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In this brief annotated bibliography, I will be commenting on the works of Elizabeth A. R. Brown, Michael M. Postan and others, and evaluating the extent of their value to my discussion on medieval feudal societies.

Brown, E. A. R., ‘The Tyranny of a Construct: Feudalism and Historians of Medieval Europe’, The American Historical Review, Oxford Journals, Vol. 79 (Oxford University Press, 1974)
The first source that I will annotate is ‘The Tyranny of a Construct’ by Elizabeth A. R. Brown. This source formed the basis of my discussion on the role feudalism played in medieval societies, and thus proved invaluable during my research. Elizabeth A. R. Brown concisely explained her argument, as well as offer numerous other perspectives of feudalism from refutable historians that Brown considered credible and trustworthy enough to include in her work. As such, the article is of use to the wider historiography, and to historians studying the feudal system of the middle ages, with Brown explicitly referencing the education of “students of the middle ages” in her work. Thus, one can confidently conclude that Brown’s article appeals to the academic demographic, of which it would be of much value. By providing various opinions of medieval historians on the feudalism of the middle ages, Brown offers a well-balanced argument in her article, and considers the opposing opinions of reliable historians such as Michael M. Postan, instead of dismissing them. Brown herself is a highly-regarded historian, and thus it is natural that we expect a work of such a high-standard that confidently debates what could potentially be a complicated concept. ‘The Tyranny of a Construct’ is an article in the Oxford Journals, from the Oxford University Press, a reputable institution that is renowned for the publication of important works. Thus, we would have no reason to doubt the publishers, for they would presumably have proof-read Brown’s article and scrutinised it for mistakes. To summarise, Brown gives a convincing argument that has been well-researched and supported by the opinions of a number of highly-regarded historians, as well as providing invaluable source material to students and historians alike studying the feudal society of the middle ages. 

Maitland, F. W., ‘The Constitutional History Of England’ (University of Toronto, 1908) pp. 143 – 161
The next source that I will comment on is Frederic. W. Maitland’s ‘The Constitutional History of England’, published in 1908 by the University of Toronto. Similarly to Brown’s ‘Tyranny of a Construct’, Maitland’s book was published by a reputable institution that would have published other works from highly-regarded historians. Additionally, Maitland’s work would have been closely proof-read and its information reviewed by other historians during the publication process. Although not a medieval historian, Maitland was a considered a reliable political and legal historian. As such, his book does not specifically focus on the feudalism of the middle ages, but instead the constitution of English history. Whilst this may be considered a problem to historians seeking close analysis of the feudal society of medieval Europe, Maitland’s book nevertheless plays a supporting role in the historiographical debate surrounding feudalism. In regards to my own research, Maitland’s work proved to be of significant use, for I was able to extract quotes from his book for use in my presentation. His arguments are well substantiated and conclusive, and I personally found his opinions on how the society of medieval England “differed radically” from that of other European countries convincing. In short, Frederic W. Maitland’s ‘The Constitutional History Of England’ was significant to a certain degree in the wider historiographical debate on feudalism, as well as my own research surrounding the topic.

Postan, M. M., Feudalism in Bloch, M., ‘Feudal Society’ (Routledge, 1965)
[bookmark: _GoBack]The third source that I will be discussing, is Michael M. Postan’s forward to Marc Bloch’s ‘Feudal Society’. Whilst possibly the shortest source material of my references, this addition was nevertheless of much use in my research. Postan’s strong opinions are also renowned in the wider historiographical debate, and considered almost a turning point in the research of feudalistic societies in the middle ages. Postan’s strong opinions were considered almost sycophant, for it seemed as though Postan adopted Bloch’s own ideas to the extreme. As such, we must take Postan’s forward to Bloch with a pinch of salt and historians must be wary whilst examining his work, for there is a high possibility of bias in his informative, albeit brief argument. Postan, unlike Brown, fails to consider in detail the other perspectives of the debate surrounding feudalism, but instead seems to maintain that his own opinions are perhaps the most convincing. Bloch’s own body of work is considered to be one of the most important works on medieval society in wider historiography. His book therefore is considered to be invaluable and reliable to historians who are studying the feudal societies of the middle ages. Whilst Postan does consider the ideas of other historians, such as Charles T. Wood, he fails to offer the wide amount of historians’ perspectives as Elizabeth A. R. Brown does in ‘The Tyranny of a Construct’. Bloch’s book was published in 1965 by Routledge, a reputable publishing company that specialises in the publication of scholastic journals, articles and books. As such, historians and students alike who are studying the historiographical debate of feudalism, are reassured that the publisher of the book is reliable and trustworthy. To summarise, although Postan’s forward to Bloch is of some value to some extent, in my opinion, I believe that Postan focused mainly on his own argument, without considering the opinions of historians with conflicting ideas.

Richardson, H. G., and Sayles, G. O., ‘The Governance of Medieval England from the Conquest to Magna Carta’, Vol. 16 (University of Edinburgh Publications, 1963) pp 92 – 118
The final source that I will discuss is ‘The Governance of Medieval England from the Conquest to Magna Carta’ by the authors H. G. Richardson and G. O. Sayles. In my opinion, I found this source material of much value to my research of medieval feudalism, so much so that I thought it of some use to also reference Richardson and Sayles’ 1966 book, ‘Law and Legislation from Aethelbert to Magna Carta’ in my research. By having joint authorship of the book, I believe that Richardson and Sayles were perhaps naturally more inclined in their inclusion of opinions from other historians, for they would have perhaps been more considerate of the viewpoints of conflicting historians. About the authorship, Richardson and Sayles published a plethora of books, mainly about the political history of medieval England. As such, I consider them both to be well-read in their subject, and thus found their arguments convincing, particularly their idea that feudalism has received so many “imprecise meanings”. In regards to the publishers, both of their books were published by the same Edinburgh university press. This is of some comfort to historians studying medieval feudalism, for the publisher is of high reputation and therefore the book is a reliable source in the wider historiographical debate. Their arguments are convincing, although students must be wary to some extent whilst referencing this book, for although Richardson and Sayles both disagree with the term ‘feudalism’, their reliance on the term throughout their book contradicts their apparent dislike for it. To summarise, the book is useful, valuable and reliable, and offers an alternative viewpoint in the historiographical debate on feudalism. 

To conclude, whilst all of the sources referenced in my research were useful to a certain degree, some works such as Elizabeth A. R. Brown’s ‘The Tyranny of a Construct’ was of great value to my debate, whilst Michael M. Postan’s forward in Bloch’s ‘Feudal Society’ proved to be one-sided and at times, even rather vague. 
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