[bookmark: _GoBack]In what ways did King Stephen’s reign provide a contrast to the reigns of his predecessor and successor?  
From 1135 to 1154, the Monarch of England was King Stephen who was preceded in that capacity by his uncle Henry I, who ruled from 1100 until 1135 and he was in turn succeeded as king by Henry II, his first cousin once removed, from 1154 to 1189. Stephen’s reign was notably different to that of both his predecessor and his successor; they bore more similarities to each other than to him. The contrasts between Stephen’s reign and those of both Kings Henry are multiple. They primarily include dissimilarities in the dynamics of power, control and relationships as a result of the varied responsibilities and functions of their position. 
One of the big differences relates to the extended loss of control over several parts of England during Stephen’s reign. While all three kings would have to contend with such revolts, Stephen’s problems went on for the longest. During the Anarchy, his rival claimant, Empress Matilda was able to take control over the southwest of the country, surrounding Bristol[footnoteRef:1].  An additional example of this loss of control was with William of Aumale, who amassed such power in the north of the country that he was viewed as being King in all but name there[footnoteRef:2]. The closest equivalent to this during Henry I’s reign, was the rebellion of Robert of Belleme, which was resolved within the span of a year and followed by a thirty-three-year period where the King held the obedience of all his English territories[footnoteRef:3]. Likewise, Henry II faced a rebellion in the British Isles from 1173-1174 where he succeeded in regaining control over the land in a comparatively short amount of time compared to Stephen[footnoteRef:4].  One of Henry II’s first acts as King was to assert his authority over William of Aumale[footnoteRef:5] by removing his land[footnoteRef:6]. [1:  D. Jones, The Plantagenets The Kings who made England, (77-85 Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith, London W6 8JB: HarperPress, 2013) p xiv]  [2:  M.T Clanchy, England and its Rulers 1066-1272, (77-85 Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith, London W6 8JB: Fontana Press, 1989) p 129]  [3:  G.W. Hollister, Henry I, (St Edmundbury Press, Suffolk, Yale University Press, 2003) pp 157-158 ]  [4:  R. Bartlett, England under the Norman and Angevin Kings 1075-1225, (Great Clarendon Street, Oxford OX2 6DP: Oxford University Press Inc, 2000) pp 55-56]  [5:  Clanchy, p 129]  [6:  Jones, p 50] 

Another difference between the reigns is the monarch’s success or lack thereof in maintaining the position of the Duke of Normandy. Stephen started out as ruler in Normandy as Duke, in addition to his kingship in England, but he neglected to focus on the former, instead fixating intently and solely on England[footnoteRef:7]. Normandy would later be conquered by the Count of Anjou, Geoffrey, who after waging a lengthy military campaign[footnoteRef:8], was formally proclaimed Duke in 1144[footnoteRef:9]. Stephen’s uncle, Henry I, who took Normandy,[footnoteRef:10] was able to maintain the Duchy as a part of his empire until his death and he also spent the majority of his reign in the duchy in order to properly secure it[footnoteRef:11]. The same applies to the later King Henry who thwarted a grab on Normandy in the 1173-74 rebellion[footnoteRef:12]. Although Henry II was conquered by his son and heir, Richard the Lionheart and the French King, Phillip II at the end of his life, he still remained the Duke of Normandy. This stands in contrast to Stephen’s complete loss of both title and duchy.  [7:  King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), D. Couch, p 50]  [8:   King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), p 50]  [9:  Jones, p 19]  [10:  D. Matthew, King Stephen, (102 Gloucester Avenue London, NW1 8HX: Cambridge University Press, 2002) p 38]  [11:  King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), p 57]  [12:  Bartlett, p 55] 

King Stephen enjoyed a consistently positive relationship with the French Capetian dynasty, especially when this is compared with the equivalent relationships held by both his predecessor and successor. Stephen’s takeover was favoured by the Capetians, as it removed the danger of Anjou being unified with Normandy and England. It also brought the Blois territory of Stephen’s family into the opposing expansionism of the Angevins[footnoteRef:13]. By contrast, in Henry I’s reign, French King Louis VI worked to undermine him by allying with and propping up the King’s nephew and rival, William Clito[footnoteRef:14]. In Henry II’s time, as a consequence of his family controlling more of the country than the French Kings, the latter actively backed rebellions against Henry II in 1173-74 and 89. Stephen’s relations were happier because he was viewed in Paris as an asset to their them rather than a threat like Henry I and II. The strongest example of this being the military alliance of Louis VII with Stephen and his heir, Eustace, that attempted to deprive the Angevins of Normandy[footnoteRef:15]. When the King of England was the rival of a potential Angevin Empire, the Capetians could join him, less so when the King rules much of that Empire.  [13:  King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), p 45]  [14:  Hollister, p 319]  [15:  King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), pp 55-56] 

