying liturgy, but his revisions based on higlgts in Rome did not please everyone. He
attempted to introduce his reforms after takingrawen, and it did not go well. Lyon’s

traditions “were old and jealously guarded,” ancheamet with great resistance from Florus in

84 Agobard,De modo regiminisxIV.3-6 (334).

8d., De antiphonarig1.1-3 (337).

8 Hanssens, “Vita Amalarii,” 63-6%5esta TreverorumrXXV in MGH SSVIII, ed. Georg Waitz (Hannover: Hahn,
1848), 163ARF, an.813 MIGH SRGVI, 137).

87 Amalarius,De ordine antiphonarjiLVIIl.3 in Opera Liturgica Omniat.3, ed. John Hanssens (Vatican:
Apostolic, 1948), 94.
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Lyon, and Agobard in exil&® Both clerics took up the pen to refute Amalasushnovations.”

Florus charged that Amalarius taught that Christtheee bodies, the body he received, the body
in the faithful, and the body in those who haveldfe Perhaps because of pressure from Florus,
the Council of Quierzy in 838 declared Amalariugtgwof heretical teaching® Agobard for his
part filled his tractContra libros quatuor Amalariwith rebuttals of a wide variety of

Amalarius’s teaching®: Again, we see Agobard asserting himself fromeexhly this time
presumably to a wider audience than simply the Lglergy, though, as the work remains
unaddressed, that is not certain. Regardlessedudience, exile certainly had not cowed
Agobard.

It was probably after Quierzy that Louis restofggbard to his se&. Why Louis
consented to this remains unknown, though it may/veere come with the general amnesty
Louis offered Lothar and his supporters in 83%lso, given the doubts that remained about the
canonical validity of Ebbo’s ousting from Reims dnd successor’s assumption of the
administration of his post, Louis probably did not want several sees miretthat kind of a
canonical grey area. Whatever the reason forasi@ration, Agobard clearly ended his life as
Archbishop of Lyon. According to thennales Lugdunensgése died not long after returning to
Lyon, on the sixth of June, 840, a mere two weefsre Louis also diet?. Ado reported that

Agobard died at Saintonge while on a royal missfoile had been Archbishop of Lyon for

8 Wallace-Hadrill Frankish Church326; Yitzhak HenThe Royal Patronage of Liturgy in Frankish Gauthe
Death of Charles the Bald (87f)ondon: Henry Bradshaw Society, 2001), 105.

8 Florus,Adversus Amalarium.4 (PL 119, 74).

ibid., 11.3 (PL 119, 80). Florus provides the only record of ttosincil. cf.Concilium Carisiacensa MGH
Conc 11.2, 768-82.

91 Agobard,Contra libros quatuor Amalari{355-67).

2 Ado, Chronicon an.840 MGH SSlI, 321).

9 AB, an.839 MIGH SS9, 435).

% Janet Nelson, Introduction The Annals of St-Bertjred. and trans. Janet Nelson (Manchester: Marehest
University Press, 1991), 6.

% “Hoc anno sancte memoriae Agobardus Lugdunenss@pus obiit 8. Id. lun. Ludowichus quoque impera
defunctus est 12. Kal. Iul. . .Annales Lugdunensesn.840 MIGH SSI, 110).
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twenty-four years, not including the nearly fouayeof Amalarius’s leadership. He left the see

in the hands of his successor, Amulo, and the dektmous.

Friends and Acquaintances

The only sure way to determine who Agobard knavgtdeast knew of, is to examine his
correspondence. Addressees, where known, wergdiediwith the discussion of Agobard’s
works above. A quick review is in order here, hegre Louis by far received the most of any
addressee, seven works in &ltuersus legem GundobgdindDe diuinis sententiis contra
iudicium De), Aduersum dogma FeligiBe insolentia ludaeorupbe iudaicis superstitionibus
et erroribus De diuisione imperjiandDe priuilegio apostolicae sedisVost other named
recipients were only gifted with one work. Walaes the only exception, being named on
bothDe baptismo mancipiorum ludaeoryalso addressed to Adalhard and Helisachar) and
Contra praeceptum impium de baptismo iudaicorumemmorum (also addressed to Hilduin).
Bernard of Vienne receivdde priuilegio et iure sacerdotiiDe spe et timorgvent to Ebbo of
Reims. Agobard upbraided Matfrid e iniusticiis and warned Nibridius of NarbonneDre
cauendo conuictu et societate iudaidde wrote to Nibridius’s successor, Bartholomdw o
Narbonne irDe quorundam inlusione signoruniHe defended himself to Fridugis, abbot of St.
Martin of Tours, througiContra obiectiones FredegisFinally, he corrected the clergy and
cantors of his church witbe modo regiminis ecclesiast@ndDe antiphonario Agobard wrote
De fidei ueritate et totius boni institutiote “my brothers, the family of Christ*and so it
likewise seems meant for the clerics of his arBlae designation of “the family of Christ” could
be taken to mean the general population, but tgttheand rather circuitous structure of the

work make such an intent unlikely.

97« fratres nostri, familia Christi. . .” Agoba De fidei ueritate!.1 (253).
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Thus, Agobard sent works to five high-ranking ¢alerics (Wala, Adalhard, Helisachar,

Hilduin, and Fridugis), four archbishops (Berndtthpo, Nibridius, and Bartholomew), a count
(Matfrid), and of course, the emperor Louis. lorshthese men absolutely represented some of
the elite of Agobard’s day, and he made no apofogwriting to them. Only in his works to
Louis did Agobard ever offer th@o formaadmission that the piece could be improved or
corrected by others wiser than hifnHe did use similarlpro formaself-deprecatory language
with more people than just Louis. He not infreqietbeseeched”gbsecrg his recipients,
particularly Louis, to read his work. Only in addsing his fellow archbishops (excepting Ebbo,
sinceDe spe et timorgvas a commission) did Agobard dispense with theédas of
unworthiness and servitude. However, since suchasgls were formulaic, it is difficult, if not
impossible, to tell how much a particular writeokosuch formulas to heart. It seems unlikely
that Agobard ever meant the self-deprecation inmaase than a superficial manner. For
example, we have no record of Agobard and Mativier enteracting, and yet Agobard
“beseeched’dbsecr9 Matfrid to read a work, seemingly out of nowherewhich Agobard
upbraided the count for his alleged part in a ¢altf injustice and corruption. This was the
style of a man who felt himself equal, if not superto those he wrote. An attitude that surely
would not be mistaken by his recipients, and propdial not help his standing at court.
Although most of Agobard’s writings were sent totpcular people, a number of works
remained unaddressed, either intentionally or thincaccidents of transmissioe
dispensatione ecclesiasticarugrumcould fall into the latter category. It was writted a now-
unidentified person who had informed Agobard of oums spread about him as a result of his
efforts to reclaim church property. His writings from 833 could also belong in théscmry of

mistakes in transmission. Agobard addressed tbie fber apologeticugo the general

% e.g. AgobardAduersum dogma Feligid5-17 (73).
9 «Significauit mihi fidelis ac ueneranda dilectigai, quod clari et honorati uiri per Septimaniar®etuintiam
consistentes de me incessanter obtrectando loquarituAgobard De dispensationd.1-3 (121).
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population of the empir®° It seems reasonable to assume that the secotdbifvirat title, as

well as theCartula de Ludouici imperatoris poenitentiere likewise intended for as large an
audience as possible, though an address no lorgs.e Thus only three work®¢€ grandine et
tonitruis, De picturis et imaginibysandContra libros quatuor Amalaniremain without any
address or clues as to the intended recipientgy frfay have been expanded sermons or
instructive works for his clerics, or they may hdoeen written for a particular person or group,
but with the names later dropped.D grandineandDe picturiscan be taken as works meant
as sermons or instruction for his clerics, they M@how that Agobard, even while sending
works to people across the empire, by no mean®ctegl his local duties as archbishop before
exile seemingly forced him to narrow his focus. oBgrd probably wrot€ontra libros quatuor
Amalarii, on the other hand, for as wide an audience ashid manage from exile.

This exploration of Agobard’s addressees givesnse of who Agobard knew, and while
the list may not be an extensive who's who of Lsuisalm, it does show that Agobard was
comfortable enough with some of the empire’s leganen to write to them. The various court
clerics, who received Agobard’s first volleys irethight over baptising Jews’ slaves, have not
yet been discussed in as much depth as the otdsrssges. Adalhard and Wala were brothers,
illegitimate members of the Carolingian family, dmeld the abbacy of Corbie in succession.
Both became monks and following the death of BestexfiAniane Louis granted Adalhard, who
had opposed Benedict’s reforms, the abbacy of @nb321, which he held until his death in
826. Both men, as illegitimate members of thengifamily, suffered changing fortunes
throughout Louis’s reign, later detailed by PastisaRadbertus, who had been a monk under
both men, in hi¥ita AdalhardiandEpitaphium Arsenii For his part, Helisachar had been

Louis’s chancellor in Aquitaine and came with himmAachen to continue his service there as

100«Aydite haec omnes gentes. . .” Agobdriher apologeticus,il.1 (309).



85
archichancellof®* Hilduin likewise served at Aachen, becomaagri palatii archicapellanugn

819. He and Helisachar, as mentioned above, stggpbothar in 833° Thegan did not record
their fate, nor mention them in the rebellion thyears later. Yet when Agobard wrote to them,
the four men represented some of the most poweldtits in the empire. For example, the
position of archichaplain, Hilduin’s post, has bescribed as “the king’s personal counsellor
on all ecclesiastical matters, he had all the gatdergy under him and was thus also the
ecclesiastical superior of the notaries in theimgibffice. . ."** Likewise, under Louis,
chancellors, Helisachar’s post, began being chiyveemamong the ruler’'s advisers and
supporters, rather than from the ranks of notaffeg hese clerics provide further evidence that
Agobard did not shy away from approaching membegLtais’s inner circle.

It is interesting to note the high percentage gbBard’s correspondents who were
involved in the rebellions of the 830s. Two ofrthéAdalhard and Nibridius, died before the
revolts broke out, but of the eight other addresserly Fridugis remained loyal to Louis.
Bernard of Vienne and Bartholomew of Narbonne areé ® have fled, like Agobard, following
Lothar's final defeat®® Ebbo received the brunt of the blame after 83Bwaas defrocked®
Matfrid, Hilduin, and Helisachar were three of §pearheads for the 829/30 rev8it. Wala’s
involvement is more difficult to categorize. TBEpitaphium Arsenidoes not spare its criticism
of Louis, and, despite its difficulties as a soud@es point to Wala working against the
emperor'® That so many of Agobard’s correspondents chdsellien is striking. It suggests

that Agobard had a peer group which shared sorhesafleas about empire and were willing to

101 McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms84-5, 125.

192 Theganyita Hludowicj ¢.36 MGH SSII, 597).

103 McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms85.

1% ipid., 84.

195 Ado, Chroniconan.840 KIGH SSlI, 321); FlodoardHistoria, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-74).

198 Flodoard Historia, 11.20 (MGH SSXIII, 471-74); TheganYita Hludowici c.56 MGH SSII, 602); AB, an.835
(MGH S9l, 428-29); Astronomelita Hludowici ¢.54 MGH SSlI, 639-40).

197 Theganyita Hludowici ¢.36 MGH SSiI, 597).

198 paschasius RadbertiEpitaphium Arseni{or Vita Walag (MGH SSlI, 533-69); David Ganz, “Th&pitaphium
Arseniiand opposition to Louis the Pious”@harlemagne’dHeir: New Perspectives on the Reign of Louis the
Pious ed. Peter Godman and Roger Collins (Oxford: Qidoa Press, 1990), 537-40, 544-45.
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act on those ideas. It is also possible, thougletiistolary evidence does not exist to prove this,

that Agobard wrote to some of the men involved allog state of the empire and their plans.
Since the Astronomer only listed Ebbo and Agobarddme among a number of bishops
disciplined at Thionville in 835, it is even podsilthat Agobard took a lead role in 8%3.
While that may be an unnecessary stretch of onespit is obvious that Agobard was neither
alone nor on the fringe in turning against Louis.

Indeed, while his interactions with the court pdmiAgobard’s isolation from that body
of power, and that isolation should in no way bscdunted, he was also by no means completely
cut off and alone in his see. | find it tellingttDepreux, in crafting hiBrosopographigdid not
include Agobard in the main body of the text duéilack of influence at court, but rather
placed him at the front of the appendix of thos putside Louis’ circlé!® Agobard’s own
circle widens when one considers who Agobard likelgw, even if we have no evidence of
correspondence or contact. For example, througirae, Agobard could have known Alcuin
and Benedict of Aniane, since they all participatethe fight against Adoptionisfit? It also
seems quite likely that Agobard knew Claudius ofif,usince, even accepting the dates given in
the Annales Lugdunensgthey would have both been in Lyon under Leidratha same timé?
Even if Agobard had spent a portion of that timeéa@uepiscopal circuit instead of assisting
Leidrad in Lyon itself, Agobard and Claudius muaté surely crossed paths. There could be a

connection with Theodulf of Orléans as well, siboth Leidrad and Theodulf had served as

109 AstronomerVita Hludowici c.54 MGH SSlI, 640). Poole stated that Agobard was a leat#re revolt, and
one must assume the Astronomer’s account of Thiemsffected that assertion. Reginald Podlastrations of the
History of Medieval Thought and Learnifigew York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1960), 42.

1109 bepreux Prosopographie406-08.

1le g. Alcuin, ep. 200MGH EpplV, 330-33); Chandler, “Heresy and Empire,” 524Peux,Prosopographig
287-88.

12 Claudius of Turin’s letter to Abbot Dructramn ois kxposition of Genesis is dated to 811 and mestios
study in Lyon MGH EpplV, 590, 592). Thénnales Lugdunensgdace Agobard’s arrival in Lyon in 7981GH
SSl, 110).
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missiin the area, both witnessed Charlemagne’s will, Bimeodulf was friends with Agobard’s

suffragan bishop of Autun, Modoin®

Agobard would have also made his own connectiormsashishop, beyond those we
know of from his correspondence or can guess frismatationship with Leidrad. There were,
of course, his suffragan bishops — Alberic, bishbpangres and from 825raissudor the area
of Lyon, Vienne, and east to SavByModoin who served Autun, Favo at Chalon-sur-Saéne,
and Hildebaud in Macon. All were in attendancedafirm Alberic’s restoration of the
monastery of Béze, and all except Hildebaud sighenl names to Ebbo’s deposition at
Thionville in 835, Hildebaud having died in 830 amuisuccessor apparently named until 853.
Thus none of Agobard’s suffragan bishops followed imto rebellion and then exile, suggesting
that his sway over them may have been minimakagtlin political matters.

Agobard’s connections would have also extended me¥is archiepiscopal borders. We
know, for example, that he wrole spe et timorér Ebbo of Reims. Through him and through
general councils like those at Aachen or AttigngoBard could have cultivated relationships
with any member of court or with other high-rankirigrics. Without more evidence of
correspondence or contact, we cannot fully tracebagd’'s social network. There is little
guestion, however, that it did not include any keadl of influence or voice at Louis’ court.
However, those facts should not be taken to meanAhobard did not participate in the
horizontal relationships so important in maintagninagnates’ power, only that it is harder for us
to trace them since he largely operated outsidmoit circles, which are the only ones thus far

mapped by scholarg®

113 Einhard,Vita Karoli, .33 MGH SSlI, 461); TheodulfAd Modoinum de exilim MGH Poet | ed. Ernst
Dummler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1881), 563-65; Deprelasgsopographie333-34, 383-85.

114 Commemoratio missis da(®IGH Capit |, 308).

15 Concilium LingonenséMGH Conc.l1.2, 681-82);Concilium Theodonis-villatMGH Conc 11.2, 703).
18| e JanFamille et pouvoir 79.



88
Just as we cannot tell the full extent of Agobanaer group, it is likewise difficult to tell

how many of his addressees, the people we knogeftain he had contact with, were more than
just acquaintances. The two most likely candidatesNibridius and Bernard. The manner in
which Agobard approached his other recipients miéid only acquaintance. The salutations
were formal, and showed no signs of more opennesgimacy. In contrast, the works
addressed to both Bernard and Nibridius do show sigms. In the work for BernarBe

priuilegio et iure sacerdotjiAgobard wrote how he and Bernard had spoken gusly about

the state of the church, and that the work was tednrther that conversation with quotes from
the Bible™’ As an additional sign of friendship, Bernard Ibist name tde iudaicis
superstitionibus et erroribyss did Faof, Agobard’s suffragan bishop of ChalanSadne.
Agobard referred to Nibridius as his “father’Dre cauendo conuictu et societate iudaiaad
expressed regret that they could not meet facade-more often, but instead had to rely on
letters™*® It would seem highly unlikely that Agobard hadyotwo friends, but out of all of his
correspondents, we can only speak with some card&lef Nibridius and Bernard as being

more to Agobard than mere acquaintances.

Works

Due to both the number of intervening years aeditimber of editions, scholarly
disputes have arisen over the exact contents obamis body of work® Van Acker chose to
exclude three works sometimes attributed to Agoframa his edition: two short poems entitled
Epitaphium Caroli Magni ImperatorjandDe translatione reliquiarum sanctorum martyrum

and a short tract callddber de divina psalmodiaHe included three other disputed works in his

117 pgobard,De priuilegio sacerdotjil (53).

118 Agobard,De cauendpl1-11 (231).

19 The arguments for or against the inclusion of tkewerks discussed in the following paragraphs lariound in
Van Acker, introduction té&\gobardi Lugdunensijsxii-xxxvii; Cabaniss Agobard 92, 99-108; Boshofagobard
157, 282, 286, 318-19.
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edition: two tracts entitleBe picturis et imaginibusandContra libros quatuor Amalarjiand

the acrostic poerAgobardo pax sit | have generally abided by Van Acker’s decisjaghsugh
not always without reservations.

The exclusion of the two short poems hardly effectsunderstanding of Agobarde
translatione reliquiarum sanctorum martyruwhd not make Van Acker’s edition because the
authorship remains a question, since scholarsarelear whether the work was written by
Agobard, or for him. Towards the end of the po#tta,author included a prayer that St. Cyprian
protect Agobard®® Boshof interpreted the prayer for Agobard as»ali€it naming of “our
patron” (atronus nostgrfrom several lines earlier, thus making Agobaw@lishorship
impossiblet?* Dimmler and Van Acker both assigned the workltous, though without much
by way of explanation as to why, while Cabanissiadgthat Florus would not have known
Leidrad, who also appeared in the poem, and insiffated it as Agobard’s first worlé? |
would argue against Agobard’s authorshifeftranslationeon the grounds that if he wrdiee
picturis et imaginibuswhich | believe he did)e translationevould seem out of character when
compared to the scepticism about images and retisressed iDe picturis*?® The other poem
left out of Van Acker’s editionEpitaphium Carolj presents problems because the thirteen-line
work in praise of Charlemagne is simply not subis&enough to allow for much
investigationt** However, | find it highly unlikely that Agobardith his strict distinctions
between the sacred and the profane, would havedeetared that the skies at Charlemagne’s

death should be as golden as they were at Chbistts*?®

12040 doctor sacer, o beate martyr

Serva pontificum pius Agobardum”

De translatione reliquiarum martyruiffPL 104, 352A).

121 Boshof,Agobard 318.

122 Dgmmler, “Prooemium”NIGH Poetll, 509); Van Acker, introduction tdgobardi Lugdunensjsxiii; Cabaniss,
Agobard 19, 99-100.

123 e g. AgobardDe picturis XVI1.1-3 (166).

124 Epitaphium Caroli(PL 104, 349C).

125«purea caelorum postquam de Virgine Christus

Sumpserat apta sibi mundi pro crimine membra,
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As for the only poem included in the Van Acker exfif Agobardo pax sjtl am not

entirely convinced of the reasons for its inclusihich is why it was not discussed in the
biographical section. Taken with the questionalinorship oDe translationeandEpitaphium
Caroli, it is possible that Agobard wrote three poemghat he wrote none. Since poetry played
such an important role in the life and competitidrthe court:?® it is important to resolve this
issue if at all possibleDe translationeandEpitaphium Caroli if Agobard’s, would have easily
fit into the culture of competition, since both igaCharlemagne as well as display linguistic
skill. Agobardo pax sjton the other hand, could not have been meantampetitive piece.

The poem focused on death and judgement, and oetely personal language. The largely
pessimistic tone of the work | think makes it uelikthat the author would have intended this
poem to be read aloud as a way to display hisilegurOf course displays of learning were not
the only reasons for writing poetry. The authonpvaddressed the reader as “father,” probably
meant it as a gift for that reader aldné.

Attempting to unravel the authorship and the ideghrecipient of the poem is very
difficult. The twelfth stanza, which seems to rate authorship, appears to be incomplete. The
manuscript reads: “Receive the little verses seybt, father. Indeed you are called. Read
mine in the first letters of the verse$® According to the form of the poem, there showdsix
more syllables in the stanza. Van Acker and Tradéetified the gap as coming between
vocarisandtu, that is, the second half of the second line efdtanza is missing® They then

make their case for Agobard’s authorship, for i¢ditls the gap with the recipient’'s name, then

Jam decimus quantus post centies octo volaba

Annus, fluctivagi meruit per fervida coeli

Aetheri Carolus, Francorum gloria gentis,

Aequora transire, et placidum comprendere portuiid.

126 Mary Garrison, “The emergence of Carolingian létierature and the court of Charlemagne (780-81)”
Carolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovatipad. Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridgéversity
Press, 1994), 114, 117, 119, etc.

127 Agobardg XI1.1 (373).

128«gyscipe pater versiculos missos tibi vocarisétovmeum in versuum primis litteris lege.” Lieréan Acker,
“Notice sur le poéme rythmique ‘Agobardo Pax SR&vue Bénédicting8 (1978): 292.

129y7an Acker, “Notice,” 292; cfAgobardq XI1.2 (373).
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the following lines would be read as “read my [namehe first letters of the verses” —

Agobard. Dummler, however, assumed that the poemdedicated to Agobard. He therefore
edited the stanza to read thus: “Receive the lrglses sent to you, father. You are indeed

named in the first letters of my verses. Read y@ume.**

While it seems more likely that the
missing syllables came as a result of a droppedihal as Van Acker and Traube attest, the
defect in the only witne$¥ means that the question of authorship and deditatust remain
unsolved.

Too many possibilities regarding these poems remjéan. De translationeand
Epitaphium Carolicould show a younger Agobard’s attempts to makesklif known at court.
They could just as easily belong to Florus, or heotleric entirely. Because of that uncertainty,
one cannot use them as evidence for Agobard’scgzation in that particularly Carolingian
form of competition without serious hesitation.kéwise , Agobardo pax sitnay contain
Agobard’s feelings about his own hardships, oratyrhave been a gift from someone as a
comfort for Agobard. Aside from the question ofrquetition, however, the inclusion or
exclusion of these works from Agobard’s corpushegitadds nor detracts significantly to our
understanding of him.

The three debated prose workBe-picturis et imaginibyContra libros quatuor
Amalarii andDe divina psalmodia- prove slightly more complicated to deciphetaerms of
inclusion or exclusion. | have chosen to exclDeedivina psalmodidor several reasons. As a

short tirade against Amalarius’s liturgical “inndioms,”**2

the piece could easily belong to
Agobard as a companion Be antiphonario It could also just as easily have come frompbe

Florus, or even of another Lyon clerige divina psalmodigDe antiphonarig andOpuscula

130«gyscipe, pater, versiculos missos
tibi, vocaris tu vero meorum
in versuum primis litteris: tuum
lege iam nomen.” MGH Poet Il, 119).
131 paris BN lat. 4841, 9th. Van Acker, introductiomgobardi Lugdunesidiii.
132 De divina psalmodigPL 104, 325C-330A).
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adversus Amalariurare quite similar in language, tone, and messagkeiding the denigration

heaped on Amalarius. He is called “foolish anduchgnt”stultus et improbysn De divina
psalmodia Florus labelled his teachings an “insane andmpttass error” érrorem insanum et
vanun), and Agobard attacked the additions to antiphvariiten by Amalarius as “mendacious
or blasphemous’niendatias aut blasphemds® As the authorship dbe divina psalmodia
cannot be properly deciphered, and also sincetitima so well witlbe antiphonario | believe
it can be safely excluded from discussion withdwnging any conclusions about Agobard’s
thoughts on Amalarius, or on the divine office.

| have chosen to include bdire picturis et imaginibuandContra libros quatuor
Amalarii in my discussions. | belieu&e picturisbelongs in Agobard’s corpus because it fits so
well with the context of the dispute over imagest tiook place in the mid-820s, when the work
is dated. WritindJe picturiswould have served several purposes for Agobardiould have
involved him, invited or no, in the theological @du jour. It would have once again
displayed his learning and his command of the tualé of sources available to him at Lyon, but
especially a command of Augustine. In these regards also most likely that a cleric with
something to gain, a bishop, archbishop, or alWaatte De picturis The work would have also
given Agobard the opportunity to question a practihich could so easily lead to (or even stem
from) superstition rather than true belief. Givew often he attacked beliefs and practices he
considered suspect, | find it hard to believe tietvould not have had an opinion about icons,
and that his opinion would not have been the Igrgebative one found iBe picturis

The work deployed Agobard’s usual list of suppatavidence. Augustine held pride of
place among the patristic citations, to which héealicanons and historical anecdotes.

Agobard’s own thoughts on the subject, phrased highusual bluntness and surety of his own

133ibid. (PL 104, 325C); Floruspuscula adversus Amalariy (PL 119, 73B); Agobardpe antiphonariall.3
(339).
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correctness, came interwoven with the citationgol#ard never left room to doubt his position

on any given issue. In this particular case, aftaking it clear around the mid-pointDé

picturis that a faithful person should properly move frontveard, worldly things to inward,

godly contemplation, Agobard ended his tract byniksing the argument that those who
venerate icons do not worship the images but tiiéssaith a simple quote from Isaiah, that God
gives His glory to no othér?

A similar case can be made for the inclusioohtra libros quatuor Amalarii
Essentially, the tone and intent of the work angilar enough not only tBe antiphonarig but
also toContra obiectiones Fredegjdpb be considered Agobard’s. Both works writtgaiast
those particular clerics used language of dispanagég, leaving the reader with the impression
that if Amalarius or Fridugis had bothered to attyueflect on what they were saying, they
would not have made the mistakes which led to Agbattacks.Contra libros quatuor
Amalarii also fits with Agobard’s common method of argumémdt is, to argue against
something by discounting it. In bo@ontra obiectiones FredegiandContra libros quatuor
Amalarii Agobard began his rebuttal of each point by dismgwhat either cleric had
previously written. He repeatedly asked his resdéetorically, “Who does not know/seg***
or, “Who has ever heard of such a thind.”"He used the same tactic in the sectioDef
antiphonariodealing with Amalarius’s innovatiors’

Also, while it is always possible that an anonymbysn cleric took up the pen in the
cause against Amalarius, it seems more likely Agatbard, as well as ensuring the discipline
and liturgical correctness of his church thro@pmodo regiminis ecclesiast@ndDe

antiphonariq would also directly attack the source of potdmgrablems, Amalarius himself.

134 Agobard,De picturis XVI.1-9, XXXV.1-4 (165, 181); Is. 42:8

135«Quis enim fidelium ignorat. . .” Agobar@ontra obiectiones Fredegjdi.18 (284); cf. “. . .quis non uideat. . .”
id., Contra libros quatuor Amalarjill.40 (357).

136«Quis audiuit talem interrogationem?” i€pntra obiectiones FredegjskV.4 (294); cf. “Quis audivit umquam
tale. . .?” id.Contra libros quatuor Amalar,ixXIV.28-29 (365).

137 e.g. AgobardDe antiphonario V (340).
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Not least because the only way Agobard could pbsesturn to his see would be for Amalarius

to be ousted from it. Amalarius, through his inatbons, left himself open to charges of
heresy:*® and both Agobard and Florus quickly exploited dpportunity. Taken together, these
factors make a strong case for Agobard’s authorship

Like the disagreements around the specific contngyobard’s corpus, issues exist for
the dates of his works, as outlined in brief intdlgle at the end of this chapter. For most of the
works, the proposed dates are within a few yeaesol other. For only two piec&g
priuilegio et iure sacerdotiandDe modo regiminis ecclesiastics the gap between hypotheses
large enough to warrant discussigh.Even more so than the disputes around the ireiusi a
particular work, the evidence marshalled in favolua specific date of composition is largely
subjective, such as what environment a scholakshimost likely produced the work. In the
absence of convincing evidence to the contraravkelthosen to follow Van Acker’s dating of
De priuilegio sacerdotito 817-22, ande modo regiminiso 834-39. Cabaniss dated both
works to 826-27, a theory which makes little selos@e given that those years included the
climax of Agobard’s dispute with Louis about Jewsigell as several other pieces. An
acceptance of those dates would push the numlveorés produced by Agobard during those

two years to seven, which seems an improbably lleigl of output.

Personality
A reading of Agobard’s works has led scholars v@agety of conclusions about his

approach and personality. For Cabaniss, Agobaplaiied “clear-headed rationality.” Poole

138 McKitterick, Frankish Church148-52.

391he arguments are given in Van Acker, introductmAgobardi Lugdunensesl, xlvi; Boshof,Agobard 76;
CabanissAgobard 103-104.
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saw a powerful cleric and idealist, others, a cottadianti-Jewish activist’ All have a certain

amount of truth to them, but they also all overdify. Agobard certainly used a great deal of
logic and rationality, yet he was not always “claaaded,” as his refusal to believe that Louis
ruled to prevent the baptism of Jews’ pagan slatiesvs-** | certainly agree with Poole in his
assessment of Agobard as an idealist, but nopasvarful cleric, backed by church leadership.
Agobard’s anti-Judaism is clear, but Heil for ores lquestioned his commitment td“f.
Obviously, Agobard’s writings are too complex aratigd to allow for simply one impression,
or one theory, to explain all.

A few things do become clear in reading Agobamiyéver. Firstly, Agobard seems to
have not been a happy person. The only emotiogeherally displayed were annoyance,
bitterness, and incredulity. If he did write thmepnAgobardo pax sjtdespair joins the list.
Overall, Agobard comes across in his writing asajply, and willing to share his unhappiness.
That nearly all of his writings are an attack omsone or something only adds to this
impression. The one exception to his negativetigaie the salutation to Nibridius e
cauendo conuictu et societate iudaiddis address to that senior cleric betrayed aftection.
Agobard wrote, “If the nearness of the places ergéace of the situation allowed it, | would
wish to speak to your paternity face to face mdteng and always procure the council of your
sanctity on private or public matter¥® | believe that is the only real compliment hedpai
anyone in all of his writings, and it stood in &tapntrast to the anti-Jewish invective which
immediately followed. The invective should not ¢iish the importance of the address,

however. The opening lines B cauendo conuictallow a glimpse into an aspect of

140 cabanissAgobard 13-14; PooleMedieval Thought34-35; Kenneth Stow, “Hatred of Jews or love lufirch:
Papal policy toward the Jews in the Middle AgesAittisemitism Through the Agesd. Shmuel Almog and trans.
Nathan Reisner (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1988) 37 Aibert, “Adversus ludaegs121, 138.

141 Agobard,De insolentia 44-46 (192).

142 30hannes Heil, “ Agobard, Amolo, das Kirchengud die Juden von LyonFrancia 25:1 (1998): 42.

14345j locorum uicinitas et rerum tranquillitas siegruellem quidem frequentius cum paternitate aessrad os
loqui et, siue in priuatis seu in publicis neces#ius, consilio semper uestrae sanctitatis institigobard,De
cauendo conuict3-6 (231).
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Agobard’s personality found nowhere else in hiskgpand remind us that there was more to

Agobard than came through in his writings.

Cabaniss probably came to the conclusion he didtaldgobard’s rationality because,
having to rely on the evidence we have, there ikinbthat Agobard’s faith had any emotional
resonance for him. Right belief for Agobard wasrdallectual exercise, the position a person
would naturally arrive at if they used their merfeadulties. It is one of the reasons why he
reacted to Amalarius so badly. Many of Amalaridsachings sprang from his own mystical
experience of the liturgy, and Agobard had no ustaeding of, or room for, mysticist: If
something could not be puzzled out or grasped useuig, the Scriptures, and the Fathers, it
simply could not be right. It also helps explaihyahe reacted as he did to the Jewish mystical
beliefs he reported iDe iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribugle seems to have not recognised
mysticism as such, but with both Jews and Amalaappears to have thought that they took
literally the beliefs and practices they held cedis Although Agobard used the “spiritual”
meaning of Scriptures himself, mysticism apparewiyt too far, and provoked some of the
worst of Agobard’s ire.

Perhaps connected to his highly intellectual ustadeding of faith, Agobard seems to
have not been very pastoral. While priests weriicgy responsible for the souls in their

care!®

the principle concern in Agobard’s writing is tiealtation and prerogatives of both
priests and bishops against the laity. ParticyiarDe priuilegio et iure sacerdotandDe
priuilegio apostolicae sedif\gobard left no doubt that ordained clergy, siyipy virtue of their
ordination, are superior to any lay person, whoendlergy govern and rule. The ends remained

pastoral, clergy governed in order to lead allalvation, but the means focused on the clergy as

rulers separated from the people, rather thandigimong the people and exemplifying the way

144 Wallace-Hadrill Frankish Church327-28.
1456 g. AgobardPe modo regiminisiX (330-31).
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to salvation through their own lives. He also dad write on any subjects usually connected

with pastoral care, such as marriage or penancdikdJonas of Orléans and others, he did not
write tracts designed to show lay people how td laees pleasing to Gotf®

He also did not write much by way of pure theolaggtead, the majority of his works
came in response to matters he saw, and whichlieyée needed correction. From trial by
ordeal to the presence and practices of Jews lty fantiphons, Agobard frequently dealt with
concrete issues that disturbed him. This concétimactual events and practices indicates that,
although Agobard does not appear pastoral becduse privileging of the priestly class and
silence on topics such as baptism, in some waysgdsevery much so. His primary concern was
the very Carolingian worry of ensuring salvatiorotigh proper belief — belief shown through

practice.

