C. H. Berman:  The Cistercian Evolution (Philadelphia, 2000)
Berman’s argument is that the Cistercians weren’t born as an Order but gradually developed into one. She argues that there is no evidence for a Cistercian ‘Order’ before the 1150s. Both a cause and effect of this is significant re-dating of the primitive documents. She argues that the EC/ SCC, the earliest texts, date from not the 1130s but the 1160s. External evidence for dating the emergence of an ‘Order’ rests on charters granted to monasteries, or entries in cartularies (books of grants, charters, transactions, judgments). The trouble here is that there was rather a fashion for forging charters when it was expedient, so – she argues – we can’t trust even these. A major problem for mediaeval historians is dating manuscripts (MSS for short). We can get many MSS down to about half-a-century by handwriting styles, but a scribe who started writing at 18 and wrote until he died at 68 won’t have changed his writing much, so something by him could be any time over 50 years. It’s sometimes possible to date parchment, but even that can only give an approximate date, as parchment could lie around for years, unless a bear ate it. 
Berman also argues that many of the early Cistercian houses were not foundations de novo (from scratch) but that they adopted Cistercian customs and eventually (when it emerged) the Cistercian Order some time after their foundation. There is a lot in Berman’s arguments, although sometimes evidence backing up her arguments is rather lacking, and she has a tendency to overstate her case. Nonetheless, the broad positions that a) the Cistercians were not born an Order but they became one over time and that b) a lot of time was spent feeling the way towards what eventually became an Order are hard to dispute.  Here are some extracts from her book.
In this chapter [2], I argue that the work of "Order-building" by the early Cistercians must be dated to shortly after the mid-twelfth century and thus after the first generation of leaders had passed away. Indeed, there are indications, discussed in the next chapter, that the creation of a Cistercian Order was in part a reaction to the continued dominance of Clairvaux after Bernard of Clairvaux's death in 1153. The conclusion that a Cistercian Order was invented only in the 1160s, and not in the 1110s as is usually thought, is based on an analysis of just when the institutions we associate with the Cistercian Order first begin to appear in surviving documents of practice, or charters, from southern France and elsewhere. The earliest references in the charters to the Cistercians as a group to which one could belong or whose practices could be adopted, as well as their earliest references to a General Chapter, are found only in the mid-twelfth-century charters. All these indicators of the presence of a Cistercian Order appear sporadically in documents from the last years of the 1140s (in fact only in later cartulary copies of documents from 1146, 1148, and 1149); these indicators appear occasionally in the 1150s, and in the 1160s more consistently in more significant numbers. 
I also describe in this chapter my examination of the authenticity and dating of the manuscripts containing the "primitive Cistercian documents," which are normally cited as eyewitness accounts to the foundation events. These have often been used to argue for an early development of the Order, but I have found that the manuscripts and the texts of these constitutional documents do not date from earlier than the 1160s. 
(p.46)
Thus a primary flaw in traditional accounts of the very early development of the Cistercians has been that these standard descriptions fail to make distinctions between the adoption of a new model for the internal organization of individual monasteries (such as a reformed liturgy that allowed time for field work on the part of monks and lay-brothers, or customaries for the management of lay-brothers) and regulations for a "supra-monastic" organization (that is, for an order and its governance). The failure to make such a distinction arises primarily because the full-blown Cistercian Order was assumed to have existed from such an early date. But assuming an early Order, and making no distinction between internal and extramural regulations, causes much con- fusion. There is in fact a difference between those issues that fall under the purview of the earlier liturgical order-books and those proper to the so-called "primitive documents," which concerned the later creation of an Order. 






(p.48)
Exceptional in the twelfth-century manuscripts containing such "statutes" is a single reference to an item found in the 1180s manuscripts in Dijon. Those manuscripts retrospectively date to the year 1152 a single item in a list of such early "statutes." The statute in question is that published by Canivez
 as the first item for 1152, a much-cited statute concerning limiting the further affiliation of houses to the Order. It seems unlikely, however, that the 1180s attribution of this statute to a General Chapter in 1152 is correct. Indeed, a General Chapter had probably not been held as early as 1152, at least not in the annual, universal form we associate with the issuance of such detailed statutes. If the dating of this item to 1152 reflects any reality at all, it might possibly be the date of a decision made by a Burgundian congregation that existed before the Order had been invented.