Stephen’s reign saw a collapse in the enforcement of law and order. At the time, this was blamed on an overly peaceful nature that led him away from inflicting harsh punishments[footnoteRef:16]. His rule was significant for the type of extraordinary crimes that took place within it, up to and including abductions, robberies and torture, the latter being a very widespread problem. The amount of violent crimes that were recorded is also far higher during Stephen’s reign than under both Henry I and II. The civil war that went on throughout Stephen’s rule also saw wholesale plundering and killing, along with frequent destruction in general[footnoteRef:17]. Henry I’s reign differed strongly in this regard as he maintained the law with fearsome severity[footnoteRef:18]. His reign came to be seen as a time of peace and justice, which stood in sharp contrast to Stephen’s era of chaos and sin[footnoteRef:19]. Henry II’s reign began with him restoring the order that had been lost under his predecessor[footnoteRef:20]. The contrast between his own reign and Stephen’s in regard to law and order is attested to by the fact that Henry II oversaw a series of improvements to the legal system[footnoteRef:21]. [16:  Clanchy, p 123]  [17:   King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), Hugh M. Thomas, pp 141-154]  [18:  Clanchy, p 74]  [19:  Clanchy, p 119]  [20:  Clanchy, p 129]  [21:  W.L. Warren, Henry II, (St Edmundbury Press Ltd, Yale University Press, 2000) p 317] 

One particular problem in Stephen’s rule that generally distinguished it from the other two periods was the issue of castles being constructed without a licence. Contemporary sources found the scale of of the new castles being built in this period remarkable enough to specifically record it.[footnoteRef:22] The scale of this can also be seen in the fact that the issue of what to do with the castles built during Stephen’s reign formed a prominent part of the diplomacy that brought the civil war to an end[footnoteRef:23]. These castles were built by criminal knights who used them as a place commit other crimes. That Henry I was opposed to castles being built without his permission is demonstrated by how a complication of his laws describes the illegal construction of a castle as a crime that would result in the King himself targeting the preparator[footnoteRef:24]. Henry II’s handling of this matter can be seen in how one of his first acts after ascending to the throne was to launch a programme to demolish all castles that the rebel barons had established during the war, as a means of enforcing his authority[footnoteRef:25].   [22:  Matthew, p 127]  [23:  E. King, King Stephen, (TJ International Ltd, Padstow, Cornwall: Yale University Press, 2010) p 290]  [24:  Bartlett, p 279]  [25:  Warren, pp 140-141] 

Differences can also be seen in regard to the Royal income throughout the three reigns. Under Stephen’s rule there was a sharp drop in the Monarch’s landed income compared to its equivalent in Henry I’s time. This would only rise again after Henry II became King. This fluctuation can be inferred from the pipe rolls. An 1130 pipe roll demonstrates that he had an income of £24788, with taxes being the source of just over a quarter in total. The next such roll, while not necessarily from Stephen’s reign, is from 1156, just three years after his death. By that stage, the King’s income had halved, down to £12835 while the percentage of the revenue gained taxation had risen to 40%. The pipe roll of 1165 after Henry II had been ruler for longer showed revenue being £21032, closer to his grandfather’s income than to that of his mother’s cousin, with taxes shrinking as a source. The pipe roll of 1176 shows the revenue growing to £30145[footnoteRef:26]. It should also be noted that claims exist holding that under Stephen, the decline of the Royal revenue displayed a downturn of two thirds[footnoteRef:27], which, given that Henry I was his immediate predecessor, would suggest a significant difference.  [26:  King Stephen’s Reign (1135-1154), Graeme J. White, pp 29-33]  [27:  Jones, p 30] 

Stephen also differed from both Henry I and II in that once he had become the King, he did not proceed to go on and to conquer any further land on the continent, particularly in regard to the French area. His reign would not see any such expansions by way of military conquest on continental Europe. This contrasts with Henry I, who conquered the Duchy of Normandy and proclaimed himself to be the new Duke within a few years of ascending to the throne[footnoteRef:28]. This also stands in contrast with Henry II, who waged war on and seized control of the Duchy of Brittany and through marriage made his son Geoffrey the new Duke[footnoteRef:29]. Stephen displayed no discernible interest in any further expansion once he had succeeded in taking his uncle’s lands and in any case since the majority of his reign was spent trapped in a civil war in England, where significant land had been lost to his enemies attempting to overthrow him there, he did not have the free time or the secure position necessary to focus on conquests in France, given the serious crisis that was occurring at the heart of his own territory.  [28:  Matthew, p 38]  [29:  Warren, p 101] 

