[bookmark: _GoBack]In what ways did King Stephen’s reign provide a contrast to the reigns of his predecessor and successor?
[bookmark: _Hlk509229166]This essay will analyse the rules of Henry I (1100-1135), Stephen (1135-1154) and Henry II (1154-1189). This paper hopes to be able to show the differences between the three Kings styles of rule, and the influences which impacted upon them, so as to determine whether King Stephen’s rule was in fact ‘the Anarchy’ it was said to have been.  This essay will cover from the beginning of Henry I reign to the end of Henry II, in Britain and Normandy.  This is an important era to cover as it shows the country going from strong to weak and back to strong again. This paper will look at primary and secondary sources to evaluate the contrast between Stephen’s reign and that of his predecessor and successor. This paper therefore hopes to be able to show a fair insight into the strengths and weaknesses of each king and perhaps be able to shed a more positive light upon King Stephen. 
King Stephen’s reign, and the contrast it provides to that of his predecessor Henry I and successor Henry II, can be analysed through the relationship with the law, barons, and Church, and their ability to maintain power during their reigns.  In the case of both Henry I and Henry II, law, and their relationship with their barons, can appear to be more stable than that of King Stephen’s. However, the relationship between the Church and the two King Henrys, can appear to be weaker than that of King Stephen. A similarity between all three kings is that all of them had their claim to power questioned. However, a contrast can still be provided in this section as both Henrys were able to deal and minimise the threat imposed upon their kingship. Whereas King Stephen’s challenge to the throne lasted his entire rule through an event later known to historians as the ‘Anarchy’. 
The period known as the ‘Anarchy’ was a series of ongoing civil wars in England and Normandy, that was started in 1135, when Stephen claimed the throne, and ended in 1153 upon his death.  This was a conflict over succession rights between the Empress Matilda and King Stephen.[footnoteRef:1] These ongoing conflicts during Stephen’s reign and his leadership as King, resulted in widespread collapse of law and order.[footnoteRef:2] Through analysing the ‘Anarchy’, this essay will be able to provide a contrast of Stephen’s reign, by looking at the relationship Stephen had with passing laws and his relaxation of them, as well as his relationship with his barons and the Church, and how he was able to maintain his kingship through these relationships compared to that of his predecessor and successor.  [1:  Robert Bartlett, England Under the Norman and Angevin Kings 1075-1225 (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2000) p.10 ]  [2:  Ibid ] 

On December the 1st 1135, Henry I passed away. Upon his death bed, he left his daughter Empress Matilda as his successor to the throne of England and Normandy, after his only legitimate male heir, William Adelin, had died in the White Ship disaster of 1120.[footnoteRef:3] However, Matilda did not succeed the throne after her father. Her place was instead taken by Henry I’s nephew, Stephen of Blois.[footnoteRef:4] Stephen was able to claim the throne due to his ability to get to England before Matilda (Matilda having been in Anjou, upon hearing the news of her father death, and Stephen being in Boulogne), his connection of being the grandson of William the Conquer, through his mother (Henry I’s sister), his good relationship with barons in England (even though the barons had promised to accept Matilda as queen, this included Stephen himself[footnoteRef:5]), and his inner connections with the Church (his brother was Abbot of Glastonbury and Bishop of Winchester). [3:  C. Warren Hollister, Monarchy, Magnates and Institutions in the Anglo-Norman World (London: The Hambledon Press 1986) p.145]  [4:  W.R.W. Stephens, The English Church From the Norman Conquest to the Accession of Edward I (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.144]  [5:  E. J. Kealey, ‘King Stephen: Government and Anarchy’ Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 6, 3, (1974) 201- 217 p. 203] 

Stephen may have at first been accepted as the new king of England and Normandy, but that did not stop Matilda from revolting and eventually winning the birth-right of her son to be on the throne. This is different to the reigns of both Henry I and Henry II, as even though their claims to the throne were challenged, they were able to conquer the threat and maintain power. 
In 1100 Henry I was crowned King of England after the death of William Rufus.[footnoteRef:6] By 1101 his status of kingship was questioned by his older brother Robert Curthose, Duke of Normandy.[footnoteRef:7] However, Henry was able to resolve this problem and have his kingship acknowledged and confirmed by his brother.[footnoteRef:8] In 1105 Henry invaded the Duchy of Normandy and later captured his brother (who he imprisoned for the rest of his life) in 1106 in the battle of Tinchebray.[footnoteRef:9] This gained Henry the title Duke of Normandy that he successfully defended against challengers. Henry II’s leadership was questioned by his sons, who led a rebellion against him under the influence of the French king and their mother Eleanor of Aquitaine.[footnoteRef:10] Henry was able to overcome this rebellion by the death of his son Henry the younger, and by prisoning his wife.[footnoteRef:11]  This is different to Stephen’s reign, as Stephen was unable to contain and suppress the civil war during his reign, notably Stephen was captured during the conflict and had to be rescued by his wife and William of Ypres.[footnoteRef:12]  [6:  Bartlett, England Under the Norman and Angevin Kings 1075-1225 (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2000) p. 123 ]  [7:  J. A. Green, Henry I King of England and Duke of Normandy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2006) p. 42-43]  [8:  W. L. Warren, Henry II (California: University of California Press 1977) p.105-106]  [9:  Warren, Henry II (California: University of California Press 1977) p. 204-205  ]  [10:  Warren, Henry II (California: University of California Press 1977) p. 121]  [11:  Ibid ]  [12:  Marjorie Chibnall, The Empress Matilda Queen Consort, Queen Mother and Lady of the English (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers 1993) p. 95; 115] 

