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ABSTRACT
Considered by most historians as one of the pivotal moments in western European
history, the Norman conquest of England from 1066 to 1071 greatly impacted the
political, social, and cultural atmosphere of the British Isles and European continent in
the decades and centuries that followed. This invasion uprooted, battled, and assimilated
the native population, which had been inhabited and influenced by the previous invaders,
the Anglo-Saxons, for close to six centuries.
My thesis will examine the Norman conquest of England and identify its parallels
in the earlier sixth-century Anglo-Saxon invasion while seeking to identify the
successful elements of each conquest. I have identified four definitive phases of
conquest. Each phase was present in both the Norman and Anglo-Saxon invasions and
was essential to its success. Namely, the first phase encompasses establishing military
supremacy; the second, occurring after the principal fighting has subsided, is that of
fortification; the third requires the establishment of political and economic stability; and,
finally, the fourth and longest phase is that of cultural assimilation. These long-term
phases are numbered chronologically, but they transpired naturally and often overlapped
as the victors responded to the immediate situation at hand. Both the sixth-century
Anglo-Saxon invasion and the eleventh-century Norman conquest of England met these
principles, thus leading to their success, and the use of this definition of conquest allows
for comparative analysis of these two events.
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Introduction

In order to conduct an effective comparative analysis of two campaigns separated
by so much time, I needed to first identify common ground between them. Both groups
originated in Northwestern Europe and were of Germanic descent. The Angles and the
Saxons had migrated into Northwestern Germany centuries before their invasion of
England. They identified as Germanic peoples, and their traditions and pagan religion
were similar to many other Germanic groups in Northern Europe of their time. Likewise,
the Normans descended from Vikings that had landed in France in 911 and gradually
intermarried with the Frankish inhabitants there. I will preface my investigation of the
Norman conquest by first providing a historical background of these early Normans in
order to establish context for the chapters that follow.
The Eleventh-Century Conquest's Norman Origins
Arriving mysteriously from the sea, with strange haircuts and an unsettling
disposition toward war, the early Normans rightfully terrified the Frankish lords around
whom they would settle. Evidence of their domination can be found in artwork, written
sources, and monuments across western Europe from the day, but the Norman legacy has
further lived on as a major component of English identity. In the modern lexicon, to call
someone ‘Norman’ is to call them cunning with an inherent determination to succeed at
any cost. Word of the Normans’ greatness in battle preceded them and quickly spread
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across the medieval world, and in so doing earned them a reputation increasingly
interwoven with legend. Contemporary sources were enthralled by the success of the
Normans, and the eleventh century historian Geoffrey Malaterra provides what is perhaps
the best such characterization of the Normans, writing in marvel that they were:
“specially marked by cunning, despising their own inheritance in the hope of winning a
greater, eager after both gain and dominion, given to imitation of all kinds, holding a
certain mean between lavishness and greediness, that is, perhaps uniting, as they certainly
did, these two seemingly opposite qualities. Their chief men were specially lavish
through their desire of good report. They were, moreover, a race skillful in flattery, given
to the study of eloquence, so that the very boys were orators, a race altogether unbridled
unless held firmly down by the yoke of justice. They were enduring of toil, hunger, and
cold whenever fortune laid it on them, given to hunting and hawking, delighting in the
1
pleasure of horses, and of all the weapons and garb of war.”

This description, while admittedly biased in favor of Geoffrey’s Norman patron,
Count Roger I of (then Norman) Sicily, but it is accurate in many respects. The Normans
were collectively some of the most cunning, militaristic, and opportunistic Europeans of
their day, and their great success in their conquests throughout the Old World
indisputably evidences this. Their early (pre-English conquest) identity will be the
subject of this chapter, because put simply, without this relevant background, study of
their later conquests would be without context. Focus will be given as such to the early
Norman’s political, cultural, and religious evolution from their arrival in Normandy until
the events leading to 1066.
Perhaps the spirit of conquest that would define the eleventh century Normans
could be attributed to their Viking origin. The inception of Normandy was a direct
byproduct of the Viking Age diaspora; this age of northern expansion "was one of the
1
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catalysts leading to fragmentation of the Carolingian empire and it created the semiindependent principality of Normandy".2 The Normans came among other Viking groups
to France violently in the early 900s in search of plunder. After years of raiding from
temporary bases, these Viking-Normans established a base of operations on a relatively
scarcely populated Frankish peninsula on the English Channel. With access to the sea
and ample fertile plains to support them, the Normans moved forward into the Frankish
countryside. The Duchy of Normandy’s foundation came in 911 when the Viking Jarl
Rollo signed the Treaty of St. Claire sur-Epte with the French King Charles the Simple.3
This treaty benefited the Normans by giving them a protected permanent holding in
France, but Charles was rightfully intimidated by them and sought to limit the power,
size, and influence of Rollo’s expanding territory. Moreover, he would call upon
multiple French lords to counter Rollo and halt his advance into French territory beyond
the ambiguous borders agreed upon in the treaty. These rocky Norman-Frankish
relations would continue with varying degrees of hostility in the century that followed,
and this interaction greatly shaped early Norman culture. If the early Normans were to
succeed in France, they would need to adapt with great cunningness and ruthlessness.
The early Normans retained some characteristics of their Viking ancestors, and
“both dominated their age militarily, but the Normans soon adopted Carolingian
feudalism, cavalry warfare and castles to build archetypal feudal states in Normandy and
England".4 Normandy's geographic position allowed the Normans to develop uniquely
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from their arrival in the tenth century until their diffusion in the eleventh. Because they
were practically enveloped by Frankish lords, they quickly intermingled with the local
Frenchmen. Marriages, alliances, and trade all allowed French traditions to permeate and
adapt Norman-Viking culture in all facets of life right down to their language. Rollo, his
son William, and their respective courts spoke Dacian, but William had his son, Richard
I, “instructed both in ‘Dacian’ (Scandinavian) and ‘Roman’ (French) tongues”.5 During
the reign of William I, these languages greatly mixed as they were used simultaneouslythough William reportedly preferred French- in the court. The later Normans spoke a
dialect of French, distinct from other French dialects because of its shared Scandinavian
roots, from which English was largely influenced after the conquest of 1066.6 They
brought the concept of Carolingian feudalism with them to England, and implemented it
in what is arguably the closest example to real feudalism from this period.7
Much in the same way, the Normans adapted their basic Viking architecture to
reflect the local French style, thus developing a unique style which they would bring with
them in their later conquests. The resulting Norman style, seamlessly combined elements
of tenth-century Viking and Carolingian architecture to develop the Norman Romanesque
style.8 This style, greatly inspired by the work of abbot-architect William of Volpiano9,
evolved from roughly 950-1050 and was increasingly influenced by eleventh century
trends on the continent as the Normans' contact with other European states increased.

5

Dudo of St. Quentin, History of the Normans, trans. by E. Christiansen. Boydell, 1998. 88.
See Webber, Nick. Evolution of Norman Identity: 911-1154. Rochester, N.Y.: Boydell Press, 2005. 20.
7
see Thomas, Hugh M. The Norman Conquest: England After William the Conqueror. Plymouth, U.K.:
Rowan & Littlefield, 2008. 74-84.
8
Breese, Lauren Wood. "Early Normandy and the Emergence of Norman Romanesque Architecture."
Journal of Medieval History 14, no. 3 (1988): 203-216. 203.
9
Ibid, 204.
6