Another contrast between Stephen and the two other kings is the extended complete loss of control within England that he went through, the crisis that he suffered in 1141 has no comparison within the reigns of Henry I or Henry II. In that year, Stephen was taken prisoner by forces loyal to Empress Matilda[footnoteRef:30]. This resulted in her supporters taking over the country. Stephen was declared deposed while Matilda was proclaimed ruler as Lady of the English. She was even able to take London. This situation continued for eight months before Matilda fell from power and Stephen was freed and restored to his prior position of power[footnoteRef:31]. Henry I did not suffer such an event, rather he maintained his power all throughout his reign. Confronted with invasion to depose him by Robert Curthose, he put down the attempt promptly[footnoteRef:32]. Henry II faced an effort to depose him in favour of his son, the young King, in the 1170s rebellion but he was able to overcome his enemies before the crisis escalated to the level of that faced by Stephen[footnoteRef:33]. Stephen was freed and returned to power, but the other Kings had emerged victorious against a similar type of threat before their crises had become as drastic as his.  [30:  R.H.C. Davies, King Stephen, (Longman House, Burnt Mill, Harlow, Essex CM20 2JE, England: Longman Group UK Limited, 1990) p 50]  [31:  Jones, p 18]  [32:  Hollister, pp 134-139]  [33:  Warren, pp 118-136] 

An additional difference comes in the matter of patronage, particularly in regard to both land, offices and money. As King, Stephen was profligate to the extent that he granted away a large number of estates and earldoms. Within the span of just two years he created seven new earls and granted similar comital rights to seven others. This practice eventually created a situation where at one point it was said that there were only five counties in England that did not have an Earl[footnoteRef:34]. Stephen’s policy, over time had developed as a direct reaction to the civil war, as he sought to buy mens’ loyalty to secure control of various parts of the country. Henry I differed from Stephen in this regard, as over the course of a reign that spanned thirty-five years, he only created two earls[footnoteRef:35].  Henry II, after becoming King, ordered the recall of all the land Stephen had handed out and while much of it was returned, other land remained confiscated. All of the earldoms that Stephen had granted to his followers were swiftly removed by the new King as well[footnoteRef:36]. Henry II did not create any further earls, their number was halved from twenty-four at the beginning of his reign to twelve at the end of it[footnoteRef:37]. [34:  Clanchy, p 121]  [35:  King, pp 129-132]  [36:  Jones, p 50]  [37:  Warren, p 365] 

Stephen also differed from Henry I and II in terms of his overall influence within those parts of Britain that were not a direct part of his territory, yet which he struggled to maintain. Stephen was unable to dominate or claim a position of influence over the native Welsh; he suffered an uprising by the native Welsh claimants, to which he was unable to respond[footnoteRef:38]. Later, he lost Ceredigion and several castles  [footnoteRef:39]. Stephen was also troubled by difficulties with the Scots, who invaded the north of England[footnoteRef:40]. The Scottish King David I came to rule over Northumberland, Westmorland, and Cumberland[footnoteRef:41]. By contrast, Henry I established a successful hegemony in Wales through which he gained the support of Welsh Princes beyond the Marcher lordships[footnoteRef:42]. When faced with a similar Welsh attack, he brought in a large army and negotiated a peace agreement.[footnoteRef:43] Henry II, although he was less powerful there, was able to gain, through diplomacy, the support of the native rulers[footnoteRef:44]. When the Scottish King, William the Lion, attempted to use the 1170s rebellion to regain the English land they controlled during the Anarchy, Henry II bested him in the war and left him without the desired land[footnoteRef:45].  [38:  King, pp 67-68]  [39:  Barlett, pp 74-75]  [40:  King, pp 83-84]  [41:  Jones, p 19]  [42:  Hollister, p 237]  [43:  Hollister, p 282]  [44:  Barlett, p 75]  [45:  Jones, pp 86-90] 

In conclusion, King Stephen’s reign contrasted with the reigns of Henry I and Henry II in a selection of ways that were key characteristics of his reign. The most recurring difference was that his rule was blighted by many different problems and crises while the other two Kings were far more successful when dealing with and attaining many of the same objectives. The most obvious difference was that throughout much of Stephen’s reign the country was in a lengthy civil war, during which it was divided into separate regions and two competing governments. In contrast, Henry I ruled over a unified realm and Henry II likewise despite a brief period of rebellion. This war contributed to the collapse of law and order and Stephen’s difficulties in making an impact outside of the boundaries of the land that Henry I had ruled. The other major difference is that Henry I and II were both more effective at ruling and governing than Stephen. This accounts for their being able to prevent similar problems faced by all three from escalating to the scale of those with which Stephen was confronted, as well their greater success in enforcing their agenda and managing the country. Stephen did enjoy a better relationship with the Capetian Dynasty, as an alternative threat existed from the Capetians’ perspective during his reign that was not present with Henry I but which was a problem with Henry II. Overall, most of the contrasts come from Stephen suffering problems when attempting aspects of ruling that both Henry I and II managed with far better success. 
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