Agobard the Carolingian

In very many ways, Agobard was not at all unusoiahis time, for only in his attack on
Judaism does he prove truly unique in his agealllather ways, the subjects he chose, the
concerns he had, the positions he took, the methedsed, Agobard was a product of the
reforming environment of Charlemagne and Louisiseti Where Agobard specifically
intersected with his contemporaries on issuesheilexplored in more detail in chapter 4. Of
more importance now is a brief exploration and samynof what it meant to be a Carolingian
thinker as scholars have come to understand ithamdAgobard fit into that mould.

What made someone a Carolingian, again as schoideystand the distinction, proves
rather more difficult to define than one mightiastfexpect. Scholars have somewhat overblown

the idea of the “Carolingian Renaissance,” partgaduse of the self-aggrandizement by late-

146 e g. Jonas of OrléarBe institutione laicalin PL 106, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1851), 128-27
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eighth- and ninth-century elites at the expenséeif predecessors! Closer examination

shows that many of the ideas behind and actiorentedlring the period from Pippin 11l to
Charles the Bald were not néf. However, old ideas and ideals never return irstmae form
they last took, so it is not that scholars haveakinly regarded the Carolingians, taken both
narrowly as the ruling family and more broadly las keading men and women of the time, as
different from the Merovingians who preceded thang the Ottonians and Scholastics who
succeeded them. One must simply use caution, sorex fall into the trap the Carolingians
themselves laid of believing that they were theydmight light in a dark age.

What does set the Carolingians apart for schaddtsat they had an agenda, one
different at least from the Merovingians. Siftithgough the various writings from the period,
scholars have determined what the Carolingian Isadeth all of their “legislative intention:#°
were attempting: to ensure the salvation of abhigh unity and the proper expression of the
correct beliefs. The system they created to dodfiectively tied secular and ecclesiastical
elites together in the attempt to keep the emphel&vand operating. This has lead to scholarly
charges of either the secular rulers using thees@dtical elites to their own ends, or,
conversely, ecclesiastical elites using secularsuio advanctheir own ends — that the State led
the Church, or the Church led the State. Thatwloeorganisations could have had a more-or-
less equal share and role in leading the empir@higsrecently been advancéy.

Because of their focus on salvation, Carolingi@aslers have been described as

deliberately creating a Christian society in whadhpeople fulfilled their duties to that society,

147 Giles Brown, “Introduction: the Carolingian rersasce” inCarolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovatipad.
Rosamond McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridge Univigriress, 1994), 3; McKittericlrankish Kingdoms23-
24,

148 Brown, “Carolingian Renaissance,” 1-4.

149 \Wallace-Hadrill Frankish Church258.

150 de Jong, “Early medieval polity,” 116-17, 124 ff.
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of regarding society as the Body of Christ, the i€huor a family*>* This desire for the

salvation of all, or at least that everyone hagbance at salvation, in turn drove the hallmark of
the age, the Carolingian efforts at renewal andrnef These efforts have been divided into clear
methods and goals. Education via the liberalvaats a major method of the reform agenda.
Charlemagne mandated the basic education of bak sind free-born boy3? Such a
sweeping provision naturally proved easier to leggsthan effect. The bishops at Attigny
acknowledged that they had not been as carefliegsshould have in maintaining schools,
though they also laid the responsibility for theaficial support of students on their parents or
lord.*>* A mere three years later, Louis had to againmdrttie bishops not to neglect the
schools:>* Despite the obvious difficulties, education reneai important and sought after. It
also became an area of innovation. The Carolisgreere the first since Late Antiquity to
attempt fusing the liberal arts, with their classic.e. pagan, sources, with the study of the
Scriptures and the Fathéers. The latter still absolutely formed the foundatifiearning and
the goal remained a better understanding of thiptBoes. The liberal arts simply became the
means to that®

From the evidence we have, it seems that Agohdrdat concern himself much with
education, but Leidrad took an interest in it, utlthg an apparent interest in logic, revived in the
ninth century by Alcuin and, with education moregelly, another example of Carolingian

adaptation>’ Leidrad involved himself in this revival to suah extent that he presented the

151 McKitterick, Frankish Church17; Wallace-HadrillFrankish Church231; Wemple, “Organic metaphor,” 222;
Werner, “Gouverneur,” 62-63; de Jong, “Empirezaslesig’ 205; Nelson, “Kingship and empire,” 59.

152 Admonitio generalisc.72 MGH Capit.1, 60).

153 Concilium Attiniacensec.3 (MGH Conc.ll.2, 471).

154 Admonitio ad omnes regni ordines6 (MGH Capit.|, 304).

155 John Marenbon, “Carolingian thought” @arolingian Culture: Emulation and Innovatipad. Rosamond
McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre$994), 172.

150 Wallace-Hadrill,Frankish Church197.

157 _eidrad,Summo Carolo imperatqr{MGH Epp.1V, 543); Marenbon, “Carolingian thought,” 174-75.
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Lyon cathedral library with what is now the oldestant text on dialectit® Lyon seems to

have been a centre of study during this periodobagd’s own extensive command of sources,
the works of Florus, and Claudius of Turin havipegst time in Lyon studying under Leidrad
bear witness to the city’s intellectual strength.

Agobard himself seems to be a product of the ehand reform of learning begun by his
predecessors. His theological tracts, in partic@lamonstrate an understanding of both the
Scriptures and the Fathers, and did not deviate flee catena method so well established and
still very much used by his contemporart€s He only left that model in his more “practical”
works (e.gDe grandine et tonitruiDe insolentia ludaeorujn However, he rarely abandoned
the method completely, such as relying almost cetept on Scriptural proofs to argue against
the existence dempestarii(storm-raisers) ibe grandine In all of his works, however, he used
the sort of logical arguments developed by Boethiuss Opuscula sacra®* Agobard often
melded the two methods together, providing striofgsatristic or Scriptural quotes in tandem
with logical scrutiny, in order to prove his pointk arguing against the practice of ordeal, for
example, Agobard mixed citations from Scripturesameo demonstrate that people are to love
their neighbours with questions and observationante show the logical inconsistencies of
ordeal*®?

One of the reasons for the interest in educatias W help ensure uniformity in
163

worship>° Without that uniformity the proper expressiorbefief could not be assured, and

thus neither could salvation. Only a regularizaddy could combat paganism and prevent

%8 Now Rome, Casa dei padri maristi A.1l.1, lafed early §'. Rosamond McKitterick and John Marenbon,
“Philosophy and its background in the early medi&ast” in Medieval Philosophyed. John Marenbon (London:
Routledge, 1998), 97.

159 Claudius of TurinPructeramno abbati expositionem GenesébksH EpplV, 592).

180 Gorman, “Commentary on Genesis,” 318.

161 Marenbon, “Carolingian thought,” 177.

162 Agobard,Contra iudicium Dei(31-49).

163 @ g.Admonitio generalisc.72 MGH Capit.|, 59-60).
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misunderstandings of Christian teachintsWhile not concerned about uniformity per se,

Agobard did work to guarantee the liturgical cotness of his see. Not only in the words used,
but also in the attitude taken by his clef§y.He also clearly expected his clergy to follow his
liturgical instructions and corrections.

Although the Carolingians actively promoted theamization and uniformity of the
liturgy, it seems to have been designed more amsenisus, as diversities within a larger
unity.**® The same cannot be said for the unity of the eenpiVe must note that the desire for
unity, more than any other dimension of the periws been outlined by scholars more explicitly
than it was ever stated in the sources. It diceapm writings. Louis’®ivisio imperii listed
unity as one of the reasons he insisted on theitahee scheme he di’ Jonas of Orléans
imagined society as one body with two he#sThe generation after Louis mourned the loss of
unity.**® Yet the quest for unity remains more an impressictholars have gotten from the
sources, than a concept clearly given in them,“noeyet elaborated but generally felt®

The greatest threat to that unity came in the fofrompetition for offices and honours.
Competition has appeared throughout this chafReiters led the way in crafting reform by
providing material support to those they determioedld help in shaping both present and
future society in the desired way. The Carolingiamere not the first to patronize artists and
intellectuals, but they were the first to use padige systematically, and often did so as part and

parcel of their reform agend&. Agobard already had his archbishopric, yet indhiéure of

184 McKitterick, Frankish Church 120.

165 Agobard,De antiphonario(337-51).

166 Rosamond McKitterick, “Unity and diversity in ti@arolingian church” irUnity and Diversity in the Churgted.
R.N. Swanson (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, Ltd96), 81-82; HenRoyal Patronage104-07.

157 Divisio imperii (MGH LL 1, 198).

158 jonas of Orléan§e institutione regial (PL 106, 285).

18% Ganz, Epitaphium Arsenjf 548.

170\Wallace-Hadrill,Frankish Church231.

171 McKitterick and Marenbon, “Philosophy,” 106-08; &nond McKitterick, “Royal patronage of culturetfie
Frankish kingdoms under the Carolingians: Motived eonsequences” ommittenti e produzione artistico-
letteraria nell’alto medioevo occidenta(8poleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1992), 118#&i, Royal Patronage
18-19.
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competition and patronage he could have still hdpediore, had he wished to compete for

Louis’s favour. Louis had several clerics, inchglhis half-brother Drogo, also an archbishop,
serve him in specific capacities throughout higmesomething Agobard could have sought.
Yet it was not until after Agobard’s time, when lig/g sons and their followers became free to
more stridently jostle for position, that cleridsarose in stature. Lothar used a work of
exegesis by Hrabanus Maurus as a mark of legitingoge the cleric had stayed loyal to Louis;
Hincmar of Reims managed to dominate the chur¢hefvestern kingdom and beyond for
decaded’® Agobard lived in the generation of more limitgzportunities, and, in the end,
appears to have given up on any chance of advamteaewen while continuing to assert himself

throughout his career.

As will be explained more in chapter 4, Agobardtawually argued for his vision of an
orderly universe. Agobard’s ideal world centereabad unity and order. In his efforts to
promote his vision, he wrote about law, the relaibetween church and state, Jews, icons,
superstition, ecclesiology, liturgy, and heresiele subscribed to the Carolingian ideal of a
Christian empire, with royalty and clergy workinmgdonjunction to ensure the peace, justice,
and salvation of society. Yet Agobard’s concepiohpeace, justice, and salvation, and his
style of presentation, sometimes conflicted witbiséh of Louis and his magnates, the very class
of people Agobard should have worked with to gus@m@n ordered society.

While it was certainly not unusual for a clerieaiter to advocate his version of what the
world should be, Agobard’s vision drove him to theskirts of acceptability. He was not

without friends, but the positions he took sevefreynpered his access to the court. Nor were

172 McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms125.

173 de Jong, “Empire ascclesig’ 206; McKitterick, Frankish Kingdoms188-89; Alfred Raddatz, “Zur
Vorgeschichte der ‘Epistula seu liber contra JudaAmulos von Lyon” inEcclesia peregrinans: Josef
Lenzenweger zum 70. Geburtstad. Karl Amon (Wien: Verband der WissenschaftliclGesellschaften
Osterreichs, 1986), 55.
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they entirely, ironically, in keeping with orthodteachings. His position on icons, motivated in

part by his thoughts on the body in general, pugkgabard over the line of strict orthodoxy.
Because of this, the edition of his works produsgd/asson in 1605 remained on the Catholic
Church'’s list of prohibited books for nearly 350ay® pending correctiodl? The breadth of his
concerns, and the fervour with which he held thieh to a career of many failures and
disappointments. He seems to have been often pghapd even today, he is not a very

sympathetic figure.

174 Boshof,Agobard 1-2.



Name of Work (per Van Acker)

Proposed date(s)

De grandine et tonitruis

815-17, c. 816, c.81%'

Aduersus legem Gundobadi

817-22", c.817"

De diuinis sententiis contra iudicium Dei

817-22, c. 817

De priuilegio et iure sacerdotii

817-22, 817, 826-827

Aduersum dogma Felicis

818-19, post 818, 819

De baptismo mancipiorum ludaeorum

823"", late 821-end 823 822, 822-825

De dispensatione ecclesiasticarum rerun

1 After Nov. 823-24", 824-24%

De spe et timore

after 823", 826"

De picturis et imaginibus

825, 826"

Contra praeceptum impium de baptismo
iudaicorum mancipiorum

826""", Jan. 826-828

De insolentia ludaeorum

826-27"", c.827"

De iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribus

826-27""", 827"

De iniusticiis

826-28, post 822, 827-828™"

De cauendo conuictu et societate iudaicé

1826-27, c. 827", 827-828, 826-28

De quorundam inlusione signorum 828-29""
De diuisione imperii 829, 829-830, end 831
De fidei ueritate et totius boni institutione| 829 or 830

Contra obiectiones Fredegisi

c. 830", before 830

De priuilegio apostolicae sedis

c. Easter 833833"

Liber apologeticus andll

summer and fall 838"

Cartula de Ludouici imperatoris fall 833"
poenitentia
De modo regiminis ecclesiastici 834-39, 826"

De antiphonario

835-839, 835-838

Contra libros quatuor Amalarii

835-39, 835-838

Rhythmus (Agobardo pax sit)

unknownr", before Dec. 815

'Van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsxxix-xIvii.

"CabanissAgobard 100-08.

"Zuckerman, “Political uses of Theology,” 29.
“Boshof,Agobard

'S. Katz,Visigothic and Frankish Kingdom88-39.
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Chapter Two
Agobard’s Anti-Judaism

Having given the outline and the wider contexts lmmeworks for Agobard’s life and
work, our attention may now turn to the charactet eoots of his anti-Judaism. A common
theory holds that Agobard’s ideas about Judaisne wike Agobard himself, ultimately of
Visigothic origin. Albert noted similarities betee both Agobard and Amulo’s writings and the
Visigothic laws and sources, while Castes claim&xhg-established relationship between
Agobard’sDe iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribasd the councils of Toledo However, as
discussed in the previous chapter, Agobard’s asigie by no means indisputable. Also, as has
already been and will continue to be discussedpagibby and large fit into his wider,
Carolingian context. Thus questions about thecgsuand precedents of Agobard’s anti-
Judaism remain. This chapter will discuss bothgdathic and Frankish examples of anti-
Judaism, including other examples from Lyon, arehtAgobard’s own anti-Judaism. An
exploration of this depth should allow a bettersgeaf possible roots for Agobard’s thoughts on
Jews, if any exist.

Before proceeding however, semantics must be asielde Throughout this dissertation |
speak of Agobard’s anfiudaism not his ansemitismand | have chosen to do so quite
deliberately. Definitions of antisemitism abouadd the continued scholarly debate over the
word and its meaning only proves that no definii®get considered completely adequate. For
example, Simon wrote of antisemitism, while Ruethieste of anti-Judaism, in order to describe
the same phenomenon during the same period in wotlected into the same volurfe.

Likewise, some scholars, such as Fein, do notgjsish between antisemitism and anti-

! Albert, “Adversus ludaegs138 and 141; Castes, “Lyon et sa région,” 17.

2 Marcel Simon, “Christian Anti-Semitism;” Rosema®yether, “TheAdversus Judaedsadition in the Church
Fathers: The exegesis of Christian Anti-JudaisBoth found inEssential Papers on Judaism and Christianity in
Conflict, ed. Jeremy Cohen, (New York: New York Univergtess, 1991).
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Judaisnt The problem of a definition only increases whensidering attitudes towards Jews in

the Early Middle Ages, as most scholarship focusesiodern manifestations or the early
Christian roots of anti-Jewish beliefs. The peffimin about 400 until the massacres of the
Rhenish Jews in 1096, while not completely negbkdt@s not received the same amount of
scholarly attention as other historical periods @uno small part to a perceived lack of source
material. The relative paucity of both primary astondary sources makes finding the
delineation between anti-Judaism and antisemitamnthis period difficult, since there is little on
which to base such a demarcation if one insistgsimg hard-and-fast definitions.

As some sort of delineation must be offered howedweill propose not a new definition,
but rather a set of hallmarks which | believe maffkantisemitism. | hold that antisemitism
must first and foremost seek the elimination of Séwough death or conversidrt must also
contain complaints or accusations unique to Jewspmbine them in such a way as to cast Jews
as the primary threat to society, (e.g. the thotghit Jews are the cause of all wars), and/or
include complaints about Jews that are separate tihhe practice of Judaism, (e.g. the accusation
that all Jews will cheat a person out of his/henay). That which is not antisemitism, would be
anti-Judaism.

The reason | have not set out a new definitiod,the reason that no definition has yet
received consensus support, is that there cannmdeefinition which covers all the
permutations of anti-Jewish sentiment and actiagythey have occurred throughout history
without being so broad as to be unusable. Thegbies and Nazis may both properly be called
antisemitic according to the hallmarks given abde,the motives for and results of their
actions were so different, it hardly seems right they should be given the same label. What

may be more helpful instead, is to use the hallsaHave suggested, but to primarily think of

% Helen Fein, “Dimensions of antisemitism: Attitudesllective accusations, and action"Tihe Persisting
Question: Sociological Perspectives and Social €xtstof Modern Antisemitisrad. Helen Fein (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 1987), 69.

* In this | borrow slightly from Fein’s definitionFein, “Dimensions of antisemitism,” 67.
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anti-Judaism and antisemitism not even as a camtinbut as a kind of multi-axial graph on

which can be plotted out varying degrees of andaes for disliking Jews. It may not be as
clean as selecting a definition and matching amteteeit, but it may, in the end, be more
accurate. The whole concept of antisemitism anidJaislaism must be flexible enough to
accommodate all the diversity of occurrences. &ledlmarks are meant only as suggestions,
and as a possible working model. They are noeperfThey notably side-step the issue of race,
for the simple reason that current scholastic wstdading of medieval conceptions of race is too

sketchy for it to be a useful criterion before High Middle Ages’

Visigothic Anti-Judaism

Hispano-Roman and Visigothic attitudes towardssJes evidenced in the surviving
laws and canons, remained within the bounds of Ramaerial precedent for centuries. Indeed
there is little of note regarding Jews in eithex darly Visigothic canonical or civil legislation.
The compliance with Roman tradition is unsurprisitntil the issuance of tHaber iudiciorum
by Reccesvind in 654, Jews were legally Romanstlaemfore under theex romana
visigothorum Alaric issued th&ex romana visigothorunm 506, basing it on late-antique
Roman legislation. Since Alaric devised his codd after Roman law had been reinterpreted in
a Christian framework, it overlapped with canoniegjislation, which had begun at the Council
of Elvira held sometime between 300 and 306, onynssues. In both the laws and canons one
finds prohibitions against Jewish and Christiaerimtarriage, the Jewish ownership of Christian

slaves, and Jewish involvement in governniefite civil laws had been on the books since the

® See for example, Innes, “Teutons or Trojans?”tArdessays of Murray and Pohl@m Barbarian Identity:
Critical Approaches to Ethnicity in the Early MiddAgesed. Andrew Gillett (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002).

® For examplel.ex romana visigothorun8:1:5, 9:4:4 (Linderegal Sources220, 222); Elvira, c.16, lll Toledo,
¢.14 inConcilios visigéticos e hispano-romanesl. José Vives (Barcelona: Consejo Superior deshigaciones
Ciertificas, Instituto Enrique Fl6rez, 1963), 4129.
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late-fourth century, predated by the canons. brtsimothing in the early Visigothic sources

commends further study since it by and large oepeated previous provisions.

This unremarkable level of legislation changecdhwite ascension of Sisebut to the
Visigothic throne in 611 or 612, and his decredyaarhis reign that the Jews on the peninsula
must convert. It must be noted that the exactdéitte decree has been lost, and the exact date
is debated. Later conciliar references, howevavethat such a decree did occur and had
considerable influence on the kingdom’s legislafimnthe remainder of its histofy Sisebut’s
motives have also proved difficult to estabfiskinity, however, could have easily been a
driving force. Following Reccared’s conversiorhahself and his kingdom to Catholic
Christianity in 589, the political unity built bydovigild, Reccared’s predecessor, became
intertwined with religious unity. In Visigothic ttught, both factors fed into the kingdom’s
continued coherence and well-beth@eyond the health of the kingdom, unity also tesksd the
authority of the kind® Sisebut could have easily imagined that only Jeasd between him
and a truly unified kingdom.

While persecutions designed to force Jews to abael taken place before that time,
both in the Roman Empire and its successor stidteg had been short-lived events. Their
temporary nature was presumably due either to #pgarent success, as on the island of
Minorca in 418 and in Clermont under Bishop Aviln$76, when a majority of the Jewish
population converted, or to their apparent faila®seems to have been the case for the forced

conversion under the Merovingian king Chilperi&BR2, when many Jews did not convert, and

"IV Toledo, ¢.57 (Vives, 210-11); Rachel StockiBishops, Councils, and Consensus in the Visigdtiigdom,
589-633(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2000p5] 153-54.

8 Wolfram Drews The Unknown Neighbour: The Jew in the Thoughtidbie of SevillgLeiden: Brill, 2006), 18.
® Collins, Early Medieval Spain50.

9P D. King,Law and Society in the Visigothic Kingd¢@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 129
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the majority of those who did so returned to Junagsshort time later: On the contrary, the

long-lasting persecutions and inducements for cawe initiated by Sisebut’s edict ensured
Visigothic Spain a unique place in the history @ivish-Christian relations.

The repercussions of Sisebut’s edict continueaffext the Iberian peninsula until the
Muslim invasions of 711. Although the Fourth Coiin€ Toledo, held in 633 under the
leadership of Isidore of Seville, expressed itplg@sure at the use of force to convert Jews, it
nonetheless held that the conversions must beaatptlest the name of the Lord be
blasphemed, and the faith which they received e dmbase and contemptibf€. Therefore,
the newly-baptised population had to be controléedi the same council passed a number of
canons designed to regulate both baptised and tisbd@dews. These included a provision that
baptised Jews not associate with the unbaptiséé)(@and that relapsed Jews could not testify in
court (c.64). Also, neither baptised nor unbaptidews could serve in public offices (c.65).

This last perhaps grew out of the charge in carfpritat many baptised Jews had reverted back
to Jewish rites, including circumcision. This dpacarried enough weight of suspicion that all
the baptised Jews were barred from public offia# this from holding authority over

Christians, since the true conversion of the bagtsould not be guaranteed.

The council also mandated the rather drastic meaguemoving Jewish children from
their parents so that the children could be ragse@hristians (c.60). Though the gathered
clerics did not specify a time-frame for conversiaether the children should be baptised
immediately or after a period of indoctrinationeté was no question that they would be

baptised. The canon — if indeed it was directati@unbaptised Jewish population and not at

1 Severus of Minorcd,etter on the Conversion of the Jeeds and trans. Scott Bradbury (Oxford: Clarendmes®,
1996), 115Gregory of ToursHistoriae, V.11 and VI.17 irMGH SSRM.1, ed. Bruno Krusch (Hannover: Hahn,
1937), 205-06, 286-87.

12 _ne nomen Domini blasphemetur, et fidem quasteperunt vilis ac contemptibilis habeatuiV’ Toledo, ¢.57
(Vives, 210-11).
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baptised or relapsed Jews, and its wording arquretié former 22 makes little sense in light of

canon 57, which argued that conversions must bentaly. It was also a failure, as a Jewish
population remained within the Visigothic kingdomtilit fell in 711. Such a population could
not have existed had all Jewish children been takelraised as Christians, as it seems unlikely
that the population would have been replenisheaoyigrants.

That the council made provision for unbaptised @hapsed Jews indicates that Sisebut’s
decree was not a resounding success. In thedgyCbmistians inhabited the Iberian after 611 or
612. Subsequent conciliar and royal edicts makkedr that in practice Jews continued to live
as part of the Visigothic kingdom for the remaindeits existence. Rather than allow the
Jewish community to persist, as would happen fochmaf the Middle Ages, Visigothic leaders
struggled to make Sisebut’s edict a reality. Traspect of a kingdom unified in rule, law, and
belief proved too important and tempting for lateuncils and rulers to do otherwise.

Later Visigothic councils attempted to deal witle tproblem” posed by Christians,

Jews, and baptised Jews, inhabiting the same kingdd Toledo, convened in 638, declared
that only Catholics could live in the kingddfh.IX Toledo (655) showed the general lack of
trust bestowed on baptised Jews by declaring tiegtrinust spend all holidays, both Christian
and Jewish, with the bishop of whatever area thivegllor travelled through, in order to prove
their faith and conversiolt. Previous rulings regarding Jews, such as thoamples given
above, were confirmed by King Ervig and XII Toleido681® Finally, XVII Toledo (694), the
last council documented before the invasions in attéused Jews of being involved in a

conspiracy to overthrow the kingdom, and thus plaaleJews in perpetual servitutfe.

13 “judaeorum filios vel filias, ne parentum ultravsivantur errore, ab eorum consortio separari degers
deputatos aut monasteriis aut christianis virisnatieribus Deum timentibus, ut sub eorum conveosaticultum
fidei discant atque in melius instituti tam in nus quam in fide proficiant.” 1V Toledo, ¢.60 (\és, 212).

1 VI Toledo, c.3 (Vives, 236-37).

151X Toledo, ¢.17 (Vives, 305-06).

15 XIl Toledo, Ervig's address and c.9 (Vives, 384-895-97).

"X VIl Toledo, c.8 (Vives, 534-36).
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To outline the conciliar actions against Jewsia thanner lends far more consistency to

the Visigothic attempts to convert or control Jelen probably existed. In fact, a majority of
Visigothic councils did not mention Jews at allls@, the fact that there were Jews on the
peninsula to allegedly conspire against the kingtélo694 again betrayed the failure of previous
councils and kings in enforcing their will on Jews.fact, there is no evidence that the various
measures aimed at controlling the Jewish populagoaived support from the people, local
nobility, or even some in the clerd§.Arguably, Jews were a “problem” in the minds ofre of
the Visigothic elite not least because their rdfts@ither convert or remain converted
destabilized the very unity many Visigothic kingglacouncils tried to build, and brought the
kings’ authority into questiof?. As King put it, “The king had as one of his nexzey aims the
prevention of activity which threatened to underenine faith which bound society together, and
thus to bring about the destruction of societylfits®

Of course Jews were not the only groups threater@gnal power. The very geography
of the Iberian peninsula resists the impositioa oentral authority. Throughout the history of
the Visigothic kingdom, factions struggled with kaxther for pre-eminence and control. Once a
faction came to power it had to continue fightingprder to keep power. Jews had become an
entrenched part of Visigothic society before Sisebak the throne, and parties existed who
found it politically expedient to allow Jews in thareas to remain Jewish, despite, and perhaps
even because of, the decrees promulgated by ceuarail kings?

Naturally, Visigothic anti-Judaism was not limitexlegislation. Several Visigothic
writers took their turn at producing anti-Jewishrisg One such piece came from Visigothic

Spain’s most-famous scholar, Isidore of SevillehigDe fide catholica contra Judagoshich

18 King, Law and Society137-38; StockingBishops 137.

19 Drews,Unknown Neighboyr297.

%0 King, Law and Societyl29.

2 Collins, Early Medieval Spainl11; StockingBishops 3; Bachrachjewish Policy14; Elukin,Living together
37.
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Katz termed as the most important Spanish antislewbrk?? De fidedid not stray

significantly from precedent; Isidore drew primgritom the Hebrew Scriptures, first to prove
that Jesus’ nature, life, death, and resurrectazhbbeen foretold by the prophets, and second to
provide backing from the Hebrew Scriptures for Jeausrent position and future fate, as well as
to expose the invalidity of their customs. The kveat squarely within the patristic anti-Jewish
tradition, though, as both Drews and Cohen nosadote in his writings did not give Jews a
clear place in society, which only added to theabgity of Jews’ situation in the Visigothic
kingdom?®

In total, had the Visigoths not pursued a longrteourse of forced conversion, their
attitudes towards Jews would have remained langeigmarkable. It is only because they
decided to follow Sisebut’s decree to its logiaahdusion that the Visigoths stand out in the
history of Jewish-Christian relations. One mustagls bear in mind that historical studies have,
by their nature, given Visigothic anti-Judaism eajer cohesion and consensus than probably
existed. This is not to deny or downplay the inighe decision to pursue conversion had on
both Jews and Christians in the Iberian for thedned years it lasted. Enough members of the
Visigothic elite truly desired the unity a conversiof Jews to Catholicism would bring about to
work for that conversion by any means they deeneegssary. Yet it is incumbent on scholars
to remember that this was not the whole story afsJand Christians living together in the
Visigothic kingdom, since the two populations didéed live together for the entirety of

Visigothic history.

Frankish Anti-Judaism

#2|sidore,De fide catholican PL 83, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1850), 449-53Katz,Jews in the Visigothic
and Frankish Kingdoms35.
% Drews,Unknown Neighboyr232; J. Cohehiving Letters 122.
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In some ways, Frankish attitudes towards Jewsladdism served as a counter-point to

those of the Visigoths. While Visigothic policisecame more and more restrictive, repetitive,
and ineffectual as time passed, Frankish policggsiime more relaxed, to the point that the
Carolingians have earned a reputation among schflabeing pro-Jewisff. More
contemporaneously, Agobard complained that LowesRious had taken to favouring Jews over
Christians, and charged that higssihad enforced rulings benefiting Jews over andresgai
Agobard’s objections, permitted the building of neymagogues, and had changed the market
day in Lyon so that it did not interfere with thalbath?®> As discussed in the Introduction,
while Agobard’s accusations cannot be definitiy@gven or disproved, Louis did protect the
Jews of his realm and may have been imitatingRaieran tradition, although likely without
then discriminating against Christians, as Agolzarcused Louis of doing.

Given the generally more relaxed Frankish posijtibis not surprising that there is little
in the Frankish canonical record worth noting as tesue. The common canons barring
intermarriage, commensuration, the Jewish ownemshifhristian slaves, and the Jewish
holding of public office all appeared at least onceouncils held in Frankish realms throughout
the early Middle Ages. The only truly unusual nglicame in the third Council of Orléans, held
in 538, and repeated by the Council of Macon arda8id That canon stated that Jews should
not go out among the Christian population from Méwihursday through Easter Mond&y.
Since both councils passed the usual bans as svetirae additional restrictions (e.g. forbidding
Jews to talk with nuri), the canon was probably meant as an anti-Jewéstsune, rather than
as any sort of protection for Jews against Chnstaverly-excited by the events of Holy Week.
Yet it seems unlikely that the edict was ever tfolfjowed, as it is highly impractical to attempt

to keep an entire segment of the population esgdbnitndoors for a four-day period. It stood,

24 Bachrach,Jewish Policy90; CabanissAgobard 47; Verstrepen, “Raban Maur,” 23-24.
% Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorup#4-46, 124, 127-28 (192, 194).

%11 Orléans (539), ¢.33 (30); Macon (581), c.14ttbLinden,Legal Sourcesa71, 474).

2" Macon (581), c.2 (Linden,egal Sources473).
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however, as an attempt to separate the two comimasinitiring the most important time of the

Christian year. Unlike the Visigothic record, thenkish canons contained no hint at any desire
to actively work for the conversion of Jews. Segian remained the only goal.

As with the Visigoths, Frankish anti-Judaism wieayond conciliar decrees. While the
Carolingians may have the scholarly reputationesh@ pro-Jewish, the Merovingian record is
more varied. As previously noted, Gregory of Tawsorded two attempts at forced
conversiong® The first, in 576 under Avitus, bishop of Clerrhomas nothing short of
miraculous for Gregory, since the entire Jewishuytaton of the town converted — at least those
who remained in Clermont instead of leaving for &glte. The second forced conversion,
under Chilperic in 582, proved anything but miraeid. Gregory noted from the beginning that
many of the conversions were superficial, and titeeeepisode ended with a converted Jew
murdering an unconverted Jew, and then himselfgoldied in retribution by the unconverted
man’s family. In addition to the evidence providadGregory, we know that a few years before
Avitus’s conversion of the Jews in Clermont, Fesieaishop of Uzes presented the Jews of his
city with the same choice of conversion or eXileAlso, in 591, Gregory the Great felt it
necessary to upbraid bishops Virgil of Arles an@ddiore of Marseille for the use of force to
“win” Jewish converts?

Thus in the course of about fifteen years Jewsadiwinder the Merovingians, particularly
in southern France, endured five separate atteafitscible conversiof® They notably
predated Visigothic attempts, and did not occuiragatil the later Middle Ages. The sources

are too sketchy to give much indication of motivowever, Gregory reported that Avitus told

28 Gregory of ToursHistoriae, V.11 and VI.17 KIGH SSRM.1, 205-06, 286-87).

# vita Ferreoli, 2-4; Bernhard Blumenkrankes auteurs chrétiens latins du Moyen Age surlés ¢t le judaisme
(Paris: Mouton & Co., 1963), 131-32.

%0 Gregory the GreaEpistulal.45 (MGH Eppl, 71-72).

31 There is also a record of a persecution under Bargobut scholars have discounted the report.h#liRouche,
“Les baptémes forcés de Juifs en Gaule Mérovingietrdans 'Empire d’Orient” iDe I'’Antijudaisme antique a
I’Antisémitisme contemporajed. Pierre Cazier and Valentin Nikiprowetzky [&ilPresses Universitaires de Lille,
1975), 107. cf. S. Katdews in the Visigothic and Frankish Kingdqras-26.
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the Jews of Clermont that Jesus had meant thdre ome flock, with one shepherd. The Jews

could either join Avitus’s flock, or leave. Unity therefore at least the ostensible reason for his
actions, and Rouche, at least, would see an obsesgth unity as the driving force behind all of
the attempts. He painted the early medieval elieth lay and ecclesial, western and Byzantine,
as “prisoners of a program that identified the eedy universalism of the Church with the
earthly universalism of the Empiré®”If so, the Frankish and Gallo-Roman elites estapat
prison by the beginning of the seventh centurigadt insofar as that desire for unity adversely
affected Jews.