Henry I and Henry II are noted by historians to have been strong and competent leaders, whereas King Stephen can been seen as a weak and incompetent leader, losing support progressively through his reign from his barons, notably after his capture at the battle of Lincoln in 1141[footnoteRef:13] and the Church after he failed to live up to the promises he made to the Church upon his coronation.[footnoteRef:14]  [13:  C. Holdsworth, The Anarchy of King Stephen’s Reign, ed. Edmund King (Bath: Clarendon Press 1994) p.62]  [14:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.146] 

At the beginning of King Stephen’s reign, his relationship with the Church, barons and citizen could be seen as strong. He was elected by the citizens to become king because he displayed good characteristics to be able to deal with the kingship.[footnoteRef:15] His relationship with the Church at the beginning of his reign was strong as his brother, Henry of Blois, was both Abbot of Glastonbury Abbey and Bishop of Winchester and was an influential figure in securing Stephen claim to the throne by convincing William de Pont de I’ Arche to hand over the royal treasure to Stephen.[footnoteRef:16] The Church also liked Stephen because in his charter at the beginning of his reign he promised to restore certain rights and powers to the Church[footnoteRef:17] which had been neglected during the time of Henry I. This saw his claim to power supported by two Popes[footnoteRef:18] who saw him as the rightful King of England and Duke of Normandy due to the promises he made in his charter, over that of Empress Matilda claim to the throne.  During the reign of King Stephen, the establishment of religious houses doubled from that of Henry I.[footnoteRef:19] However, Stephen never kept the promises he had made in his charter.[footnoteRef:20]  Taking land and wealth from Bishops, this saw Stephen fall out of grace with his citizens[footnoteRef:21] as taking from a holy man was wrong and arguably the Church as Thesbald refused to crown Stephen son[footnoteRef:22], Eustace, early while Stephen was alive (as was the practice in France, however, not Britain) and Pope Eugenius refused to consecrate  Eustace.[footnoteRef:23]   [15:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.144]  [16:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.144-145]  [17:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p. 145]  [18:  Holdsworth, The Anarchy of King Stephen’s Reign (Bath: Clarendon Press 1994) p.211]  [19:  Holdsworth, The Anarchy of King Stephen’s Reign (Bath: Clarendon Press 1994) p. 216]  [20:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p. 146]  [21:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.149]  [22:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.153]  [23:  Ibid ] 

Both Henry’s during their reigns, like King Stephen, encountered problems with the Church. Henry I, like King Stephen, proclaimed in his charter[footnoteRef:24] to support the church and allow it to flourish from the neglect the Church had sustained under the rule of his brother, William Rufus.[footnoteRef:25] The problem with the Church, for Henry I, aroused when the Archbishop of Canterbury, Anselm, refused to consecrate those appointed to be prelates by the King.[footnoteRef:26]  Anselm had the backing of the Pope (Pope Paschal) who stated that those who had been appointed prelates by the King and consecrated by the Archbishop of York, Gerard,[footnoteRef:27] were to be excommunicated from the church with an exemption being made for Henry I[footnoteRef:28] (the exemption was made to keep peace between the crown and church). However, Henry I did not agree on the stances of the Church and imposed harsh taxes upon the clergy order that disobeyed his laws.[footnoteRef:29] For Henry’s disregard of papal power, he was almost excommunicated from the Church by Anselm.[footnoteRef:30] Upon Anselm death, Henry broke all his charter promises.[footnoteRef:31]  [24:  Fordham University, ‘Charter of Liberties of Henry I, 1100’, Medieval Sourcebook (1996) [online] Available   https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/Halsall/source/hcoronation.asp ]  [25:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.115]  [26:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p. 119]  [27:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.121-122]  [28:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.124-125]  [29:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.126]  [30:  ibid]  [31:  Stephens, The English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p.132] 

Like his grandfather, Henry II also had problems with the power of the church. This came in the form of his friend, Thomas Becket the Archbishop of Canterbury.[footnoteRef:32] When Henry appointed his friend to the role of Archbishop, he thought he was going to gain control over the church as Becket had been Henry friend for years as well as his Chancellor for seven.[footnoteRef:33] However, this was not the case, as soon as Becket took the office of Archbishop, his personality seemed to change and he threw himself into protecting the rights of the Church.[footnoteRef:34] [32:  F. Barlow, Thomas Becket (London: Phoenix Press 2000) p.67-68]  [33:  Ibid ]  [34: Warren, Henry II (California: University of California Press 1977) p. 450 ] 

