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Following the Norman Conquest of 1066, William the Conqueror had consolidated his rule over his subjects through the construction of vast castles that dominated and proliferated the landscape, which also served as a reminder of English defeat, and of Norman glory. By the end of the century, the volume of Norman infrastructure had expanded greatly, with the construction of domineering castles including the concentric motte and bailey structures and stone towers that eventually became synonymous with Norman identity. 
Rochester Castle is one of the best-preserved Norman edifices that was initially constructed as a motte and bailey castle around 1080, making it one of the earliest Norman castles in Britain.[footnoteRef:1] Following the death of William the Conqueror in 1087, the Anglo-Norman empire was thrust into political discourse between William’s sons, Robert Curthouse and William Rufus. One of Curthouse’s supporters, Odo, Bishop of Bayeux had claimed Rochester Castle as a seat of power, yet it was besieged successfully in 1088 by William Rufus.[footnoteRef:2] Following Rufus’ successful siege, the castle was then fortified with stone, indicating that Rufus intended to establish Rochester Castle as an impregnable and permanent structure that would withstand any future sieges. Rochester Castle was constructed in a way reminiscent to that of the White Tower at the Tower of London, its impregnable design also being replicated at places like Colchester. Coincidentally, Rochester Castle shared the same architect as that of the White Tower, Bishop Gundulf of Rochester, who agreed to rebuild the castle “for the king with stone at his own expense”.[footnoteRef:3] [1:  Colin Flight and A. C. Harrison, “Rochester Castle, 1976”, Archaeologia Cantiana, Vol. 94 (1978), pp. 27 – 29]  [2:  Katherine Lack, Conqueror’s Son: Duke Robert Curthouse, Thwarted King (History Press Limited, 2008), p. 1]  [3:  Textus Roffensis, ed. T. Hearne, 1720, (pp.145 – 148), cited in Colin Flight and A. C. Harrison, “Rochester Castle, 1976”, Archaeologia Cantiana, Vol. 94 (1978), p. 29] 

In 1127, William of Corbeil, the Archbishop of Canterbury, was granted the custody of Rochester Castle by Henry I, and immediately began the construction of the castle’s great keep that dominated the skyline.[footnoteRef:4] Such domineering edifices were central to Norman identity, as an attempt to remind the English of their defeat at the Norman Conquest in 1066. Indeed, The Tower of London, a structure embodying the architectural feats and capabilities of the Normans, dominated the skyline of Medieval London in a show of dominance that more than likely encouraged the subservience of recently-conquered Londoners. Such grand constructions had other advantages, including spacious lodgings for staff and garrisons, as well as being “very difficult to capture” due to the impregnable nature of the thick stone walls.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  Tim Ayers and T. W. T. Tatton-Brown, Medieval art, architecture and archaeology at Rochester (British Architectural Association, 2006), p. 28]  [5:  David Walker, The Normans in Britain (Massachusetts: Blackwell Publishers, 1995), p. 118] 

However, despite its impregnable design, Rochester Castle did endure further sieges. The First Baron’s War of 1215 brought about the fall of Rochester Castle, which was described by the Barnwell Chronicler as being a “siege so hard pressed nor so strongly resisted”, indicating that it took much effort to siege the castle.[footnoteRef:6] Although wooden structures were easy to erect, took little manpower and was relatively inexpensive, fire was often an effective way to destroy them. As such, the fortification of the castles with resilient stone meant that the castles became permanent and often impregnable. Following the siege of 1215, the soldiers indeed used pig fat so “that we may bring fire beneath the castle”, which led to the eventual collapse of the castle and its protective curtain walls.[footnoteRef:7] Following a further siege in 1264, Rochester Castle was not repaired for many years after, implying that although Norman castles were certainly imposing, they were not always wholly protective. Despite Rochester Castle considered as one of the most resilient defensive Norman castles in Britain, there exists a school of thought that the fall of Rochester Castle seems to have brought about a lack of faith in Norman infrastructure, as was indicated by the Barnwell Chronicler’s statement that “few cared to put their trust in castles”.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  Barnwell Chronicler, cited in Norman J. G. Pounds, The Medieval Castle in England and Wales: A Political and Social History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) p. 115]  [7:  King John’s Writ cited in John Gillingham and Danny Danziger, 1215, The Year of Magna Carta (Simon and Schuster, 2004), p. 255]  [8:  Barnwell Chronicler, cited in Norman J. G. Pounds, The Medieval Castle in England and Wales: A Political and Social History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) p. 115] 