5

Examples of this architectural development can be found in the remains of tenth and
eleventh century monasteries throughout Normandy, notably in the abbey Church at
Bernay.10 Similarly, the Normans’ wartime architecture was influenced by the Franks in
their initial adoption of the castle.
The scale, sophistication, and mass implementation of the Norman castle did not
have a precedent in their Viking past. Rather, the stone castle was a marriage of wooden
Viking forts with the stone architecture that pervaded Carolingian France. While it was
not an immediate adoption, “written evidence, relating to the great tower at the ducal
castle in Rouen built in the mid-10th century by Duke Richard I (942-96) indicates that
stone castles soon appeared in Normandy. The same duke is said to have erected a
fortified palace at Bayeux, and his successors carried on this trend.”11 The widespread
strategic use and rapid construction of stone castles would prove crucial- and unique- to
the Normans’ extraordinary military success in the century that followed.
Generally, the Normans could be described as the most successful opportunists of
their time; much as they ‘Francized’ to succeed politically on the continent, "they also
adopted Christianity and became the strong sword arm of a reforming church
hierarchy".12 The Normans Christianized very early in their history as an independent
group, but it was not inconsistent in timing with many other contemporary Viking tribes.
Viking historian Dr. Lesley Abrams accurately writes of the tenth century trend of Viking
Christianization: “The role of religion is worth considering in this connection.
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Conversion to Christianity brought (Normandy), Denmark, Norway and Sweden
increasingly into the European sphere, while in the overseas settlements it eased the
process of assimilation.”13 Prior to their arrival in Normandy, the Viking-Normans were
pagans that worshipped the polytheistic Germanic pantheon. They shared the common
festivals, rituals, sanctuaries, and practices that all contemporary pagan Viking tribes did,
but there were undoubtedly additional festivals and practices unique to their tribe (as was
true in every Viking clan). If Germanic paganism was thought of as a language, the way
it was practiced by each individual tribe could be thought of as a distinct dialect. Local
customization is perhaps inevitable in a religion so driven by ancestor and hero worship,
but specific evidence of the Normans’ own dialect of paganism has been largely lost over
time due to the degree that they Christianized in order to conform to local European
culture. As they converted, aspects of their pagan past were adapted to meet the
standards of Christianity; for example the cult of Thor became the cult of Christ, and the
popular trinkets representing Thor’s hammer were replaced with Christian crucifixes.
The conversion itself occurred not long after the Viking-Normans arrived in
France and began to settle. It was initiated by the Norman leader, Rollo, who would
manipulate the conversion of his people to benefit them politically. Rollo, who married
the Christian Poppa of Bayeux, converted late in his life well after his son William I had
already been born. The degree to which his personal faith factored into his decision to
convert is questionable at best; it is most dramatically contested in his post-conversion
order to behead a hundred Christians in the honor of his old pagan gods in an act the
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eleventh century monk and historian Adémar de Chabannes later chronicled and
defended as being one of elderly madness.14 In short, Rollo’s conversion was likely
driven by political and social motivation rather than personal faith.
Whatever the reasons, this conversion proved a brilliant political move as it
improved Norman-Frankish relations, distinguished their new Norman identity from its
pagan past, and brought them to the forefront of the 10-11th century western European
religious stage. The improvement in the relationship of the Normans and Franks came
immediately in the form of the aforementioned Treaty of St.-Clair-sur-Epte, and it is
more than likely that the possibility of this treaty was a motivating factor of Rollo's
decision to convert. Furthermore, "in return for the gift of land the king would be a
nominal overlord, possibly recognizing Rollo's conversion to Christianity and receiving
military aid".15 So the king of France would rule over Normandy but still allow it a great
deal of autonomy, thus removing the threat of further Norman invasion while giving him
a buffer from the Viking raids. While he would have admittedly limited control over the
area, he could at least expect better relations from his new Christian subjects.
As time passed and the Normans established themselves politically, they began to
develop familial ties to the church. By the beginning of the eleventh century, “Normandy
had a clerical elite, closely intertwined with its secular elite, and the church could provide
many opportunities for the more ambitious among them.”16 Norman lords often had
siblings, cousins, and children who were sent to the church, as is evidenced in the case of
14
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Duke Richard II. Richard, who reigned as Duke of Normandy from 996-1026, fathered
three children who would be sent to the church, namely William (a monk at Fecamp),
Matilda (a nun at Fecamp), and Mauger (Archbishop of Rouen). Furthermore, he
commissioned the first churchman- Dudo of Saint-Quentin- to write a history of the
Normans, significant in that it was the first known ducal attempt at recording the oral
Norman history which would dually provide a sense of religious legitimacy to his power.
Lastly, Richard donated large amounts of land to various monastic houses in order to
strengthen the duchy’s relation to the church, and, in some cases, to improve his control
over unstable areas on the periphery of his government.17
These practices became more common for subsequent Norman lords, and they
continued through to William the Conqueror, whose uncle was archbishop of Rouen,
cousins were the bishops of Lisieux and Avranches, and half-brother was bishop of
Bayeux, and he used these relationships to great effect to cement and legitimize his rule
in England. William's successors would continue this tradition to the same end in the
decades and centuries that followed.
The Normans also strengthened their administrative power through the use of
politically-motivated marriages. This practice was first employed by Duke Richard I in
960 when he married Hugh the Great’s daughter Emma in order to marry into the Capet
family. Emma’s family’s power and influence was growing at this time, and Richard saw
the opportunity to strengthen his own rule through this union. Furthermore, Emma’s
mother was Hedgwig of Saxony whose father had been the German King Henry the
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Fowler, which also established an -albeit more distant- connection with the extremely
powerful Duchy of Saxony. Richard I’s son, Richard II, would continue this practice by
marrying Judith, the daughter of Conan I of Brittany, and, after Judith died, Papia of
Envermeu. Both of these women came from powerful ruling and aristocratic families in
Brittany and Normandy respectively, and Richard II’s marriage to them further improved
Normandy’s international standing and domestic stability.
Richard II’s son Richard III would marry the French King Robert II (the Pious)’s
daughter, Adela, marking a substantial political gain for the Duchy of Normandy. In five
generations, the Normans had transformed from Viking pillagers to a people of growing
power now tied directly to the French monarchy. The use of political marriages
catalyzed the rapid Norman development, and the practice would later help William the
Conqueror to secure his rule in England18.
The Normans dramatically emerged as a European power in the eleventh century
in two major campaigns westward and eastward. With a strong political structure in
place, protected from invasion by the continued promise of Frankish royal support in
spite of their degree of autonomy, the opportunistic Normans recognized the potential
political and economic benefit that would come with expansion. The European stage was
set for their rise to prominence, and their stable domestic situation supported it. The
following chapters will analyze the Norman invasion of the British Isles in 1066, but this
would not be the only major eleventh century military offensive upon which the Normans
embarked. They would successfully invade Italy, Sicily, Byzantium, Cyprus, Ireland,
and they would even participate in the Crusades. If the tenth century was characterized
18
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as the time that the Norman identity arose, the eleventh would be the time in which the
Normans introduced this new identity- almost always coercively- to the rest of Europe.
Comparing the Norman Conquest to the Earlier Anglo-Saxon Invasion of England
As aforementioned, a framework for comparison would need to be established in
order for the parallels between the Norman Conquest and Anglo-Saxon invasion to be
addressed. Until recently, the Anglo-Saxon movement into England was always
classified by scholars as an invasion rather than a conquest. This is still predominantly
true, but debate has begun to revise this classification. Early in the process of my
research I realized that treating it as a conquest was necessary for my purposes of
comparison. This being so, I will refer to both campaigns as conquests in the chapters
that follow.
There are many similarities and parallels between the sixth-century Anglo-Saxon
and eleventh-century Norman conquests of England. These similarities were not
coincidental; instead they offer evidence of certain necessities for and stages in a
successful conquest. These include the initial phase in which military supremacy must
somehow be established by the invading power; a second phase in which the victors
fortify and quell any resistance; a third in which political and economic stability must be
established and power consolidated and strengthened; and, finally, a fourth in which
cultural assimilation drawing from elements of both cultures must occur.
The two campaigns in question met these criteria which enabled their success; the
ways in which they did will be the subject of the following chapters. This will be
accomplished by means of a comparative analysis between the two conquests, and,
because it was a more-focused, better-documented endeavor, emphasis will be placed on
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the Norman conquest. The comparative analysis will be made by examining this later
conquest through an Anglo-Saxon lens; as Norman examples are elucidated, AngloSaxon parallels will be made to suggest their fundamental similarities, and in some cases,
highlight where they differed.
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Chapter 1
Military Supremacy
The Arrival of the Normans
Prior to the Norman Conquest, the English monarchy had already realized the
importance of improving their defenses against sea raids. Their eyes were not upon
Normandy, however. Rather they were upon the north and Scandinavia, in particular, the
areas from which the Vikings and Norsemen had been launching devastating raids quite
successfully on an almost annual basis since 997.19 The raids climaxed in the 1006, with
the sack of every shire in Wessex, costing the English crown 36,000 pounds of silver as
ransom. In order to combat this threat, King Aethelred II (the Unready) set about
creating in 1008 the largest fleet yet known in Europe to act as both a physical and
psychological deterrent to all interested raiders.20 The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle proudly
speaks of this fleet, suggesting that the number of ships totaled in the hundreds.21 Yet,
the disastrous management of the fleet by the commanders Brihtric and Wulfnoth was not
necessarily something worth celebrating. Despite some success against the Danes at sea,
Brihtric and Wulfnoth lost dozens of ships in these engagements, and during one fateful
storm in 1014, Brihtric lost a hundred ships to the sea.22 By the time of the Norman
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Conquest, this fleet had been further reduced to total ineffectiveness.23 The failure of this
fleet would certainly have been noted by Duke William II as he made ready his invasion,
and it could help to explain why he so meticulously built (through agreements with other
Norman lords) and protected his large fleet to secure his crossing. England was
politically weak and slowly recovering from the power vacuum that had been left prior to
Harold's ascension, and the English fleet provided no real obstacle after decades of use
against the Norsemen. Even as the Norman fleet sat waiting for a favorable wind, Harold
would not be able to sabotage it with his own. He was essentially powerless to prevent
an invasion; he could only react to one as it happened given the momentary weakness of
the English state. This greatly influenced the realization by later British politicians that a
thalassocracy was a crucial element to taking or defending the British Isles.
After months of delay, William’s fleet left France in late September and landed
near Pevensey on 28 September 1066 with up to 50,000 men at arms.24 Upon landing, he
immediately fortified his position by building a castle atop the old Roman fortifications
on the coast in order to establish a base of operations and a point of retreat if all did not
go well. With his landing point fortified, “the English did not dare attack William’s main
force, so he moved without serious incident to Hastings. There his forces built a motteand-bailey castle, which was basically a huge mound of dirt with a wooden tower on top
and a courtyard below defended by fences and ditches.”25 The use of mottle-and-bailey
castles was superior to the use of stone castles in preparation for battle simply because
23