(pp.50-1)
What then is the relationship between such texts and the early history of the Cistercians? Until recently few historians questioned the historical veracityof the traditional version of Cistercian history extracted from the Exordium Parvum, which promises us the "sincere truth" of early Cistercian history. Historians also did not question the early thirteenth-century Exordium Magnum, which incorporates the entire earlier text of the Exordium Parvum.
 Indeed, medievalists in general have given added validity to such texts, claiming that they speak in the "authentic voice" of the past. We do this often without exploring sufficiently whose "authentic voice" we are listening to and what issues that voice is addressing…... Indeed, despite the fact that new manuscript finds had begun to appear, it was still plausible in the 19405 for J.-B. Mahn to open his L'ordre cistercien by asserting: 
One of the unique things about the Cistercian Order is that it represented at the very start of the twelfth century a willfully-designed organization, well-aware of its aims.
Such treatment has continued in works that describe the Cistercians as "the first truly international Order," its General Chapter as a precursor of all later democratic assemblies, and its centralized annual General Chapter organization as one of the earliest modern communications systems. Because of such assumptions, we have treated the Cistercians as the foremost early twelfth-century inventors, the leading creators of a religious order with a General Chapter as its head. This has also led us to explain the extraordinary wealth and power of the early Cistercians (or at least of the Cistercians by the end of the twelfth century) as the result of centralized planning, rationalization of agriculture, and other managerial feats diffused by the interactions of abbots at annual General Chapter meetings. 




(pp.51-2)
Discussing American Cistercian scholarship of the 1950s and 1960s:  It was a period when the justification of American imperialism by American exceptionalism made it easy for every schoolchild to identify with a myth of Cistercian pioneers bringing light to the uncivilized parts of Europe in the twelfth century.        (p.54)
In fact, there were unacknowledged problems underlying Lekai's "Ideals and Reality in Early Cistercian History." His proposal was premised on the accuracy of the dating in Canivez's publication of the Cistercian statutes, from which he extracted "Cistercian ideals." Indeed, "ideals" were extracted par- ticularly from the "statutes" for the years 1134 and 1152 —those which, as I have noted, cannot be dated to before the third quarter of the century. While deferring acrimonious debate, Lekai's method has over the long term allowed the publication of much more evidence of variation between local practices and ideals than he had already cited as the reason for his proposal of a divergence between ideals and actuality.


(p.55)
In contrast, the most recent survey of previous scholarly opinion seems to indicate that it is widely held that the Summa Cartae Caritatis and the two-paragraph prologue to it, the Exordium Cistercii, date to circa 1136. Moreover, the Summa Cartae Caritatis is believed to be based on an even earlier text, now lost, of the Charter of Charity, that confirmed by Calixtus II in 1119. The Exordium Parvum in these discussions is still much under dispute; most recently it has been dated to anywhere between 1134 and 1147.
 Such opinion maintains that the Carta Caritatis Prior comes from circa 1152 and the Carta Caritatis Posterior from even later.
Although my chronological sequence for the group of "primitive" texts found in the "primitive documents" manuscripts derived from the evidence of the liturgical texts discussed here parallels the sequence of texts suggested by such recent scholarly opinion, my dating adds approximately thirty years to the date of each text just mentioned. I argue in this chapter that the Exordium Cistercii and Summa Cartae Caritatis date to 1163-65, the Exordium Parvum and the Carta Caritatis Prior to about 1170, and the newer Carta Caritatis Posterior to about 1175. Moreover, I shall contend that the Charter of Charity of the 1160s is the original Cistercian constitution by showing that the purported confirmation of an earlier constitution for the Order in 1119 by Calixtus II is a forged papal bull. 






(p.59)
A survey of published charters and cartularies from Cistercian abbeys in Normandy and Britain also shows that genuine acts or confirmations mentioning Cistercians come at the earliest only from the late 1140s or 1150s. Anglo-Norman charters for what would become Cistercian houses are much less likely to be dated than those from the Continent, and the dates assigned to such confirmations must be established by lists of witnesses. Most of the earliest references to the Cistercians are found in cartulary copies and are confirmations made by king Henry II (1154-89). These are confirmations of earlier foundations, which may not yet have been Cistercian at the earlier dates… 










(p.77)