Aside from those five forced conversions, Frankisti-Judaism, like its canons, is
largely unremarkable. Whatever clerical anti-Janaéxisted did not generally receive royal
support, leaving it largely in the realm of theargtead of practicality. Gregory of Tours,
although painting many of the Jews he mentioneadrather unfavourable light, did not seem
overly concerned about Jews, nor did he demoniemifi Other Frankish writers likewise
stayed very much within the bounds of anti-Judaasmmapped out by the Fathers, with its
ambivalence regarding Jews’ place in a Christiamesp and their final place at the end of
history. That very ambivalence allowed Carolingsaholars a wide berth of possible stances
towards Jews from uninterested to actively host8eme writers, such as Haimo of Auxerre,
went so far as to try and deny Jews a final sawdfi Yet no writer strayed too far from the

path the Fathers had laitl.Indeed, according to Albert, Carolingian scholzad a largely

32« _prisonniers d’'un schéma mental identifidnhiversalisme surnaturel de I'Eglise avec I'unis@isme

terrestre de I'Empire.” Rouche, “Les baptémesdert119.

3 Goffart, “Conversion,” 475-6.

34 Heil, “Labourers,” 78, 85-88; Haimo of Auxertie, divi Pauli epistolas expositjgarticularly the interpretation
on Romans 11:25-26 iAL 117, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 464.

% Heil, “Labourers”; Bat-Sheva Albert, “Anti-Jewisixegesis in the Carolingian period: The commergasie
Lamentations of Hrabanus Maurus and PaschasiuseRadbinBiblical Studies in the Early Middle Agesl.
Claudio Leonardi and Giovanni Orlandi (Firenze: 8. — Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2005), 181-85.
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academic interest in Jews, revolving aroundHkbraica veritasand that it took thelispani

Agobard, Amulo, and Florus, to make Carolingianoats aware of the Jewish “probleri}.”

This generally patristic and stable level of al@wish sentiment in Frankish history only
makes Agobard’s anti-Judaism appear more uniquéeeld, it is only in his thoughts about Jews
that Agobard separated himself from his contempesarThe Franks had historically and
continued to not only tolerate the presence of Jewismade room for their presence through
capitulary legislation. Franks by and large appedrave not concerned themselves with the
tension between such protections and the prohitstio the canons, already old by Agobard’s
day. In general, when it came to Jews living urttdeir rule, the Franks fit in to the more

laissez-faireenvironment of early medieval Europe.

Anti-Judaism in Lyon

More specifically than the wider background ofrikiah or Visigothic anti-Judaism,
Agobard worked within the environment of Lyon. femately, we can get a sense of this context
because several Lyonnais works have come down fremsAgobard’s time. Each shows how
various clergy of Lyon viewed their world, includithe Jews. This insight in turn helps us to
understand the ecclesiastic culture in which Agdbi®ed, worked and was probably raised, and
the sounding boards off of which he could bouneasd An anonymous commentary on
Deuteronomy gives a glimpse into the theology asddlesiology of a cleric who perhaps worked
outside of the Lyon episcopal circle. Inside ttiatle, however, the deacon Florus aided
Agobard and his successors in their work. His owitings reflect many concerns around unity
and orthodoxy which he shared with his superi@s.also do the letters of Agobard’s successor,

Amulo. More to the point for this study, he wratevork much like Agobard’®Be iudaicis

36 Albert, “Adversus ludaegs121.
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superstitionibus et erroribu® defence of the anti-Jewish canons passed #dhacil of

Meaux-Paris in 845/6.

Commentary on Deuteronomin 1993 Fransen published portions of the marginal
commentary found in a manuscript of Deuteronomgugh Ruth produced in Lyon, now BN
n.a. lat.1740. The manuscript itself was writteran eighth-century uncial, but the marginal
commentary has been identified as a ninth-centanyseule of Lyon origi®’ Fransen admitted
that he would have preferred to give Florus thelicfer the commentary, but the hand did not
match. He noted that the comments betrayed arnwieking in a place where both anti-
Judaism and doctrinal rigor flourish&.That feature, in conjunction with the palaeogieph
evidence, makes Carolingian Lyon a likely candidatel the commentary may very well be
contemporary with Agobard.

Fransen divided the portion of the commentary ishid in 1993 into themé&3which
makes a thematic comparison with Agobard relatigatyple. The commentator agreed with
Agobard that priests should not strive for worldhssession®. He likewise worried about
keeping the impure away from the pure, stating tthichurch associates with “clean animals,”
those who have been baptised, while it does netitak itself the “unclean animals,” those who
have not been renewed through baptism (59, Dt.1)4*2A person’s body could be both a
cause and a symptom of sin, for the commentatar thel the vices of sinners are shown
through bodily desires (60, Dt. 28:22). Like Agatehe asserted the pre-eminence of the

church, stating that the faithful should not offeayers wherever they wish, but only in a

37 Paul-Iréné Fransen, “La discipline de I'Eglise slan commentaire anonyme au Deutéronome écriba ay
IXe siecle”Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fir Rechtgeschagkiinonistische Abteilung3 (1993): 52Codices
Ludgunenses Antiquissingi8 (pl. 36).

® Fransen, “La discipline,” 53.

39 He published a full, critical edition in 2007, yae additional comments do not add to or changéntipressions
gleaned from the portions published in 1993. Aferences are thus to the 1993 edition.

0 Fransen, “La discipline,” 57, Dt. 18:1; cf. Agodabe modo regiminisiX (330-31).

“1 cf. Agobard De antiphonarig XVI11.1-9 (350).
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catholic church where “the faith is correct and téching is healthy’® This pre-eminence also

came in opposition to heretics, who busy themsekitsvain questions instead of the sincerity
of faith (61, Dt. 16:21). Additionally, for the oumentator, Jews are cursed, carnal, and unable
to resist demons (62-63, Dt. 28:15-16, 24-55).

Much of what the commentator wrote meshed withl#sgd’s myriad of concerns, yet
differences naturally exist between the two authdrsis author seems more concerned with the
church at a parish level, as opposed to the widerah with which Agobard largely concerned
himself. Some of what this author wrote had a npoeetical bent than Agobard; if he was not a
parish priest himself, some of what he wrote wiealyiintended for that audience. For example,
he wrote about penance, a subject Agobard dideadiyyrdiscuss. He told the reader, phebs
fidelis, that they would not be guilty of Christ’s bloosl lang as they performed penance for
their sins and were baptised (59, Dt. 21:9). He #hought that priests should not hesitate to
force confessions out of sinners. Likewise, hetevraore about the necessity of baptism than
did Agobard. Overall this author seems more tiawilly pastoral than Agobard, more
concerned with the salvation of each individualdedr, rather than focusing his attention, as
Agobard did, on believers as a whole.

Agobard and the author also differed in their-dotlaism. As will be noted, Agobard all
but disregarded Augustine’s teachings on Jews. cohamentator did not. Rather, he wrote
that, because of the pride of the gentiles, Goddeathred that Jews could not be killed, but that
they are reserved for penance, since some will@dm@y the end of time (63, Dt. 32:26). The
most striking difference between the two men cofras the commentary to Deuteronomy
21:15, a verse regarding a man who has two wivespeloved and one disliked. The author of

the commentary wrote:

42« fides recta est et sana doctrina. . .” Beam “La discipline,” 61, Dt. 12:13; cf. Agobaie quorundam

inlusione XII (243).
3 cf. Agobard De superstitionibusXX.20-33 (215).
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The man with two wives is held out as a figure of lord and redeemer, who has

two people — the first from circumcision, and teea@nd from the price. But who

is the first? It is the synagogue of the Jews, Wbcause of their perfidy, have

become hateful. But the church, persevering iridte of its redeemer, is called

beloved. Yet the synagogue bore the first-born 8wt is, the chosen people,

and the church the second. Therefore it is nogiptesfor the son of the church,

although of the beloved, to be preferred to thefaéson of the synagogue. For

from the synagogue came the apostles, the eartglthand whatever is

considered more sublime in the kingdom of heavéh.{6
Far from damning Jews completely, which Agobardiyedid, the commentator acknowledged
not only a place for Jews in God’s plan, but alsgirtcontinuation as God’s chosen people. The
anti-Judaism in his thought is still marked, thésgage alone showing clear signs of
supersessionist theology, but less severe thanakdtsh That a cleric, presumably from
Agobard’s church and one who agreed with him inynaays, could still find a positive place
for Jews in the cosmic order only highlights hoveplg they disturbed Agobard, and how
unusually virulent his anti-Judaism was for hisdinfor the author of this commentary, at least,

other issues, such as penance, took precedence/baver concerns he had about Jews.

The deacon FlorusAll that is known of Florus’s biography is that Hied “presumably”
around the year 868,having served Archbishops Agobard, Amulo (840-32 Remigius
(852-75). If one can indeed place Bigistola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis Hels
in the context of Agobard’s conflict with Jews,Zechiel-Eckes suggested in a rather contested
assertion, then Florus began his service sometirtieei early 8208 It certainly began by the

end of that decade, however, since his name appeesquorundam inlusione signorym

*4“Homo iste, habens duas uxores, figuram pretetutitini ac redemptoris nostri qui habet duas plepesiam
scilicet ex cicumcisionem, alteram uero ex pret@d qui prima illa, id est synagoga ludaeorumpiaoperfidiam
suam, odiosa effecta est, ecclesia uero, in dileeth redemptoris sui perseuerans, dilecta appellatarumtamen
synagoga primogenitum filium, id est electum populgenuit, ecclesia autem posteriorem; idcirco notest filius
ecclesiae, quamuis dilectae preferri filio odidses; est synagoge; ex ipsa enim apostoli et primiticclesia et
quicquid sublimius in regno caelorum dinoscitureaxiem synagogam asumptum est.”

> Cabaniss, “Florus,” 230.

“6 Klaus Zechiel-Eckes, “Sur la tradition manuscdésCapitula. . .de coertione ludeorumu Florus de Lyon au
travail” Revue Bénédictink07 (1997): 84. The letter itself will be expldrghortly.
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written in 828 or 829 Given the fairly lengthy term of service and thenber and types of

works attributed to him, it is difficult to arguettv Tafel's assessment of him as a “prodigy of
learning and industry*® He was undoubtedly very well-read, and showedsklfiwell-versed
not only in the Scriptures and the Fathers, but elsallic authors and legal sources. Yet like
Agobard, Florus seems to have been most familidr the works of Augustine. HEBxpositio in
epistolas Beati Pauli ex operibus Sancti Augustoliectagrouped together references to Paul
from across the gamut of Augustine’s writifsA deacon this educated must have certainly
been a great asset to the archbishops he served.

In addition to his learning, Florus would have medurther help to Agobard because he
shared many of Agobard’s concerns — those aroungrttper roles of and relationship between
the church and the state, the defence of orthodmg Jews and Judaism. Agobard had written
about the roles of church and stat®m priuilegio et iure sacerdotand inDe priuilegio
apostolicae sedisin the former Agobard argued for the supremdqyriests relative to lay
people, and in the latter for the supremacy ofoihige as the head of the church. Florus in his
turn wrote about the need for episcopal electiorsetfree from lay interference luiber de
electionibus episcoporum, collectus ex sentendéiieupn He also defended the rights of priests,
churches and bishops as defined by civil and c#awrin Capitula ex lege et canone collecfa

Also like Agobard, Florus had concerns about thatiouing attacks against orthodoxy.
While Agobard had written against the Adoptionishfrelix of Urgell, Florus instead became
involved with the arguments around the issue ofigsénation. He left both a sermon on the
subject and a longer tract against the positiojobh Scotus Erigena. In these, Florus attempted

to define and defend the orthodox teaching on mtétion and God’s foreknowledge. This

7 Agobard,De quorundam inlusioné.2 (237).

“8 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 40.

“9 Florus,Expositio in epistolagPL 119, 279-420).

*0 Agobard,De priuilegio sacerdoti{53-69) andDe priuilegio apostolicae sed{803-06); Florug.iber de
electionibus episcoporu@L 119, 11-14) an€apitula(PL 119, 419-22).
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position taught that God foresees good and evilchuses neither one to happen. God

predestines his elect for salvation, but does redgstine the wicked for damnation so that
sinners may have the possibility of repentancee fféct against John Scotus Erigena is one of
the works in which Florus showed his command o&st wumber of sources, drawing from
Scriptures, Fathers, and popes in his effort tavsjast how Erigena had erréd.

Florus also shared some of Agobard’s concernstalaws, though not to the same
extent. In his sermon on predestination Florusroented that God knew of (but did not
predestine) Jews’ future impiety and damnatforirlorus is also the most-likely author of
Epistola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis el the letter describing a recent
missionizing effort and conversions among the Jefns/on, discussed in detail in the next
section>® Florus’s involvement in this effort, especiallyhe participated by more than simply
composing the letter, shows that he did not beJiageAgobard seems to have, that Jews’
conversion should be left entirely to the end wfeti That, in turn, could indicate that Florus
either believed that such an effort was an aithéaJews of his time by offering them a chance at
salvation, or that he felt it important to redulke ewish population through conversion. It must
be remembered, however, that the implications ofecsionary interests are complicated at
best. Also, it is unclear how much the letter attjureflected Florus’s own thoughts on the
subject, rather than those of whichever archbisirdpred the mission and the letter.

Along with general anti-Jewish tone in his writindfeil has asserted that Florus wanted

to deny Jews’ final salvation, based particularyForus’s omission of the concept from his

*1 Florus,Sermo de predestinatiofeL 119, 95-102) andiber adversus Joannis Sc¢fL 119, 101-250).

*2«Sijc et de impiis Judaeis praesciebat sine dubiara impietatem futuram, de qua praedixit in psalPederunt

in escam meam fel, et in siti mea potaverunt mé&aderaesciebat et subsequentem ipsorum damnatjatequa

in eodem psalmo subjunxit: Deleantur de libro viuem, et cum justis non scribantur.” Flor@ermo de
praedestinationén PL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 18%2)98.

>3 Florus,Epistola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis teisin PL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Garnier: Paris, 1852),
422,
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commentaries on Patfl. However, Florus’s own writings, as compiled byghé in volume 119

of hisPatrologia Latinaproblematize such a blanket statement. Florusndidct skim over
Romans 11:26, where Paul claimed that all Israklbgisaved. The portion of Augustine he
chose as exposition for Romans 11:25b-27 came Aogustine’s commentary on Psalm
13(14):6-7. “You have confounded the counselhaf poor man, but the Lord is his hope:’ that
is, you despised the lowly coming of the Son of GQmetause you did not see the ostentation of
the world on him: so those whom he called will pléiceir hope in God alone, not in transient
things. ‘Who shall give out of Sion the salvatiafrisrael?”® Instead of offering a commentary
on the hope for Jews’ final salvation, to which Romm 11:26 so easily lent itself, and as it was
used by not only Augustine, but also by other Fatisach as Jerome and Gregory the Gfeat,
Florus gave a passage in which Augustine blamed f@weing so concerned about worldly
signs of power, that they “despised” Jesus’ comihigvould seem that Heil was correct in his
assessment of Florus.

However, there is also his poéviartenii admonitio de carminibus proxime sequenrgjbu
in which Florus rewrote the gospels of Matthew daln in poetic form. It is worth noting that
Florus included no mention of Jews in the crucdixscenes. In his rendition of Matthew’s
passion, Florus simply stated that “Pilate allowfeslpeople to destroy Christ.” With John’s
passion, he only said that Jesus was betrayeddag,Jled to Pilate, and handed over to the
people to be killed® Given how easily the passion narratives from laftthose gospels lend
themselves to charges of deicide his relative sédean this point is worth noting. Florus ignored

the infamous “His blood be on us and on our chiltifeom the Matthew narrative, and left Jews

>4 Heil, “Labourers,” 78, 88-89.

%5 “Consilium inopis confudistis, quoniam Deus s@jss est:’ id est, contempsistis humilem adventiiinDei,
quia in eo non vidistis pompam saeculi: ut hi quosabat, in Deo solo spem ponerent, non in relamséauntibus.
‘Quis dabit ex Sion salutare Israel?” AugustiE®@arrationes in Psalmo§L 36, 142); FlorusExpositio beati
Pauli, in PL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 310.

* Heil, “Labourers,” 89.

" “Pilatus populo permittit perdere Christum.” RisrMartenii admonitioin PL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris:
Garnier, 1852) 264.

*8ibid., (PL 119, 269).
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out of the Johannine narrative in what can bestraierstood as an intentional excision, as John

put Jews in the centre of his passion. If Flondsimdeed seek to deny Jews’ final salvation, as
his Expositio beati Paulsuggests, why not utilize the opportunity to esifly accuse them of
murdering Jesus? What charge could better wattnaiteternal damnation?

That neither work can be absolutely identifiedwftorus only makes deciphering his
thoughts on Jews all the more difficult. Higpositio beati Paulhas also been attributed to
Bede or Peter of Tripofi® However, Florus’s marks appear on many of Ly@xsgustinian
manuscripts, and so the work may well belong to.$irkiis Martenii admonitio de carminibus
proxime sequentibusas likewise been variously assigfiédf Florus did write both works, the
difference in his treatment of Jews, or lack oftigking. Perhaps the commentary on Paul was
a more “official” work, written for his more actilyeanti-Jewish archbishops, while the poems
may have been more personal works. Much work nesrai be done on Florus, so only
suggestions can be made. Should such a divisiwveba official and private attitudes prove to
be the case, however, it would suggest that Fleraisti-Judaism extended only as far as needed
to fill the requirements of Agobard and his sucoessbut did not reflect Florus’s own feelings
on the subject.

Florus in fact did not write about Jews that oft@hich only bolsters the theory that
Florus’s own anti-Judaism may not have run as gegplAgobard’s. He clearly wrote Hx
epistola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis ldeks and the collection of canons preceding
it, at a bishop’s or archbishop’s request. If or@udes his commentary on Paul in the “official”
category, very few mentions of Jews, and one vigmjificant gap in his gospel poems, remain in
Florus’s writings. In fact, he discussed Jewsasely that it is difficult to get any real sense of

his thoughts on the subject. Any attempt to deitr@erwhere he fits on the spectrum of anti-

5° Heil, “Labourers,” 89, n.62.
€0 Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 44-47.
®1 MGH Poetae 1] 509.
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Judaism is only speculation. Like tBemmentary on Deuteronomnfylorus’s apparent lack of

interest in Jews, even while working for and witgobdard on his own anti-Jewish works,

exposes Agobard’s uniqueness on this subject.

Amulo The legacy of Agobard’s anti-Judaism came thraugist clearly in his successor
Amulo, who led the see of Lyon from 841 to 882Though he, like Florus, involved himself
with the debates about predestinafidmhat concerns this study is his work about Jeudslike
Florus, Amulo did dedicate an entire work to thbjsat, hisEpistola seu liber contra Judagos
written for Charles the Bald probably in the |at®8 and heavily influenced by Agobaris
iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribi%$ Also of interest is Amulo’s alleged involvemeritiwthe
Council of Meaux-Paris in 845/46, which attemptednandate the enforcement of all previous
anti-Jewish canons.

The two pieces have to be considered togethegdheections between the sources
Amulo used in hidiber contra Judaeqsand those used for the anti-Jewish canons of keau
Paris, are too numerous to ignore or to simplydeadence. Canon 73 of Meaux-Paris, the
principle anti-Jewish canon, shares eight of éveh sources with Amulo’s work. They include
not only the expected canons, but also civil lanwsiftheCodex Theodosiushe Sirmondian
Constitutions, and the Theodosian Novellas, as aged letter of Gregory the Great to the
Frankish ruler§®

The laws combined in this canon would have barleses from military and civil service
(119-122; Const. Sirmond. c.6, Nov. Th. 1.2, Mad®89) c.13), prohibited the building of new

synagogues (120; Nov. Th. 111.2), kept Jews frormmg Christian slaves and enslaved any Jew

62 Annales Lugdunensean.841 KIGH SSI, 110); Fastes episopayx.2, 172-73.

83 Amulo, Ad Gothescalcum epistol@mdBeati Augustini sententiae de praedestinationeaiaDei, in PL 116,
ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 97ff.

¥ Raddatz, “Vorgeschichte,” 55.

% Meaux-Paris, ¢.73 iMGH Conc IIl, ed. Wilifried Hartmann (Hannover: Hahn, 198419-123; cf. AmuloLiber
contra JudaeoXLVII-L, LV-LVIIl in PL 116, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 174-B-83.
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who converted someone to Judaism (119-122; Graberreat’s letter, Macon (589) c.16,

Cod. Th. XV1.9:1), prevented Jews from going oubag Christians around Easter (120, 123;
Méacon (589) c¢.13, Orléans (538) c.33), and banrt&dstians from eating or having sexual
relations with Jews or receiving gifts from Jew2X1123; Epaone c.15, Laodicea cc. 37-38).
Added to these restrictions was the repetitioraimons 74 and 75 of canons 58 and 60 of IV
Toledo, which prohibited Christians from givingunus an office, to Jews, and declared that
Jewish children should be taken from their parémtse raised by Christians (123-124). The
final canon concerning Jews, canon 76, asked ket snerchants, both Christian and Jewish,
should only be allowed to sell pagan slaves withankingdom and not be able to export them to
the Franks’ infidel enemies (124).

While all of the prohibitions in canon 73, if nalt of the sources, found a double in
Amulo’s Liber contra Judaeqghe contents of the last three canons did ndtn&n interest are
the two Toledan canons. Like Agobard, Amulo did e any directly Visigothic sources in his
anti-Jewish writings. How these two canons thgueaped in the proceedings of Meaux-Paris
remains a question. One possibility lies in a cécad collection entitlede fugiendis contagiis
ludaeorum presumably but not positively by Florus, and tat@the council by Amul8®
However, it is not a perfect match. The collectimly gave the last sentence of IV Toledo 58,
mandating that those who protect enemies of Csinistild be excommunicated, and left out
canon 60, that calling for Jewish children to beed by Christians, entirely. Tl&ispana
collection of Spanish, African, Gallic, and ecunoahicouncils was relatively widespread and

provides the most-likely souré.Thus, no reason exists that any of the cleriddestux-Paris

% Bernhard Blumenkranz, “Deux compilations canonide Florus de Lyon et I'action antijuive d’Agobard
Revue historique de droit francais et étran@E955): 560.

% Rosamond McKitterick, “Knowledge of canon law iretFrankish kingdoms before 789: The manuscript
evidence” in idBooks, Scribes and Learning in the Frankish KingsloBixth-Ninth Centurie@ldershot,
Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 1994), 96lli@s, Charlemagne110.



126
could not have decided to include the Toledan camahependently of any influence from

Amulo or Lyon.

A relationship, perhaps even an influence, doegelrer seem probable between canon
73 of Meaux-Paris and Amulolsber contra Judaeoslt seems that Amulo wrote théber
contra Judaeoin defence of the coundf. Charles the Bald had only accepted nineteeneof th
council’s canons, and none of the ones concereng It is not unreasonable that Amulo, as
Agobard before him, felt it necessary to ensuré @tearles knew exactly why Christians and
Jews ought to be separated and why Charles shuerefore uphold the canons. This would
explain the similarity in sources used.

That is not the only possible explanation howevimulo’s involvement with Meaux-
Paris is not certain. The notice of Charles’s camdtion stated that Amulo attended the council
along with his suffragan bishop$.The council records themselves however, madeertion
of Amulo or his bishop$! Raddatz noted instead that Hincmar of Reims, wéas certainly at
Meaux-Paris and the ecclesiastical force of theevekingdom, wrote to Amulo in July of 846,
seven months after the council, and accused hinolbeing the true successor of Agobard in
terms of furthering the late cleric’s anti-Jewisfeada’? It seems reasonable that, as Raddatz
suggested, Amulo wrote théber contra Judaeos response to that provocation. Yet, given the
proximity of Hincmar’s letter to the council, thed possible motivations need not be mutually
exclusive. Whether or not Amulo attended the cduHincmar may have looked to him for

help in bolstering its aims in regards to Jews.

® Hartmann, “Meaux-Paris,” iIMGH: Conc.lll, 62; BachrachJewish Policy109.

% Notitia de conciliorum canonibus in villa Sparnaadarolo rege confirmatis ed. Alfred BoretiusMGH: Capit
Il, 260-62.

ibid., 261.

" Meaux-ParisPraefatia (MGH Conc IIl, 83-84).

2 Raddatz, “Vorgeschichte,” 55; FlodoaHistoria, 111.20 (MGH SSXIII, 514).
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TheLiber Contra Judaeosgself, as scholars have noted, owed much to Agbb®e

iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribdé Most notably, Amulo used many of the same sousses
Agobard had. He drew upon Augustine and Jeromestlexclusively for his patristic sources.
Amulo included the stories about Polycarp of Smyand offered, almost verbatim, Agobard’s
defence of using stories about heretics in a wbduaJews” He copied Agobard’s canonical
evidence (LV-LVIII; cf. De iudaicis superstitionibul/-VIl). Like Agobard, Amulo provided
his readers with Jewish beliefs (XII-XIII; dQe iudaicis superstitionibuX).

Yet they were not the same works. Amulo used sseoend-hand Visigothic evidence,
citing Gregory the Great'’s letter to Reccared follog his conversion of the kingdom to
Catholicism, and referred, in that context, to Biges conversion of the Jews (XLIX). Amulo
also used late-Roman civil laws in addition to¢asonical evidence (XLVII-XLVIII). He
mentioned different Jewish beliefs than Agobard, lsestussing and refuting their expectation
of two messiahs instead of using Agobard’s evidéX¢ieXIll). He did not give a full summary
of theToledoth leshubut only mentioned that Jews think Mary was amitadess, and Jesus the
son of a man named Pandera (XL), accusations vetsthappear in the Talmdd. While
Agobard’s work has been described as an exegesigohntichrist’® Amulo's focused more on
the crucifixion (XXVII-XXXI). Amulo also used more the way of Scriptural proofs of Jewish
iniquity, especially from Isaiah. Hlsber contra Judaeos general stayed much more in line
with earlier patristic examples of the genre, thathh Agobard’sDe iudaicis superstitionibus
Despite Hincmar’s provocation, Amulo did not pursungy anti-Jewish agenda beyond Lliger

contra Judaeas While Agobard had considered the separatiorewsJand Christians an issue of

central concern, based on the amount and virulestbewhich he wrote about it, Amulo appears

3 Albert, “Adversus ludaegs138.

" Amulo, Liber contra JudaeqsVvI (PL 116, 144); cf. Agobarde iudaicis superstitioniby$X.5-30 (204-05).
> Bavli Shabat 104b; Peter Schaféesus in the Talmu@rinceton: Princeton University Press, 2007)195-
® Heil, “Kirchengut,” 54.
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to have not found it a pressing worry. Like Floam& the anonymous author of themmentary

on DeuteronomyAmulo’s one-off on the subject highlights Agobardniqueness in this regard.

Agobard’s Anti-Judaism
Shape

Based on Albert’s assertion, that Agobard and therdlispanihad to teach the Franks
about their Jewish “problent”it would seem a foregone conclusion that Agobaads-

Judaism must have sprung from Visigothic sourcést, as will be seen, the answer to the
guestion regarding the origins of Agobard’s antiaiam cannot come so easily. Before even
attempting to discern the roots of Agobard’s adk#si towards Jews and Judaism however, his
own anti-Judaism must be explored in depth. Higraati-Jewish workDe iudaicis
superstitionibus et erroribysvill be discussed fully in the next chapter, geime of the
highlights from that and his other anti-Jewish vgovkll be dealt with here.

The contours of Agobard’s anti-Judaism prove easyugh to map, even as the
underlying reasons resist simple explanationsbdgin with, Agobard clearly considered Jews
demonic, even accusing them of being antichridtst as Jesus did in the eighth chapter of the
Gospel of John, Agobard called Jews sons of thd, dewnstantly striving to fulfill the will of
their infernal fathef® Also, following John’s lead in his first lettekgobard branded Jews as
antichrists, since they have failed to confessslastthe Christ (XIX.1-23). Yet it must be
pointed out that Agobard did not consider only Jeemmonic. Other groups likewise received
that unfavourable distinction. Those who love wtybleasures, spread heresies, or wish to kill

Christians, are all servants or sons of the deviigobard’s mind? Jews did remain the only

" Albert, “Adversus ludaegs121.

8 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibysXI1.12-17 (216).

9 Agobard,De spe et timored75-585 (441-44); idDe grandine et tonitruisV.7-16 (6-7); id.Contra iudicium
Dei, 123-128 (38).
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group named as antichrists, though Agobard acooes, such as priests who neglect their

pastoral duties in order to pursue worldly honand riches, of being the Antichrist’s help&?s.

Agobard also considered Jews to be liars, paaityubbout things regarding God or
Christ, turning them into blasphemers. While hetalso find that many antiphonaries had
become, in parts, blasphemous and rife with huriesii Agobard held that Jews were the worst
liars and blasphemers, since they alone cursetChridoreover, because of their blasphemies,
and sometimes due merely to their presence, Agatmarténded that Jews harm Christians. He
certainly thought that the practice of trial by eatidid as welf? as did a myriad of other snares
— icons, superstitions, the love of worldly goadissensions, and so forth. In these respects at
least, he seems to have found Jews to be just orefnont of assault against Christians. That
Agobard considered Jews demonic and mendacioussbolys that he embraced some anti-
Jewish tropes for his own writings. That he coessd Jews to be the epitome of these faults
provides both the broad strokes of his anti-Juda#sid a glimmer of his wider anxieties.

In order to delve deeper, Agobard’s thoughts amvecsion can tell us more about his
anti-Judaism than the repetition of not-unusuatiaations, since an approach to conversion can
betray overall thoughts on Jews. If a person paislaversion it could signal a departure from
an Augustinian and Gregorian position of allowimgleed necessitating, the survival of Jews as
Jews. Forced conversions would fall under thisipalar departure. At the same time however,
a focus on conversion could indicate a sincergeastdn and desire for Jews’ spiritual health; a
desire by the converter to ensure that Jews, agdodls, received salvation. Even this
“positive” interest would be anti-Jewish howevence it obviously denied Judaism’s religious
legitimacy. Conversely, a lack of interest in certing Jews could come as a result of

recognizing Judaism as a true and efficacious,faituite frankly unlikely position before the

8d., De modo regiminis ecclesiastitk.1-13 (330-31).
8id., De antiphonarigI11.1-3, XIX.6-7 (339, 351).
82id., De iudaicis superstitionibysX.48-49 (205).
8d., Contra iudicium De{31-48).
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modern era. It could equally come from an antialsih so complete that the person was willing

to simply leave Jews to their presumptive damnatidhus Agobard’s stance on conversion,
when read with his other ideas about Jews, caresea microcosm of his anti-Judaism.

A letter entitledEpistola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis el attached to
Florus’s edition of the Sirmondian Constitutionssdribed an attempt at converting Jews.
According to the letter many Jews, particularly y®y converted to Christianity following a
campaign for their conversion. The author of #teek complained that Jewish parents then
began sneaking their children out of the citie€bélon-sur-Saéne, Macon, and Vienne and
sending them to Arles, in order to protect thenmfithe missionary effort. Following this
subversion, the bishop presumably directing thesimmsordered all remaining Jews to present
themselves, so that those who wished to convefti@miso, and several did. The letter ended
with a question to the emperor about how long av Far those who had been kept from baptism
could be pursued by those seeking their conveféiofhe described missionary effort was
apparently aimed at children and forceful, butfooted. Once the bishop had gathered the
remaining Jewish community and received those wisbed to convert, he released the
remainder to their parents “intad®” Presumably, were he allowed to pursue the childent to
Arles, he would follow a similar pattern.

The origins and authorship of the letter cannatd&fnitively deciphered. Some of the
evidence does seem to point to the letter comioig ftyon during the time of Agobard.
Primary among that evidence is that the lettepfgeaded to a work widely recognized as
belonging to Floru&® Also, the cities mentioned all lie in the genenada of Lyon. Chalon-sur-
Sabdne and Macon both lie to the north, and undenisyecclesial jurisdiction. Vienne and

Arles were the two archbishoprics to the southyain.

8 Florus,Epistola episcopiin PL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Garnier: Paris, 1852), 422.
8 “Reliquos vero, in quibus nihil boni desiderii y@gtitionis agnovi, restitui intactos parentibussuibid.
8 Zechiel-Eckes, “Sur la tradition,” 78.
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Yet that is the extent of the evidence, and lks$s than conclusive. Even assuming that

Florus did indeed write the letter, which does séelme a reasonable assumption, Agobard’s
involvement is by no means clear, since Floruseskthiree archbishops of Ly8h.Though the
cities mentioned all point to the regions of Burdu@and Provence, the letter never named Lyon.
In fact, given what the letter did state, it se¢had conversion effort only took place in Chalon-
sur-Sadne, Macon, and Vienne, the cities from wpetents sent their children to Arles. Yet
the effort must have been coordinated in ordetvior different archdioceses to become
involved. Presumably whoever did the coordinatiag the letter written, but who that was is
not known. The author did not sign the letter, isdhe emperor named. Despite Blumenkranz’'s
assertion that the mere fact of address to an emnperst mean Louis the Pious, the title of
emperor by no means died with Louis in 840, leawnty Florus’s presumed death date of 860
as a possibleerminus ante quetfor the lettef®

Also, Agobard never expressed any interest in edimg Jews. Indeed, in all his
polemical works, whether against Jews, hereticsuperstitions, Agobard often seemed much
more concerned about proving the thing wrong and iteventing others from falling into the
same errors, than in changing any adherents’ mitmdaone of his anti-Jewish writings did
Agobard advocate for the end of Jews through amgns\ebaptism included. Instead he
stridently encouraged the separation of Jews amit@ms in order to protect Christians from
what he considered negative Jewish influence. ééengd willing to leave the conversion of
Jews for the eschaton. In this, he shared thaapof Isidore, Augustine, and other church
Fathers, that Jews’ conversion could not be broagbtt by human effort, or in historical

time 8°

87 Boshof,Agobard 135.
8 Blumenkranz, “Deux compilations,” 246; Cabaniggptus,” 230.
8 Drews,Unknown Neighboyrl48-50; Cohen,iving Letters 81-82.
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Herein lies a contradiction. Agobard valued uynaty did many Carolingian writers. Yet

he seemed willing, if not necessarily content,dgéhJews live as a completely separate entity
within the very empire meant to bring about unitby.fact, his discontent regarding Jews
stemmed largely from the fact that they were npas&te enough, but instead formed a very
present community in the midst of the empire. Wnaated problems, from Agobard’s
perspective, was that Jews and Christians had etoorunified, that Jews were entwined into
the fabric of the empire. This discomfiture atsdaelations combined with the swift and
negative reaction from Louis and msssihelps explain the number and increasingly harsh
rhetoric of Agobard’s anti-Jewish writings.