Thomas, Hugh M. The Norman Conquest: England After William the Conqueror. Plymouth, U.K.: Rowan
& Littlefield, 2008. 34-6.
24
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they required far less man power, resources, and-- most importantly-- time to build. (Fig.
1) Though not as permanent and formidable as their stone counterparts, these relatively
inexpensive castles still provided an effective deterrent to English attacks.26 The mere
existence of a castle of any type would greatly reduce the effectiveness of English raids,
and William used this to his advantage while he prepared for battle, and the English
vanguard awaited the arrival of their king and his army.
Harold had not had much time to cement his rule prior to the arrival of the
Normans, and William expertly exploited this opportunity in the timing of his conquest.
Gale Owen-Crocker, a specialist of Anglo-Saxon England, writes that “Harold II (Harold
Godwinesson) was king of England for just nine months: from his coronation the day
after the death of Edward the Confessor, 5-6 January 1066, until he was killed and the
English defeated at the Battle of Hastings on 14 October of the same year.”27 During his
nine-month reign, Harold was greatly preoccupied in securing his borders from devious
raiders and polities that recognized the opportunity the relative power vacuum presented.
British medieval military historian Christopher Gravett argues that: “Evidence of
Harold’s military skills before 1066 comes largely from his expeditions against King
Gruffydd of North Wales and his ally, Aelfgar of Mercia (against whose raiding) Harold
displayed the swift action that would be seen again in 1066.”28 Harold’s power in
England was contested by multiple leaders, all of whom had legitimate claims to the
throne. King Harold Hardrada of Norway and Duke William II of Normandy were at the

26

see Figure 1.
Owen-Crocker, Gale R. King Harold II and the Bayeux Tapestry. New York, N.Y.; Boydell Press, 2011. 1.
28
Gravett, Christopher. Hastings 1066 (Revised Edition): The Fall of Saxon England. Oxford, U.K.: Osprey,
2000. 14.
27

15

forefront of these contenders. In addition to this added pressure, the Vikings and Danes
were unrelenting in their raids of the English countryside. In short, Harold II was no
stranger to war at the time of the Norman conquest, and his experience made him a
formidable opponent for William. His greatest shortcoming as a commander was perhaps
an over-eagerness to meet William in battle. In response to hearing of the Norman
arrival, Harold II, who had been fighting in Northumbria, moved his army southward
with great haste after decisively defeating the invading Danes at the Battle of Stamford
Bridge on 25 September. His men were war-wearied and further exhausted from the
rapid march south, but rest would have been inconceivable to Harold given the Norman
presence in his territory.
Harold’s rapid movement southward was probably motivated in part by the
weather; the autumn of 1066 was recorded as being unseasonably volatile and numerous
storms had both delayed William’s crossing and preoccupied Harold with providing flood
relief to multiple counties. Furthermore, as Anglo-Saxon historian Ian W. Walker writes,
“if Harold was informed by his spies of William’s failed attempt to cross the channel and
his losses, it may have appeared to him that the invasion had already failed.”29 The
reports of William’s actual landing must have both enraged Harold and taken him by
surprise for this reason, and he likely acted in a moment of passion rather than reason.30
Dr. Hugh Thomas notes that “some sources stated that Harold went south so quickly that
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he fought the battle of Hastings with far fewer troops than he might have commanded had
he spent more time recruiting during his journey”.31
Harold was undoubtedly able to recruit some men in the weeks that it took him to
reach Hastings, but he should not have felt compelled to rush. Unbeknownst to Harold,
William was waiting for Harold to meet him, not the other way around, as this would
give William the chance to fortify his position and negate the ‘home field advantage’ that
Harold inherently had. Furthermore, if Harold was aware of William's presence, a hasty
movement southward would have seemed wise to prevent William's push further into
English territory, but alacrity came at the cost of unpreparedness. Thomas further writes
that “a twelfth-century story recorded that Harold’s mother, Gytha, and brother, Early
Gynth (who would later be significant in the resistance), urged Harold to let Gyrth lead
his army against William (since, unlike Harold, he had sworn no oaths to the Norman
duke) but that this argument only enraged Harold.”32 Perhaps Harold was blinded by a
proud determination to personally destroy this threat to his power; regardless, he moved
southward too rapidly without his full strength to meet a well-prepared and determined
William.

Weaponry
At the time of the Norman Conquest, the English infantry's primary weapon was
still the battle axe. (Fig. 2) The axe blades, as depicted in the Bayeux tapestry and
confirmed in the archaeological record, were often single-sided and varied in size and
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width, reflecting their owners’ socio-economic roles and positions within the army itself.
“Small axes were used in both warfare and agriculture,” whereas possession of a long axe
often suggested higher military status.33 They were mounted upon wooden shafts of
varying length, but these poles were often at least one to two meters long. The axe was
most effectively used in a swinging motion, but longer axes could double as pikes.34 This
made the axe an extremely effective anti-cavalry weapon, and coupled with the spear, it
appears responsible on the Bayeux tapestry for the death of countless Norman
cavalrymen. It was also a very effective weapon, along with the more primitive hammer,
during the Anglo-Saxon invasion of the sixth century. With its gigantic, stylized blade,
the Anglo-Saxon axes would have been extremely intimidating.
Medieval historian Dr. Hugh M. Thomas writes that the Normans likely did not
adopt the battle axe "because it was not a cavalry weapon".35 Given its size and
unbalanced, front-heavy blade, it would have not been as conducive to mounted warfare
as was the spear, or lance. The lance was the primary weapon of the Norman cavalry,
and in the century leading up to the conquest its usage was perfected so as to make it
truly devastating. With the revolutionary addition of stirrups, Norman knights found that
they could couch bigger lances under their arm and use the momentum of the horse to hit
their targets with hundreds of times more force than without. This made a cavalry
approach at full force nearly unstoppable until its momentum slowed, and it was for this
reason that the English infantrymen attempted to prevent this from occurring directly
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against their line at all costs. Though the development of the couched lance was
revolutionary, the Bayeux tapestry “portrays the attack of Norman cavalry against the
Anglo-Saxon infantry shield…(and) while one or two cavalry lances are shown to be
couched, most are thrust down on the infantry, indicating that at this time there was no
single preferred position."36 This view is becoming more popular among historians,
though a less feasible counter could be made that the Bayeux Tapestry’s simply artist did
not fully understand cavalry warfare or was using artistic license. Regardless, the full
power of the Norman cavalry, though extremely intimidating, would not be demonstrated
in the conquest of England so dramatically as in their eastern military operations.
Instead, much of the Norman success— especially at Hastings— can be attributed to their
use of archers.
Both the Normans and English employed large amounts of archers, as did the
Anglo-Saxons and Romano-Britons centuries before. In principle, the use of regular
archers had not changed greatly between the two invasions. Archers were armed with
composite bows and were further supplemented with inexpensive peltasts, who hurled
rocks and spears at the enemy. These composite bows were a precursor to the later
development of the English longbow, and while they were still shorter than actual
longbows, “the Bows at Hastings were effective, however, and could not have been much
shorter than five feet or they would have lacked sufficient range and impact.”37
The Normans have also traditionally been credited, however, with the
introduction of the crossbow to England. The crossbow was a far more powerful
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weapon, using mechanical efficiency in order to fire a bolt with far greater force than
could be achieved drawing a traditional bow. Recently, there has been debate as to
whether the crossbow was in fact present at Hastings and in the subsequent skirmishes
that followed. The Bayeux Tapestry depicts one crossbowman, though this is perhaps a
later addition, and the reputability of the ‘Carmen’, the source that describes their use at
Hastings, is also currently debated.38
The usage of the bow and arrow would be romanticized in the English mythology
in large part due to its widespread use in the conquest. Set in a period not long after the
Norman Conquest, the character of Robin Hood was armed with a bow. His defiance to
his local Sherriff, a position which William often filled with Norman lords following the
conquest, can be seen as having been inspired- at least in part- by celebration of English
resistance to their new Norman overlords.