In general, what appear to be original royal or quasi-royal charters for the Anglo-Normans pose a different problem. A few original charters with dates assigned to them for the early 1140s mention either an ordo or that of the Cistercians. These charters come from the hands of only one or two royal scribes —men who are suspected by the editors of the Anglo-Norman charter collections to have lost employment as Stephen's powers declined, but, having royal seal matrices still in their possession, were able to create forgeries. The hands of several of them have also been identified as making both some probably authentic charters and some forgeries from as early as the late reign of Henry I. Among the suspect charters must probably be placed one from Stephen attributed to 1136 granting Buckfast in Devon to Savigny: "ad ponendum in ea abbatem secundum ordinem suum," that is, for Savigny to found an abbey following its ordo. Suspect as well is one also dated 1136 for Rievaulx using Stephen's name, in which the same scribe says: 

Sciatis me concessisse deo et ecclesie Sancte Marie et abbati et monachis de Rievallibus pro del amore et salute anime mee et antecessorum meorum, et pro statu regni mei novem carrucatas terre quas Walterus Espec eis dedit et concessit in elemosinam perpetuam. 
You know that I have conceded to God and the church of Saint Mary and the abbot and monks of Rievaulx for love of God and the health of my soul and of my ancestors and for the good of my kingdom, nine carrucates of land which Walter Espec gave and conceded to you in perpetual alms. 
This charter, however, does not mention an order. Also suspect is a charter from a Fountains cartulary dated February 1136 at York: 

Sciatis me concessisse deo et ecclesie Sancte Marie et abbati et monachis de Fontibus qui sunt de ordine Cisterciensi pro dei amore et salute anime mee. 
You know that I have conceded to God and to the church of Saint Mary and to the abbot and monks of Fountains who are of the ordo cisterciensis for the love of God and the health of my soul.
This cartulary copy is dated by the identity of its witnesses to those for an original from Beverly Minster, but the latter was one of the charters made by a suspect scribe, thus casting some doubt on the authenticity of both "original" and cartulary copy. Such forged acts may explain copies of royal acts deriving from late medieval monastic cartularies claiming to be grants to the Cistercians from Henry I.










(p.78)

That granted to the entire Cistercian Order and assigned to 1128-33 and comes from a Fountains cartulary now in the Bodleian Library, on the other hand, is likely to be an authentic act from very early in the reign of Henry II, which has been interpolated into one for Henry I. If such interpolation is what is going on here, the copying of royal charters in such a way as to make them appear to be from Henry I rather than Henry II may parallel the phenomenon of seeking ever-earlier Carolingian kings as founders, as has been described by Amy Remensnyder for foundation charters of rival Benedictine houses in southern France.

Changing meanings of the word ordo over the twelfth century trace the gradual invention of a new meaning and a new institution. They also mean that words must be translated with great care. Thus a papal letter from Alexander III to the abbots of Swineshead and Furness (bracketed to 1166-79) saying "Relatum est nobis quod vos religionis intuitu Cisterciensium fratrum ordinem suscepistis" must be construed as "We are informed that you have adopted the way of life inspired by the brothers at Citeaux," rather than as it has earlier been translated: "We have heard that you have joined the Cistercian Order" Although at this late date "joining" the Order may have been an option, that is not what the document says. 

This reconsideration of terminology shows that in the earliest years, Cistercian ordo had more to do with how people lived within communities and with regulating social conditions within monasteries than with conformity to the administrative decrees of a larger group. Early Cistercian ideals about monastic ordo centered on notions of charity with little concern for administrative conformity or unanimity. Such evidence, which is drawn from a variety of sources, shows that up to at least the middle of the twelfth century Cistercians rarely employed language describing themselves as a religious order. References to the ordo cisterciensis as a group to which they belong come into common usage only in the thirteenth century. They are never found in the 1110s and 1120s, and only occasionally in the late 1140s and 1150s. They become much more frequent in the 1160s and 1170s, but even at that time they do not altogether replace older usages. Indeed, even in the 1215 Lateran IV canons, in the chapter decreeing that no new religious groups were to be formed, the text uses the word religio, not ordo. 




(p.79)

The tithe privilege for Citeaux dated 1132, Habitantes in Domo, is possibly the most frequently cited papal bull of the twelfth century. Its references to "our Order," when read in context, clearly refer to an ordo in the sense of a group to which Cistercian houses belonged. But this privilege for Citeaux in 1132 is a forgery. In it, Innocent II in 1132 was purported to grant tithe exemption to the entire Cistercian Order. It attempts to make the case that Innocent II granted to Citeaux and to the entire Order a privilege parallel to the authentic privilege issued by Innocent II to Bernard of Clairvaux and all abbeys subject to him in 1132 that marked the end of the Anacletian schism. Such a forgery reflects the thinking of a later era, however, one in which it would have been inconceivable that Clairvaux could have been granted a privilege which had not also been granted to Citeaux. 