Before the construction of Rochester Castle around 1080, there existed a Roman fortress built strategically upon a road that led directly to London.[footnoteRef:9] Such a route was vital in the Middle Ages, as it led to the epicentre of politics and medieval life. The city of Rochester had been established at the time of Roman Britain, with the diocese that later became Rochester Cathedral forming the nucleus of the city. In Bede’s Ecclesiastical History of the English People, he estimates that the diocese of Rochester Castle was only “twenty-four miles west of Canterbury”[footnoteRef:10]. The construction of a castle in such close proximity to two influential religious powerhouses could perhaps be indicative of Norman identity, who were a culture conscious to appear pious by establishing a city that revolved around religion.  [9:  Marilyn Stokstad, Medieval Castles (Greenwood Publishing Group, 2005), p.7]  [10:  Bede’s Ecclesiastical History of the English People, ed. B. Colgrave and R.A.B Mynors, Oxford Medieval Texts, 1969 (pp. 142 – 143), cited in Martin Brett, The Church at Rochester, 604 – 1185, ed. N. Yates and P. Welsby (Boydell & Brewer, 1996), p. 1] 

The idea of identity was central to the Normans, its importance arguably made evident by the conscious effort to construct impressive buildings in order to be perceived as capable and powerful military rulers. Additionally, another way in which the construction of castles led to the expansion of Anglo-Norman territory was through the colonisation of a previously “fragmented” Anglo-Saxon society.[footnoteRef:11] The construction of castles is ubiquitous to Normanitas in the same way that feudalism and Anglo-Norman colonisation was - however, much scholarly debate surround the true success of Norman architecture, with the simple argument that many of the elements that we consider ‘Norman’ were already in place in Anglo-Saxon Britain, and should therefore “not be viewed as Norman achievement”.[footnoteRef:12]   [11:  Della Hooke, The Landscape of Anglo-Saxon England (Leicester University Press, 1998), p. 93]  [12:  Naomi Sykes, Proceedings of the Battle Conference 2004, ed. J. Gillingham (Boydell Press, 2005), p. 185] 

	Aside from this, Rochester Castle gradually became a strategic edifice used during conflicts between the royalty and nobility, and was also important in safeguarding not only London, but also the land around it. Rochester Castle was just one of the castles that formed a protective ring around London that protected the city in the event of invasion. William the Conqueror had intended that London, a city of immense significance during the Middle Ages, be protected by a ring of fortresses with relative proximity to each other. William the Conqueror presumably was all too aware of the threat of invasion, and thus the protection of London, the epicentre of politics, was of utmost importance. At the heart of the protective concentric ring around London was the Tower of London, which dominated the London skyline and imposed a sense of subservience into the hearts of the Londoners, a constant reminder of their defeat at the Norman Conquest, as mentioned previously. Castles therefore were, in essence, a projection of Norman power.
	There exists a school of thought that the density of the castles built by the Normans could perhaps be indicative of insecurity, suggesting that the Normans were not entirely confident in their abilities as rulers, and that they were fearful of invasion.[footnoteRef:13] Additionally, it could be suggested that the insecurity of the Normans stemmed from a fear of unrest from those that they had conquered in England, and thus the infrastructure that they built encouraged subservience and garnered control over their subjects. Certainly, the territorial expansion of Anglo-Norman Britain, as well as the Domesday Book of 1086, and the establishment of feudalism suggests that the Normans had attempted to colonise and urbanise medieval society. On the other hand, the amount of Norman architecture that emerged in a relatively short period of time reiterates the capability of the Normans and is also testament to their wealth and power. As such, the construction of domineering edifices was central to the Norman image that we associate with strength and control. In short, it was evident that the density of castles in Anglo-Norman Britain was intrinsic to the success of the Normans, due to the “co-ordinated chain of defence” across the country that so successfully consolidated Norman power.[footnoteRef:14]  [13:  Christopher Harper-Bill, Anglo-Norman Studies XXII: Proceedings of the Battle Conference 1999 (Boydell & Brewer, 1999), p. 263]  [14:  David C. Douglas, The Norman Achievement 1050 – 1100 (Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1969), p. 88] 

To conclude, the castles built by the Normans undeniably created a sense of a lasting Norman legacy that essentially immortalised the Normans as capable, successful rulers. We can potentially credit the urbanisation of Anglo-Norman Britain to the Normans, who arguably brought a shared sense of identity to medieval Britain, a country that was previously fragmented under Anglo-Saxon rule. The colonisation of Britain as a feudal state not only suggests that the Normans were respected by those that they had conquered (albeit by instilling fear by erecting domineering edifices and driving home the English defeat at the Norman Conquest), but also that they achieved a sense of Normanitas, and the consolidation of power through the construction of said castles.
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