An Analysis of Hastings and the Events that Immediately Followed
Sources pertaining to the battle of Hastings itself are both limited and blatantly
biased either in favor of the English or the Normans. Modern estimates suggest the size
of William’s army ranged between eight and ten thousand men, which are significantly
smaller numbers than those given by contemporaries who offered numbers in the tens of
thousands. Harold commanded far fewer men, though the exact number is also
impossible to determine. The two armies met in the morning of 14 October 1066, and
fierce fighting continued throughout the entire day. Per the Bayeux Tapestry, the
Norman ranks were “divided into three lines: archers in front, heavy infantry (who

38

Strickland, M.J. Anglo-Norman Warfare. Rochester, N.Y.: Boydell Press, 2000. 186.

20

probably made up the largest proportion) behind and cavalry in rear”.39 Throughout the
day William sought to deploy his cavalry to limited or no avail as the English line held
firm. While the contemporary developments in Norman cavalry warfare had incredible
potential, they had not yet been perfected to the point of being implemented decisively on
a large scale. Military historian Stephen Morillo has argued, “in addition, infantry could
be useful in certain roles on the battlefield, and at times could even defeat cavalry. So we
are talking not of absolute dominance, but of a relative increase in the importance of
cavalry in deciding battles.”40
The English infantry’s discipline was astonishing, and it was something that
William likely had not accounted for— or at least underestimated— as he ordered
multiple unsuccessful cavalry charges against the English shield wall. (Fig. 4) Shield
walls were a common eleventh-century battle tactic that had persisted from the classical
Greek phalanx, and they “were made by infantry soldiers overlapping their shields to
construct a field fortification of their bodies. With spears reaching out from behind the
shields, this structure was virtually impenetrable, so long as the infantry stayed in their
defensive formation.”41 This tactic employed by the English infantry likely had been
learned by their Anglo-Saxon ancestors in their experience fighting the RomanoBritons.42 Descendents of the Roman guard there, Romano-Briton soldiers would have
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been trained in the Roman art of war. Their infantry was highly organized, and the
incoming Anglo-Saxons learned and adopted these superior tactics.
Regardless of the absolutely devastating effect that a direct Norman cavalry
charge would have on a line, it would nonetheless be rendered ineffective if the shield
wall was not broken and if high ground could be established by the defenders. Harold
recognized these facts in his defense of the ridge, and this greatly reduced the Norman
cavalry’s advantage. Medieval historian Matthew Bennett praises Harold's foresight,
noting that “the English defense had been well sited, with the flanks and rear protected by
woods and the front by the slope that took the moment out of the cavalry charge. That
the struggle lasted 11 hours is a tribute to the English soldiers’ capacity for resistance.”43
Medieval military historian Matthew Strickland writes, “one thing is clear, the English
line was not broken by one massive cavalry charge, though there seems no reason against
believing that feigned flights were used and with effect.”44
So, a full-scale cavalry charge was out of the question, but a great turning point
came in the battle when Harold was killed. The scene is immortalized in the Bayeux
Tapestry, and great confusion followed. Many of the English soldiers thought that
William had been the one killed, and their surprise was great when he led multiple
cavalry maneuvers with growing confidence. Bennett notes that, “the display of their
leader still fighting among them seemed to re-energize the Norman cavalry enough, at
least, to pull off one of the most difficult, but also very widely used, cavalry tactics: the
feigned retreat… (which) demanded both skill and discipline, for a cavalry had to look as
43
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if they were running away from the battle, only to turn and charge again, in complete
order and solidarity.”45 It was in this matter that the English line, now fracturing from the
chaos of these maneuvers and the harassment of the Norman cavalry, was finally
vanquished.
Hugh argues that “the fall of night doubtlessly helped many English escape, but
their losses were enormous nonetheless.”46 Reputable, exact numbers of the English
casualties were never given by the contemporary sources, but it can be estimated from
depictions on the Bayeux Tapestry that they numbered in the thousands. The English
soldiers who did escape, now also disheartened by the loss of the battle and their leader,
Harold, were left dumbfounded by the turn of events. Some defected and joined the
Norman cause, and they would be rewarded for this after the war ended. Many others
fled to join the resistance that gathered in the months following Hastings, led by the
English nobles set on repelling the invading Normans. They were undoubtedly motivated
further by the opportunity that the empty English throne presented.

Hastings and an Anglo-Saxon Parallel
For William and the Normans, Hastings presented a decisive victory for which
there is no direct Anglo-Saxon parallel. The battle had been an overwhelming success
for the Normans, who carried the momentum generated by the battle to pursue their
shaken enemy across England. By comparison, the Anglo-Saxons of the fifth-century
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under Aelle of Sussex, for example, generally found similar momentum not in one major
battle, but rather in a series of successful raids. However, at the battle of Andredescester
in 491 near modern Pevensey, where William would land centuries later, the first king of
the South Saxons slaughtered the opposing force of Britons to the last man. The
slaughter strengthened Aelle’s power in the region and helped him to establish his
kingship. The siege was recorded in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and confirmation of a
major battle here has been made archaeologically.47 Although it may have been a great
victory for the Anglo-Saxons in 491, it still pales in comparison to the importance
Hastings carried for the Normans. Nonetheless, one twentieth-century Anglo-Saxon
historian Frank Stenton argued that while the Anglo-Saxons did not have a single
decisive victory comparable in scale to Hastings, through successive raids they mirrored
the Norman success in that “the greater part of southern England was overrun in the first
phase of the war”48.
Neither the Anglo-Saxons in the fifth-century, nor the Normans in the eleventhcentury were fighting a defensive war, and this allowed them greater flexibility in their
strategies and gave them the upper hand on the battlefield.49 They were both on a landgrab driven by their opportunism, and they had little to lose so long as their point of
retreat remained secure. Conversely, the Romano-Britons and the English were
defending their homeland, and this limited how liberally they could risk soldiers and
resources in order to repel the invaders.
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Local resistance of the Romano-Britains to the Anglo-Saxons and of the AngloSaxons to the Normans is another comparable factor. The Normans fought in a much less
organized manner following Hastings, partly because William encountered varying levels
of disjointed opposition as he moved throughout England and into the west midlands.
Brian Golding writes of the resistance:
Several English leaders, lacking resources and fortified bases, found guerilla
tactics the only viable response to Norman might. At least two rebel
commanders, Eadric ‘the Wild’ and Hereward were thegns whose own estates had
been expropriated. Eadric has been plausibly identified with the bishop of
Worcester’s helmsman and leader of his military forces.50
Interestingly, the nature of this resistance is analogous to the tactic used by the RomanoBritons against the invading Anglo-Saxons. The organized Norman forces provided a
threat entirely different from that of the marauding Vikings, and it is possible that the
English commanders had studied the successes and failures of the fifth- and sixth-century
Romano-Briton defense in preparation for a hypothetical, ordered invasion from the
continent prior to the actual Norman Conquest and refined their strategies as such. The
forests of medieval England provided excellent cover for hit and run attacks, and soldiers,
with an understanding of the land, could use the tree cover to cloak their movement.
Such guerilla tactics were no different than those famously successfully employed by the
Viet Cong in the 20th century Vietnam War, suggesting their implication may never cease
when populations become desperate in the defense of their homeland.