The tension and conflict that occurred between Henry II and Thomas Becket was over a number of reasons, however, the most notable of this is was at the Council of Woodstock were Becket publicly refused to allow the King to take the money raised by sheriffs from the Church, to be transferred in the King treasury.[footnoteRef:35]   Henry also did not like the fact that the Church could excommunicate his citizens without the permission of his Kingship or how the Pope had the power to send his Archbishops papal missions without the need to notify and seek mission from the King.  To combat this, Henry, introduced the Constitutions of Clarendon which put restrictions on the clergy order and put Henry authority above that of the papacy when it came to decisions of excommunicating citizens and allowing members of the Clergy to go on papal missions.[footnoteRef:36] The Clergy order had to promise to abide by these legislations.[footnoteRef:37]  [35:  Barlow, Thomas Becket (London: Phoenix Press 2000) p. 88-89]  [36:  Fordham University, ‘Constitutions of Clarendon, 1164’ Medieval Sourcebook (1996) [online] Available https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/Halsall/source/cclarendon.asp ]  [37:  ibid] 

Becket did not agree with the legislations that had been put in place by Henry and refused to abide by them. Henry asked Becket to resign as Archbishop of Canterbury, which Becket refused to do and instead sent himself into exile where he went to France and was taken in by the court of Louis.[footnoteRef:38] This angered Henry who in retaliation had his son, Henry the Younger, crowned early. When Becket was later recalled to Britain, he excommunicated all the Bishops involved in the crowning of Young Henry. This aggravated Henry and resulted in the death of Becket.  [38:  Fordham University, ‘Roger of Hoveden: The Chronicle: On the Disputes between Thomas Becket, Archbishop of Canterbury and King Henry II of England: 1164’ Medieval Sourcebook, (1998) [online] Available  https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/Halsall/source/hoveden-becket.asp#1172a ] 

The contrast provided by the relationship with the Church and the three kings is that the two Henry’s tried to restrict the power of the Church during their reigns whereas King Stephen tried to restrict the power of the Church but not effectively enough as he was still under the fluence of the church (this is shown by the fact he allowed himself to be flogged as repentance for the crimes he had committed against Bishops[footnoteRef:39]) and the Church power was able to flourish through the Cistercian and Augustinian Orders[footnoteRef:40]  [39:  Stephens, A History of the English Church (London: Macmillan and Co. 1909) p. 148-149]  [40:  H. A. Cronne, The Reign of Stephen 1135-54: Anarchy in England (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson 1970) p. 115] 

During the reign of King Stephen, Stephen tried to maintain baronial support by giving them land and by giving them positions of power within his government.[footnoteRef:41] This is not too dissimilar from the way Henry I and Henry II maintain baronial support. However, Stephen’s flaw in building up his government with barons to maintain support was that he got rid of the vast majority of Henry I ministers that knew how to run the country.[footnoteRef:42] Having novice members to run the government worked well in Henry I reign because these members did not necessarily come from aristocratic class but had instead worked their way up.[footnoteRef:43] Stephen government was based on the aristocratic class which was not beneficial as they were more concerned on gain themselves power rather than sustaining the nation.[footnoteRef:44] Another problem with Stephen reign compared to that of Henry I and Henry II, is his land distribution. Stephen proceeded to hand out land to maintain support, however, the land he was distributing tended to already have ownership. This lead to in-fighting between nobles over land distribution so during Stephen reign, Stephen not only had to deal with the ongoing civil war with Matilda but also had to deal with squabbling nobles.  [41:  E. J. Kealey, ‘King Stephen: Government and Anarchy’ Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 6, 3, (1974) 201- 217 p. 203-204]  [42:  E. J. Kealey, ‘King Stephen: Government and Anarchy’ Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 6, 3, (1974) 201- 217 p.203 ]  [43:  E. J. Kealey, ‘King Stephen: Government and Anarchy’ Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 6, 3, (1974) 201- 217 p. 202 ]  [44:  E. J. Kealey, ‘King Stephen: Government and Anarchy’ Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, 6, 3, (1974) 201- 217 p. 203-204] 

Stephen government tried to work on the system put in place by Henry I, which worked on the existing Anglo-Saxon system which was put in place by Edward the Confessor.[footnoteRef:45] Henry I, expanded and adapted on this system to produce a reign of peace and stability. [footnoteRef:46] This is different to Stephen reign as Stephen reign was one of political unrest and instability.  [45:  C. Warren Hollister, Henry I (Hampshire: Yale University Press 2003) p. 351]  [46:  Hollister, Henry I (Hampshire: Yale University Press 2003) p. 349] 

In conclusion, Stephen’s reign compared to that of his predecessor and successor can display similarities in the way which they all tried to obtain more power over the Church and maintain political support. However, it is prominent by the research done in this essay, that King Stephen was the weakest leader to rule compared to that of his predecessor and successor. This is because Stephen appears to be under the control of needing the support of the Church and needing the support of barons. Whereas this is not entirely the case for Henry I and Henry II as they did not bow to the demands for the Church, whereas, Stephen did by taking floggings.      
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