Heil, however, has questioned Agobard’s commitneriny anti-Jewish agenda as such,
seeing instead a complex of issues revolving arquagerty and slave€. Agobard's five anti-
Jewish tracts all came within the span of fivedwen years, from 821/2-827/8. Given his
involvement in public life for over twenty-five yea more than ten of which came after his last
anti-Jewish tract, Agobard’s long silence aboutslesises questions. If Agobard thought Jews
were such a threat to society, why did he drogstiigect after 827/8? Why did he not list
toleration of Jews in his reasons for stripping isaaf rule? Why did he only push for
separation, and not elimination?

Yet the fact is, Agobard did push for the baptsdews’ slaves and the separation of
Jews and Christians harder than he pushed for thiey issue. The number of works, condensed
into a relatively short period of time, betraysiatense burst of activity, all centered around
what is really one issue — how Jews and Christaght to interact. In them, Agobard wrote to
palace clerics and Louis alike, that is, anyonearatyone he thought might be able to help him
solve the problems he saw in his jurisdiction. A efforts came to nothing. With his last work

on the subjecDe cauendo conuictu et societate iudamaitten to his friend Nibridius of

% Heil, “Kirchengut,” 40-42.
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Narbonne, he essentially admitted defeat on artyo$@ractical level, and so reframed the issue

into one of churchmen holding to Scriptures andaoarnn the face of secular opposition, and
asked Nibridius to encourage other clergy to jom ¢ausé’

Based on the available evidence, Agobard neveives this tension between his overall
desire for unity and his call for Jewish separati@me possible explanation is that he did not
consider Jews a part of the society he wantedahifiThis would mean that, in the perfect world
of Agobard’s ideals, all Christians would live inity of belief, law, and government, with Jews
occupying some space outside of that perfect soclieseems that Agobard did agree with the
Visigoths in believing that Jews formed the ansikef a unified society, but he differed from
them in that he never expressed any thought oirfgrthiem, or indeed even attempting to
persuade them, to join that society. Such a viewdcexplain his willingness to leave Jews to
God, and presumed damnation, provided that thepatidharm Christians.

In fact, that statement could sum up Agobard's-durdaism. He explicitly stated as
much inDe insolentia ludaeorunfAs for the rest, because they live among ussheuld not be
malicious to them, nor should we act contrary ®rthfe, health, or riches. Let us keep the way
set forth by the church; [it is] not an obscure wayt shows plainly how to be guarded and
humane in regards to therft.” The first sentence of this sentiment seems simptaigh — Jews
should not be treated badly, nor harmed in lif@pli or property. It is a neat rewrite of the
principle Gregory the Great laid out in I8gut ludaeigleclaration. Yet Agobard did not stop
there. What he gave in that first sentence, hie &oeay in the next, for keeping “the way set
forth by the church” would have led to harm for evEnforcement of the prohibition on Jewish
ownership of Christian slaves would have made ooetl Jewish involvement in agriculture

difficult at best. The bans on eating or socialigwith Jews, if put into practice, would have

1 Agobard,De cauendo conuicii73-111 (233-34).

92«Ceterum, quia inter nos uiuunt, et maligni eiseeson debemus, nec vite aut sanitati uel ditisim contrarii,
obseruemus modum ab Ecclesia ordinatum, non utiggeurum, sed manifeste expositum, qualiter ergaaoti
uel humani esse debeamus.” [@g insolentia ludaeorunml00-104 (193).
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hastened Jews’ social isolation. As the historyentish-Christian relations from the Late

Middle Ages and on shows, generally speaking, theensolated and unknown Jews became to
their Christian neighbours, the more likely antivih violence became. In the space of two
sentences, Agobard completely contradicted himealfsing one to wonder how sincere he was
in his assertion that Jews should not be harmead.otder writings and actions certainly suggest
that he believed nothing of the sort, but was wgjlto “protect” Christians by any means
necessary.

Agobard also wrote in this passage of Christiamsrig to be “guarded and humane”
(cauti uel humanitowards Jews® It is unclear what he meant by this. Perhapsdmsimply
holding to the gospel command to love one’s enemyes trying to strip Jews of their Christian
slaves and isolate them from larger society doéseem, now, as a very humane act. Given the
response to Agobard’s efforts, the Jews of the Lai@a and Louis the Pious did not consider it
very humane either. What humanity did Agobard thesa towards Jews? Unless Agobard’s
deeds differed greatly from his words, the onlyntkhess” possible is that of allowing Jews to
remain Jews, that Agobard thought he was being ikirghparently not pushing for conversion.
Some kindness, however, since he would have lottlesd out of society in this life, and
believed they would be damned in the next.

Despite this, | still speak of Agobard’s anti-Jistia, not his antisemitism. Agobard’s
writings on Jews do not match any except the brstagifinitions of antisemitism. The only one
of the hallmarks discussed in the introductiorhis thapter that Agobard matched was
considering Jews to be the primary threat to spcigéhis one characteristic does not, in my
mind, make him antisemitic. Also, although Langrisudefinition of antisemitism as “socially

significant chimerical hostility against Jew¥,has had its share of detractors, | think his

93 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeoruni04 (193).
% Gavin LangmuirToward a Definition of AntisemitisntBerkeley: University of California Press, 199828.
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approach does make a useful distinction betweesetiuno dislike Jews for what they actually

do or believe (e.g. observe the Sabbath), and thbsealislike Jews because of fabricated
charges (e.g. ritual cannibalism). Agobard cleditjiked Jews for what he understood as things
that they did do or believe, and blasted them fiodly following the traditions of their fathers,

but did not concoct false actions or beliefs. #ymmot have even occurred to Agobard to
fabricate information, he may have considered #iefs he reported damning enough.

The fact that Agobard never advocated the elinonatf Jews, nor used fabricated
evidence | think keeps him squarely within anti-digch, not antisemitism. As a final blow
against Agobard being antisemitic, | do not belithag he hated Jews, despite Stow’s assertion
to the contrary® While not listed among the hallmarks given athieginning of this chapter,
hatred is often an emotion popularly associatetl asitisemitism (or racism, sexism, etc.), and
usually contains an obsessive or pathological ualibelieve that if Agobard had truly hated
Jews, he would not have abandoned the subject8#feandDe cauendo conuictu et societate
iudaica Also, if his writings had been motivated solblyhate, | believe he would have crossed
that line into “chimerical hostility,” and begunarsing Jews of patent lies, rather then offering
Louis a limited picture of contemporary Jewish ékéind practice.

It must also be noted that, despite his almosgususe of contemporary Jewish
practices and beliefs, Agobard still remained sohswpatristic in his aims. Everything he
wrote, every piece of evidence he used, he did soder to benefit Christians and to try to
affect the ancient ideal of separating ChristiansfJews. Though Jews were not an unknown
to Agobard, nevertheless they were a kind of wddd¢ a population not under his control but, in
his eyes, negatively affecting the people undecis. His anti-Judaism stemmed partly from

his attempt to assert some authority over the tsitna

9 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibys.80-81 (208).
% Stow, “Hatred of the Jews,” 72-73
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In summation, then, Agobard’s anti-Judaism coadisff some “stock” accusations — that

Jews are liars, blasphemers, and linked to thecAnst. He also knew of verifiable Jewish
beliefs and practices, and, as will be explainethénext chapter, found them wanting. In light
of his anti-Jewish works as a whole, one must wtded his avowed disinterest in converting
Jews as Agobard washing his hands of any desiesponsibility for their salvation. He saw
Jews as a threat to the spiritual health and weelb&those under his jurisdiction, and to the
empire as a whole. As such, he sought to proteChaistians, including slaves, from a
damaging Jewish influence, and so pressed forrtfee@ment of canons and laws which would

have effectively shut Jews out of wider society.

Sources

With this basic pattern of Agobard’s anti-Judaismrmind, one may return to the question
of its source. Much has been made by some schafl@dgobard’s Visigothic origins, and the
similarities between his anti-Jewish attitudes #ruge of the Visigoths, particularly as they
appear in Visigothic canons and laws. As notatie@beginning of this chapter, Albert saw
general similarities between Agobard’s writings afisigothic law and Castes claimed a long-
established relationship between the councils éédmand Agobard’'®e iudaicis
superstitionibus et erroribu¥ This insistence on a Visigothic source may stemfthe fact
that Agobard’s anti-Judaism had so little in commatih what Frankish anti-Judaism existed.
Despite his overall conformity with the Carolingiaorld-view, Agobard’s position on Jews
bore no resemblance to any other anti-Jewish work his time and place. Scholars have
therefore considered his purported Visigothic hirthve noted the virulence of both his and their

anti-Judaism, and made the connection betweemihe t

 Albert, “Adversus ludaeg5138 and 141; Castes, “Lyon et sa région,” 17.
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Yet such claims stretch the available evidence.wAl be discussed in the next chapter,

Agobard did not use any Visigothic canons to suppigrposition irDe iudaicis superstitionibus
et erroribus The laws and canons that made Visigothic ardailim unique, the forced
conversion and its prolonged aftermath, were dgtaksent from Agobard’s writings. Also, his
unwillingness to pursue conversionary efforts waddm to put him outside of the Visigothic
model. Even so, Visigothic sources could have igiexy Agobard with ample support for his
anti-Jewish positions, yet he chose not to use them

In fact, | find Agobard’s overall lack of citatisrirom Visigothic material, including the
various councils of Toledo and the writings of tgie, highly suspicious. We know that Lyon
had an epitome of thidispanacollection, and Agobard even used a canon fronCihwencil of
Elvira which banned images in churche®ia picturis et imaginibu¥® We also know that the
library at Lyon held two works of Isidore, Hguaestiones in vetus testamentamal
Sententiad® Parallels existed between some of Isidore’s stargs about Jews made in
Sententiagand Agobard’s iDe iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribusike Agobard irDe
iudaicis, Isidore inSententiaenade it clear that Jews were sons of the dewl that anyone
who deviated from apostolic teaching is an antitti?f Both men also left Jews without a place
or role in society.

However, while they both made the same remarkatal®ws, the two bishops
approached their assertions from different anglsslore’s declaration of Jews as sons of the
devil, for example, came at the end of a chaptdresstics, placing Jews with heretics and

pagans who, having withdrawn from the people of (Gadong instead to the body of the

% The epitome of thelispanais MS Lyon 336, a'®century production. Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,35 Agobard,
De picturis XXXI11.16-17 (180); Elvira, c.36 (Vives, 29).

% Lyon 447 and Lyon 620, respectively. Both afec@ntury manuscripts, though Lyon 620, containhm t
Sententiagnay have been earlier, and perhaps shows somésBymptoms. Tafel “Lyons scriptorium,” 53-54.
199sidore,Sententiagl.16 and 1.25 irPL 83, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1850), 572; 58 AgobardDe
iudaicis superstitionibysxiX.10-12, XXII.12-17 (214, 216).
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devil '** Agobard’s statement of the same, on the othed,hzame during a section of

supersessionist theology, and he used it as fuptioerf of God’s rejection of Jew§? Likewise,
Isidore’s remark on the antichrist status of anyewhe does not follow apostolic teaching started
a chapter on the antichrist, but never explicitgmioned Jew&”® Agobard’s accusation,
however, explicitly named Jews as antichrists, @aded that equation at the end of a lengthy
section urging Christians to keep themselves sggghfeom Jews as one more reason for that
separatiort?

Of courseDe iudaicis superstitionibuandSententiaevere completely different works.
Their totally distinct and separate purposes ea&siptains why the comments about Jews differ.
More generally, however, Agobard’s decision natse Isidore in his anti-Jewish works may
have simply come from a lack of appropriate maketisidore’s one solely anti-Jewish woibe
fide catholica dealt more with educating Christians then trutgeking Judaism, as was the case
with most patristic anti-Jewish works. Agobardwewer, attacked Judaism, virulently and as it
was, not the fossilized Judaism of patristic tradtsdore also apparently did not consider Jews
as much of a threat to Christians as Agobard¥idAgobard gave the danger Jews posed as the
reason he composé&xk iudaicis superstitionibystating that if Louis understood the danger, he
would act on Agobard’s suggestions and the deabarsiof the canon®? While not exactly
working at cross-purposes, Agobard’s anti-Judaiathddifferent goal than Isidore’s.

That lack of similarity on the subject of Jews sloet explain why Agobard would not
use Isidore at all, however. Not only did Agobheve access to at least two of Isidore’s works,
but, as a church Father, Isidore as a source appearany works throughout the Middle Ages.

This includes Florus’®e expositione missaso clearly the Lyon clergy did not normally

191 sidore,Sententiagl.16 (PL 83, 571-74).

102 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibysXI-XXIV (215-18).
193 |sidore,Sententiagl.25 (PL 83, 592-94).

104 Agobard,De iudaicis XI-XIX (208-15).

195 Drews,Unknown Neighboyrl11, 123, 178.

108 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibys.11-15 (199).
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hesitate to cite Isidor®’ Agobard therefore must have made a consciousidaaiot to use

him. Likewise, he must have chosen not to useo#imgr Visigothic source, with the exception

of the one canon from the Council of Elvira whigpaars irDe picturis et imaginibu&®® It is
possible that he knew of some of his Frankish agliees’ discomfort with Spanish traditions,
such as Theodulf of Orléans encountered with_tis carolini,’*® and so sought to mask his
Visigothic precedents. That seems unlikely, howegieen that Agobard cited a Spanish canon
in De imaginibusa work on the very same topic as tlileri carolini. What may be more likely

is that Agobard disagreed with Visigothic anti-Jsdaas evidenced in Isidore and the canons on
some fundamental level.

In fact, only one aspect of Agobard’s anti-Judasgems to correspond with the
Visigothic — the insistence that Jews formed thgosjie of the necessary and desired unity of
theCorpus Christi That Jews in particular were harmful to unitifdaved automatically from
the Visigothic insistence that all in the kingdom®atholic. The unity and stability of the
kingdom was only to be found in the unity of beliefthout exceptiort’® Likewise for
Agobard, Jews endangered unity and the cohesitre@orpus Christiby their mere presence
and could affect a very literal dispersion of Ctiaiss. Agobard complained iDe insolentia
ludaeorumthat orders from Louis the Pious in favour of dlegvish community in Lyon had
caused the Christians there to flee, hide and bedistricti.*** The last term carries the
meaning of either being broken apart, or being &ied or molested, and the passage as a whole
paints a picture of the Christians of Lyon beingtsered. Thus the Jewish community, as far as
Agobard was concerned, had led to his communitpioérg separated, had collapsed its unity.

The presence of Jews could also lead to liturglsgdarities. In the same letter, Agobard

197 Florus,De expositione missad6ff. inPL 119, ed. J.P. Migne (Paris: Garnier, 1852), 45ff.

108 Agobard,De picturis XXXI11.14-17 (180), citing Elvira c.36 (Vives, 8)

199 Ereeman, “Scripture and images,” 183-84.

H10king, Law and Societyl22; Collins Early Medieval Spain139.

Hi« et contristati christiani, non solum illi bfwgerunt, aut qui absconditi sunt, uel qui ditri. .” Agobard De
insolentia ludaeorum7-49 (192).
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explained that Christians should not be domestiases or slaves of Jews, since they would

then keep Jewish customs in addition to or instédchristian ones (68-70). Agobard wrote to
Nibridius of Narbonne ilDe cauendo conuictu et societate iuddilcat Christians, particularly
the “simpler” folk, were being fooled and swept vy Jewish error§*? In these works
Agobard made it clear that he considered Jews arrtfagat to the unity he desired, as well as
the spiritual well-being of Christians.

Yet does this similarity lead to Agobard’s antddism necessarily having Visigothic
root? Though the similarity exists, to use itfas $ole basis for such a hypothesis over-states the
point. Also, one key difference separates Agolsideal of unity from the Visigothic; Agobard
worked for the unity of all Catholics, the Visigsthried to enforce the unity of @k Catholics.
This one similarity, and an indirect one at thaafa, Agobard does not use any Visigothic
sources in his anti-Jewish tracts), does not aceomake. | believe it is time for scholars to
leave behind the model of Agobard as a Visigothkimay in the Carolingian world.

Instead, | think Agobard was as Carolingian whemvhete about Jews as he was on any
other subject. A child of the Carolingian programhseform, Agobard was raised with the ideas
and ideals of that attempt at reform and renewat.there be no mistake, the Carolingians
legislated theiChristianideals. “They and their clergy outlined a prognaewhich was
profoundly Christian in intent and content, therglewere to become learned in the wisdom of
the Christian writers, to read and produce Chrmstvarks, to perform Christian observances
correctly. . .in order that the whole kingdom,might be full and worthy members of the
communitas fideliuh™** As Agobard’s vision of a perfect world did noteaany place for
Jews, neither, it seems, did the Carolingians’t, #& can by seen by evidence such as Louis’s

“Jewish charters,” Carolingian rulers clearly reczgd that Jews existed within their realms and

12id., De cauendo conuiciu5-49 (232).
113 McKitterick, Frankish Churchxx.
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accorded at least some of them some privilegest aluAgobard never apparently resolved the

tension between his ideal of a completely Chrissiaciety with the very real presence of Jews,
as will be discussed shortly, neither did Carolmgiegislators.

As previously discussed in this chapter, littlendfat Carolingian intellectuals wrote
regarding Jews warrants much consideration. Adiewcs shared Agobard’s low opinion of
Jews, and Heil noted an increase in anti-Jewishessn from 800-860* There is a question,
however, of how much that represents an actuatase versus an effect of the general increase
in production, and continued transmission throughioe Middle Ages, which marked the
Carolingian period more generall¥. In fact, scholarly debate continues regardingoagian
perceptions of Jews and Judaism. Opposed to Abist asserted that Carolingians had a
largely “positive,” that is, academic, interestlews, since thElebraica veritagormed part of
their interest in correcting Biblical text¥ This difference in interpretation by modern seinsl
only reinforces the impression that Carolingianshs large only continued the anti-Jewish
tradition received from the Fathers, with littleaciye or advancement.

This only deepens the contradiction. Jews, by tlezy nature, formed “the polar

opposite of thesocietas perfectaf Christianity,**’

yet the Carolingians seemed largely
unconcerned with the Jews in their midst. Agobaad by no means the lone voice on this
issue, although his approach was unique, but Jelusod form a major agenda item at
Carolingian meetings. In fact, before Meaux-Pakgsys did not figure on any Carolingian
conciliar agenda at all. It could be argued thatC€arolingian agenda was full. Adoptionism,

icons, civil war, predestination, theories of kihigs ecclesiology, the meaning of the Eucharist,

and the Christian education of the populace, doteth&arolingian writings and councils.

114 Heil, “Labourers,” 90.

15 Ganz, “Book production,” 786.

118 Albert, “Adversus ludaegs119-121.
17 Heil, “Labourers,” 93.
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Despite Agobard’s pleas to the contrary, most @agans did not see Jews or Judaism as a

threat which warranted too much of their attention.

Thus a break existed in Carolingian thought betwtbe perfect, Christian world, and the
practical reality of sharing space with membera different faith. Agobard, however, was one
of just a few clerics, and the only one in his gatien, to point out the contradiction. His
writings illustrate that contradiction beautifullyoth by simply forcing the issue out into the
open, and by proving unable to solve it. Despigerélatively high level of anti-Judaism, despite
his calls that Christians keep themselves sepa@ateJews, it is apparent in his writings that his
reality included Jews. Here, at the intersectibhigideals and realities, lies an important
component in understanding medieval Jewish-Chngetations. When faced with the paradox
of a Jewish presence in what was billed and bsili &hristian empire, most Carolingians chose
to shift or ignore the ideal in order to make rofmmthat reality. Agobard, on the other hand,
sought to change the reality to match the ideldkink his initial confusion at the resistance
from the court to his suggestions and queries \easiige. To his way of thinking, separating
Jews and Christians was one of many logical andsseey steps in forming that perfect,
Christian society. That his colleagues and empeatbproducts of the Carolingian educational
reforms like him, did not share that view probathi¢ shock him. So Agobard responded by
increasing his rhetoric and drawing on evidencenftbe Scriptures, canons, and Fathers, as well
as offering snippets of Jewish belief and practiceshow Louis and others that the threat posed
by Jews was real, and could not be ignored any thareany other heterodoxy.

Again, his views, though driving Agobard arguatdythe edge of deep anti-Judaism, did
not push him into antisemitism. Even his opiniéd@ws as a polluting influence did not turn
him into an antisemite. Although Jews clearlywlised Agobard more than any other group and
he did work to mitigate that disturbance, they sapace with heresy, superstition, and other

issues. The basis for his concern about JewskefsioAgobard in the realm of anti-Judaism.
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Agobard did not write against Jews simply becabsg twvere Jews and therefore needed to be

written against, he wrote against Jews becaudeeaiegative effect he thought they had on
Christians. His focus was on Christians first, dad/s second.

As with every other problem he addressed, howéfvAgobard had any real impact on
contemporary thinking, it was minimal. He may ha¥ected later developments in Jewish-
Christian relations, however. The only manusasipAgobard’s writings to contain the anti-
Jewish tracts, now Paris BN lat. 2853, appearscatalogue of manuscripts held by Cluny,
drawn up under Abbot Hugh I, who led that abbeynf 1158-61:*2 It is therefore entirely
possible that Peter the Venerable, who ruled Cunmtyf 1156 and stands, after Agobard and
Amulo, as the next major cleric in the Middle Adesconfront post-biblical Judaism, read and
knew Agobard’s works. His attacks on the TalmudisAdversus Judaeashare some of the
same tone of disbelief and anger as Agobard usBe indaicis superstitionibus et erroribs
Although Peter did not cite Agobard directly, itémpting nonetheless to consider him a source
of inspiration, if nothing else. Peter may hawrihed to look at contemporary Judaism from
reading Agobard. However, he may have also leaitrfeasin reading or hearing about Peter
Alfonsi.*?° The evidence does not exist to support any ngabthesis on the matter, but it is
worth entertaining the thought that Agobard, mbnttwo centuries after his death, found not

only a sympathetic, but an effective audience feramti-Judaism in Peter the Venerable.

118 éopold Delislejnventaire des manuscrits de le Bibliothéque NatienFonds de CluniParis: Librarie H.
Champion, 1884), 352-53.

9 Dominique logna-Pratrder and Exclusion: Cluny and Christendom Facedsgr Judaism, and Islam (1000-
1150) trans. Graham Edwards (Ithaca, NY: Cornell UrsitgrPress, 2002), 304-15.

120 stow, Alienated Minority 252; Cohenl.iving Letters 255.



Chapter Three
Deiudaicis superstitionibus

At first glance De iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribnsay not seem to be that
significant of a work. It is only one of five pies Agobard wrote about Jews or Judaism, the
others beindpe baptismo mancipiorum iudaeoru@ontra praeceptum impium de baptismo
iudaicorum mancipiorugDe insolentia ludaeorupandDe cauendo conuictu et societate
iudaica It appears that Agobard wrote these five worksnd) the same time period, although
the exact dating is somewhat questionable. VareAakho has produced the only modern
critical edition of Agobard’s works, dat&k baptismo mancipiorum ludaeorum823. The
remaining four works he placed in the years 826-821ther authors who have written about
Agobard do not always provide possible dates, sxudis all five works; however, there seems to
be a consensus that they were all written in tl@s8®@ithin the first half of Agobard’s
archiepiscopat®.

As with nearly all of Agobard’'s work&)e iudaicis superstitionibusas survived in only
one manuscript, Paris BN Lat. 2853. This manuscoptains all of Agobard’s works in the
Van Acker edition excepontra libros quatuor Amalariand the acrostic poeAgobardo pax
sit. The manuscript dates from the ninth or tenthwgnalmost certainly came from Lyon, and
contains a letter from Pope Gregory IV and thetata®e divina psalmodian addition to
Agobard’s writings® Thus as only one of several anti-Jewish workéggbard, and only extant
in one manuscripDe iudaicis superstitionibuseems to have nothing to recommend it for
further study.

Yet De iudaicis superstitionibuis a remarkable piece, for it stands as Agobard’s

principal anti-Jewish work. It is greater than tikers not only in terms of length (it is longer

1van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsli-xlii.
2 CabanissAgobard 65 and 69; Zuckerman, “Political Uses,” 29-35.
% van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunens;si-lii.
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than the other four anti-Jewish works combined),abgo in terms of content. The other anti-

Jewish works are letters — short, quote little alsart from Scripture and hold closely to one
theme. De iudaicis superstitionibuyshough couched in an epistolary frame, is muchenao
treatise. Agobard brought in quotations and ewdarot only from Scripture, but also from
councils and the Father®e iudaicis superstitionibukewise has more structure than the other
four works. Rather than trying to push his argunferward as quickly and starkly as possible,
as in his other anti-Jewish works, Agobard devedogeveral arguments, all in support of an
over-arching argument and theme. Also, while Agdlz@one had written the other anti-Jewish
pieces, Bernard, archbishop of Vienne and Faolfidpi®f Chalon-sur-Saéne both put their
names tde iudaicis superstitionibus

As discussed in the previous chapter,Epestola episcopi ad imperatorem de baptizatis
Hebraeismentioned both Vienne and Chalon-sur-Sadne asdibm which Jewish parents
secretly removed their children to avoid a conwer&ffort. Although the dating of the letter is
problematic, it does point to the existence of $&vdiommunities in those cities, with which
Bernard and Faof could have, like Agobard, expeedrproblems. This would, however, raise
the question of why Bernard and Faof joined Agolbardhis work, and not the bishop of
Macon, a city also mentioned in tBpistola de baptizatis Hebraei©r, indeed, why any of the
other bishops under Agobard or the other metragmdiin the area did not participate. As Heil
observed, even in this collaborative work, Agobsedms isolated.

Despite the presence of Bernard and Faof on ptpee is little question that Agobard
was the lead, if not the only, author@é iudaicis superstitionibusNothing else is known about
what manner of anti-Jewish sentiment the otherdeacs held. The survival of Agobard’s
other anti-Jewish works makes his sentiments dleanelDe iudaicis superstitionibufits into

those sentiments. Indeed, the ideas expresded indaicis superstitionibuselp make sense of

* Heil, “Kirchengut,” 57.
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some of the vitriol displayed in works lik& cauendo conuictu et societate iudaidegobard’s

string of insults at the beginning B cauendo conuicfuhat Jews are like a whore and pollute
Christians, follows more easily from the assertioDe iudaicis superstitionibuthat Jews are
worse than any heretic and are in fact antichribes) from the charges of blasphemy lai®Dm
insolentia ludaeorum

Furthermorepe iudaicis superstitionibusame as the work promised at the enDef
insolentia ludaeorumfor which Agobard was the sole author. He toddiis that a longer
treatise with evidence about Jews and how theyldhmitreated, collected by Agobard and his
“fellow-brothers” confratribug, had been sefitHow many and what kind of sources Agobard
collected versus Bernard or Faof cannot be deteuneyond a doubt. | think the most likely
contribution from Agobard’s fellow bishops lay imet historical sections, and aid from Florus in
finding and marking sources could probably alsass®imed at these points as well. | suspect,
however, that Bernard and Faof had little say, esleven no knowledge, of the meatier
sections, those dealing with Jewish beliefs ancetheation of Jews with antichrists. The bulk of
De iudaicis superstitionibygarticularly the parts which attract scholarlienest, | believe came
from Agobard alone, and | will treat them as su@he work stands as Agobard’s attempt to
prove, through canon, Scripture, the Fathers, badéws’ own beliefs, that he had been right in
his actions towards the Jews in his diocese antathefficials who protected them.

Lending weight to the argument ti2¢ iudaicis superstitionibudeserves attention, the
work endures as one of the most unusual anti-Jewasts of the Middle Ages. Tlo®ntra
ludaeosgenre by and large relied on Scriptures and puswaritings of the type in order to
prove the truth of Christianity over and againstalsm. While Agobard certainly used both

things, he went beyond the genre as it stood byigrgy information on Jewish beliefs.

® Agobard,De cauendo conuichi21-26 (231); idDe iudaicis superstitionibuk.31-49 and XIX (205 and 214-15);
id. De insolentia ludaeorunb0-53 and 96-98 (192-93).
®id., De insolentia ludaeorunl37-148 (194).
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Although that information on Judaism alone wouldkeRe iudaicis superstitionibusnique and

worthy of study, Agobard’s intent in writing it priles even more incentive for scholarly
interest. Christian anti-Jewish literature hadeotBhristians in mind as an audience. Some,
such as records of purported disputations, aimstrenigthening Christians’ faith, and providing
answers to questions about the more difficult poaftdoctrine, such as the Incarnatiomther
works, such as stories of conversions, highligi@bdstianity’s obvious superiority over
Judaism, and proved to Christians, especiallyebently-converted, that they had chosen the
right faith® If those stories were ever read by or told tos]ehey could also presumably aid a
missionary effort.

To meet this goal of strengthening Christiansylgeavery anti-Jewish tract or story
included excerpts of Scripture meant to provideopod how Christians understood the Hebrew
Scriptures better than Jews did through a Chrigto# interpretation of certain passade$his
served the dual purpose of buttressing Christigi, and, should the opportunity present
itself, of perhaps convincing a Jew of Christiaisittyuth. It is this last element, the use of
Scriptures to prove Christianity’s correctness avmt against Judaism, that Agobard left out of
De iudaicis superstitionibysnd indeed of all his anti-Jewish works. Thig/ieere Agobard
separated himself from all previoasntra ludaeoditerature. He did want to strengthen
Christians, but he wanted to do so by separatiegtiiom Jews, not by giving them tools for
arguing with Jews. Agobard set out, not to exHibiv Christianity was right, but how Judaism
was so wrong that it absolutely proved a dangé&ttostians who came into contact with it. He

sought to demonstrate to Louis or anyone he cdtukel damnation of souls inflicted on the

" Bernhard Blumenkrandyifs et chrétiens dans le monde occidental: 43@61Paris: Mouton & Co, 1960), 75.
8 e.g. Severus of Minorcagtter on the Conversion of the Jev@egory of ToursHistoriae, V.11 and VI.17 KIGH
SSRM.1, 205-06, 286-87).

° e.g. IsidorePe fide catholicgPL 83, 449-530); S. Katdews in the Visigothic and Frankish Kingdoras.
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faithful by the instruments of the devil, namelye tminds of the Jews” so that Louis “will

demand a remedy be mad&.”

Agobard’s life, background, and anti-Judaism halveady been explored. An in-depth
examination oDe iudaicis superstitionibygts theme and sources, will continue the study of
Agobard’s attitudes towards Jews and Judaism. Witlign turn lead to the scrutiny of

Agobard’s wider concerns around ecclesiology, mslitand the proper order of life.

Outline

As promised at the end D insolentia ludaeorunbDe iudaicis superstitionibulsegan
with examples of how the Fathers kept themselvparage from Jews. Agobard and probably
his fellow-bishops related from Venantius Fortus&¥ita Hilarii how Hilary, mid-fourth-
century bishop of Poitiers, went beyond simply eating with Jews but would also avoid
greeting them on the stre®gt.They then recounted the conflict between Sainbrase and
Emperor Theodosius over the synagogue burned imi€am in 388 (11.12-44). After
reiterating the lessons to be taken away fromwlzeeixamples — that one should not even greet
Jews, and that it is incumbent on churchmen toelgtresist a secular authority acting against
the interests of the Church — the contempt in widghrian and Athanasius held Jews received a
brief mention (lll). They claimed that it is theample provided by those two Fathers, “Whose
most religious faith and devotion given to Christlze most reverend leaders of the Gallic
Church follow” (111.4-6)*2

With that, the work segued into a discussion adfiGand other canons which mandate

the separation of Jews and Christians, using rsilfrgn the councils of Epaone, Agde, Macon,

10« . dampna animarum, que per uasa diaboli, ezenidelicet ludeorum, fidelibus inferuntur. . hdzéri . . .

iuberet. . . remedium” AgobarB®e iudaicis superstitionibys.12-15 (199).

id., De iudaicis superstitionibygl.6-10 (200).

12«Quorum religiosissimam fidem et Christo deditagudtionem omnes Ecclesiarum Gallicanarum reuessmtis
gubernatores secuti. . .” (201).
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Orléans (the third council), and Laodicea. Caragminst eating with Jews, against Jewish

ownership of Christian slaves, and against Jewsggait in public from Maundy Thursday until
after Easter dominated the section. This sectemiacluded canons forbidding Jews to have
authority over Christians as judges or toll-colkest canons advising Christians not to celebrate
with or receive gifts from Jews, and one canon exoanicating Christians who have sexual
relations with Jews (IV-VIII).

The authors then returned to discussing the exesrgdlthe Fathers, specifically what
Irenaeus of Lyon recorded about the apostle Jotrmendisciple Polycarp. John purportedly
fled a bathhouse once he realised that the heZégcintus was also present. Polycarp for his
part, when asked, “Do you know me?” by the herglacion, is reported as replying, “I know
you, first-born of Satan” (IX.12-17). Yet theseaexples give the apostolic reaction to heretics,
not Jews. To defend the use of this evidenceatttigors asserted that all heresies sprang from
either Jews or Samaritans. In fact, accordingp¢oatithors Jews are worse than heretics. They
claimed that Jews have not only produced most lesrésit while heretics agree with church
teachings on some matters, Jews agree with theltlour nothing (1X.20ff.). Indeed, Jews do
nothing but constantly blaspheme and curse ChAigbbard, and perhaps his fellow-bishops
knew this because, “speaking with them nearly edegywe hear the mysteries of their
error’(1X.49-50)3

The change from any kind of collaboration to Agabaorking alone is basically
impossible to detect. However, as mentioned abdveljeve the most-likely area of
collaboration came in the early, historical seaiofDe iudaicis superstitionibusWhat
followed after | think came from Agobard alone, legng at the latest with this portrait of
Jewish belief. Since this section has been thpsubf so much scholastic scrutiny, it deserves

to be given in full and discussed here.