Conclusion
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After Hastings, “the last Anglo-Saxon/Anglo-Scandinavian ‘English’ army had
been defeated, decisively it turned out. For although William still had to face opposition
from Edwin and Morkere, who had stayed in the north after Stamford Bridge, this
resistance proved to be rather meager and easily defeated.”51 In the months following
Hastings, William expertly pursued and eradicated these threats. Principal fighting ended
within two months, when William defeated a coalition of various English lords in
Berkhamsted at the end of October. Initially, he pursued London too excitedly, and the
Normans were repulsed from Southwark not long after Hastings. Here they were not able
to effectively employ their cavalry against the English irregulars. This did not sway
William’s determination—if he returned to Normandy empty-handed he would surely be
deposed—and he instead pursued his rival Stigand, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and
defeated his force decisively at the battle of Wallingford in late October. The Normans
returned their attention to London, and on Christmas day 1067, Duke William II of
Normandy was crowned King William I of England. While the opposing armies had
been defeated by technological and tactical superiority, luck, and unparalleled
determination, the war in England was not over for William. In the years that followed,
dozens of rebellions would erupt across many English counties. This will be the subject
of the following chapter which will study the theme of fortification in the broader
context. 1067 would prove a make-or-break year for William and the Anglo-Normans,
and, as always, William was absolutely resolute to prevail.
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Chapter I Images

Figure 1: A diagram of an average Motte-and-Bailey castle, typical of the Norman style prior to the move
toward stone castles during the fortification phase of the conquest.
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Figure 2: A Norman cavalrymen tramples an English warrior armed with a battle axe.

Figure 3: A Norman cavalry charge accompanied by archers. It is significant to note that the various
weapons that the cavalrymen are depicted using range from a lance held like a spear to a lance in couched
position to drawn swords, suggesting a lack of homogeny.
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Figure 4: The Norman cavalry clashes with the English shield wall.
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Chapter 2
Fortifications

Introduction
The year 1066 has become a watershed date in both the history of England and
western Europe due to the decisive Battle of Hastings, but the Norman conquest did not
begin nor end in this year. It is a common popular historical fallacy to which most events
of such great magnitude are subject. For example, the Roman empire did not definitively
fall in 476, and the United States did not really become a nation in 1776 as is popularly
remembered. Rather, offering individual and decisive historical dates grossly simplifies
events which were extremely complex and took years and even decades to develop and
come to fruition. So, too, was the case with the Norman conquest. While the victory at
Hastings, the death of Harold, and even the coronation on Christmas day of William—all
in 1066— marked great progress in their conquest of England, these events in no way
meant that the Normans' work in England was complete. Instead, a massive process of
fortification, political redistribution, and internal stabilization was required for complete
control of Britain, and this process would take years to complete.
While the Normans accomplished this process of fortification more rapidly and
dramatically than had their earlier Anglo-Saxon counterparts, there are parallels in this
process which will be addressed throughout the chapter. Whether the Normans were
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aware of these similarities at the time is uncertain, but if they were, it would suggest that
they studied and implemented the successes of the Anglo-Saxon invaders to some degree.
Or perhaps, all conquests require similar achievements to be successful. William had previously
learned how to control territory, as he had to fight to gain control of Normandy after his
inheritance. So it’s possible that William learned more from his own experiences than from
elsewhere. If not, this would suggest both that warfare and the process of conquest had

not fundamentally changed too significantly in the time between conquests and that preindustrial conquests followed basic, discernible patterns or trends. This will all be
explored throughout this chapter centered upon the narrative of the Norman fortification
and consolidation of power, roughly from 1067-1071.
The Rebellious Years: 1066-1071
The Battle of Hastings had provided William and his men with a great deal of
deserved confidence, and, after some time to rest, they used their newfound momentum
in the subsequent campaign across southeast England in which they attempted to secure
strategic positions and destroy the remaining English resistance. Thomas writes:
the campaign immediately following Hastings was, admittedly, fairly easy for
William...He began securing his control in the southeast. He started with some
indiscriminate killing in Romney to avenge his followers slaughtered there. He
then marched on to secure Canterbury, the chief religious center of the kingdom,
and Dover, a key port and stronghold.52
Although the English forces caught in his march were quickly and easily defeated
by William, English resistance rapidly centered around the teenage Edgar Atheling, who
was a direct descendent of Edward the Confessor, thus greatly aiding in his popularity
despite a lack of military prowess. The English Witenagemot, or king's council,
52
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proclaimed Edgar king immediately following Hastings, and a coalition led by the
Archbishops of York and Canterbury rallied around the boy, but he was never crowned.
Edgar proved unfit to seriously challenge the experienced William, and when William
arrived in London at the end of the year, he was presented with Edgar whom he took into
captivity until his escape a year later.53 Edgar would return from exile in Scotland to
England in 1069 to join and lead the Northumbrian revolts, which would be crushed by
William in 1070.54
The Anglo-Saxons, much like the Normans, were also wary of internal and
external rebellion, as recorded by the sixth-century cleric Gildas. In his work De Excidio
et Conquestu Britanniae, Gildas recorded that a widespread mercenary revolt occurred in
an unspecified year during the conquest.55 This internal revolt threatened the AngloSaxons' success in England, much as would later be true of the 1067 Kentish rebellion for
that of the Normans.
Bloody 1067: Kent, Dover Uprisings
The Kentish resistance of the Normans first occurred late in 1066 as William's
forces were en route to London. As William's men marched through Kent, citizens
allegedly armed themselves with everything they could find, including sticks and tree
branches, and scared William's forces into flight. The likelihood of William's heavily
armed men fleeing from such a scene is debatable, but it is possible that the Kentish
townsmen both employed the art of surprise and intimidated William's men by their sheer
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numbers. If William's men had known most were armed with nothing more than boughs,
they could have surely dispatched their cavalry to slaughter them, but this massacre
would have been catastrophic for the Norman image, and word of it would have spread
throughout England like wildfire.56 Instead, the Normans did right by allowing the
Kentish their pseudo-victory without much blood being spilled, and William, maintaining
his focus, intelligently redirected his men to the far more significant target of London.
Because of these events, the people of Kent rallied around the Roman term invicta,
meaning undefeated or unconquered, and this has remained the county's defiant motto
since then, even appearing on its coat of arms. The Kentish peasantry would continue to
provide the greatest resistance to the Normans' rule in the year that followed.