(p.80)

[Conclusion:]
Early twelfth-century Cistercians were at first simply the monks of a single house called Citeaux. Later they became a small congregation in Burgundy. Later traditions would date an enormous expansion of the Order to the 1130s and 1140s, but many of the houses counted for those decades were still pre-Cistercian or proto-Cistercian until after mid-century. In 1165 Citeaux itself had only sixteen daughter-houses, although the expansion of Clairvaux had perhaps been somewhat greater. Monastic reformers beyond Burgundy in the first half of the twelfth century began to have contact with Cistercian practices only late in the 1140s. Expansion of the Cistercian reform into southern France and elsewhere, when it did come, was not an outpouring of monastic personnel from Burgundy, although occasionally an abbot or an abbot and a few brothers were sent. Instead the greater part of Cistercian expansion began to be initiated in the late 1140s and 1150s, when groups of reformers from outside Burgundy started to borrow regulations and practicesfrom Citeaux. Only circa 1150 do documents begin to speak of customs associated with the ordo or practices of Citeaux: at [sic] mid-twelfth century that word still means a way of life and not a group to which one belongs. Such independently founded, indigenous reform houses were attracted to the ordo cisterciensis not because they sought a group to which they could belong but because they sought customs for organizing reformed monastic lives. These reformers, like those in Burgundy, espoused a return to apostolic poverty and simplicity, the necessity of manual labor for all members of communities, and the incorporation of adult converts as both monks and lay-brothers. But the phrase secundum consuetudinem cisterciensis ordinis often found in thirteenth-century documents appears only occasionally in the late twelfth century; the identification of abbeys as part of an ordo cisterciensis, in the sense of an administrative group, also became widespread only in the thirteenth century.

We have no evidence of a Cistercian Order as an administrative institution that attempted to enforce specific practices on member abbeys until after the death of Bernard of Clairvaux in 1153. Indeed, only gradually in the 11505 and 1160s were the first steps taken to create such an institution after pre-Cistercian reform communities began to adopt the Cistercian ordo as a way of life. At this early moment when the Order had not yet been created, what such communities sought were useful monastic practices associated with charis- matic leaders like Robert of Arbrissel, Gerald of Salles, Stephen of Obazine, or Bernard of Clairvaux. Whatever the dates given on filiation trees, when such independent abbeys adopted such customs they must have had no sense of having joined an order or having signed on to a whole package of regulations. These local reform communities sought only to solve internal problems specific to their own monasteries —problems about lay-brothers, granges, and liturgy. If they sought any affiliation at all, it was to local congregations with whom they pooled certain resources, for instance, Mazan and its daughter- houses sharing pasture rights. Only later did their adoption of the ordines of the Cistercians lead to their attachment to a Cistercian Order as an administra- tive institution, to General Chapter meetings, regular internal visitation, filiation trees, and efforts to enforce statutes. When the ordo cisterciensis first began to be adopted by independent reform houses, the Cistercian Order had not yet been invented. 

One of the frustrations of a study such as this is that it seems nearly impossible to provide specific details on precisely how the Cistercian Order as an administrative institution first appeared. In part this is because it is necessary to peel away so many layers of accumulated interpretation, but it is also because the Cistercian Order's invention was piecemeal and a matter of fits and starts, making it difficult to date. Only gradually did such an umbrella group of abbeys or heads of those houses emerge. That group was still itself being transformed over much of the late twelfth century from being practitioners of a specific ordo monasticus practiced in emulation of the brothers of Citeaux or Clairvaux into a group to which one belonged, a Cistercian Order. The Cistercian Order, like the very notion of a religious order itself, was a gradually emerging result of the twelfth century's inchoate religious reform movement. It was nonetheless probably a Cistercian invention. We can say that the invention or creation of that Order occurred circa 1165 because we know that in that year a constitution was approved…



(pp.223-4)
�	The editor of the 1930s edition of primitive documents.


�	That’s not quite true – see B. P. McGuire’s ‘Introduction to the Exordium Magnum’.


�	See Waddell.