13« cotidie pene cum eis loquentes mysteriarariipsorum audimus.” (205)



In short, they say that God Himself has a body, iardistinguished by
bodily features through limbs, and indeed He haspart to hear us,
another to see, certainly another to speak or anethich acts. And by
this the human body was made in the image of Gazkp that He has
inflexible and unbending fingers, since He cardasnothing by hand.
Moreover [they say that He] sits on a throne, whscbarried around by
four beasts, in the manner of some earthly king,iamnclosed within a
huge palace. [They say that] He also thinks mamgsluous and
fruitless things, which, because they are notlak & come to effect, are
transformed into demons. But they also preachrnmerable abominable
things about God Himself, as we have said, andweaghip such an
image, not the true, unchangeable and immutable @loom they do not
know inwardly, because they have constructed awdifstupidities to
Him in their hearts.

They also believe that the letters of their algtdtave existed forever,
and accomplished various services before the begjrof the world, by
which it is reasonable that they preside in theldyondeed [they believe
that] the Mosaic law was written many years befbeeworld. They also
affirm that there are many worlds, many hells, axahy heavens, of
which they say one, which they cedichg, i.e. the firmament, supports
God'’s millstones, with which the manna to be consdiny angels is
ground into food. Indeed another one they aadboth in which they
affirm God resides, and this is according whanhithe Psalms: “make way
for him who ascends aboaeaboth’ (Ps. 68:4). [They say that] because
of this God has seven trumpets, one of which measLi000 cubits.

And what more? There is no page, no sentendeeddtd Testament
about which either they do not have lies fabricated composed by their
elders, or they do not always fabricate a new sipien to this very day,
and they presume to respond to questions. Foralseyread in the
teaching of their elders that Jesus was once aounable young man
among them, and instructed in the teaching of dblmaptist. There
were many students, one of whom, because of hankas and dullness of
understanding, received the name Cephas, i.e.."ro&kd when [Jesus]
was expected at a feast day by the people, songeflmy his school ran
to him and sang, according to the honour and recerdue a teacher,
“Hosanna to the son of David.” In the end, accusethuse of his many
lies, [he was] thrust into jail by the judgementlaberius because his
daughter, to whom [Jesus] promised a birth witfeootan’s semen, bore a
rock. After that [he was] hanged on a fork-shagaitbws, as if a detested
magician, where [he was] also struck in the heal wirock. And [he]
died in this manner, buried in a certain nearbyedget, and entrusted to a
certain Jew for guarding. At night [he] sufferée sudden flood of the
aqueduct. By the order of Pilate [he was] soughtWelve months, and
never found. Then Pilate promulgated a law to fteeple] of this kind,
saying: “It is clear that he has risen, just asdnetold, who was both slain
by you because of envy and who is not found ireeighsepulchre or in
any other place. And because of this | orderybatadore him. But if
anyone does not wish to, let him know he has adéypiace in Hell.”
Therefore all these things both their elders falteé@nd they read with
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foolish stubbornness, so that with such falsehdloesvhole truth of
Christ’'s power and passion is cancelled out, antthabadoration ought to
be shown him not as truly God, but is only broughthe law of Pilate.
But also [they say that] Peter was not led outridfgm by an angel, as we
hold, but by the mercy of Herod, at whose houséegjPg wisdom was
highly praised very often. And then they asseat @hristians worship
idols, and the strengths which are acquired froennkercessions of the
saints among us they are not terrified to say aredy the devil.

Who can doubt that they are most worthy of gre&reldafor all of these
things? (X.1-59%

To this original information Agobard added severatusations of Jerome’s. Namely, that Jews
will test the quality of a menstruant’s blood bgttg if testing it by sight is inconclusive. Also,

that the only explanation they provide for tradiscsuch as not leaving the house on the Sabbath

14 “Dicunt denique Deum suum esse coporeum et coipbnémentis per membra distinctum, et alia quidgarte
illum audire ut nos, alia uidere, alia uero logal aliud quid agere; ac per hoc humanum corpusnadinem Dei
factum, excepto quod ille digitos manuum habedéxitbiles ac rigentes, utpote qui nil manibus opetasedere
autem more terreni alicuius regis in solio, qudtlar circumferatur bestiis, et magno quamuis pial@ontineri;
cogitare etiam illum multa superflua et uana, quea ad effectum cuncta uenire nequeant, uertamgmones.
Sed et innumera infanda de deo, ut diximus, sueditant, ac tale colunt simulchrum, quod ipsi idoem suorum
stultitia finxerunt et statuerunt, non uerum, ingertibilem atque incommutabilem Deum, quem perigasrant.

Litteras quoque alfabeti sui credunt existere sempas, et ante mundi principium impetrasse dalers
ministeria, quibus eas oporteat in saeculo praesitlsgem uero Mosaycam multis annorum curricuiie anundum
fuisse scriptam. Necnon adfirmant plures essagseplura inferna, pluresque caelos, quorum unuiog @psi
uocant racha, id est firmamentum, molas Dei suatergsserunt, quibus manna sumendum angelis molatur
escam; alterum uero appellant araboth, in quo Domiastruunt residere, et hoc esse in psalmo senuilids:
“Iter facite ei, qui caballicat super araboth;” bad Deum propterea septem tubas, quarum una mdleoiis
metiatur.

Et quid plura? Nulla Veteris Testamenti pagindlansententia est, de qua uel a maioribus suis non
habeant conficta et conscripta mendatia, uel ipgua hodie noua semper superstitione confingamttiertogati
respondere praesumant. Nam et in doctrinis maiGuwonum legunt, lesum iuuenem quendam fuisse apsid e
honorabilem et magisterio baptisite lohannis eurdjtquam plures habuisse discipulos, qguorum urptpro
duritiam et hebitudinem sensus kephae, id est pabraen inposuerit. Et cum expectaretur a popdldiam
festum, quosdam ei de scola sua pueros occurigsilj gx honore et reuerentia magistri cantaueri@sanna filio
David.” Ad extremum uero propter plura mendatiausatum, Tyberii iudicio in carcerem retrusum, aodjfilia
ipsius, cui sine uiro masculi partum promisergtjdas conceptum intulerit; inde etiam ueluti magdetestabilem
furca suspensum, ubi et petra in capite percusatque hoc modo occisum, iuxta quendam aqueductpuoitam,
et lude cuidam ad custodiam commendatum; noctu sidsita aqueductus inundatione sublatum, Pilasiuiyser
duodecim lunas quesitum nec usque inuentum. Tiam huiusmodi ad eos promulgasse legem: “Mahifas
est,” inquit, “resurrexisse illum, sicut promiseratii et a uobis per inuidiam peremptus est, etiaéq tumulo
neque in ullo alio inuenitur loco. Et ob hanc Gausraecipio, ut adoretis eum; quod qui facereerdlypartem
suam in inferno futuram esse cognoscat.” Haeawaotnia ideo et seniores eorum confinxerunt, étsipdta
obstinatione lectitant, ut talibus commentis tdtaigutis et passionis Christi ueritas euacuettiyt adoratio non ei
ut Deo ueraciter exhiberi debeat, sed Pilati tarege illi delata sit. Sed et Petrum nequaquanmapgelum
secundum fidem nostram de carcere eductum, sedlidarisericordia, apud quem plurimum eius sapieftait
conlaudata. Denique et christianos idola assexddatare, et uirtutes, que apud nos sanctorum ggsi@nibus
obtinentur, a diabolo fieri dicere non exhorrescunt

Pro quibus omnibus summo eos odio dignissimosaegaseambigat?” (205-07).
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is that they had received the tradition from tmeasters. Thus, according to Jerome and quoted

by Agobard, Jews prefer the teachings of men teethod God (X.72-81%°

Aside from the information quoted from Jerome, Bgal’s section on Jewish beliefs
provided an entirely new insight into ninth-centdodaism for his readers. Most anti-Jewish
tracts for much of the Middle Ages did not concgremselves with Jews as they actually lived
or Judaism as it actually existed at the timetelad, as will be discussed further on in this
chapter, most writers confronted Jews as practt®of a Judaism which had not existed since
Biblical times, if, indeed, the Judaism Christiariters portrayed had ever existedAs
discussed above, the most traditional form of detiish polemic in fact concerned itself with
bolstering a Christian’s faith, using Judaism 4sila’’ Isidore’sDe fide catholica contra
ludaeos which enjoyed great popularity throughout the 8i@Ages, even being translated into
various language is a perfect example. In arguing “against” Jewigldre started with
Christology, and discussed Jews’ complicity witidéed desire for, Jesus’s defithyet Isidore
did not offer any new information about Jewish &fslior practices, limiting himself instead to
guotations from Scriptures. The entire tract dreibformation Isidore gave was designed to
bolster the faith of those who already belie%®d.

In contrast, as can be seen in the extended pagsated above, Agobard did not limit
himself to Scriptures, nor, as has already beetedhiat and will be discussed in more depth
shortly, was he primarily concerned about strengtigeChristians’ faith. Instead, as he had
informed Louis inDe insolentia ludaeorumwhat Jews actually did, at least as Agobard atlege

so inDe iudaicis superstitionibulse offered a glimpse of what Jews actually belieagain,

15 Quoting JeromeEpistulaCXXI, 10, 19-20.

16 Cohen Living Letters 2.

" Guy Strousma, “From anti-Judaism to antisemitisraarly Christianity?” irContra ludaeos: Ancient and
Medieval Polemics between Christians and Jeags Ora Limor and Guy Strousma (Tubigen: J.C.Bhi 1996),
13.

18 Drews,Unknown Neighboyr133.

19 |sidore,De fide catholical-XXI ( PL 83, 449-79).

% Drews,Unknown Neighboyr66-73.
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according to Agobard. The truly remarkable aspéthis section oDe iudaicis

superstitionibugand some of what Agobard claimedde insolentia ludaeorujris that there is
ample evidence that Agobard’s information may weNe been accurate. Again, as will be
discussed later in this chapter, the beliefs Agdlbamed against Jews can be found not only in
Jewish mystical literature, but also within Midrastexts, a much more commonly known
source.

Having outlined the Jewish beliefs he found offeesAgobard entered into a fairly
lengthy section of supersessionist theology — Gogjection of Jews and the election of gentiles
as well as Christians’ replacement of Jews as GOH@sen People (XI-XVI.1-15). To bolster
his argument, Agobard cited the example of Paukhating a table with Clement until Clement
was baptised, and the general examples of thelap@std the Judean church avoiding contact
with Jews (XVI1.16-19, XVII-XVIII). Agobard consided how Jews are Antichrists because
they do not confess Jesus as the Christ. He atsotad that Jews were worse off for having
rejected the Messiah than they were in Egypt befweg received the Law (X1X.10-24, XX.13-
33). He returned to the rejection of Israel (XXxK) before moving on to reiterating how
Christians should stay separate from Jews (XXX Agobard then detailed how Jews had
been and were still subject to the curses giveNlbges in Deuteronomy, while Christians had
received all of the blessings (XXV). With that Agd finished the main body of his treatise.
He ended with a reiteration of blessings and cuesstatement that wiser men will have to carry

on from what he had done, and a parting salutatidimperor Louis (XXVII).

Evidence and Themes
The necessity of the separation of Jews and @Gmistvas the overarching themeDe
iudaicis superstitionibusindeed, | would argue that the separation otweepeoples was

Agobard’s principal goal in all of his anti-Jewishcts. The entire work was taken up with the
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repetition of this theme and with its defence, wdwild be termed the “why” of the necessity for

the separation of the two religions. That is pdrvhy this work is so remarkable. Rather than
follow the traditional format for anti-Jewish work§ using Scriptural proof-texts to show
Judaism’s errors and Christianity’s orthodoxy, Agabfocused instead on the need for the
segregation of Jews and Christians. That Judaigswrong and Christianity was right went,
literally, without saying.

In order to prove his point and bolster this ratlveusual work, Agobard used four kinds
of evidence. Canons gave legal backing for histipopsand the stories of saints and apostles
taken from patristic writings and Scriptures predchistorical precedents. Scriptures also
provided theological support, particularly thosegages which Agobard used as a basis for his
outline of supersessionist theology. The Jewisbrimation he evinced, unlike traditional anti-
Jewish tracts, gave his readers a glimpse at Judesshe saw it, and theoretically then provided
Louis and others more incentive for following Agadia suggestions.

The canons chosen fbe iudaicis superstitionibusalled for the separation of Jews and
Christians. Rulings against sexual relations, cemsality, and Christians celebrating with Jews
attempted to create social distance between th@taugs. Other canons prohibited Jewish
ownership of Christian slaves or barred Jews frofdihg positions of civil authority — judges,
toll-collectors, and the like — as such an arrargggngould force Christians into sometimes daily
contact with Jews (IV-VIII). Both social contacttiveen Jews and Christians and Jewish
authority over Christians had the potential to bhe lines between the two faiths and so result in
judaizing or outright conversion. Moreover, whemwsg held authority over Christians, be that as
a master, an employer, or as a civil authorityt #itaation reversed what Agobard and others
saw as the natural order for the two peoples. Riagaslavery specifically, the logic given by

the thirteenth canon of the Council of Macon (58Rjeted inDe iudaicis superstitionibysvas
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that “it is unlawful that those whom the Lord Chriedeemed by shedding his blood should

remain ensnared by the fetters of persecutdrs.”

Agobard’s logic seems to be that if Jews had iddest their place as God’s Chosen
People, if indeed Jews’ loss of political autonoamg their dispersion from Palestine were
punishments for rejecting Jesus as the Messiah,J&&ish ownership and control over
Christian lives made no sense. The same logicthatdfor Jews in positions of civil authority,
whether at the court or elsewhere in the emfSirBor Agobard, Jews should not be politically
punished by God through the loss of their homelamthe one hand, and rewarded with political
power by rulers on the other. Such realities miy andermined the perceived natural order, but
also undermined efforts by clergymen like Agobarddnvince other Christians that Jews were
an accursed people to be avoided. Such realibelsl @lso threaten clerical teachings on the
truth of Christian doctrines and sacred historgluding supersessionist theology. From
Agobard’s perspective, how could the faithful bexaaced of the truth and supremacy of
Christianity if rulers not only allowed but alsatiated the break down of the distinctions
between the two religions in daily life? How cotite clergy insist on the power of God
displayed through the miracles and resurrectiodestis, if Jews were able to have Christians as
slaves?

The stories chosen from the Scriptures and theeFaprovided clear, historical proof of
the merit of segregation. The tales of Hilary amg Jews on the stré&and of the early
Judean church not turning to Jews for help evemdw famine (XVIII.16-19), formed the basis
of the historical evidence. The account of Jer@enflict with Emperor Theodosius outlined
the rights of the Church versus the rights of JemlNewing anti-Jewish violence inflicted by

Christians. However, most of the historical evickedid not directly pertain to Jews or avoiding

2L« nefas est, ut, quos Christus Dominus sarigsini effusione redemit, persecutorum uinculisypereant

inretiti.” Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibys/1.27-28 (203).
2 Bachrach,Jewish Policy87; S. Katz,Jews in the Visigothic and Frankish Kingdor23.
% Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibygl.45-49 (201).
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them. The stories of John fleeing the bathhousause of the presence of Cherintus and

Polycarp’s reaction to Marcion belonged to theyeahlurch’s struggles against heretics, not
Jews (11.10-44, 1X.1-19). The report in the BodkAats of Peter not staying or eating with
Cornelius before he was baptised and Clement negdibw Peter would not eat with him before
Clement’s baptism were both stories about gentifeverts to the Christian faith (XV.1-5, XVI).
As the authors were only able to evince two cleangples of Christians separating themselves
from Jews, the historical evidence used providedibakest support for the necessity of
separation. Still, it is important to note thatthgse examples the authors urged separation not
only from Jews, but from anyone who could posstbhgaten, pollute, or corrupt the Christian
community. As will be seen in the next chaptetlytion was a major concern for Agobard, one
he did not limit to Jews.

The theological evidence presented a much straragsr for Agobard’s argument.
Supersessionist theology, the idea that had Chmistieplaced Jews as God’s Chosen People, an
element of Christian anti-Jewish rhetoric from vegyly on?* formed the principal part of the
theological basis for the separation of Jews anis@dns. For this purpose, Agobard both
alluded to and quoted Paul’s allegory of Hagar &achh in the fourth chapter of the letter to the
Galatians. In this allegory Paul read Hagar armdl&as the two covenants. Hagar was the
covenant God made with Israel on Mt. Sinai, antljissHagar was a slave, so Jews are enslaved
by their covenant. Sarah, the free woman, reptedehe freedom offered by Christ. She was
the mother of Christians, children of the pronfisé=or Agobard, “Jews, as much as they exist

as strangers to the promised seed of Abrahamisth@hrist, so they are also proved unworthy of

% Rosemary Ruether, “The Theological Roots of Amtivitism” in The Persisting Question: Sociological
Perspectives and Social Contexts of Modern Antis@mied. Helen Fein (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1987), 28-30.
25

Gal. 4:21-31.
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the glory of the sons of God” (XX1.12-149. If Jews were not sons, they were slaves, making

their participation in a Christian society impossib

Agobard continued with the issue of enslaved Jeawsus free Christians when he used
several verses from the eighth chapter of the Gas®mhn calling those who sin slaves to<in,
to help establish God’s outright rejection of Jams election of gentiles. From those verses
Agobard established that Jews are therefore staves. As slaves they cannot be part of the
household of God. Their only opportunity for freedis to believe in Jesus as the Christ, which
they have refused to do. Though Jews claim tadeedhildren of Abraham, to Agobard they are
strangers to the spiritual liberty found in belieflesus and are moreover subject to worldly
servitude’® Jews, according to Agobard, have been destroyeidir own unbelief (XXI1.29-
30); their continued rejection of Jesus as the Mbagsaced Jews outside of God’s grace and
salvation, now reserved only for Christians, and tueined Jews into spiritual slaves of sin.

That Agobard considered Jews to be slaves onlerttalidea of their owning Christians
even more troubling. To begin with, that Jewspstsal slaves were free to own spiritually
free Christians as material slaves reversed Gadisep ordering of the universe. Properly,
Christians should exercise complete control antaity over Jews, and “no Christian should be
subject to a Jew” (VI1.24)° Also, the Jewish ownership of Christian slaveswen the hiring of
domestic servants, led to a break-down in therdistn between adherents of the two faiths,
giving Agobard and other clerics even more reasaedist such a situation. Agobard gave a list
of ways in which Christians who work for Jews calh &way from proper Christian practice in

De insolentia ludaeorupbeginning with keeping the Sabbath and ending tatying Jewish

% “Ergo ludaei, quantum a promisso Abrahae semihest Christo, existunt alieni, tantum et filioriei gloria
probantur indigni.” (216)

" John 8:33-36.

2 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibysXIl (216-17).

29« nullus christianus ludeo deinceps debeaedgse. . .” (203), citing Macon (583) c.16.
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wine3® He considered working in a Jewish household atgreurce of danger for Christians.

Simply having Jews around of course likewise bréowadpout social relations closer than
Agobard would like, as his attestations and praiaibs of Christians eating with Jews shdw,

and the potential for judaizing such relations dduiing. As troubling as such easy contact was
for Agobard, the intimacy inherent in slavery onuestic servanthood could certainly lead to
nothing good for the Christian in such a positidie constant contact with Judaism made it too
easy for Christians to fall into the sins of th#swish masters, making them slaves both
materially and spiritually.

Along with the idea of Jews as slaves, anotheaullzoy of supersessionist theology is the
idea that Jews are cursed, while Christians assbte As with supersessionist theology in
general, the transfer of blessings to Christiangentews remain cursed played a role in patristic
anti-Jewish polemic from the third century BnFor Agobard, it was obvious that biblical
blessings belong to Christians, while the cursgdyap Jews. Indeed he merely repeated, with
some interpretation, the passage in Deuteronomyemdeses outlined the curses in store for
Israel if they do not follow the La®? Taking these warnings at face value, Agobardriglea
considered Jews to be completely cursed. He wiatethis would remain as the situation for
Jews until all Gentiles have convertéd“When the fullness of the nations comes in, thils
all Israel be saved” (XXV.39-40%. That last statement was the only glimmer of Atigizn
thought on Jews in the entire treatise.

As with any other theological topic, early medieaathors who wrote on Jews or
Judaism had to consider what Augustine had writtethe subject. Augustine had developed

his thoughts on Judaism in the chaos and complekitye end of the Roman Empire in the west

30 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun68-73 (192-93).

31 Agobard De insolentia ludaeorun®1-100 (193); idDe iudaicis superstitionibysXIV.13-36 (218-19).
32 Garrison, “Franks,” 115; Ruether, “Theological tsb 29.

* Deut. 28:16-19, 43-44.

34 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitionibysXV.26-36.

%« .donec plenitudo gentium introeat et sic osisrahel saluus fiat.” (220); cf. Rom. 11:25-26.
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and in the continued theological conflicts of latgique Christianity. Jews’ lasting usefulness in

Augustine’s schema of salvation history allowed hinpostpone their final conversion to the
eschatological future. Jews became a paradoxdgustine, in the same manner as this world,
thesaeculumwhich citizens of heaven must work to uphold, leait the same time praying for
their liberation from it. The paradox of Jews itweal their value as witnesses to the truth of
Christianity but also their punishment, their lo$status as God’s chosen people, and the
necessity of their final conversidh.

Augustine’s doctrine of Jewish witness was singgifas medieval authors adapted it to
their own times and use. Augustine had helpedeitba fossilized Judaism used by so many
other medieval authors, but not, as has been sHoyhAgobard. In his assertion of an ultimate
redemption for Jews, “and thus will all Israel lb&ed,” €t sic omnis Israhel saluus f)at
Agobard does seem to uphold at least a portionugfuitine’s thought. Yet Agobard undercut
the other facets of Augustine’s doctrine regardiags, especially their continued utility as
witnesses, by confronting a post-biblical Judaisihictv bore little resemblance to the Judaism in
Augustine’s writings and thus shared none of itsitpe attributes.

For Agobard, unlike for Augustine, Jews had a deimdimension. Within Agobard’s
supersessionist section he cited the verse frorstepel of John where Jesus accused Jews of
being demonic, saying, “You are children of theijand you wish to do your father’s will”
(XXI11.13-14).3" Agobard followed that with a rhetorical questiWhat desires of their father
do they not fill daily, holding the Law in contemgpurning the prophets, persecuting the
church, and blaspheming the Son of GG87rhis demonic condition, the presentation of which
Agobard thrust into a discussion of Jews’ unwilliegs to believe in Jesus as the Christ, is one

of the reasons, for Agobard, why Jews have beepnftéiom God and have been barred from

3 CohenLiving Letters 23-65.

37 John 8:44.

3 «An non patris sui desideriis cotidie satisfaciurdntempnentes legem, spernentes prophetas, pergeg
Ecclesiam, atque ipsum Dei Filium blaphemantes@bl#ard De iudaicis superstitionibys<XIl.14-17 (216).
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their heavenly inheritance. Yet one more reasoy @fiiristians and Jews should be segregated,

and Christians protected from negative Jewish amfte.

Given that Agobard seems to have had no difficadtyigning Jews a place as children of
the devil, it is perhaps not surprising that he @asgued that Jews are antichrists. To support
this, Agobard used the verses regarding the Ansicfrom the First Letter of John which state
that any spirit which does not confess Jesus a€ltinist is an antichrist. Agobard simply
applied that logic to Jews. They do not confessigas the Christ, thus they must themselves be
antichrists. In fact, the only reason Jews argme#Antichrist is that they do not claim to be
Christ as the Antichrist does (XI1X.3-2%).

While these various theological arguments cantberiatter half oDe iudaicis
superstitionibussome of Agobard’s strongest support for the retesf segregation, the
information about Jewish beliefs and customs, cantlee beginning. It is impossible to say
what part of the treatise Agobard thought might beske his case, but the section on Jewish
beliefs has certainly attracted much modern attantiThe information assisted Agobard by
showing just how depraved Jews are; so much sdahbathurch Fathers of both the canons and
the stories were right to avoid Jews and instrtioeis to do the same. Not only do Jews not
believe that Jesus was the Messiah, they makeuwrplsas stories about him, God, and the
power of the saints. For Agobard, as for Jeror&sJmindlessly follow the traditions of their
teachers and care nothing for G8dThis information was what made Jews more dangeiiou
Agobard’s mind, than any other threat to Christiaity. Beyond the canons, beyond the
Scriptures, beyond the Fathers, for Agokthid showed without question the danger Jews posed

Christians.

%91 John 2:22-23 and 4:1-3.
“0 Agobard,De iudaicis superstitioniby.65-81 (207-08); Jerome, Epistle CXXI, 10,19-20.
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AlthoughDe iudaicis superstitionibusas been called an exegesis on the Anticfirist,

believe it can be more properly defined as a tseain segregation. Throughout the piece,
Agobard evinces more and more evidence to showldves and Christian must be kept separate
from each other. While this push for separationiddairly be considered the themelé
iudaicis superstitionibusAgobard had another, largely implied, reasonrgme so strongly for
segregation, namely, he wrote to protect Christidtis seems to have worried that the
Christianity of the people was too insecure to dektact with another faittf. Therefore rulers,
both secular and ecclesiastic, must make everytéffaninimize such contact. Again, we find
an anti-Jewish writing devoted to helping Chrissiaeven though Agobard phrased that “help”
in unusual ways. Yet it was a very Carolingian w@ago about things, trusting that a greater
amount of knowledge, a better education, wouldltésuight action and eventually salvatiéh.
If Louis just knew what the Jews did, what theyidedtd, how they harmed Christians, then
Agobard thought that the emperor would have noaghbut to enforce the old canons and civil
laws* He presumably believed that an awareness op#rticular threat to the religious
security of the empire would lead to actions simitathose taken against the Adoptionist bishop
Felix of Urgell®®

The separation Agobard so strongly advocated laa@itotection it would offer had two
purposes — to maintain the cohesion of the Christammunity, and to reduce or eliminate the
possibility of Christians converting to Judaisms the conversion of the deacon Bodo showed, a
person could choose Judaism over Christianity tesipé danger in doing so (Bodo fled to

Muslim Spain following his conversion), and sucmeersions took place throughout the early

*1 Heil, “Kirchengut,” 54.

“2 Boshof argues as muchgobard 120-21.

*3 Blumenkraz Juifs et chrétiens182.

4 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorumi08-110 (194); idDe iudaicis superstitionibus11-15 (199).

> ARFan.794 MIGH SRGVI, 94 and 95); Chandler, “Heresy and Empire;”|®al, Charlemagne130-33.
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Middle Ages?® For clerics like Agobard, Jews held a dangergyeal for too many Christians,

as losing just one to the “synagogue of Satan,” evesstoo many.

Slaves, who could be Christian, Jewish, or pddavere particularly likely to convert for
several reasons. In order to preserve the foravaish unity of the household, Jewish law
required the conversion of a slave to Judaism wighyear of purchase, or the slave was to be set
free. Though that halakhic injunction may haverbig@ored during the Middle Ages,
conversion to Judaism provided the slave with égall protection of the community, the ability
to marry within the community, and greater easkniding employment if the slave later gained
his or her freedorf® These factors, combined with probable pressuth@part of many Jewish
masters, made the slaves of Jews highly vulnetaldenversion. This would help explain why
Agobard focused so much on the pagan slaves of Wewsvished to be baptised, and on the
injunctions against the Jewish ownership of Charsslaves. While Zuckerman’s argument, that
Agobard’s ultimate goal lay in creating wastelattt would revert to church ownersHitmay
have some merit, | think it reads too much into Bgal’'s arguments. He continued to come into
conflict over the issue of slaves because Jewss@dm slaves reversed the natural order,
contravened canons and Roman law, and left a ségyh#re Christian population in a situation
with a higher than average likelihood of leadingtmversion.

Agobard’s concerns around conversion did not eftlidl slaves however. Judging from
his writings around issues such as the “storm-rsliigeempestarij, popularly believed to be able
to control the weather, ordinary citizens held &fslicontrary to church teachingslt seems that
perhaps the Christianization of the people of seutiGaul, which had held a Christian

population dating back to the apostolic age, catillbe questioned in the ninth century. Thus

6 AB an.839 KIGH S9, 433); Norman Roth, “Conversion to JudaismMedieval Jewish Civilization: An
Encyclopediaed. Norman Roth (New York: Routledge, 2003), 197.

4" McCormick, European Economy 33ff.

“8 Roth, “Conversion to Judaism,” 198.

9 Zuckerman, “Political uses,” 49.

%0 Agobard,De grandine et tonitruig3-15).
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the danger existed that people who already defe@in doctrines, e.g. God’s control over the

weather, could find Judaism attractive and so canv&ome aspects of Jewish life, such as the
Sabbath or the simpler liturgy, may have indeedvdrin some Christians. Although Agobard
did not explicitly mention such a possibility, mefrain of the danger Jews posed particularly for
“simple Christians” could indicate that he was aavaf the temptation to embrace some Jewish
practices for those not theologically savvy enouglhis view, to understand the peril in doing
So.

Jewish sermons, or even simply conversations aletigtous matters, seem to have also
bothered Agobard. He claimedDe insolentia ludaeorurthat Jews were preaching to
Christians, informing them of different and bethetiefs and blaspheming Christ in the
process? Later in the letter, Agobard complained that ‘sienChristians say that Jews preach
better than our priests” (125-28).He wrote to Nibridius of Narbonne that Christiaasd not
just the “simple” ones, were being swept away hwyiske error>* Also, although Deacon Bodo
converted to Judaism at the end of Agobard’s lifé we do not possess Agobard’s comments on
the conversion (if indeed he commented in writihglg, Bodo proved that the possibility of
conversion was not limited to those “simple Chaist.”

Indeed Bodo’s conversion, taken with Agobard’simgs against aspects of Jewish
theology and his warnings about Jewish preachimgf po another threat posed by Judaism, that
of their seemingly more vibrant exegesis. Bododsilfy after he became Eleazer, accused
Alvarus, a Christian with whom he carried on arsapary religious debate, of simply being a

compiler, unthinkingly accepting the errors in @irces, an ironic mirror to Jerome and

*1 Blumenkranz,uifs et chrétiensl71-72.

2« ut auderent inreuerenter praedicare chrisiaquid potius credendum esset ac tenendum, li#asantes
coram eis Dominum Deum ac Saluatorem nostrum leShristum.” AgobardDe insolentia ludaeorunb0-53
(192).

3« dicant imperiti christiani melius eis praedie ludeos quam presbiteros nostros. . .” (194).

4 Agobard,De cauendo conuici5-49 (232).
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Agobard’s accusations that Jews blindly follow tieglitions of their fathers The charge of

just copying and compiling (largely patristic) soes is one familiar to students of Carolingian
theology and thought, since scholars often levisidselves® While some scholars have
recently begun to point out signs of individuaklyd ingenuity in Carolingian works, one cannot
escape the bulk of repetitidh.When compared with rabbinic writings like the fald, which
exhibit such a diversity of opinions, one can ustierd how Jewish exegesis seemed so much
more alive than its Christian counterp&rtThis exegetical tradition would have formed the
basis for the sermons Agobard complained aboutcanldl very well have attracted people to
Judaism. Although hard evidence is lacking, abécase of Jews building new synagogues, it
is a very real possibility that Jews did at timeswvely seek to convert Christiaf$.All of these
factors, the likelihood of conversion for slavd®s aippeal of some Jewish practices, and Jews
teaching Christians about beliefs, made proted@ihgstians all the more imperative for
Agobard, and gave him some of the contextual HasiBe iudaicis superstitionibus

Reducing the possibility of conversion was onlg @spect of separating Jews and
Christians in order to protect the latter. Theeothspect lay in attempting to ensure the cohesion
and orthodoxy of the Christian community itself. CAristian community in which some
members rested on the Sabbath and then workedhite$f could not form one body in a very
basic sense — the community could not all be tagydtr worship on a weekly basis. Agobard
told Louis inDe insolentia ludaeorupthat the Jews in Lyon had caused the Christiagi®etto
become separated, with some Christians even flébengity (47-49). At the end of that same

letter, in a surprising and probably unfounded aation, Agobard accused a Jewish slave-trader

% Alvarus, Epistula XIX(Gil, 269).

°6 Marenbon summarises this viewpoint, even as hkeciugs it. Marenbon, “Carolingian thought,” 171.

" Heil and Albert, for example, have discussed Gagin anti-Judaism by highlighting when an auttieviated
from his cited source. Heil, “Labourers” and AlhéAnti-Jewish exegesis.”

*8 Simon, “Christian antisemitism,” 164.

%9 Blumenkranz,uifs et chrétiensl59-63.

80 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun68-70 (192-93).
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of stealing Christians to sell across the Pyremned&uslim territories (149-59). Even given the

rather suspect nature of some of his evidence, Agbtiearly considered Jews harmful to even
the basic, physical cohesion of the Christian comityiu

The effect Jews had on the doctrinal cohesioh@Christian community lay in the
purported Jewish sermons, and in possible judaizyn@hristians. If Agobard’s claim that Jews
preached to Christians can be belieteand he may have meant simply religious convenssitio
between Jews and Christians, rather than Christéiitending the synagogue services, Christians
could have had the beliefs the church tried tdaliskken by Jewish arguments. Religious
uniformity was important not only for Agobard, fatmed a hallmark of the Carolingian period
and its efforts at reform and reneWalHaving Christians persuaded by Jews to hold iafbel
different than what the church taught obviouslytasg&d the unity Carolingian leaders aimed to
create. Since practice and belief went togethénénCarolingian mind® Christians keeping
some Jewish customs, judaizing, would likewise dgarthe person’s faith and the community’s
unity.

For Agobard, situations where a Jew could direettybally, challenge Christian
teaching, as in the purported sermons, must belag@nd prevented. Of equal importance, and
perhaps of greater frequency, the intersectioreb&éband practice must be guarded from any
confusion or infiltration. The canons and stovéPe iudaicis superstitionibushowed how
Christians must keep to their own practices, tleelthgical and Jewish evidence gave the
reasons why. Along with the concerns over coneerdhe insistence on Christians shying away
from Jewish practices, and most certainly from 3avaeliefs, provided Agobard with two walls

to protect Christians from destructive Jewish ieflaes.