William's personal biographer, William of Poitiers, recognized the regional
English hatred of King William and the Normans, and he wrote in the Gesta Guilelmi
that, because of their ties to Harold, the people of Kent hated him most.57 Golding writes
that:
the first major rising...occurred in Kent in the summer of 1067 and was focused
on Dover, centre of the oppressive Odo's operations. According to William of
Poitiers, the Kentish rebels appealed to Eustace of Boulogne for assistance, and
together they mounted an unsuccessful assault on Dover castle...at the same time
as Eustace raised rebellion in Kent, and potentially more seriously, English
malcontents are reported by William of Poitiers to have invited King Swegn of
Denmark to claim the throne for himself. This worry development may have
persuaded William to return to England at the end of 1067.58
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While the attempt on taking Dover castle proved futile for the rebellious Kentish,
it was a significant action in the history of the conquest for a myriad of reasons. (Fig. 5)
First, it demonstrated that the Normans' success was undoubtedly susceptible to English
popular opinion. If they ruled too harshly or imposed Norman changes at a rate with
which the English peasantry was uncomfortable, they risked widespread rebellion. Next,
it demonstrated the vulnerability of Norman fortifications. While the castle erected at
Dover withstood the English onslaught, this rebellion made the potential for an
organized, violent rejection of the Normans' presence a real possibility in the minds of the
English and Normans alike. It was the first major contest of their power in England, and
this fact made their reaction to it all the more important. The Normans realized that they
could not brutalize their English subjects; Odo's subsequent actions suggest that he
understood, at least to an extent, that there were certain limits to his power over his
Kentish subjects. While he would enjoy a high level of autonomy in his rule over Kent,
Odo, much like many other Norman lords, realized that he would need to respectably rule
his Kentish subjects in a manner that suggested that the maintenance of the English status
quo had not ended with the invasion of the Normans.59
Dr. Thomas explains that "the violence of the conquest created hatred between the
two peoples...(and that) this hatred was mainly based on political differences and the
experience of war, since the two peoples were not far apart culturally".60 During this
phase of the conquest, it was important that the Normans attempt to fortify and crush this
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resistance rather than negotiate and try to reckon with it. Political stability could not be
accomplished until a solid infrastructure is in place and the area is fortified to meet the
resistance in the short term. If this early resistance continues into the long term, then the
phase of fortification was rushed and the cost of the conquest will gradually start to
outweigh its benefits, thus making it unsuccessful. The Normans realized this, and they
quelled the resistance by any means necessary. As was true with many Norman lords,
and perhaps most notably in the case of Odo, the way in which they crushed the initial
resistance earned them reputations of ruthlessness.61
Such reputations were entirely counterproductive for the Norman war effort,
much as they had been during the earlier Anglo-Saxon invasion. For the Anglo-Saxons,
earning reputations as ruthless barbarians and wild men from the Germanic forests
equally hindered their ability to establish order in areas in which these reputations
preceded them.62 Moreover, allegations of Norman barbarism, ruthlessness, and cruelty
spread throughout parts of England rather rapidly— as is evidenced by the Norman need
for contrary propaganda- and catalyzed further rebellion.63
Therefore, the invaders realized through experience that their actions needed to be
minimize these reputations, and a line was eventually established to distinguish between
doing what was necessary to quell rebellions and what was going too far. The Normans
had definitely learned from and applied the lessons learned in Dover and Kent in their
relatively clean handling of a widespread rebellion in Exeter in 1068, and within months,
Normans rule was restored through means of diplomacy as much as by the use of
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physical force.64 Kent would continue to periodically resist in the years that followed in
response to Odo's rule over the county, and it was through this persistent resistance that
they retained the greatest level of autonomy of any county in southern England.65 The
Normans did learn from Dover and Kent, however, and this is evidenced in the fact that
while they initially operated with a scorched earth policy and, allegedly, burnt entire
dissenting towns and villages, these occurrences quickly diminished after 1067 and
gradually ceased to occur altogether by the 1070s as Norman power was established and
centralized.

Castles
In the regions granted to Norman lords, castles were quickly erected in order to
promote stability and centralize local power. As Gravett writes, "in Normandy the duke
was technically in charge of all castle building,"66 and this practice was transposed to
England during and after the conquest. In lieu of the wartime motte and bailey castles,
great stone fortifications were erected, intended to be permanent structures upon which to
be further built and improved. While some castles were built in response to immediate
or imminent threats of instability, still others were built in low-risk areas as investments
in the continuation of future Norman rule.67 The Normans were here to stay.

The motte and bailey castles built during the conquest were used effectively in the
campaign. However, as Elisabeth van Houts notes, they were "not necessarily the most
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wide spread...More common were the earthwork enclosures surrounded by wooden
palisades such as the one found at Grimbosq and at many places in the Pays-de-Caux.
Larger fortifications were those built by dukes themselves."68 Arguably, the Normans
did not require stone fortifications against an enemy lacking in siege weaponry, but stone
castles were both physically stronger and more imposing deterrents that were likely
fueled to some degree by a sense of Norman pride and an unwillingness to risk their new
possessions. Norman lords had to be wary of both internal rebellions and the chance of
external invasion from Scotland, Scandinavia, and France. While more costly, stone
fortifications would better ensure stability while being more immune to the threat of
fire.69
Fire, which could easily be ignited naturally or accidentally, posed a great threat
to motte and bailey castles dependent upon highly flammable wooden palisades. 70 It also
armed rebels with an inexpensive, highly destructive weapon, and the Normans had seen
its potential for destruction in the rebellion in Dover. Stone castles would be far less
susceptible to fire attacks, and this undoubtedly inspired many Norman lords to spare no
expense in protecting their holdings.
Thus the Norman investment in stone castles was logical for a multitude of
reasons.
Alan Crossley illustrates the development of the Norman castle built at Oxford:
the castle was built for the king by Robert d'Oilly in 1071,and the surviving motte
of the Norman castle is c. 250 ft. in diameter at its base, 81 ft. in diameter at the
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top, and 64 ft. high having been heightened in the 14th century when the well
chamber was built; the bailey originally covered c. 2.5 acres. St. George's tower,
which stood on the outer edge of the bailey, may have served as a keep in the
earliest phase of the castle's development, but if so was soon replaced by the
motte and its tower. The bailey was presumably surrounded by a rampart and
ditch. In 1142 the main features of the castle were still the motte with its tower,
and St. George's tower.71
The stone castle built at Oxford was typical of the Norman post-conquest castle
building effort. Many of the motte and bailey castles built at the time of the conquest
were quickly rebuilt in stone, and improvements were gradually made in the decades and
centuries that followed. Another such example is Corfe castle, found in Dorset county.72
(Fig. 6) Commissioned by William a few months after Hastings in late 1066 or early
1067, Corfe castle was one of the first to be built in stone during a time in which most
other castles were still being erected with wood.73 While Dorset county did not resist the
Normans to the degree that other southeastern counties did, the castle protected a pass
and was erected atop the postholes of an earlier Saxon hall, thus suggesting continuity in
the site's recognized importance through both conquests. Similarly, Cardiff castle in
southern Wales was an eleventh-century castle commissioned by William after the
conquest circa 1081 and built upon the remnants of a Roman fort, which emphasizes the
Normans' considerate nature when choosing sites upon which to build.74 (Fig. 7) Unlike
Corfe, Cardiff was built in peace time, and it was built mostly from wood. Like Corfe, it
supported a regional lordship and served to protect the southern border from further
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invasion from the continent.75 William was ever mindful of the potential of another
Norman invasion, and he and his successors actively fortified the southern border with a
multitude of castles to mitigate this threat.76
Still, entirely new castles were added across England, and as Elizabeth van Houts
notes: "most castles were built on strategic sites on hilltops and near rivers along the
borders... The geography of the site as well as architectural ingenuity determined the
great variety of fortifications."77 The number of castles which were built upon sites of
old importance suggests that the Normans were both aware of earlier English history and
that they fortified in the most efficient ways possible. As Thomas writes:
Anglo-Saxon England had extensive experience with fortifying towns, and noble
halls may have had some simple fortifications around them. But except for some
castles built by Edward the Confessor's French favorites, England lacked the
kinds of castles that had been springing up throughout other parts of western
Europe in the eleventh century.78

The Normans effectively used, incorporated, and improved upon this great network of
earlier fortifications instead of building entirely anew. This practice served to reduce the
cost of this massive building effort; furthermore, it allowed the haste at which the
Normans undertook it.
The Normans erected some of their most dramatic fortifications in places of
political significance, and they established a line of castles along their route from Dover
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to London in the months after Hastings.79 Among these was Canterbury Castle, which
was built atop earlier Roman fortifications.80 (Fig. 8) Located within Kent, the castle at
Canterbury served to stabilize the region and protect what William undoubtedly
recognized as England's foremost religious center. The castle was later expanded and its
keep rebuilt in stone by Henry I, and it became the greatest of the three royal castles in
Kent.81 Royal castles were generally larger, more affluent, and better-staffed than their
ducal and baronial counterparts, and their royal residence brought a greater deal of
stability. Canterbury Castle was significant in the royal maintenance of the power of the
ever-important Archbishop of Canterbury, and its presence at least offset some of the
power of the initially rebellious archbishopric. The speed at which castles were erected
on the road from Dover to London undoubtedly demoralized the remaining English
forces, and they effectively protected what William correctly identified as an area both of
the utmost importance to his success and susceptible to mutiny given its vicinity to the
capital.
Castle-building had enabled the Norman advance to London, and when they
arrived, the Normans fortified their new capital following William's coronation on
Christmas Day. One of the most significant castles erected in England under William,
the White Tower of London was commissioned not long after the Normans had reached
London at the end of 1066.82 Originally a wooden fortress, the keep was rebuilt in stone
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within a decade of the Normans' arrival.83 (Fig. 9) This castle accommodated the English
king, served as a base of military operations in and around the city, and acted as a
physical testament to William's and his successors' power. Its presence acted as a
physical and psychological deterrent to rebellion, and its symbolic significance was equal
to that of its actual importance in demonstrating Norman control of the capital.

Although the Anglo-Saxons did not build stone castles on the scale of their
Norman counterparts, the Anglo-Saxon equivalent of the Norman castle was the burh,
from the same Germanic root as the modern German and English 'burg'.84 The burh,
which was later perfected during the reigns of Alfred and his successors, referred to any
fortified site and was used primarily as a defensive stronghold along the frontier. Much
like the later Normans, the Anglo-Saxons efficiently built burhs atop Roman
fortifications, adding greater palisades and earthworks to the surviving Roman remains. 85
These defensive structures fortified the English countryside and increased the stability of
the regions in which they existed to a similar degree as did the later Norman castles. As
such, they were crucial to the successful completion of the phase of fortification during
the Anglo-Saxon invasion.
As the rebellions across England dwindled and the defensive infrastructure was
improved, the process of fortification began to end. This phase of building on a
monumental—and royal—scale saw the end of the fighting in England. Subsequently,
the Normans, much like the Anglo-Saxons had done, began to establish political and
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economic stability as William and his successors realized their roles as the new kings of
England.
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Chapter II Images

Figure 5: "The Key to England": The 12th century Norman castle at Dover.

Figure 6: Remains of the Norman stone castle erected at Corfe in Dorset County. One of the first Norman
stone castles built in England, it was commissioned by William the Conqueror not long after Hastings.
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Figure 7: Cardiff Castle: a Norman Motte and Bailey castle built upon 3rd century AD Roman fortifications;
it was rebuilt in stone by Robert of Gloucester in the early 12th century.

44

Figure 8: Norman castle at Canterbury. The original Motte and Bailey from October 1066 was built upon
and stone fortifications were added during the reign of Henry I (1100-1135).

Figure 9: The White Tower at the Tower of London, commissioned by William the Conqueror upon his
arrival in London.
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Chapter 3
Establishing Political and Economic Stability Through the Consolidation of
Power
After the principle fighting had subsided, William faced the challenge of retaining
the Norman lords who had supported him in the conquest in order to maintain a powerful
Norman presence, as is illustrated in the case of Gilbert d'Auffray, as noted by one
modern author,
According to Oderic Vitalis, Gilbert d'Auffray fought loyally with his vassals in
all the major battles of the 'English War'. But when the country was pacified,
Gilbert returned to Normandy, though the king offered him great estates in
England, for he declined to have any part in plunder. Content with his own, he
rejected other men's goods.86

As such, William realized he would need to entice Norman lords to stay while closely
checking their power. Many English lords had rebelled throughout the kingdom, and
William's personal army would not have been physically able to respond to and quell
simultaneous rebellions were it not for the assistance of the remaining Norman lords.
Moreover, it is highly likely that many more rebellions would have erupted if the Norman
lords' presence had not acted a deterrent. But this is not to argue that many of these
opportunistic lords were loyal to William for anything more than the potential for loot
and their personal gain, and William rightfully feared their own rebellion. While William
had been triumphant in the English war, he was as vulnerable as any other Norman
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commander and could be overthrown by a coalition of Norman lords as easily as he had
overthrown Harold. Still, he needed their presence, and he sought to reward their loyalty
by granting them the shires and castles of the rebellious English lords whom they had
deposed.
In order to check their power, William strategically granted his faithful Norman
lords land in areas scattered throughout the kingdom.87 He spread their holdings often in
unstable areas and used them to pacify and ensure Norman control in various regions
without having to do so personally or alone. Many of the lords whom had best served
him in the war, Robert of Mortain, were given multiple holdings but he was careful to
distribute their holdings across the kingdom so as to prevent collusion and the emergence
of a rival state. He placed rival lords beside one another to further prevent collusion and
promote competition.
Robert of Mortain, a Norman lord active at Hastings and the subsequent
campaign, provides an interesting example in the redistribution process. Immediately
prior to the conquest, Robert loaned his half-brother William 120 ships, the most of any
Norman lord, to use in the crossing of the channel. Upon arriving in England, Robert
continued to play a vital role as William's right-hand man (he is literally depicted as such
in the Bayeux tapestry, sitting beside William on the throne).88 Moreover, Orderic Vitalis
describes him as having been one of William's closest, most trusted and respected
advisors and confidants, and he was present at every council William called prior to and
during the conquest. For his loyal services both on and off the battlefield, he was
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awarded three castles across southern and middle England, the most received by any
Norman lord involved in the conquest. By the time of the Domesday survey, Robert was
further granted 797 manors throughout the kingdom. This was due in part to nepotism, as
Robert was William's half-brother, and, as such, he was one of the few lords whom
William could trust.
The Norman political system, much like its Anglo-Saxon counterpart had,
depended upon this nepotism and strong familial ties to both ensure a consolidation of
power and provide a sense of dynastic legitimacy to their rule.89 Family connections
were key to the marriage of political and religious authority, and they enabled the
increased level of stability resultant of this union. These connections were further driven
by politically-motivated gifts, and the continuation of this highly-ritualized practice by
the Normans and the Anglo-Saxons was largely responsible for their political success.
The practice of gift-giving was ingrained in English culture at the time of the
Norman conquest, and its importance in establishing and maintaining stability and control
was no less important in Anglo-Saxon times than when William sought to gain favor
among his Norman and English lords. Pollington writes of the English ritual of giftgiving, noting that
ritual, ceremony, and tradition formed an important part of military life in the
Anglo- Saxon period; it was one of the bonding agents used to hold together the
groups of individuals who constituted the war band. Ritual also lent a sense of
timeless permanence to the group-- the king gave out gifts on such-and-such a day
every year, as his predecessors had before him and his successors would in the
future.90
Thus, William's extensive gift-giving, most obviously in the form of land, was perhaps
89
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not so much revolutionary as it was in line with a centuries-long English tradition. By
keeping in line with this tradition, he would further establish a degree of continuity in his
reign with regard to the broader English monarchical history. This maintenance of
tradition would define the implementation of Norman feudalism and its Anglo-Saxon
complement in the third phase of both conquests as will now be addressed.
Feudalism
William more or less transposed the Carolingian feudal system with which the
Normans were familiar and introduced it to the English organizational structure.91 The
transfer was logical; the Norman ducal system distributed power to local lords whom
were in turn subservient to the king, and William implemented this feudal system to the
English administrative divisions which were already in place. As Thomas writes:
while one might have expected William the Conqueror to change the English
government to conform to Norman standards, he did not. Medieval rulers tended
to respect tradition...moreover, English government worked quit well by the
standard of the time and was somewhat more sophisticated than Norman
government.92

This allowed William and his successors to maintain and improve upon the old English
system rather than rejecting and replacing it entirely, which was significant in
maintaining political stability. The more the political status quo could be maintained in
the popular mindset, as it was when the Anglo-Saxons began this phase of their conquest,
the less opposition there would be to the new system.