61 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun50-53 (192).
82 McKitterick, “Unity and diversity,” 61, 81-82.
83 e.g.Admonitio generali.65 (MGH Capit |, 58-59).
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Sources

The sources Agobard chose e iudaicis superstitionibugnly underscore that he
meant to prove the necessity of separating Jew<andtians. The origins of these sources
provide interesting insight both into the materisilable to Agobard, and those he felt fit to
use. The Christian sources are easy to find, gv&gobard’s use leads to questions. The
sources for the information of Judaism, on the oti@ad, provide a much greater challenge in
determining their ultimate origin.

The selection of canons Agobard used in this vpaikts to several things. It provides
further evidence that the manuscript Berlin Philigg5 + Leningrad F.v.ll.3, a seventh-century
collection of canon law of presumably local origivas in Lyon during Agobard’s time.
Palaeographers had already determined that theso@piuwas in Lyon during the ninth century
since, from the marginal and inter-lineal markipgssent, they had determined that Florus,
deacon to Agobard, Amulo, and Remigius, used theusaipt for hidDe coertione
ludaeorum® To place the manuscript in Lyon during Agobateisure, one compares the
canons of th€oncilia Galliaewhich Munier and de Clerq identify as presentia Berlin
Philips + Leningrad manuscript in their editiongtod Concilia Galliaewith those found ifbe
iudaicis superstitionibusAll of the canons Agobard draws on except fog are a match. That
one, from the Council of Laodicea, can be founthaDionysiana a copy of which is also
found in the Berlin Philips + Leningrad manuscfiptSo it seems highly probable that Agobard
(perhaps with Florus assisting) used the manuskmife iudaicis superstitionibus

Aside from the one “foreign” canon, Agobard watedb obtain the canonical backing
he needed to defend the separation of Jews andti@hs from Gallic councils. This is perhaps

significant. As discussed in the previous chapterch has been made, by some scholars more

% Tafel, “Lyons scriptorium,” 44.
% Concilia Galliae ed. Charles Munier (Turnhout: Brepols, 1963)Goncilia Galliae ed. Caroli de Clerq
(Turnhout: Brepols, 1963), vii; McKitterick, “Knowtge of canon law,” 97 and 105.
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than others, of Agobard’s Visigothic origins. Thias led some to argue that Agobard and others

like him, Amulo and Claudius of Turin among theryacated a Visigothic approach to Jé&ss.
Yet the evidence for the Visigothic origins of Agoli's anti-Judaism is not convincing, and for
his principal anti-Jewish work he obtained nealy#fthe canonical evidence he needed from
Gallic councils.

Aside from canons, Agobard also made great upatoistic writings, as he did in many
of his works. Augustine and Jerome were espeqgmtiyninent in Agobard’s writings, and he
used both iDe iudaicis superstitionibusSpecifically, he drew upon some selections of
Augustine’sDe haeresibuspassages from a few of Jerome’s letters, andsegtions from his
Liber de nominibus hebraicisAgobard also included some of pseudo-ClemdRé¢sognitiones
pseudo-Cyprian’adversus ludaeosndDe iudaica incredulitatesections of Rufinus’s Latin
translation of Eusebius of Caesarddistoria Ecclesiasticaand Irenaeus of LyonGontra
haereses Also included were Paulinus of Milark8ta Ambrosiiand Venantius Fortunatus’s
Vita Hilarii. Agobard also usede Trinitate traditionally ascribed to Eusebius of Vercelli.

Agobard and his co-authors employed some of thmest obviously the&itae but also
the pseudo-Cyprian, Eusebius of Vercelli and onth@flerome letters, to provide examples of
how the Fathers reacted to Jews. He drew on qthech as Augustine, Irenaeus of Lyon and
some of Eusebius, to obtain information on heremnespatristic reactions to heretics. Eusebius,
as well as pseudo-Clement and segments from Adtshanletters of Paul, provided examples of
how the apostolic church attempted to separatk iteen Jews and other unbaptised people.

While it has been noted thae iudaicis superstitionibu®llowed an unusual path for its
entire course, the most remarkable aspect of thik was Agobard’s information on Judaism.
That Agobard even included what appears to be aealef contemporary Jewish beliefs is part

of what make®e iudaicis superstitionibuso unique. It stands as the only medieval exawiple

% Albert is a prime example of this particular trairthought.
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this information until Peter the Venerable, threedred years latéf. Most other authors were

content to repeat Christological interpretationshef prophecies in the Hebrew Scriptures, and
the general, anti-Jewish exegesis of the Scripfifrésyobard, by attacking the Judaism of his
day, exhibited an apparently rare knowledge of-pdsical Judaism.

That Agobard used this knowledge illustrates Iniwillingness to settle for anti-Jewish
polemic as it stood then, and as it continued faragority of the Middle Ages. Perhaps he
thought that Louis already did or should know tkerg, and it obviously had not had the effect
Agobard desired, in that Louis continued to “favalews. If one takeBe insolentia
ludaeorumandDe iudaicis superstitionibubgether, Agobard made sure to inform Louis both
of how he claimed Jews acted, and what he claitmeg ltelieved. Again, all in the attempt to
convince Louis that Jews and Christians ought tedparated.

To that end, Agobard did not attack a fossilizexhf of Judaism as a way of proving the
excellence of Christianity as so many Christiarepotists had done before and would do after
him. He did not, as many writers had before, exbyicompare erroneous Jewish beliefs to
orthodox Christian beliefs. Nor did he use Judaasna foil to explain a point of doctrine. There
was no attempt, or apparently even the thougtltptwince Jews of their error or of
Christianity’s truth. Instead, Agobard condemneel Judaism he claims to have seen around
him as something that could only be wrong. It seémat, for Agobard, there was nothing to
redeem Judaism from its faults, or Jews from thelisis lack of interest in conversion,
discussed in the previous chapter, calls into quegtgobard’s use of the formula “all Israel will
be saved,” makes that nod to the Augustinian psigven more cursory, and reveals the depth

of his anti-Judaism.

7 Jogna-PrattOrder and Exclusion301f and Albert, Adversus ludaegs137.
% Albert, “Adversus ludaegs130.
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As for the information used, it is very clear tagobard was somehow aware of a

version of theToledoth Jeshuthe source for the scurrilous life of Jesussekms, however, to be
a version of th@ oledoth Jeshwhich has otherwise never been written down, srdilace been
lost. The various versions of thieledoth Jeshbegan as oral tales during Late Antiquity,
drawing upon materials in the Talmud and a knowdeoligNew Testament writings, both
canonical and apocryphal. They were first writtemvn perhaps in the sixth cent§fyThe
version Agobard recorded has several unusual elsmédid not, at least as written, contain
any origin or infant material. Every oth€oledoth Jeshuand the Talmud itself, turned Jesus
into an illegitimate child, conceived through aéuwtor before marriage, and not unusually,
while Mary was menstruating. This version did, however, follow a well-worn paalso found
in the Talmud, that Jesus was impudent, and a orce

The method of Jesus’s execution, though revers@édjobard’s version by having Jesus
hanged and then stoned, has its basis in Jewisarldwean be found in the Babylonian
Talmud’? This kind of death made it clear to any Jewistlience that Jesus had committed
great crimes, and deserved his punishment. Barah aqueduct, an ignominious burial which
in this instance turned out to be short-lived due flood, would have further reinforced Jesus’s
wickednes<? Likewise, the section which turned Pilate inte thstigator of the resurrection
“myth” is, to my knowledge, not found in any otharsion of the story. It does, however, bear
some resemblance to a Christian apocryphonGtiepel of Gamalielwhich portrayed Pilate as
dedicated to exposing Jews’ denial of the restimeét It is not a very strong resemblance,

however, and it seems highly improbable that thesJeho settled Lyon became aware of a

% Stephen Gero, “Apocryphal Gospels: A survey ofuiiakand literary problems” iAufstieg und Niedergang der
Romischen Welt 11.25,%d. Wolfgang Haase (Berlin: de Gruyter, 19889239

0 Gero, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 3993; Gustof Dalmaesus Christ in the Talmud, Midrash, Zohar andltiergy
of the Synagogudgans. A. Streane (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, @od, 1893), 8; Schafedesus in the Talmud
15-22.

"L Gero, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 3993; Dalmaesus in the Talmyd5; Schaferjesus in the Talmy@5-37.

2 Bavli Sanhedrin 43a-b; Schafdesus in the Talmy®3, 71.

3 Dalman,Jesus in the Talmu®s.

" Gero, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 3988.



170
fifth-century Coptic tale, and incorporated it itteir own “life of Jesus.” Yet that both stories

involved Pilate in this particular role of confrorg Jewish unbelief following the resurrection,
does point to a shared sense of Jewish-Christoag ahd history. Due to the oral origins of the
Toledoth Jeshuand the unusual character of the version repdayetigobard, it is possible that
he learned only the local version of this Jewistirgospel.

Although the use of a version of tiheledoth Jeshis clear, the sources for the mystical
aspects of Judaism which Agobard attacked so \s8tyouthe anthropomorphism of God, the
eternal nature of the Hebrew alphabet, the mutiiis of heavens and hells, etc. raise more
questions? It is possible that Agobard obtained some infdrameonshi’'ur komahand
merkavahmysticism. He may have also somehow known ofS#ker Yetzirah Theshi’'ur
komahtradition describes the mystical body of God, Agdbard could have used it as the
source for his portrait of God. The practitionénterkavah “chariot” mysticism attempts to
recreate the vision found in Ezekiel 1-3, and cdwdde provided the image of God seated on a
throne pulled by four beasts, as described in Etdkitself. Likewise, Agobard could have
pulled the symbolism of Hebrew letters and numifrens theSefer YetzirahThe Book of
Formation.” However, it is also possible that Agabwas only aware of some of the midrashic
and exegetical traditions in Judaism. For exangleng-standing rabbinic tradition attested to
God'’s corporeality, and most aspectsma@rkavahcan be found in midrashic interpretations of
the revelation on Sindf. The beliefs he levelled as charges against Judaipear in both kinds
of literature, and the still very fluid state ofthcsets of literature in Agobard’s time makes a-one

to-one correspondence impossiblelt is likewise unclear what exactly Agobard meahen he

S Agobard De iudaicis superstitionibys<.1-24 (205-06).

8 Marc ShapiroThe Limits of Orthodox Theology: Maimonides' ThertéPrinciples ReappraisggPortland, OR:

Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2004), 45tfa ChernusMysticism in Rabbinic Judaism: Studies in the
History of Midrash(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1982), 11.

" Robert Bonfil, “Cultural and religious traditioits ninth-century french Jewry” idewishintellectual History in
the Middle Agegd. Joseph Dan (Westport, Connecticut: Praegdishels, 1994), 2,5 and 7; Barry Holtz,
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wrote about speaking to Jews everyday and hearsqisteries of their errof8. Again, the

mysteriacould be aspects of the mystical traditions mewtibabove or simply midrash.

Agobard also obtained some of his information @nish belief from Jerome,
specifically from a section of Jerome’s Letter 128 Algasian). Agobard transmitted Jerome’s
accusation that Jews care more about the traditianded down to them by their elders than
those given by God, specifically referring to thustom of sitting at home on the Sabbath,
apparently for no other reason than to do what fagiers had taught. This was the only
“stock” accusation Agobard used in this sectior stands out as such. Such an accusation was
neither new nor necessarily unique to Judaismm@t interest, and more relevant to the tenor
of this portion of the work, Agobard shared Jerasrassertion that Jews test the quality of a
virgin’s or menstruant’s blood by sight. If thast is inconclusive, according to Jerome, they
test it by taste (X.68-81).

Unlike the information which Agobard obtained mdieectly, the testing of a
menstruant’s blood was not a part of Jewish trawljtat least not in those terms. What Jerome
seems to have been referring to is the practicaeldfis inspecting a flow of blood from a woman
in order to discern whether or not it is mensthlabd, and then whether or not the blood is
clean or unclean, menstrual flow being uncleandtyme. Rabbis did perform a visual
inspection first, and would then smell the bloodwdt the visual test prove inconclusive. No
hint exists that tasting the blood ever formed péthe practice. Jerome at this juncture, and
Agobard in quoting him, on this point seems guiafyat best misunderstanding, and at worst
wilful distortion.”® Yet Agobard gained two things in quoting Jeroméa did, whether or not

he knew the untrue nature of the charge regardiergstrual blood. Agobard firstly provided

“Midrash” in Back to the Sources: Reading the Classic Jewists, Texk Barry Holtz (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1984), 178.

8« cotidie pene cum eis loquentes mysteriarestipsorum audimus. . .” Agobarbe iudaicis superstitionibys
IX.50 (205).

9 Bavli Niddah 19-20; Daniel BoyariGarnal Israel: Reading Sex in Talmudic CultRerkeley: University of
California Press, 1993), 204-205.
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himself with patristic precedent for using Jewigidfs or practices in an argument against

Jews, instead of the typical reliance on Scriptares earliecontra ludaeoditerature. Because
of the precedent chosen, Agobard also obtainecigetwith almost guaranteed shock value.
As Agobard’s audience would have almost certaingjuded life-long clerics, for whom women
and their “ailments” were a mystery, a visceragdist at the idea of not only testing but tasting
menstrual blood seems assured.

Though Agobard claimed to have heard most ofrifarimation from Jews themselves,
debate remains on exactly how Agobard found tHmrimation. Some scholars think it most
likely that Agobard obtained it from a conv&Hwhile others have withheld judgment on the
matter’® The options seem rather limited. Agobard mayehaad at least cordial if not friendly
relations with some Jews in the Lyon area, who welleng either to share material or to debate
with him. Or Agobard’s diocese may have had ongeweral converts who told him all he
wanted to know. Or perhaps he overheard thesahitegc

That Agobard learned about Jewish beliefs fromammaore Jews, either in the context
of friendly exchange or in debate, is certainlyastnactive option. As the statement above about
speaking with Jews attests, Agobard claimed to baes in regular contact with them. Not just
contact, but a kind of relationship where Agoband a Jew or Jews would discuagsteria
Yet given the long-running conflict between Agobardl the Jews in his diocese, it seems
unlikely that Agobard had good enough relation$wsity Jew in his area to gain the knowledge
he used. An atmosphere of open exchange is oslilde when both parties are indeed open,
which Agobard does not appear to have been, dtiteags writings.

It also seems unlikely that Jews discussed thediefs openly enough for Agobard to

have simply picked up enough information to useorédver, the details Agobard provided belie

8 Bonfil, “Cultural,” 2.
81 3. Katz,Jews in the Visigothic and Frankish Kingdgré5-66; Blumenkranzjuifs et chrétienss1.
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a casual acquaintance with the material one wasdd@ate with overhearing information. As

would become the case later in the Middle Agesirevert or converts seems the most likely
option. They would have known the information amaly have been willing to share it with their
new bishop. Yet there still remains Agobard’'s stigon of speaking with Jews regularly. So
the question of how he obtained this informatiotl sty a matter of scholarly speculation.
Regardless, there is no reason to doubt the ¥ei@idihe information used, with the
exception of that from Jerome. All of the beligigobard cited came from within Jewish
tradition. Though he may have exaggerated somectsr taken others out of context,
Agobard did not “accuse” Judaism of any beliefsaleady contained within it. As discussed
in the previous chapter, this is an important didton, one which | argue keeps Agobard in the

realm of anti-Judaism.

Agobard and Carolingian Jewish-Christian relations

De iudaicis superstitionibyslong with Agobard’s other anti-Jewish works, talhus
much about Jewish-Christian relations in the Cagnin world. In his accusations, allusions,
and tirades, Agobard’s writings actually providéaars with a relatively full picture of Jews
and Christians living together. The informatioeayted from his works, while not necessarily
surprising to those who study Jewish-Christiantiate in the Early Middle Ages, nevertheless
bears some discussion.

One can easily tell from the sources that Agoleardied out his fight for segregation
against a very vital and attractive Jewish comnyunito begin with, the Jews of Lyon seem to
have been better educated, or at least more rballgriefined, than the Christians. By

Agobard’s own admission, “ignorant Christians dagt tJlews preach to them better than our
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priests.® That clause tells scholars several things. Tinelsst explanation of how Christians

came by such a judgement is that they apparen#pa@ed synagogue services or similar forums
where they heard Jewish sermons or religious talkeat alone speaks volumes about the
comfort levels the two communities had with eadieatthat Christians felt free to be present at
such gatherings, and that Jews would welcome tHeumthermore, some Christians apparently
preferred what Jews said, rather than what thegdieam their parish priest or other clergy.
This could mean that Jewish teachings made mosesanwere more easily understood by
those “ignorant Christians.” It could also meaatthewish preachers received a better education
than their Christians counterparts, and so weresraasily able to explain doctrines and
practices. Indeed, scholars have continually gumest the level of education of parish priests,
particularly rural ones, despite Carolingian legfisin that made their training imperatfe.
Whatever the reason, however, Agobard clearly tidesn area with high risk of drawing
Christians away from orthodox teachings and prastic

More than attending Jewish services, it seemsQhastians ate with Jews with some
frequency, at least if mentions of that practicAgobard’s tracts can be taken as an indication.
He first mentioned it iDe insolentia ludaeorumas a hypothetical situation of a person eating
with their lord’s enemy, meaning a Christian eativith a Jew, Christ's enenfy. He later told
Nibridius that Christians fell from the faith battrough eating with Jews, and by participating in
Jewish practice¥ In De iudaicis superstitionibuisself, aside from the canons cited barring
commensality, Agobard argued that Christians migtise apostolic teaching that for the pure

all things are pure as an excuse to eat with “eiid while knowing full well that doing so

82« dicant imperiti christiani melius eis praedie ludeos quam presbiteros nostros. . .” Agqlizednsolentia

ludaeorum 125-26 (194).

8 e.g.Admonitio generalisc.70, 82 KIGH Capit |, 59, 61-62); Aubrun, “Le clergé rural,” 15-1dicKitterick,
Frankish Kingdoms146-47.

84 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun®1-99 (193).

8 d., De cauendo conuici26-31 (231-32).
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constituted a sif® Agobard did not leave specific enough evidendediate whether

Christians shared religious meals, such as a Sabloater or feast on a Saint’s day, or more
guotidian meals. Regardless, sharing food agam$to comfort and easy contact between the
communities. Also again, commensality could bamaa which encouraged Christians to break
certain rules, such as fasting, laid down by chaathorities.

Agobard left other hints of closeness between JewisChristians living in Lyon. Aside
from the two issues just mentioned, he also appigrerried about Christians buying wine or
meat from Jews, keeping the Sabbath and then wpddirSunday, and not keeping the
prescribed fast®’ If even only a portion of these collected conedrad any basis in reality, it
would seem that the two communities in Lyon liveddther with very little friction, and with
good business and social relations. In sum, thergwoo close for Agobard’s comfort, and for
him to be sure that the Christians under his cattdcattain salvation.

However, the true vitality, the true power of trewish community of Lyon did not come
through in the easy contact and interactions vhgir tChristian neighbours. Rather, it became
apparent in the charters from Louis and the invoket of the so-callelagister ludaeorum
Evrard, and othemissiin the debate over the baptism of Jews’ pagareslatiow central the
slave issue was to Agobard’s thoughts about Jedshateable, but his apparent attempts to
baptise pagans owned by Jews led him into diradiicowith Louis and those in authority
under him. The response from the secular autber#ihows that Jews occupied a space in
society outside of Agobard’s control. He had naveoto take their Christian slaves away from
them, or to even baptise their pagan slaves witherrhission. He could theoretically cajole or
coerce Christians under his care into behavingebeting as he wanted, but against Jews

Agobard was completely helpless.

8 d., De iudaicis superstitionibydV.13-V.12 (citing Epaon c.15, 40, Agde c.40), XX28-36 (citing Tit. 1:15)
(202, 218-19).
87 Agobard De insolentia ludaeorun68-73 (192-93); idDe cauendo conuict28-31 (231-32).
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Herein lay the true lesson about Carolingian Jewdkristian relations taken from

Agobard. Based solely on the issue of slavestwbegroups in the empire who could ignore or
over-ride Agobard’s authority, Jews and the sequtavers, made common cause in thwarting
Agobard’s attempts to convert Jews’ pagan slaMtas.clear from his writings that there was
simply nothing he could do against those combimedes. Some have hypothesised that Jews
bought the right to not have their slaves convewtitdout their permission from the codft,

other scholars have argued that being pro-Jewistbemeficial for the empif€. The reason
does not change the reality that Agobard saw anthpuhis writings, that of Jews preventing
their pagan slaves from being baptised, too easiplsand religious contact between Jews and

Christians, and all the mechanisms of secular aiyhet work to keep the status quo.

8 CabanissAgobard 70.
8 Bachrach,Jewish Policy90.



Chapter Four
Agobard’s Anxieties

Though the previous two chapters have focusedgobard’s relations with and writings
on Jews, scholars have long acknowledged that Adatznnot simply be reduced to “Agobard
and the Jews.” Heil made that point quite clearliis article on Agobard and Amulo’s
struggles over the restitution of church propértyeremy Cohen, in detailing Agobard’s place in
the evolution of the Christian concept and theaabuse of “the hermeneutical Jew,” a
discussion which could so easily focus on “Agobamnd the Jews,” brought into his exploration
Agobard’s iconoclasm, his concerns about churcpenty, and his desire for order and urfity.
Even Bonfil, writing on the traditions of ninth-demy French Jews, noted how Agobard’s
arguments against Judaism complemented his stsigghlnst magic, paganism, and image
worship® Cabaniss and Boshof, in their biographies of Agdbnaturally explored his life and
writings in a broader context than merely his isswéh Jews.

As well they should have. Less than one-fifthdfof twenty-six) of Agobard’s works
centered around Jews or Judaism and they tendgdthei exception dDe iudaicis
superstitionibus et erroribysoward brevity. The remainder of his writingetfised on a wide-
ranging array of topics, from law to liturgy to niag These topics were not as disparate as they
may first appear. An examination of Agobard’s entiorpus reveals themes such as purity
versus pollution running throughout his works. &hsn his Carolingian training, Agobard saw
reasons for concern in many of the events andidé# of his day, not just in Jews. As such he
penned tracts on superstition, law, propriety insh@, exegetical errors, and relations between
church and state, in order to combat the hetergdeayidliness, and pollution which kept his

ideal world at bay. It is worth noting that Agoavas never alone in writing on any particular

! Heil, “Kirchengut,” 64.
2 CohenLiving Letters 123-144.
% Bonfil, “Religious and cultural traditions,” 4.
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topic, many clerics concerned themselves with wioidds, for example, but the conclusions he

reached seem to have often placed him in the ntynamong his colleagues.

This chapter explores Agobard’s anxieties. lItibggvith a discussion of the myriad of
issues upon which Agobard expounded, grouped bg,tap well as how and where he
intersected with the concerns evident in Carolingialture. The relationship the issues and
topics had to each other becomes evident wherhiaigter turns to an analysis of the themes
present in Agobard’s works. These themes allovousderstand the underlying anxieties and
idealism that drove Agobard to write and act aslide Having established that, this chapter, and
this study, can turn back to Agobard and the Jdvgs.again it is in this relationship, this clash
between Agobard’s ideals and the reality of a Jewresence and place in the empire, that we
can learn not only about Agobard, but about thesmof Jewish-Christian relations during the

Carolingian period.

Beyond Jews
Heterodoxy

The first topic explored is heterodoxy, which umbéd superstition, beliefs that bordered
on heresy, and actual heresy, a topic to which Agbbeturned to repeatedly throughout his
career. Indeed, Agobard'’s first work as archbishBe grandine et tonitrujscontained
arguments against the belief in a form of weathagimwhich he claimed was held “by nearly
all people, noble and base-born, city-dwellers mmél folk, old and young> Agobard rather
stumbled onto this belief when four people (thremrand one woman) were brought to him to
be stoned. They were accused of having fallea gify-ship which had brought them from the

land of Magonia during a recent storm to stealrgr&opular thought seems to have held that an

* Van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsxxix.
®« . pene omnes homines, nobiles et ignobildsaniret rustici, senes et iuuenes. . .” AgobBelgrandine!.1-2

Q).
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entire network of grain thieves existed and gaperéion of its takings to those who raised the

storms, the so-calldg@mpestarii as payment for making the thefts possible [Rgrhaps even
more troubling to Agobard than the superstitiowsithat people could call up storms at will, he
reported that many believed that other people cdafdnd against a storm. These people
received aanonicusa set amount of food, for their protective sezgic Agobard complained
that people would not tithe or give alms, but wogile thiscanonicudreely, without the need
for exhortations (XV).

Agobard did not provide many details of this agpdlly popular belief in weather-magic.
Instead, he filled the tract with scriptural proofsGod’s mastery over the weather and the
impossibility of men ever having the means eitloeraise or dispel storms. As Dutton pointed
out, Agobard had no interest in winning over tepestariiand those who believed in weather
magic, only in discrediting an erroneous beligfor Agobard, the credence in weather magic
went against basic rationality and the Scriptuaes], thus against GddHe called the

” o

tempestaribrought to him “little men,” “estranged from justi and wisdom, without faith or
truth.” He thought theanonicuswas inspired by the devil (XV.12). Thempestarijthose
who believed in them, those who claimed to defegairest them and the money they extorted,
indeed the whole state of affairs was the “fullnesmfidelity” (XV.16).°

Agobard, along with the priest Hildigis and thexden Florus, attacked similarly
credulous behaviour in 828 or 829. The trio wiateact entitledde quorundam inlusione
signorumfor Archbishop Bartholomew of Narbonne. The esehat prompted the letter remain

unclear. It seems that some in Bartholomew’s diedead been deceived into thinking that

people falling into epileptic-like fits or suffegrburns as if from sulphur were signs of God’s

® Dutton, “Thunder and hail,” 116.

" McCormick, Dutton, and Mayewski, “Volcanoes,” 8&5tton, “Thunder and hail,” 129.

8« homunculos. . . iustitia et sapientia alisna fide et ueritate nudos. . .” Agobabe, grandine XIV.9-10 (13).
9« . plenitudinem esse infidelitatis. . .” (14).
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anger. Thus duped, the faithful brought offeritmthe places where the “signs” had occurfed.

The authors stated that it would have been beaitehbse who had made offerings because of
the “signs” to have given alms, been anointed pyiest, or fasted, just as the Gospels and
apostles taught should be done in such instanke$t was however, their actions dishonoured
God since they erred from what God commanded (XThe people had displayed the right
impulse, but the cause of it was questionable haagkecution almost damnable.

In De quorundam inlusione signorygobard and his co-authors provided the people
frightened by the “signs” an alternative to thaats taken, namely, they should follow the
instructions of the Apostles and fast, be anoilgd priest, or give alms. That is, the authors
put forward the established church and its hieraeshthe only legitimate expression of
religiosity. The “signs” seem to have begun atttivab of St. Firmin in Uzés (1.7-3},and so
the suggestion to redirect the faithful to theitngbnal church and its practices may have had
the desired effect. Agobard offered no such adtieva inDe grandine et tonitruishowever.

One suspects that his refutations of weather ntaagidittle effect in curtailing the belief in it.

As mentioned in the Introduction, the area underdtclesiastical jurisdiction of Lyon consisted
mainly of river valleys surrounded by mountainsiis, and so may not have offered much by
way of land suitable for the heavy cereal producfavoured during the Carolingian peritid.

An ill-timed hail-storm could all but wipe-out aas®n’s crop, putting people at risk of disease or
starvation and also have a detrimental effect eratiea’s economy. Large-scale wood-

clearing in the Languedoc created a change in dahver patterns there around the year 800,

perhaps making such storms more lik€lyMore globally, major volcanic activity, such abat

10 Agobard,De quorundam inlusione signoryié-19 (237).

1 platelle, “Les soucoupes volantes,” 89.

12 See above, pg 44.

13 Dutton, “Thunder and hail,” 119; McCormick, Duttcand Mayewski, “Volcanoes,” 865.
4 Sonnlechner, “New units,” 40.



181
happened in the early 820s, caused severe wintdrsad, wet summers. This was not

exactly ideal weather for farming. Indeed, Arnales Regni Francorunecord that both 820
and 823 were bad years in terms of low crop praodao@nd a high rate of iliness, a bad hail
storm taking the blame in 828.Subsistence farmers in particular would have ahstt for any
and all methods of protecting their crops and theg lives. This could easily include paying
someone to guard againsmpestarii no matter what Agobard said about weather magjicgb
nonsense and the work of the devil.

As will be the case for many of the concerns dised in this section, Agobard was
hardly alone in his attacks on these superstitimierodoxies. Weather magic in particular
attracted attention. It had been a concern forl€magne, who mandated against it in the
Admonitio generalis Louis the Pious and his bishops followed sutjdemning those who
claimed that power at Paris in 829. In fkdmonitio generalishe ban came with the order that
places (trees, stones, or fountains) used for ppgantices be destroyed. The canon decided on
at Paris touched not only eempestaribut also on other “magicians’” Carolingian legislators
thus did not treat weather magic in isolation, dsipart and parcel of the continual struggle
against paganism, or as one of many practices $titte and execrable to the divine majesfy.”
Agobard likewise did not consider just weather magihisDe grandine et tonitruishe
included, almost as an appendix, the equally-ridiesi rumours that a recent cattle moraine had
been caused by a poisoning campaign carried otiteoBeneventans. Agobard, scoffing at
people’s credulity, asked how it was that onlyleatind not other animals died, or how exactly

so many Beneventans snuck into the empire andedaotit the poisonings without getting

5 McCormick, Dutton, and Mayewski, “Volcanoes,” 8&B1-84.

1% ARFan.820 and 823 GH SRGVI, 154 and 163-64).

17 Admonitio generalisc.64-65 IGH Capit |, 58-59);Concilium Parisiens¢829),c.69, IGH Conc I1.2, 669).
18« detestabile et execrabile apud divinam ntaiesn. . .” Concilium Parisiens¢829),c.69, IGH Conc I1.2,
669).
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caught®® Thus, while his contemporaries approached theis§ weather magic as a sign of

paganism or other wicked practices, Agobard, whdeignoring the religious aspects, also
considered a belief in weather magic a sign ofilgjlity in the general population.

Agobard’s attacks on popular religiosity continwath his questioning of icon worship.
He wrote on the subject De picturis et imaginibygprobably in 825, as preparation for the
synod in Paris that year, where the question ofsasas again taken up, and worship of them
again banne®’ Like a belief in weather-magic, or a reliancesigns, Agobard thought icons
could take away from the faith, honour, and worghip only to God. The actual worship of
icons was of course completely anathema to hinaaship belonged to God aloft.Even
veneration proved problematic, however. As fan@svas concerned, the veneration of an icon,
unless the icon represented God, ought not take )& X.1-6). In short, Agobard thought that,
at best, images could easily turn people away fmanore spiritual (and for him, more correct)
understanding of God, and at worst become idol-iprsHe admonished his readers to look on
pictures as only pictures, without life, senseseason (XXXI). Though he did not allude to the
point in this work, he knew that Jews accused @hris of idolatry and claimed that the
intercession of the Saints came about through tivé of the devif?> The veneration of icons
therefore not only inhabited a very fine line betwgroper worship and idolatry, they could also
leave Christians open to attacks from Jews.

As discussed in the Introduction, questions ablmaitole of icons in Christian life had
begun in the Frankish realm under Pippin Il aneldispute between Rome and Byzantium

about icons held at Gentilly in 767.It continued under Charlemagne with a responsleeto

19 Agobard,De grandine et tonitruisXVI (14-15). TheARFrecorded such a cattle die-off in 8MGH SRGVI,
132).

20van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsdliii; Concilium Parisiensé825),Libellus (MGH Conc 11.2,
482).

21 Agobard,De picturis 1.28-31 (152).

22id., De iudaicis superstitionibys<.54-57 (207).

% See above, pp 21-22; McCormick, “Textes,” 113.
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ruling on the veneration of icons given at the ®elcGouncil of Nicaea in 787 contained in the

nearly-iconoclastibri carolini penned by Theodulf of Orléans. Due to the mistetion and
subsequent misinterpretation of the acts of Nicaed,Pope Hadrian I's more iconodule
position, work on thé.ibri carolini halted in 793, and the synod of Frankfurt in 788/ @assed
a canon condemning what it perceived as the Greghton to icons to a level equal with the
Trinity.>* Agobard’sDe picturisthus fit into a tradition of questioning the ugéomns. This
tradition included not only Theodulf, but also Qiaus of Turin (who, it must be remembered,
studied in Lyon for a time}> and Hrabanus Maurus, and stretched back throu@iaésarius of
Arles and Augustiné® Although scholars have sought connections betwegmiard’sDe
picturis and the other works on icons, particularly thaCt#udius because he had studied in
Lyon, since they all wrote in the same traditiofinaties between works may or may not show
indebtednes&’ The point here, rather, is that Agobard’s dimwif icons, that they are mere
pictures, by no means set him apart, even if tleat ¢eased to be the official line of the
Frankish church with the Council of Paris in 828l éime compromise calling for a place for
icons in the Christian communify.

Along with these examples of heterodoxy, Agobdsd ancountered what seem to have
been actual heresies during his tenure as archhisherhaps best known is his work against the
Adoptionist position of Felix of Urgell, which tabgthat the human (as opposed to divine)
nature Jesus was the Son of God by adoption, noatwe®® Agobard wroteAduersum dogma
Felicis for Louis the Pious in 818 or 89.Aside from the obvious need to disprove the

heretical beliefs, it disturbed Agobard that pedpe been attracted to Felix’s teaching because

%4 Concilium Francofurtense.2 MGH Conc.ll.1, 165); Collins Charlemagne135-36; Freeman, “Scripture and
images,” 163-64; Neil, “Western reaction,” 541 &#9.

% Claudius of TurinExpositionem libri Geneseds MGH EpplV, ed. Ernst Diimmler (Berlin: Weidmann, 1895),
592 Il 18-21.

% Kessler, “Carolingian art,” 537-38; Appleby, “Insttion and inspiration,” 91-99.

27 Appleby, “Instruction and inspiration,” 95.

2 Concilium Parisiensé825) MGH Conc 11.2, 473-551); McKitterick Frankish Kingdoms164.

29 cavadini,Last Christology 114-18.

30van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsl.
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he had led such a pious and faithful life. Agobewdntered that sentiment by stating that the

quality of one’s life was proved by the qualityafe’s faith, not vice versa. It was immaterial
how Felix had lived since he had not believed aityé*

This primacy of faith over deeds contradictedghaciple in the Gospels of deeds
proving faith which Agobard used Aduersus legem Gundobadiritten around the same time
asAduersum dogma Felicf8 This contradiction was necessary because he cwtlgive Felix
any quarter, since Agobard, like Pope Hadrian | Aledin, understood Adoptionism as creating
two distinct Sons, one by nature and one by adopficThis duality, in turn, threatened the very
basis of salvation, that Jesus, two natures inp@ngon, “by his saving impassibility, immortality
and immutability, made us alive by his death, masleich by his poverty, made us honoured by
his disgrace, healed us by his wountfs This could explain why, even after Felix’s death,
Agobard felt it necessary to refute what he unde$to be Felix’s teachings, regardless of
whether or not the erstwhile bishop had gainedlaviing in Lyon.

As with icons, Agobard was not alone is his con@out Felix of Urgell and his
Adoptionist beliefs. The discussion over the issegan in the 790s under Charlemagne, when
the Frankish court discovered Adoptionism existethe Spanish march, newly-expanded to
include Urgell, Felix’s see. Because the hereslydppeared within the empire, it proved a great
source of concern for the court and demanded fae mesources, including works by Alcuin and
Paulinus of Aquileia and discussion at four segacauncils, than the argument against
Byzantine iconodulismi®> Unlike the debate over icons, however, Agobanvided the last

word on the subject of Adoptionism. His work fifusrely within the mould given by the other

31 Agobard Aduersum dogma Felii#l (74-75).

32id., Aduersum legem Gundobaiil.4-8 (22); cf. Mt. 7:20.

3 id., Aduersum dogma FeligiX.5-11 (79).

34« ut salua impassibilitate sua, immortalitaténcommutabilitate, sua nos morte uiuificareg paupertate
ditaret, suis contumeliis honoraret, suis uulnesibanaret. . .” ibid., XX.29-32 (86).

% Chandler, “Heresy and empire,” 508 and 512.
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authors, and with the perceived necessity for argie against any and all deviations from

orthodoxy.

Agobard wrote his other anti-heretical wo@qgntra libros quatuor Amalarjitowards the
end of his career (between 835 and 839) while ile éar his continued role in Lothar’s
rebellion against Louis the Pious and while Amaistield the see of Lyofi. As mentioned in
Chapter 1, Amalarius had spent a good portion ®fifa studying liturgy, including some time
in Rome, and so was involved in Carolingian effootsegularise and romanize the liturdy.
Regularisation efforts began under the Merovingighs attempted, more than anything, to
standardise the structure of the M&5& he Carolingians continued the effort, Charlengagn
famously requesting a copy of the rite supposedbdiby Gregory the Great and attempting to
forbid the creation of new, and therefore uncarainliturgical formulas’® Amalarius for his
part seems to have particularly concerned himsif fmding the meanings behind each act of
the liturgy. Unfortunately, he did so by writingvat he thought himself, rather than following
the accepted practice of filling a work with paidsitations. His views proved a danger to the
credulous or semi-literate, and led to a sentefiber@sy at the Council of Quierzy in 8%8.
Florus reacted to the questionable Christologynmafarius’s liturgical reforms by accusing
Amalarius of giving Christ three bodi&sand Agobard attacked a variety of Amalarius’s
liturgical ideas. Though Agobard did bother tautefthe points he brought up, in the end he
simply dismissed Amalarius, suggesting that he khbbave sought answers from Christ, rather
than seeking out human teachers in doctrinal n&tteFor Agobard, the time Amalarius spent

studying liturgy under human tutelage meant nothihgs likely that for Agobard, all the human

3 van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensj|vii.

37 See above, pp 77-78; Amalaril® ordine antiphonarjiLVIIl.3 (Hanssens, t.3, 94).

3 yitzhak Hen, “Unity in diversity: The liturgy ofreinkish Gaul before the Carolingians’.imity and Diversity in
the Churched. R.N. Swanson (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.|.1996), 27.

39 Codex Carolinusno.89 MGH Epp IlI, 626); Admonitio generalisc.78, 82 IGH Capit |, 60-62); McKitterick,
“Unity and diversity,” 61, 66-68; cf. HeRoyal Patronage80-82.

“? Florus,Relatiq VII (MGH Conc I1.2, 781); McKitterick,Frankish Church148-52.

! Florus,Adversus Amalariu.4 (PL 119, 74).

2 Agobard,Contra libros quatuor AmalarjiXIX (367).
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study had in fact led Amalarius to his errorsAmhalarius had simply contented himself with the

Scriptures and patristic tradition, he would haveided his errors.

The difference in tone betweéduersum dogma FelicendContra libros quatuor
Amalarii is striking. Agobard addressed his work agaimsditxFo Louis the Pious, and his
address struck the appropriate tone of self-deficecgiven the audienc®. In contrast, he did
not address his writing against Amalarius to anyame his refutations showed a certain
bitterness and a caustic disbelief in Amalariugisifions. At one point Agobard asked
regarding one of Amalarius’s teachings, “Who haardweard such a thing?” Amalarius, by
unleashing himself from the tethers of the Scrigguand Fathers had strayed into mystical
explanations. Agobard could not accept and, perhkg Felix’s fine distinction between the
human and divine natures in Jesus, not entirelgrgtand an exegesis so removed from the
sources of orthodoxy. Exiled from but obviousiyl &t contact with his see, Agobard simply
lashed out at what he saw as Amalarius’s ravingsiattempt to preserve the liturgical

orthodoxy of the church he still considered his.

The Church

Agobard’s primary concern regarding the churcheead around its loss of property at
the hand of secular leaders. Aside from Agobandisngs against Jews, his strong support for
the return of property previously taken by variddesrovingian and Carolingian kings, as given
in De dispensatione ecclesiasticarum rer(884), has attracted the most scholarly attention.
Cabaniss argued that Agobard’s push for the regfipmoperty came out an interest in securing
some independence for the church rather than partslitics?> Zuckerman linked Agobard’s

calls for restoration with his efforts to baptissvd’ slaves. He reasoned as Agobard’s motive

3 Agobard Aduersum dogma Feligig-25 (74).
4 “Quis audiuit umquam tale. . .” idContra libros quatuor AmalarjiX|V.27-28 (365).
> CabanissAgobard 44.



187
that if the Jews lost their labour force, theirdings would become wasteland and could then be

restored to the churcfi. Heil for his part argued that Agobard only ard\at his problem with
Jews partly through his concern for church propertyin through the issue of slavés.

Each of these theories may over-simplify Agobardigives. Granted, the financial
independence of the church concerned Agobard,hesliteidrad. Yet he certainly seems to
have participated in partisan politics despite@pssged lack of interest, as attested to by his
involvement with Lothar’s rebellion. The theoryathithe baptism of Jews’ slaves would have
brought about the loss of Jews’ labour force amdetfore also their lands is predicated on the
assumption that the oft-repeated laws and canaaiastglewish ownership of Christian slaves
would have been enforced. However, little to nmlerce supports this assumption, and
Agobard’s own troubles over this very issue undaasiit. Zuckerman’s theory also assumes
that Jews formed a major bloc of landowners inGheolingian Lyonnais. While scholars agree
that Jews did own land in the area, the amourelimtkablé® It seems doubtful that a seizure of
Jewish lands would have greatly increased the tfsiholdings, even if the land had gone to the
church rather than to lay magnates, another unni@daassumption. Finally, a causal link
between Agobard’s desire to have church propestpred and his conflict with the Jews of his
area may stretch the thematic similarities betwtbertwo issues too far. There is no need for
such a connection, as Agobard’s desire for punty @ader, as will be explored later in this
chapter, suffices as a cause for both conflicts.

Agobard’s struggle for the restoration of churcbopgerty related closely to, and even
partially stemmed from, his insistence on the pyatives of clerics over and above those of the
laity. Agobard laid out this hierarchy in two work3e priuilegio et iure sacerdofiwritten in

the reforming environment of 817 to 822, dvel priuilegio apostolicae sedig\gobard’s

© Zuckerman, “Political uses,” 49.
*" Heil, “Kirchengut,” 48.
“8 Bachrach,Jewish Policy 70; Zuckerman, “Political uses,” 37.



188
response to Louis the Pious’s objections to Pomg@w 1V’'s presence in Francia during the

rebellion of 833 In both tracts Agobard made his outlook on thatienship between the
ecclesiastical and lay worlds very clear. Simplggce the clergy controlled the means of
salvation, but the laity only exercised temporalpg the laity should respect the rights,
privileges, and authority of the church and thegyevho served in it.

The existence of bad priests did nothing to daggbard’s insistence on clerical
authority, though priests who taught incorrect does should naturally be anathematized as
heretics by a clerical councfl. Like property given to the church, priests wesasecrated to
God, and only priests, regardless of their owngeabkworthiness, could perform the sacraments
through which everyone was saved (VII.33-37). &gobard, this consecration and the ability
to administer the sacraments, particularly bapasich the Eucharist, gave priests an authority
over lay people, an authority the laity ought tepin order to learn God’s commandments (1X).
Thus, despite the admission that there were badtsriand despite the acknowledgment of the
priesthood of all believers at the start of the kv@k.1-5), Agobard remained fixed on the
intrinsic superiority of the clergy because of treginsecration.

The authority of cleric over lay that Agobard adated likewise held true when Louis
guestioned why Pope Gregory IV came into his emgileothar’s request at a time when Lothar
was rebelling’ Some of the Frankish bishops wrote a (now lestet to Gregory, accusing the
pontiff of meddling in Frankish affairs and tarriist his office>® Although the attack had been
made by Frankish bishops, it is hard to imagin¢ ltoais did not support or perhaps even direct
the bishops in their writing, since Gregory couévé easily represented yet another assault on
Louis’s tenuous imperial power. Agobard’s defeat&regory’s visit and therefore of papal

prerogative, contained in hide priuilegio apostolicae sedisas brief. Using letters of former

“9'van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjscxxix-xI, xIv.

0 Agobard,De priuilegio sacerdotjiXIX (68-69).

*Lid., De priuilegio apostolicae sediV (305).

2 Gregory IV,Ad Francorum episcoporundMGH Epp V, 228-32); McKitterick Frankish Kingdoms133.
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popes who had defended their own rights, Agobardesttly demonstrated to Louis that those

who separated themselves from Rome risked sepagtagmselves from the divine mysteries,
and thus from salvation (lIl). In ending the letegobard reminded Louis that he should love
the heavenly kingdom more than his earthly one)(\Miplying that Louis ought to have been
more concerned with offending Gregory than withrigghe empire to his sons.

A cleric writing on matters pertaining to the ctlir Agobard unsurprisingly expressed
views about church property and church rights sintid others in his position. On the subject of
recouping lost church property for instance, Agdbatpressed a concern common to many of
his clerical colleagues, if the acts of the Countilttigny are any indicatiof® Bishops had
sought to protect ecclesiastical property, partidylmonastic holdings, from incursion for
centuries. In the late-eighth century however ftlveis changed from protecting against both
episcopal and lay violations equally, to targetimg laity only. Carolingian bishops, rather than
seeing themselves as a potential abusers of pawlgpraperty, tried to gain more control over
the institutions and holdings under their jurisidiot™® Clerics and councils returned to the topic
again and again, presumably because their effaitesifto produce the desired resifts.

Aside from trying to ensure the church’s mateviability and enhance episcopal power,
the efforts to recover former church property aammed from an increasing insistence on the
superiority and privileges of the clergy. While&aard’s concerns about the proper place and
treatment of the clergy in society would haveriwell with Hincmar of Reims and many of his
colleagues, the generation after Agobard, they wetentirely out of place in his own
generation. McKitterick has noted that as themaogntury continued, the priest’s pastoral role,

while still present in canons and capitularies sibecome, however, somewhat clouded by an

%3 Concilium AttiniacensMGH Conc 11.2, 468-472).

4 Barbara RosenweilNegotiating Space: Power, Restraint, and Privilegebnmunity in Early Medieval Europe
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999), 4211

%5 e.g.Concilium Ingelheimense.1 MGH Conc I1.2, 551);Concilium Parisiens¢829), ¢.15-18NIGH Conc 11.2,
622-25); Wallace-HadrillFrankish Church294.
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increasing tendency to assert the rights and patir@s of thesacerdotess a class>® Or, as

Agobard wrote, “With the great dignity of the ptigsoffice bestowed upon priests, the people
are taught to obey them in all things."This was an obedience that included respectiag th

church’s property rights.

Law and Empire

Agobard certainly did not limit his concerns os kiritings to the ecclesiastical sphere,
but expressed his displeasure at current legapalitical methods and events. Nor did it take
him long to broach those subjects. He wrote Bathersus legem GundobaahdDe diuinis
sententiis contra iudicium Deometime between 817 and 822, in the reforming-@mment of
Louis’s early reigrt® In those two works specifically, Agobard contidu@harlemagne’s
concern about discrepancies and inadequacies iawse and offered Louis the opportunity to
take some concrete action in that regard by suiggeisbuis place theegnumof Burgundy
under Frankish law’ Later in his career, in works lik2e diuisione imperiandLiber
apologeticus,|Agobard moved from legal codes to the oaths yHlty that helped bind the
empire together.

Agobard took issue with apparently all of Gundolsddiv, that is, th&iber
constitutionum sive lex Gundobadedacted by that ruler, since he asked Louisdogthe
entire empire under one law, or perhaps replacelGhad’s code with a Frankish offe For
example, Agobard argued against the system of ssaseset up in the code, stating that the
testimony of a good Christian could be disallowedvarious reasons but that the perpetrator of

a crime could perjure himself, an accusation thay hrave come out of the practice of the law,

% McKitterick, Frankish Church15.

" “Tanta igitur sacerdotibus sacerdotii dignitatélata, precipitur populo, ut eis in cunctis oboediaAgobard,De
priuilegio sacerdotij IX.1-2 (60).

8 van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjsxxix.

%9 Einhard,Vita Karoli, ¢.29 MGH SSlI, 458); AgobardAduersus legem GundobadilV.18-23.

80 Agobard Aduersus legem Gudobadill.1-4, XIV.18-23 (23, 28).
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rather than the code itséff. Even more troubling was the people’s propensityfifjhting, either

in or out of court, often out of greed or over raetAgobard considered trivial — an unsavoury
habit noted in théex Gundobadas well®? Most especially however, Agobard wanted an end
to the use of ordeals, particularly trial by combBobr Agobard, the legal system codified by
Gundobad operated against the principles of lowimg's neighbour and turning the other cheek
as espoused in the Gospels and taught by the church

Contra iudicium Delaid out Agobard’s contentions against the practittrial by
combat, to which he had numerous objections. Hmgy complaint was that such fighting ran
contrary to the reconciling work of Christ (1.9-14As well, Agobard found it impossible that
God’s secret judgments could be discovered by $sieeofiordeals, especially combats that pitted
Christian against Christian (VI.1-3). These triaigl ordeals happened because people cared
more for their material possessions than for Gad,wanted too much to advance themselves in
wealth and honours (VI.88-90, 175-184). Indeedpldagd argued that those who sought to kill a
Christian were not children of Abraham, but ratti@fdren of the devil, who had been a
murderer from the beginning (V1.125-128). Essdlytias far as Agobard was concerned, trial
by combat, the so-called “Judgement of God,” hathing to do with God, but rather came out
of people’s greed and the devil's ability to sowsg#insion and strife. As such he argued
stridently against the use of ordeals as a methogbehing a judgment and rendering justice.

Carolingian rulers obviously disagreed on this poMvhen Charlemagne in 803 issued
some revisions to the Ripuarian code, which alreadgie provision for trial by ordeal, he

expanded the use of trial by comBatLouis, for his part, likewise legislated usesdadeal,

61 Agobard Aduersus legem Gundobail.11-20 (22-23); cfLex GundobadaVIll in MGH LL Nat. Germll.1,
ed. Ludovic Rudolf (Hannover: Hahn, 1892), 49-50.

®2id., Contra iudicium Deill.9-10 (32); cf. Lex GundobadaXLV (MGH LL Nat. Germll.1, 75-76).

83 Capitulare legi Ribuariae additune.7 inMGH Capit |, ed. Alfred Boretius (Hannover: Hahn, 1883)8:14f.
Lex Ripuaria 60.2 inMGH LL Nat. Germ.lll.2, ed. Franz Beyerle and Rudolf Buchner (Haver: Hahn, 1954),
108.



192
including as a method of determining perjiityRather than a perversion of justice and a foolish

attempt to understand God's justice, as Agobardeatfy and beyond the accepted use of ordeal
as part of judicial process, Carolingian rulersenstbod ordeal, particularly trial by combat, as a
means to exposing and undoing perjtfhyAs the rulers saw it, contrary to Agobard’s itesige
that trial by combat led to dissension and disyrsitich an ordeal could heal the social rift
created by the perjurer by ultimately exactingigesbn him. Clearly, placing Burgundy under
Frankish law, as requestedAduersus legem Gundobadiould not have solved the problems
Agobard saw with ordeals, and he did not describatwe considered to be a better justice
system. Since ordeal’s harshest critic did nopeshaps could not, suggest what he thought
would be a system more in keeping with Christiangdples, it is unsurprising that his
complaints against ordeal did not gain any traction

Agobard returned to legal questions later in higer, decrying what he saw as the
dissolution of justice and order in several workle began noting problems De iniusticiis
sent to Count Matfrid of Orléans in 826. He renaiddVatfrid of his duty to uphold justice, and
then scolded him for being “a wall between [peopledl the Emperor, by which they are
defended from punishment.” We do not know the exact complaint or cases wprompted
Agobard to write to Matfrid, though the cause imeal Bertmond, the Count of Lyon, since
Agobard deemed it necessary to state that he toaksne with legitimate complaints, or with
his count®® Agobard clearly considered Matfrid part of a raisiage of justice, however, and
urged him to tear down iniquity and build up theHg18-23).

The maintenance of order in the form of oaths gélty first appeared iDe diuisione

imperii, written for Louis in 829, although Agobard sp#m bulk of the work attempting to

6 Capitula legibus addend&.10 MGH Capit |, 282-83).

6 Agobard,Contra iudicium Dei423-505 (46-48).

% Qlivier Guillot, “Le duel judicaire: Du champ lég@ous Louis le Pieux) au champ de la pratiquéramce (Xf
s.)” in La giustizia nell’alto medioev{Spoleto: Presso la sede del centro, 1997), 729-41

7 . .murum inter se et imperatorem, per quem digfetur a correctione.” Agobarbe iniusticiis 50-51 (226).
% Agobard,De iniusticiis 55-64 (226).
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convince Louis to return to the imperial inheritarstheme decided on in 8%70aths came up

again inLiber apologeticus, lintended for wide dissemination in 8%31n both works Agobard
felt that oaths were losing their ability to enslayalty to the Emperor and the government he
ran. He informed Louis in 829, perhaps as an esagly of governmental break-down, that
people were swearing to “opposing and variough(raria et diuerspoaths, presumably to
different factions developing within the empifeThis problem with oaths continued through
the rebellions of the 833, since Agobard mentianddber apologeticus that Judith’s faction
had extorted oaths from peopfe Since he used this oath-extortion as part ottliéence
against Louis (via Judith), and the presence ofredictory oaths as a warning to him, Agobard
must have considered oaths of loyalty an effeatieans of governance and maintaining order.
Unlike ordeal, Agobard saw a place for oaths, sagthose outlined in 802 and presumably
offered to Louis on his ascension to the thronéhénstructure of the empif2.

Although Carolingian thinkers wrote on justice am@ral concept more than the practice
of law itself, we find once again that Agobard vimas$ alone in questioning legal methods and
practices. Theodulf of Orléans wrote his po®@rsus contra iudicesn response to his time
spent in southern Gaul with Leidrad of Lyonnaissiin 7987* Aside from detailing some of the
more impressive bribes he was offered, he wrotenapthe oaths so often used in court

proceedings to prove guilt or innocericeAgobard may not have had much company in writing

%9 Agobard,De diuisione imperii VIl (250);

%id., Liber apologeticus, I11.1-9 (310).

id., De diuisione imperjiVIl1.3-4 (250).

2id., Liber apologeticus,11.25-111.6 (310).

'3 Capitulare missorum genera(802), ¢.3-9 ifMGH Capit |, ed. Alfred Boretius (Hannover: Hahn, 1883); %%,
TheganVita Hludowici ¢.9 MGH SSlI, 593). As to whether or not such oaths constil vassalage, Charles
Odegaard, “Carolingian oaths of fidelitgpeculunl6:3 (1941): 288-91, cf. Matthias Becher, “Bigbiectio
principum Zum Charakter der Huldigung im Franken- und @stfreich bis zum Beginn des 11. Jahrhunderts” in
Staat im frilhen Mittelaltered. Stuart Airlie, Walter Pohl, and Helmut Reir(tVien: Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2006), 172, 178.

" Fouracre, “Carolingian justice,” 781; McKitteridkrankish Kingdoms92-93.

® Theodulf of OrléansAd iudicesstMGH Poet |, 493-517).
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on these issues, but the poem by Theodulf showwstesa court clerics took offence at some

aspects of the legal system.

While the general population, with its penchamtfighting and extorting oaths provided
enough problems, Agobard also blamed greed andewiés ability to create dissension and
strife for the troubles of Louis’s reidfi. He took Louis to task iBe diuisione imperi{829) for
redividing the empire in order to give his son Géma share in his brothers’ inheritai€en it,
Agobard reminded Louis that the origi2ivisio imperiiof 817 had been decided upon after
prayers and with God’s help (and one assumes thab@ d included clerical advice under that
rubric), while the more recent division had beesrcheed without God’s intervention and so
risked complete failur€® Agobard warned Louis that he had essentially @dd that the
previous divine intervention meant nothing, and tlauis thought he could do better without
God's assistancE. Agobard tried to make Louis understand his astiama dangerous move,
likely only to cause trouble.

We know, of course, that Agobard was right, arad the political situation deteriorated
after 829. He joined Lothar’s cause in the rebelbf 833, producing three tracts during the
summer and fall of that ye&. In the two entitled.iber apologeticusigobard explained his
thoughts on the reason for the rebellion againsid,placing much of the blame for the troubles
at the feet of the Empress Judith. According tolayd, Judith had begun to act in a licentious
manner to the point that everyone in the empireemath the world knew of her behaviour. Yet
she was able to turn Louis’s mind against his sand,thus caused division in the emfite.
Agobard also gave the devil a share of the respditgj since he never stops sowing scandal,

and it was the devil who allowed Judith to retwrLouis as a legitimate wife even after she had

8 Agobard Liber Apologeticus 111.17-22, IV.9-17 (315, 317).

""van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjxliv.

8 Agobard,De diuisione imperiilV-V (248-49); cf.Divisio imperii (MGH LL I, 198).
9 Agobard,De diuisione imperiiV.1-8 (249).

80 van Acker, introduction té\gobardi Lugdunensjv-xvi.

81 Agobard Liber apologeticus and!l (309-19).
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been made a ndfi. Fault also lay with Louis himself, for lettingrhself be deceived by his

Jezebel wife, and for fighting his sons insteaé)xgfanding the empire’s boundaries by
conquering and converting neighbouring peoffes.

After Louis’s defeat in 833, Agobard wrote tBartula de Ludouici imperatoris
poenitentia which gave a brief description of the decisioacteed by a council of bishops and
abbots on the best way to proceed since hostilidgelsceased, namely by having Louis lay aside
his title and perform penané.In it, Agobard spoke frankly of the empire “driveo ruin
through the negligence and, so that | may speale tnoly, through the cowardice of the Lord
Louis.”® A ruin that entailed an imperial household tairtty scandal, an emperor forcefully
relieved of his duties by his elder sons, and apieniorced to chose sides. From Agobard’s
perspective, such a situation could only hinderattteer and unity desired by himself and other

Carolingians.

Behind the Worries
Purity and Pollution

A concern surrounding the ideas of pollution andtg can explain some of Agobard’s
anxieties. Purity was something which had to berded, pollution something to be avoided.
For Agobard, Jews, the body, and heretics wergoalices of pollution, though the devil, “the
inventor and cause of all evil,” often proved tothe ultimate cause of corrupti8h.The
amount of potential pollution varied by source.n8idering the rhetoric he used, we can see that
Agobard must have felt that Jews formed the greatesce of potential pollution because of

their blasphemies and carnal observances. A foouke body, such as the materialism that

82id., Liber apologeticusl, 1.17-22, 111.1-7 (315-16).

8 Agobard Liber apologeticus!, VI1.3-4 (319); id.,Liber apologeticus, 111.10-28 (309-10).

8id., Cartula de Ludouigi23-61 (323-24).

8« impellebatur ad ruinam per neglegentianueterius dicam, per ignauiam domni Ludouici. id", Cartula
de Ludouicj 13-14 (323).

8« inuentor et causa omnis mali. . .” iBe fidei ueritate XV.5 (268).
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provoked trials, could also defile a person by prging them from attaining a better, more

spiritual life. Heretics corrupted the very basig Christian society by twisting the church’s
teachings. Any of these sources could createraidteon the soul, and so Christians, the
church, and the empire all needed to be protected these pollutants in order to remain pure.

That Agobard did not like Jews or Judaism and lieathought Jews and Christians ought
to be kept separate has been made clear in thpregeding chapters. That Agobard considered
Jews to be a polluting influence would certainlplex some of his passion around this subject.
It took him some time before he overtly declaredsl® be polluting, however. The first hint of
this came irContra praeceptum impium de baptismo iudaicorumaipaorum (826) where
Agobard mentioned that Jews never ceased blasppdruth privately and publicl{/. He
brought up Jews’ blaspheming ways agaiDéinsolentia ludaeorur(826-27), and added that
Jews harmed the Christian fafthHe seems to have had in mind the contents ofshewi
preaching to Christians, and the testimony of Jeramd others that Jews curse Christ and
Christians in their daily prayers, presumably @refce to the prayer against apostates and
informers contained in thémidah(52-53, 86-90). Yet the line between thoughts ords and
pollution is much more subtle, and much more difitco determine than that between physical
acts such as sexual contact or blood and poll§tionhile Agobard could have been implying
Jews’ defiling status in these statements, he katbyclearly describe Jews themselves as
polluted or polluting.

This semantic ambiguity ended wiite iudaicis superstitionibus et errorib826-27).
Besides reiterating how prone Jews were to blaspreerd how much Jews harmed Christians,

Agobard related that both Cyprian and Athanasiutaded that Christians should flee the “most

87 Agobard,Contra praeceptum impiun68-69 (187).
8 d., De insolentia ludaeorun®2-53, 108-110 (192, 194).
8 de Jong, Imitatio Morum” 50.
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polluting fellowship” of Jews® Towards the end of this work Agobard spoke mdaénly:

“Therefore Christians have been snatched from tiveep of darkness and brought over into the
kingdom of the beloved Son of God; in no way ougétbe polluted by [Jews’] social
intercourse or fellowship™

Agobard significantly increased his rhetoric anaide Jewish pollution obvious De
cauendo conuictu et societate iuda{@27), his last anti-Jewish work and the only one
addressed to a friend, Archbishop Nibridius of Nemie. Perhaps it was Agobard’s comfort
with Nibridius that allowed him to explicitly artitate the uncleanness of Jews relative to
Christians. Whatever the reason, Agobard let l@os®st unflattering string of analogy. He
wrote:

“Because it seems to be fully unworthy and noteslitb our faith that the sons of

light be blackened by the fellowship of the dankg #ahat the Church of Christ,

who should be prepared without blemish or wrinklethe embraces of the

heavenly groom, be stained by living together il blemished, wrinkled, and

repudiated synagogue. Indeed it is absurd thabdle virgin, promised to that

one man, Christ, seek out the feasts of a whordtandgh sharing a meal not

only heap up diverse shames, but also maintaimgedao the faith; while some

of the Christian flock, due to too much familiardpd constant dwelling together,

honour the Sabbath with Jews but dishonour the’tataly with illegal work, nor

do they keep the prescribed fasts.”
In some of the starkest and most negative langhagerote, Agobard left no doubt as to why he
maintained that Jews and Christians ought to baraggd. In just a few lines he articulated all
of his anxieties about Jews by coupling his feaheir polluting influence with his fear of

Christians keeping Jewish practices, and by exterfsiling into Jewish beliefs. Aside from the

fact that this passage makes Agobard’s feelingstalews abundantly clear, the specific

%« _pollutissimam societatem. . .” Agobafk iudaicis supersitionibyslil.7 (201).

91 “Erepti igitur de potestate tenebrarum christiainiranslati in regnum filii caritatis Dei, nullaes debemus eorum
conuictu et societate pollui,. . .” Agobafdke iudaicis supersitionibys<XI1V.1-3 (218).

92«Quia et satis indignum ac fidei nostrae inconeesiesse uidebatur, filios lucis tenebrarum sdeidtescari, et
Ecclesiam Christi, quam decet sine macula et rpgass caelestis amplexibus praeparari, maculogeseiac
repudiate synagoge contubernio decolorari, et alesardum est, uirginem castam, uni uiro Christpdesatam,
meretricis dapes expetere, et per communionemagypbtus non solum in diuersa flagitia corruereymneetiam
fidei periculum sustinere, dum ex familiaritate ranet assidua cohabitatione aliqui de grege christsabbatum
quidem cum ludeis colunt, diem uero dominicam itdioperatione uiolant, nec et ieiunia statutaalissmt.” id.,

De cauendo conuicti21-31 (231-32).



198
language he used deserves further study. It i©btiee few places where Agobard discussed

pollution and purity so clearly, and the only pléeedid so in gendered language.

Agobard began by referring to Christians as “safigght” (filios lucis), but he soon
changed to referring to them in the collective semsthe church, and then the bride, of Christ.
Although the equation of the church as the brideiée of Christ originated with Paul, shifting
his rhetoric to the feminine (instead of the maiseufsons of light”) gave Agobard easy access
to the language of virginity as purity, and promisg as impurity. He described the church as a
uirginem castama pure virgin. Unlikgpurus a more frequently used word for “puregdstus
carried with it both moral and religious connotagpwith a secondary meaning of something
that is pious, holy, and sacred. Obviously, gitlencontext, the secondary meaning should be
assumed, and Agobard’s rhetoric of purity thus ustded as increased.

It concerned Agobard that the church, this purklasly virgin, the personification of all
Christians, would “seek out the feasts of a whdneéretricis dapes expetgreThe language
used just in this clause alone was unusual in Agbb@he feasts themselves dagpes religious
feasts, a term he only used here, and so likelyntrieto convey its specialised meaning. The
next clause, calling these feasts a “communiomod fand drink” ¢ommunionem cybi ac pojus
most likely an intentional reflection of the langesof the Eucharist, reinforces that meaning.
This would seem to indicate that, while an everyaeal or a celebration such as a wedding
feast should still be understood as included is dmtribe, Agobard especially worried about
Christians sharing Sabbath dinner or perhaps e\8adar or other religious feast with their
Jewish neighbours.

Agobard only usedéxpetergseek out), instead of the more usual seeking, yetiere

one other time in his writings. The only othertarece came i€ontra iudicium Deiwhere
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Agobard described Gundobad, spurred on by AvituSlefmont, as seeking after truth.Given

the tenor of the passage quoted above, Agobardchanag choseexpeterébecause its primary
meaning is that of wishing for or coveting a thirhus, not only was the pure, holy virgin
seeking out these feasts and choosing them oveésti@hrfasts, but actually coveting them. This
word choice alone shows how much socializing betwkssvs and Christians concerned
Agobard, and just how little time in the presentdews he thought was needed for the pure,
holy virgin to slip from proper piety and practice.

As for the most attention-grabbing word of theuskmeretrix(whore), Agobard only
used it four times in all of his writings. The d¢lerother times it appeared, Agobard used it in an
historical, biblical, sense, such as the two whameslved in Solomon’s famous judgeméft.
This instance ile cauendo conuictis the only time he used that label as an ingwdtead of
merely an historical descriptor. Alone among theugs and issues Agobard combated, only
Jews were worthy of that particular slander. Yedpite the strong language, Agobard focused
more on how Jews have been left by God than oreped whoredom. His string of adjectives
used to described the synagogmegculosa, rugosa, et repudiafstained/defiled/polluted/filthy,
wrinkled/shrivelled, and repudiated/divorced), patha vivid picture of Jews as a cast-off
woman. One who, presumably, would have no chaitédoturn to promiscuity, to whoring, in
order to survive.

Agobard’s metaphor of Jews as a whore, while alshpquite distasteful to modern
sensibilities and highly insulting to Jews, lackid weight such a comparison may have carried
with another author, simply because Agobard diddigtuss women or the more physical
aspects of impurity in any great length. His dgstans about Judith in the twori apologetici

stand as the only other example of Agobard’s useooshen and physical impurity. Even there,

93 Agobard,Contra iudicium Dei VI.3-8 (34).
9 Agobard Aduersus legem Gundobadi.2-3 (25); cf. 1 Sam. 3:16-27.
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however, he almost wrote around the issue. HeritbesicJudith irLiber apologeticus as

lasciuiam which does carry the meaning of being wantoncantious, but has the primary
meaning of being playful or jolly? Since he later described her as “playing chilgisiludat
pueriliter, V.2), assuming the primary meaningasciuiamcould be justified, if one did know
of the charges adultery between Judith and BerofaB&ptimania which others alleged.
Agobard did not make the situation any cleardrilier apologeticus Il He did label
Judith as a Jezebel, though that could certainhg In@erely been a convention, and he certainly
apportioned blame about the state of the empit®tis as welf® By the time the rebellion
ended and Agobard wrote ICartula de Ludouici imperatoris poenitentidudith was forgotten,
and he laid all responsibility squarely at Loui®st. If Agobard considered Judith adulterous,
and the language used makes any determinatiooudiffhe did not dwell upon the point. That
he did not dwell upon bodily forms of pollution neogenerally does not aid any resolution. In
fact, Agobard seems to have been much more corcceritie the polluting potential of a desire
for worldly goods and honour than the more stantieaichal” concerns revolving around sexual
contact. Though Agobard did assert towards theoéek spe et timoréhat the body must be
kept pure in order to receive a spiritual b8dgnd while maintaining such innocence for
Agobard did certainly involve not being led astlgypretty women, it also involved not holding
on to anger, and not remembering past slights ¢F?® For Agobard being able to withdraw
from the world was the purpose of innocence. “Wieodnas done this, he is be able to withdraw

from the friendship of the world, which is hostiteGod and which the apostle James called

% id., Liber apologeticus, 1.6 (309).

% Agobard Liber apologeticus 1111.14-16, VI1.3-5 (317, 319); cf. discussionWard, “Agobard of Lyons and
Paschasius Radbertus,” 18-21.

97 Agobard,De spe et timore567-668 (446).

% “Quomodo ergo accipere iubemur regnum Dei sicer puisi quia sicut puer non perseuerat in iracadn
lesus meminit, non uidens pulchram mulierem detecta.” (440)
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adultery” (413-415f? Aside from being “hostile to God,” the type ofnemunity formed by

loving the world, with its pursuit of wealth andegtige makes up the “body of the devil,”
standing in opposition to the body of Christ (4 BB}

This was not the only instance in which Agobardatgd worldliness with adultery. In
De modo regiminis ecclesiastidgobard insisted that “heretics are not the omigowho pollute
(adulteran) the word of God by mixing in their lies, but alalbwho rush through the sacred
ministries to obtain worldly honours and richesndAalso those [are adulterers] who, unable to
be elevated to honours and riches, wish to obtéinrey or daily protection from the sacred
ministry, because they do not receive a livingnaeo to preach but preach in order receive [a
living]. They do not speak with honesty, as fromdGin the presence of God, but they walk
about in slyness. They do not renounce the seafatsame, but they embrace them, they are
adulterers.*® The use of a term for sexual miscondadilteri, in the context of discussing a
less-obviously carnal sin (the desire to makeiadiyrom ministry) is quite interesting. It serves
to highlight how deeply the issue of worldlinessicerned Agobard. Along with blood,
inappropriate sexual contact stands as a univpadaitant'® Thus, as well as carrying the
connotation that such priests are “two-timing” Gtitg use oadulterarealso turned them into
pollutants.

This was not a contamination limited to priestavbeer. Although both clerics and lay
concerned themselves with the purity of priestsabee of their role in performing the

sacraments, and thus the effect they had on eve's/salvation'”? Agobard considered the laity

9 «“Quod qui fecerit, ille potest ab amicitia huiusindi recedere, quae inimica est Deo, quam apostatabus
adulterium nominat.” (440)

100«Ergo non soli heretici adulterant uerbum Dei reisdo fallacias suas, sed et omnes, qui per sacinistenum
ad honores et diuitias temporales peruenire fadtirgiam et illi, qui ad honores et diuitias sufdiri non possunt,
et uictum aut tegumentum quotidianum ex sacro naris adipisci cupiunt, quia non ideo sumptus aacip ut
predicent, sed ideo praedicant, ut accipiant, aearltur ex sinceritate, sicut ex Deo, coram Deg,sebulant in
astutia, nec abdicant occulta dedecoris, sed amoplec, adulteri sunt.” Agobar@e modo regiminis ecclesiastici
X1.1-9 (331-32).

191 de Jong, fmitatio Morum” 50.

192 Eouracre, “Carolingian justice,” 776; de Jonignitatio Morum” 55.
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equally susceptible to worldliness and the polluiidorought. He aime@ontra iudicium Dei

andDe dispensatione ecclesiasticarum reromostly at lay tendencies towards a greed which led
to ordeals or the “secularization” of church landtsis also worth noting that, unlike the fearttha
acting like a Jew would make a person become afdewgobard worldliness required only
intent, not action. Agobard stated@ontra iudicium Dethat those who even wish to be a

friend of the world, who wish for wealth and hon®ewen if they never receive them, have by
that desire alone become adulterers and enemi@edr’?

Thus given Agobard’s apparently greater conceth worldliness as a source of
pollution versus women, it would seem that beingnpared to a cast-off woman or a whore,
while, again, extremely insulting, would not ne@gyg be the worst thing Agobard could think
of a person or group. However, this certainly doatsmitigate Agobard’s intensity in
combating what he saw as Jews’ polluting and dangeinfluence on Christians. It only means
that, as this chapter argues, Jews were not tlyeotwects of Agobard’s concern, nor were they
the only source of pollution to guard against.

Agobard did not provide that much evidence for akeydescribed Jews as polluting. He
mentioned in several tracts that Jews constandlgpbleme, but did not specify what these
blasphemies entailed until he outlined Jewish EelieDe iudaicis superstitionibusin that tract
it becomes clear that their blasphemies consibebéfs in God’s corporeality, the eternal nature
of the Torah, and the absolute worldliness of Jemod an insistence that the intercession of the
saints are actually acts of the dé¥fl. Jewish practices likewise point to their unclees: By
Agobard’s logic, in maintaining the carnal lawskashrutJews not only focus even more on the
body, but prove their uncleanness, since all thargsclean through Christ (XV.5-11).

Principally, however, Agobard seems to find theatgst danger in Jews’ rejection of Christ and

103 Agobard,Contra iudicium DeiV.168-179 (39).
194id., De iudaicis superstitionibys< (205-08).
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thus of God, and God'’s subsequent repudiationws$.Jdt is almost as if Jews then have nothing

more to lose, spiritually, and this forces thenfioltus exclusively on the world and their physical
lives in it. That idea could have easily led Agabto describe Jews asaculosi, rugosi, et

repudiatj'®

with no choice but to continue in their impuretstand contaminate everything and
everyone with whom they had contact.

Indeed, the polluting potential Agobard saw in déwas to be understood as part and
parcel of the polluting potential of the body. Wiex he came to think of the body as polluting
because of his fight against Judaism and the chsligfs and practices he saw in it, or if a pre-
existing distrust of the corporeal gave him simmhg more reason to dislike Judaism, the two
threads are interwoven in his writings. For Agahar person properly progressed from the
exterior to interior, lower things to higher, boysoul. It was the only path of spiritual
growth!® Given that Carolingian culture (particularly ttlerical culture) held a fairly platonic
view of the universe, that is, they privileged #erit over the body, Agobard’s view hardly
surprises?’ Throughout the Early Middle Ages the body forrtige primary battleground in
the war between good and evil, malady and mira¢fe.”

For clergy in particular, despite assurancestlikese Agobard gave that a priest’'s
individual worthiness in no way affected the satvgotency of the Eucharist, the ninth century
saw a growing concern about clerical purity becaighat very issué®® Theodulf of Orléans,
for one, pushed for continence among priests bedhey handled the body and blood of Christ

in the Eucharist!® There was also a push more generally to turclérgy into “a separate caste

deriving its special status from its service atdhiar and its physical contact with the sacred and

105 Agobard,De cauendo conuicf24 (231).

198id., De picturis XVI.1-5 (165).

197 aAppelby, “Instruction and inspiration,” 108.

198 Michel Rouche, “The Early Middle Ages in the WeBt'A History of Private Life. Volume Erom Pagan Rome
to Byzantiumed. Paul Veyne (Cambridge, Mass.: The BelknapsPoéHarvard University Press, 1987), 457.

199 Agobard,De priuilegio sacerdotjiXV.6-11, XVIIl.1-4 (65, 67); Innes, “Politics dfumour,” 144; de Jong,
“Imitatio morum” 55.

10 Theodulf of OrléansCapitula VIII.4, in MGH Capit. Ep.l ed. Peter Brommer (Hannover: Hahn, 1984), 170.



204
reproducing itself by non-sexual mearis:”Since clergy manned the line between spiritudl an

corporeal, sacred and profane, the consensus ntowedds an insistence on clerical purity, that
is, a class-wide practice of a rigorously spiritifa!.

Views on the body were not uniformly negative, ofitse. However, unlike a cleric such
as Jonas of Orléans, who envisioned a way for, laiith their carnal, worldly concerns and
duties, to still please God, or Dhuoda, who proctd the equality of clergy and laity in all ways
that matter for salvation, Agobard seems to havergthe body no quartét’ Thus part of the
issue he took with icons stemmed from his thoulgt they simply trapped people in the
exterior, that is, kept the focus on a physicakobjand therefore restrained them from their
proper spiritual developmeft® Likewise, a desire for beautiful singing in cHuidid not
enhance worship in any way, but only smotheredth# in the delight of hearing? Even
beyond the carnality he saw in Judaism, the bodgnsdo have had no redeeming value for

Agobard.

Worldliness

The body seems to have posed a double threatgob#d. Not only could it pollute a
person, but its demands, desires, and wants coelept a person from spiritual progress, could
trap them in this world with all of its worries alddhonour and riches. Just as the pollution
threatened by Jews must be understood with thetpmwil of the body, so the body must also be

understood in its connection with worldliness. Bgobard worldliness, an over-concern with

11 de Jong, fmitatio Morum” 50.

112 jonas of Orléan®e institutione laicali preface PL 106, 122); Rob Meens, “Ritual purity and the iefige of
Gregory the Great in the Early Middle Ages™Umity and Diversity in the Churclked. R.N. Swanson (Oxford:
Blackwell Publishers, Ltd., 1996), 41; M.A. Clauss&God and Man in Dhuodalsiber manuali$ in Women in the
Church ed. W.J. Shields and Diana Wood (Oxford: Blackwelblishers, 1990), 48.

113 pAgobard,De picturis XXXI (179).

114id., De antiphonarig XI1.29-33.
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material possessions, wealth, and honours, danthgezhurch and kept people in their bodies,

and thus from the proper love of God.

Agobard held that worldliness harmed the churdnewst through the secular
confiscation of church land to the point wheredharch could hardly maintain its ministry. He
spoke of those who had made themselves rich framchiproperties while the church, and the
poor it should serve, starvétf. This happened because people, driven by greledree to
violate property and objects previously consecratedause reason and the warnings of
Scripture did not restrain some from coveting wied become God’s (XV.21-35, XXV).
Priests more concerned with a rapid rise througthtararchy, or at least more concerned with
their own welfare than they were for the soulshieitt care, likewise hurt the chur&l. In both
cases from Agobard’s perspective, the offendingigmhad fallen so far into worldly concerns
that the church, Christ’'s own body, became dispesalithe quest for increased wealth and
prestige.

More than anything however, Agobard felt that wbnless made it impossible for
individuals to properly love God. Love of worldhpssessions was a sin, as no person’s heart
was big enough to love both the world and GddAgobard did admit that a problem existed not
so much in just being rich, but in loving thosehgs (351-353), since the love of riches entered
one into the fellowship of the world, which he edllthe body of the devil, thus diametrically
opposed to the body of Christ (351-353; 475-488. also felt that those who loved their lands
and livestock more than God were not worthy of &tiff Agobard clearly held to Jesus'’s

warning that one cannot serve both God and woitdgrests-*

115 Agobard,De dispensationeXXX1.1-6 (345).

11%id., De modo regiminis ecclesiasti¢{l.1-17 (331-32).

17id., De fidei ueritate XX.5-6 (273); id. De spe et timore435-437 (440).
18id., Contra iudicium DeiV1.88-90 (37).

oM. 6:24.
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Of course the root of worldliness laid in corpdyal As mentioned in the previous

section, Agobard held a negative view of the badysidering it something to be overcome or at
least ignored in a person’s quest for the betgeritsal life. Since Agobard thought that people
should properly advance from bodily thoughts anaceons to the spiritual, corporality formed
the opposite to that progression, and served a®pahat drove Agobard to write on some
issues. The greed which led Christians to figlsheather over their livestock would go hand-in-
hand with an over-emphasis on the body. So wanlidsistence on the adoration of icons, an
over-fondness of liturgical singing, or a priesgleeting his duties in his desire to advance
quickly up the clerical ranks. However, the bothys so much in the background for these
issues, it is difficult to tell how much corporglitoncerned Agobard in these instances. Itis
possible that it bothered him greatly, yet sincevhaete to audiences who would have understood
the dangers of corporality, he did not belabourpbiat.

Corporality played a much more obvious role inflght against Judaism. That Jews are
carnal was an accusation thoroughly entrenchedirstian tradition by Augustine, Jerome, and
other Fathers, Agobard was simply the latest tat’$& However, he did so in a rather unusual
way. Agobard did discuss some points of koshech®ring and mentioned the Sabbath, stock
pieces of evidence of Jews'’ literal, carnal, intetation of the Hebrew Scriptures, but he did not
dwell on the point$?* He did not even broach the subject of circumaisamother favourite of
anti-Jewish authors. Instead, what seems mostsiffe to Agobard were the beliefs he thought
Jews held about God. He reported that, among thiregs, Jews believe God has a real body,
and that he sits on a throne carried by four beastdarge palac&? This “stupidity” Gtultitia)

sealed Jews’ carnality, since they were so absarbtkir own bodies they imagined God had

120 Boyarin,Carnal Israe| 1-2.
121 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorunv4-84 (193); id.De iudaicis superstitioniby.74-77 (207).
122jd., De iudaicis superstitionibys<.1-8 (205-06).
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one as well. Such carnality could only make Jewsenof a pollutant and a threat in Agobard’s

mind, since even their spiritual life was taintgddorporeal thoughts.

Order and Unity

Scholars who have studied Agobard’s works haveedthat, along with his anxieties
around pollution and worldliness, he had a greairddor unity and thus saw reason for concern
in anything he felt threatened that desire. Jer€alyen noted that for Agobard both Jews and
trial by ordeal went against the principle of Ctisis order and unity”> Cabaniss mentioned
that Agobard stressed the unity of all of God’sgdepwhile Muller claimed Agobard’s ideal
was for all to be integrated into therpus Christ*** Boshof similarly argued that
Verchristlichung the incorporation of all into theorpus Christiinfluenced Agobard’s
conflicts!®

Unity does indeed seem to have been importangtubArd. He spoke of the unity of all
in Christ. He wrote of Christ dying to make allegrand thus all people are one in Chiit.
Agobard also asked that those whom Christ madetwnagh the cross not be divid&d. He
worried about members of his flock being drawn avvagn the body of Christ by heterodoxies
or the allurements of the wort@® Unity played a role, explicit or implicit, in emework, every
issue he tackled. The significance of unity foroAgrd came in what he saw as a correlation
between unity and faith, disunity and faithlessnedgobard’s logic went as follows: Christ’s

disciples are known by love, thus the devil’'s diges must be known by strife. Love through

Christ brings about unity, while dissensions causethe devil bring disunity. So for Agobard,

123 Cohen Living Letters 136.

124 cabanissAgobard 31; Miiller, “Kirche von Lyon,” 225.

125 Boshof,Agobard 43-44.

126 Agobard,Aduersus legem Gundobadli.5-6, IV.1-5 (20-21).

127id., Contra obiectiones FredegjskXI.16-21 (299).

1280 g. id.,De grandine XV.18-28 (14); id.De modo regiminis ecclesiastji¢X (330-31).
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unity and faith fed each other, just as dissensimnkdisunity reinforced each otHét. Thus the

only hope for political unity was through the loared unity brought about by faith in Christ.

Agobard also thought that a unified society shdaddan ordered society. The maxim “a
place for everything and everything in its plagadyed out in his writings on a wider scale. He
believed there was a place and proper role for eonaeéd empire, such as protecting church
property from unlawful usurpations, as evidencedhigyinvolvement at the council of
Attigny.™* This included a proper class of law to be usetia empire, as evidenced by his
Aduersus legem Gundobadiikewise, the authority of bishops and canoredieel to be
properly respected and obsery&tand of course, all people must believe (geneiadiuding
appropriate action) properhy?

More than any other subject, Agobard had a gregtafecompany when it came to
extolling the virtues of and praying for unity. deneral, Pippin 1ll and Charlemagne had started
the Carolingians down a path which sought to craaeciety in which the rules of religion and
those of society became one and the same, sollth@abe united as right-believing and acting
members of a Christian sociefyl. It took only three generations for the path sePlppin 1l to
reach its ideological apex. By the time Louis fheus issued hi®rdinatio Imperiiin 817 the
concept “not yet elaborated but generally felt: abmthat the empire was itself a Christian
unity, and more than that, was itself the Corpusgfihindivisible and sacred” governed

Carolingian laws and decision makit.

129id., Contra iudicium Dei134-143 (38).

130 Agobard,De dispensationdV.1-50 (122-23).

131e g. id.,De priuilegio sacerdoti{53-69); id.,De priuilegio apostolicae sed{803-06).

1326 g. id.,De quorundam inlusione signoruf®37-43).

133 Chandler, “Heresy and empire,” 516; H&uyal Patronage98-100; McKitterick Frankish Church2-5.
134 Wallace-Hadrill,Frankish Church231.
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From this desire for a new, Christian society goewthe Carolingian reform program,

particularly with its emphasis on Christian edusatior clergy and lay alik&® From this ideal
also came the Carolingian emphasis on unity. MekKiak, however, has argued that instead of
strict unity, Carolingian intellectuals pressed¢oncord. The difference being that unity
required an absolute sameness that the Carolingianpdy lacked the administrative apparatus,
and perhaps even desire to enforce. Concord,eather hand, allowed for diversity within an
over-arching unity, permitting the inevitable reggb differences within a framework of
agreement on basic principl&8. This would agree with what Hen noted about thertsf of
Merovingian clergy to bring about uniformity, tithey really sought the regularization of the
order for the Mass, not a uniformity in text anddaage™>’ Whether modern scholars label
what the Carolingians wanted as ‘unity’ or ‘congblbwever, the intent was to create a
cohesive Christian society based on a measuréual tiniformity previously unknown in the
Christian west.

Of course the Carolingian drive for concord invemlwoyal support and sometimes
leadership. It also encompassed far more thaarthes of the Mass referenced by Hen. The
Carolingians left virtually no area of life untowthin their effort to renew and reform their
burgeoning empire. They turned their attentiomanous aspects of life for all of their subjects,
since the formation of a Christian society necassit the confluence of public, private, and
religious spheres. Carolingian rulers and eccitis@a magnates often found each other to be
ready partners in remoulding society into a Chaisframework. Frankish rulers had for

generations turned to their own bishops for answeeb®th theological and ecclesial questions.

135 Admonitio generalisc.72 MGH Capit |, 59-60);Concilium Attiniacensec.2-4 MGH Conc 11.2, 471-72);
Sullivan, “Carolingian monasticism,” 259; McKittek, Frankish Kingdoms145.

136 McKitterick, “Unity and diversity,” 81-82.

137 Hen, “Unity in diversity,” 26-27.
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The bishops and clergy in turn looked to the rutersreate an atmosphere safe and stable

enough for the church to thrivé®

Throughout the period Carolingians met in counaild assemblies, both regional and
empire-wide, in order to pass laws and canons deditp bring about the desired Christian
society. That was, at least, the theory of whyntleetings continued to occur. The Carolingians
had a great deal of what Wallace-Hadrill calledyi$tative intention.**® The question has
always been, and continues to be, how effectiveCmelingians were in putting their reforms
and ideals into practice. For example, it seerasttie major attempt to reform and regularize
the liturgy, the issuance of the sacramentary lsgfope Hadrian along with the supplement
devised by Benedict of Aniane, never completelyaegd the older forms of the liturgy.
Benedict’s supplement in fact included some oldatemal, but the nods to other traditions did
not suffice to replace thefi® Other areas, such as the preservation of thevategal
traditions, bemoaned by Agobard, likewise showdbrtinued diversity within the greater unity
of the empiré**

It is a great irony that the ideology of unity cbad its height under Louis the Pious, the
very emperor popularly blamed with the demise eféimpire and what unity it engendered.
While more recent scholarship has questioned tdicplar assessment, it must be noted that
when one surveys the scope of Frankish historypthiécal unity over such a broad area created
by Pippin Il and Charlemagne, and however wellntaned by Louis, was clearly the
aberration. Despite their failure at prolongingjtpzal unity, the Carolingians nevertheless stood

as an early attempt to turn their ideals into dqmiactice’*?> Agobard, then, proves only one

138 Chelini, “Les ‘remplois’ liturgiques,” 324-26; Chdler, “Heresy and empire,” 507-09; McKitteridkiankish
Church xix-xx; Le JanFamille et pouvoiy 133-34.

139 Wallace-Hadrill,Frankish Church258.
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141 Eouracre, “Origins of the nobility,” 21.

142 Boshof, “Einheitsidee,” 164-65; McKitterickrankish Church209.
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more Carolingian among many who desired unity tghotine creation of a properly Christian

society.

Conclusion: Back to Jews

Thus far, this dissertation has explored a myoia@spects regarding Agobard — his
context, life, writing, anti-Judaism, and his otleencerns. All throughout | have tried to show
how Agobard was rarely alone, or even that unusaahat he thought, and that most of the
concerns he had about Jews were not exclusivesto.th have tried to show his struggle against
the Jews in his area and his views on Judaism withaving his anti-Judaism dominate the
discussion, in order to give as full a picture whlas possible. Yet all of that is not to suggest
that scholarly interest in his anti-Judaism haseesplaced or has unnecessarily magnified that
trait, rather, it most certainly warrants investiga and explanation. Having studied Agobard as
closely as possible, | can now return to the qaastbegged by the scholarship and by
Agobard’s own writings; why did Jews bother himmnsoch that he parted company with his
contemporaries, and why should scholars care?

Much of the reason why Agobard wrote so much andegatively about Judaism must
stem from the fact that he found in Jews a groupeoiple who hit on every single one of his
anxieties. Jews were, for Agobard, the very pamagd every sin which drove him to write. He
claimed as much iBe insolentia ludaeoruppromising to demonstrate to Louis “how they are
worse than all unbelieverd*® No other group had as many claims on Agobardieties as
Jews did.

Most obviously from his writings, Jews provokedigties around carnality for Agobard.

They still kept the laws dfashrut tested the purity of a menstruant’s blood, kepery literal

143« quomodo peiores sint omnibus increduli§. Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorun44 (194).
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Sabbath, and believed in a corporeal &8din short, Agobard saw Judaism as a religion based

on bodily rites and regulations which could onlyvgeto prevent its followers from attaining an
appropriate, “spiritual,” understanding of God, drydextension, of Jesus as God’s son.
Agobard summarised and sealed this ensnaremeatwsfid the corporeal when he transmitted
Jerome’s accusation that Jews “prefer the teactiihgeen to the teachings of Gotf”

Moreover, Jews’ carnality was intimately linked kwtheir disbelief and their blackened spiritual
state. According to Agobard, the Law expelledgpeit of idolatry from the Jews upon its
initial reception. However, after Christ came, fpérit “returned to its original home, now
ornamented with carnal observations of the lawsanlied by Pharisaic traditions. . .it brought
seven other worse spirits with it. . .making [themurse than before**® Jewish carnality was so
complete, in fact, that they confused the venematicicons with idol worship, and so accused
Christians of the very carnality from which theyfsted (X.54-55). Agobard thought that Jews
were so trapped in corporeal, literal, ways of king, that they could not recognise a possible
spiritual reason for the practice.

This Jewish focus on the body directly threatesueg Christian who had regular contact
with Jews. Agobard argued against Jews even emgl@hristians as domestic servants, “lest
Christian women keep the Sabbath with them, aridHey work on the Lord’s day, lest they
break fast with them during Lent, and lest theiwagts eat meat during Lent, lest any Christian
earn meat slain and skinned by Jews in returndoiice and sell it to another Christian, lest they
drink their wine, and other like things™ Agobard, at least in this passage, was not wbttiat

Jews’ domestic servants would become spiritualhytéa by their service, but rather that they

144id., De insolentia ludaeorun¥4-85 (193); id.Pe iudaicis superstitioniby.1-2,71-75 (205, 207).

145id., De iudaicis superstitionibys<.80-81 (208); quoting JeromEpistula CXX] 19-20.

146« ad pristinam domum reuersum. . .carnaliber®uegis obseruationibus ornatam, a farisaiciitimibus
ueluti mundatam. . .septem alios nequiores segpiaissumpsit. . .peiora fecit prioribus.” Agohddd iudaicis
superstitionibusXX.20-30 (215).

147« ne femine christiane cum eis sabbatizaretme diebus dominicis operarentur, ne diebus xiume eis
pranderent, et mercennarii eorum isdem diebus samamducarent, ne quilibet christianus carnes aisud
immolatas et deglubatas emeret et aliis christinaigleret, ne uinum illorum biberent, et alia hoiadi.” id., De
insolentia ludaeorum68-73 (192-93).
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would take on some of the physical practices of timasters. Besides a perhaps obvious

concern about judaizing, held by many clerics siheeearly church, Agobard did not explain
why a Christian drinking Jewish wine, for exampl&s bad in and of itself. If he did find any
spiritual danger in such an event, he did not aldie it.

Indeed Agobard instead seems to have ignoredgriyual ramifications of Jewish
observances such as the Sabbath. Convinced thatdere helplessly trapped in the physicality
of their religion, Agobard focused on how such pas could affect a Christian body. It seems
rather ironic that Agobard, who so often arguedsf@rogression from the worldly to the
spiritual, should focus so much on Christians naming the correcputwardpractices of
Christianity — attending services, not working am&ay, observing set fasts, and so forth —in
the face obutwardJewish practices. Given that some of the Car@mgeform efforts focused
on creating right practice as a way to ensure tighief*® it is not surprising that a Carolingian
like Agobard would assert that the opposite aldd trae, that wrong practice could only lead to
wrong belief. From this perspective, if keeping taws ofkashrutled to believing that God has
a literal body, the only way to prevent Christidmsn believing the latter was to forbid them to
keep the former. Indeed, Agobard told Nibridiu®m cauendo conuictu et societate iudaica
that he had forbidden the Christians under hisgliction from marrying or socialising with
Jews, lest they fail in their Christian fafth.

This focus on the necessity of avoiding Jewisinaigpractices complicates Agobard’s
insistence on de-emphasising the world and the gdge it used the body as proof of the
soul’s condition. However, as well as being a Gagan approach to the problem, this also

could be seen as an argument based on the vepygheidesus espoused when he said “you will

148 patzold, “Bischofe,” 152-62; HeRoyal Patronage67-68; de Jong, “Early medieval polity,” 120; Mtérick,
Frankish Church5-9, 156-57.
149 Agobard,De cauendo conuicits8-61 (232).
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know them by their fruits®° Agobard even argued as muchAiduersum legem Gundobadiy

claiming that the “city of God” should be separatexin the “city of the devil,” and that a
person’s deeds would indicate to which city thelpbged™* If Agobard considered keeping

the Sabbath “bad fruit,” but attending services aotworking on Sunday “good fruit,” then his
fear of Christians keeping Jewish practices makases Thus, instead of ignoring the spiritual
ramifications of Jewish observances, Agobard attdd¢kem the only concrete way that he

could, by their fruits.

While Agobard made Jewish carnality clear, hetleftassociated anxiety of worldliness
implicit. However, Jewish willingness to go thréugecular lines of power in order to guard
their possessions in the form of slaves can hdrdlinterpreted any other way. Though Agobard
did not write as much, what he did write certainfs the implication that caring about a slave as
a material possession to the point of denying siavahrough baptism would be an extreme
form of worldliness. Agobard, having made the Jeasnality quite clear, seems to have felt
comfortable leaving their worldliness unspokenteAfll, how could Jews, trapped in their
bodies through their carnal rites, do anything othan care for the things of the world more
than the things of God?

Along with carnality and implied worldliness Agablaaccused Jews of frequent, if
largely-unspecified, blasphemies. The only desiormpAgobard offered of these blasphemies
came inDe iudaicis superstitionibus et erroribushen he outlined some of Judaism’s mystical
beliefs, and provided a version of theledoth Jeshi*? Despite the paucity of proof he

submitted, Agobard asserted that Jews “never ddaspheming and cursing believers publicly

and privately.**® He did mention, on Jerome’s authority, that Jeais/ curse Christ and

1O\t 7:15-20.
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Christians as part of their prayérs. Jews even apparently had the temerity to premch t

Christians about “what is better to be believed laeld” (50-52)'*° Until the description ifDe
iudaicis superstitionibysAgobard seems to have trusted to an automati¢caneful response
from the court based on the mere charge of blaspheather than deeming it necessary to offer
much by way of proof.

Jews also harmed the unity and order of the emgsréar as Agobard was concerned.
As discussed in Chapter 2, he complaineDénnsolentia ludaeorurthat the Jewish
community in Lyon, and Louis’s ruling in their fawg had caused the Christian community
there to become scatteratistricti), to suffer a very clear and concrete disufitySlightly
more obliquely, and based on Agobard’s thoughtsiebewish carnality and the potential for
Christians to take on Jewish practices, the praloyay Jews could cause the Christian
community to break apart was through creating & ¢dditurgical, and thus communal,
cohesion. That is, if a portion of the Christimmununity kept the Sabbath with Jews (whether
or not the Jews were their masters or employerdghre rest of the Christians attended Mass
on Sunday, as Agobard claimedDe cauendo conuictu et societate iudaitteen the
community was no longer unifiéd’ Agobard wrote to Nibridius of Narbonne of Chists led
into error by Jews, and urged his friend to stayng in the face of such forces beating against
the Church (45-49, 86-91).

In short, Jews represented the culmination ahallpitfalls and sins that drove Agobard
to write. Put more colloquially, Jews pushed &lhgobard’s buttons. In his view they had no
redeeming value and were of no use to Christiagspite Augustine’s assertions otherwise.

Rather, their very presence was a constant trwahetChristian community, a challenge to

154id., De insolentia ludaeorun86-87 (193).

155« quid potius credendum esset ac tenenduin(192).
156 Agobard,De insolentia ludaeorup#7-49 (192).

157id., De cauendo conuicii29-31 (232).



216
Christianity’s claim to be the only true religicand a stumbling block to unity. Jews stood

opposed to the right-believing, orderly universeoBbgrd wanted.

Unfortunately for Agobard, he could not simply getof Jews, which brings us to
another reason of why Agobard wrote as he did erstibject — Jews posed a perpetual problem
in his mind. Unlike misbelieving or misbehavingr@tians whom Agobard could, at least in
theory, cajole or coerce back to orthodoxy or extomicate, he had no weapons against Jews
themselves. Whether Agobard felt that, doctrindily could not move against the Jewish
community in order to affect the separation he adted, and | doubt that was the case, he most
certainly could not politically, practically. Theharters issued by Louis and the presence of
Evrard, the so-callephagister ludaeorumand othemissiaround Lyon during the conflict made
that clear. Write as he may about the necessisgpérating Jews and Christians, Agobard could
not make it happen.

This inability to act led to an unspoken admissiren in his own writings, that, as
deeply as Agobard disliked them, Jews had a plateei world and the empire. Again, he
showed no desire to convert Jews, just their slat#esalso gave no indication of wishing to
expel Jews from Lyon or the empire. He also didadwvocate killing Jews. What he did, was
push for a radical segregation which would haveofulews, economically and socially, from
mainstream life in the empire. He not only calledthe right to baptise Jews’ slave&he
argued that Jews should not have Christian domestiants and that Christians should not
drink Jewish winé>® He likewise cited as examples to be followedistand canons of how
Christians should not socialise with Jews, nor &hdaws have any kind of authority over

Christianst®® He claimed to have prohibited the Christianseaurds jurisdiction from eating or

158 Agobard,De baptismo mancipiorum ludaeory#il5-17); id. Contra praeceptum impiui85-88).
159id., De insolentia ludaeorun68 and 116 (192, 194).
189id., De iudaicis superstitionibygl-VIIl (199-204).
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drinking with or marrying Jew® This begrudging admission of a place for Jewtséworld

thus eventually turned into a nebulous foot-holchewhere outside of a Christian society. If
Agobard (or Amulo, or the bishops at Meaux/Par&) Bucceeded in his attempts to separate the
two communities, then Jewish life in the ninth ceptcould have begun to look much more like
that in the later Middle Ages, with the attendargperceptions and persecutions.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Agobard approachedrtitdgm he saw in Jews as a
Carolingian. He tried to convince other Carolimgiaof what he thought in ways familiar to
them, through Scriptures, canons, and the Fathdissunderstanding of the Christian society his
contemporaries tried to build drove him to firskegtion the issue of baptising the slaves of Jews.
Official resistance to that led him to challengeaulsoand other officials to defend that decision.
As the confrontation progressed Agobard, who hahlveised in the culture of the reform of
Charlemagne, challenged them further to fulfill wha understood as the necessary end of that
culture, and create their perfect, Christian sgdigtseparating out Jews.

So it was that Agobard, the great illustrator anticoof the Carolingian contradiction
about Jews, also showed that the Carolingian ageihctarectio et emendatitself contained
the seeds of the later history of Jewish-Christedations. The Carolingian insistence on the
formation of a Christian society, followed to itgglcal conclusion, necessarily excluded Jews.
However much scholars see positive relations betwews and Christians on the ground during
this period (and I include myself in this groupg, that through charters such as those granted by
Louis or by reading against the grain of rants Wgobard’s, we can no longer ignore that when
the Carolingians issued legislation which, for epéenordered that bishops and priests teach the

Catholic faith to all the peopl&? when the Carolingians very deliberately went alweating a

161id., De cauendo conuiciib8-60 (232).
162 Admonitio generalisc.61 MGH Capit |, 58).
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Christian society, they absolutely left anotheldgical path available for later anti-Judaism in

Europe.

I most certainly do not want to argue for somedkelgical inevitability in the course of
Jewish-Christian relations in medieval Europe.viengs generations of scholars took that
course, only to have later ones show that it cabadhat simple. After all, the majority of the
Carolingian leadership, both lay and clerical, iggtbor disregarded the very conclusions
Agobard came to about Jews based on his Carolitigiaring. That later leadership chose
instead to act on similar conclusions has to beetgtdod in the contexts of those times and
places. However, it must be acknowledged that tieeelopments did not spring out of
nowhere but rather had some of their roots in éigious and social innovations of the
Carolingian period. Later anti-Jewish authors aadntecedent, however unknown, in the

Carolingian Agobard.
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