While many scholars like Golding and Thomas hold that Carolingian feudalism
was generally adapted and implemented by William's men after the conquest, Green
writes: "it is not clear how widespread feudal relationships were in the Normandy of
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Duke William II's day and, most crucially, how fief holding fitted into relations between
William and the magnates".93 However, what is generally accepted by scholars is the
change in the definition of lordship and landownership that came as a result of the
Norman conquest. Thomas writes: "in the short term, the conquest probably produced
unusually tight networks of patronage, even by medieval standards."94 These tight
networks improved political and economic stability. Moreover, they strengthened and
defined the nature of the aristocracy's power within England. Green further explains:
The whole rationale of the aristocracy was that of a military elite, and when the
chips were down lords expected their men to follow them into battle. The fact
that we rarely hear about this dimension of lordship in any detail does not obscure
its importance, particularly in the years after 1066 and again in Stephen's reign.
There may have been conventions about the terms on which service was provided.
The greatest loyalty (and presumably therefore personal service) was to a man's
liege lord, but where there was a second or a third lord to take into account, the
greatest obligation was to the lord from whom most land was held.95 If two lords
were at war, then a potential conflict of loyalty could be avoided by the concept of
a paramount or liege homage to the chief lord and a limited liability to the
second.96

Thus, from the tight networks of patronage there arose a new aristocratic class of
Normans in England which mixed with and replaced the older English nobility. A
network of support for William and his successors came with the emergence of this class,
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and it legitimized the Norman claim to the throne. This class was akin to the earlier
Anglo-Saxon aristocratic class in that it was founded by a military elite which enabled the
success of the overlord.97

Of the Anglo-Saxon parallel, Hugh writes that the "warriors had often held lands
taken from the church in the Anglo-Saxon period," but no degree of feudalism really
arose in the sixth century.98 Like the Normans, the Anglo-Saxons brought their political
system of Earldoms with them to England, and they effectively implemented it by using
and improving upon the Romano-Britons bureaucratic structure.99 This organization was
a remnant from the Roman occupation of Britain centuries earlier, and although it now
operated less efficiently and more disjointedly, it had not decayed entirely.100 This
parallel highlighting the incorporation of new political ideologies within mature
administrative divisions was integral to the success of both conquests. While both
conquests had arisen from temporary power vacuums, the fact that defined organizational
structures were already in place at the time of their arrivals made the establishment of
political stability a far less daunting process than if no structure existed at all. Although
it hampered what the Anglo-Saxons and Normans could change politically, it presented
them with a framework within which they could operate more efficiently.
Maintaining Ties to Homeland
Integral to the success of both the Normans and the Anglo-Saxons was their
maintenance of a relationship with their respective homelands. In the case of the
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Normans in England, their direct connection to and continued relationship with the
Normans in Normandy provided legitimacy to their claim to power and an identity on
which to build.101 The continental Normans provided allies against internal threats to
political power, but they also were in themselves a threat. Because of this, a balance
needed to be kept between sharing power and identity and distancing themselves to a
large enough extent to retain autonomy. Although the Normans had conquered England,
William and his successors worked to preserve their Norman heritage while remaining a
separate state as opposed to conceding their territory to a larger Norman or French
empire.
Similarly, the Angles and the Saxons both maintained cultural, social, and
political ties to their respective homelands. Later, in the Holy Roman Empire, Saxony
would become an extremely important, prominent, and powerful duchy. The AngloSaxons invaded England centuries prior to the foundation of the Holy Roman Empire and
Saxony's rise to prominence, but their English descendents recognized the importance of
maintaining a relationship with their continental cousins. Saxony's power provided
legitimacy to the Saxons' descendants' rule in England, but the English were careful not
to let their shared heritage with Saxony define them. The physical distance between
England and Saxony began to prevent the continued influx of Saxons as the AngloSaxons gradually began to settle and fortify their new holdings in England. This helped
to establish the degree of separation necessary for the Anglo-Saxons' success in England,
while bloodlines and heritage conversely encouraged the maintenance of contact with
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Saxony. By the time Saxony had become a duchy of the Holy Roman Empire, the
Anglo-Saxons had long-since established themselves and integrated with the local culture
to prevent Saxon assimilation. The pros of the maintenance of this relationship included
improved legitimacy and the potential availability—at least in theory—of warlords
sympathetic to the Anglo-Saxon cause in times of trouble.102 The Anglo-Saxons thus
found an ideal balance between distancing themselves from and keeping ties to their
homeland.
Achieving Economic Stability
Much as was true with its political counterpart, the economic aspect of the
Norman conquest depended on and was governed by the establishment of an ideal
balance between the introduction of Norman ideas and the maintenance of the perceived
English status quo. To completely Normanize would risk the sparking of a total
revolution of the subjugated English people; the more the status quo could be
maintained—be it in popular perception or in actuality—the better stability could be
established and maintained through the first few generations following the conquest.
Economically, too rapid a movement of Normanization would cause a financial crisis,
and William and his advisors were mindful of this as evidenced in their subsequent
actions.
Dr. Thomas writes that evidence of the negative impact the invading Normans
had on the short term English economy can be found in contemporary sources, including
most notably the Domesday Book. He writes that
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Overall, the Norman Conquest had a decidedly negative but surprisingly shortlived impact on the English economy. Various chronicles describe the
devastation brought by William's armies, and their accounts seem to be amply
confirmed by the Domesday Book. That survey reveals that war, fire, and
disruption of trade reduced the population of many towns. In addition, the
Normans knocked down hundreds of urban homes in order to build castles within
town walls.103

Disruption of the local economy can be expected in the short term following an invasion,
but in order for a conquest to be successful, this period of crisis must be minimized and
quickly resolved to prevent more serious problems in the long term. Medieval historian
Richard Huscroft writes the "occupation of England quickly became a massive ongoing
military enterprise which required heavy taxation, the dispossession of the native
aristocracy, and the granting of their lands to men who were, in effect, Norman military
governors of particular areas."104
The extremely high level of detail apparent in the thorough process by which the
Normans charted and surveyed their newly conquered territory is perhaps best
exemplified by their grand survey, The Domesday Book. It was commissioned by
William and written in Latin in 1086, the result of a massive survey of his new subjects'
landholdings. Through the Domesday survey, the Normans could subtly gain a more
accurate understanding of the true nature of their new kingdom while laying the
groundwork for future taxation in order to strengthen Norman power and solidify their
control of England. It can be argued that the ability to levy taxes by an invading force
without violent repercussion is the ultimate mark of a successful conquest. Being that the
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Domesday survey was conducted and written twenty years after the start of the conquest,
it is apparent that political stability had been largely accomplished and that reform of the
tax system was needed. As aforementioned, the conquest was an expensive undertaking,
and if a permanent Norman presence was to be sustained, the long term economic
benefits of holding England would need to be improved via taxation.
The sheer amount of information these scribes collected was immense, and it is all
the more impressive when one considers that so few scribes, now assigned and identified
by letters—i.e. Scribe A, B, etc.—were able to gather so much reliable information in so
short a time. This implies that not only did William have the very best scribes at his
disposal, but also, and more importantly, that the scribes operated within a larger, stable
framework in order to travel and work efficiently. Despite the recent conquest, the
infrastructure was in place to allow them to move from county to county, and the
resistance in Norman-held territories had been quelled enough in order to allow them to
carry on with their surveys- for purposes of tax collection, no less, without fear of death
or capture.
An example from the Domesday book elucidates its thoroughness. A random
entry of an average estate in West Bretton starts by listing administrative information,
namely its Wapentake105, Agbrigg, then its Area, West Riding, followed by the county,
Yorkshire. Next, the survey reports the Total Population of the household at 1.7, noting
it is very small, before stating that its Total Tax Assessment is 3.4 geld units. Next, it
lists the Head of the Manor as Wakefield, reporting that he has a taxable value of 92.4
geld units and 51 ploughlands with 13 men's plough teams. It notes the size of his
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household is 9 villages, 22 smallholders, 11 freemen, and 3 priests, and it reports he also
holds woodlands 3x3 furlongs and 6x4 leagues with two churches. 106 All of the entries
in the Domesday book were so meticulously researched as was this example. The fact
that so few scribes could gather so much information across such a large area in so short
a time is astounding; the Domesday survey was truly an unprecedented feat of the
Normans.
While no Anglo-Saxon survey was conducted on the Domesday's scale, the early
seventh-century Law of Ethelbert commissioned by King Ethelbert of Kent (r590-616)
provides somewhat of a parallel. While earlier Anglo-Saxon laws were likely recorded
by earlier kings, the Law of Ethelbert is the oldest known complete Anglo-Saxon legal
code. It was the first such code written in Old English, a language which arose from the
marriage of Old Saxon German with the native Romano-British tongues, and a sole
manuscript of it has been preserved in the Textus Roffensis. Like the Norman Domesday
book, the Law of Ethelbert was politically and economically motivated, and its
implementation brought both an increased degree of social stability and political power.
The Anglo-Saxons would not consolidate power to a degree that allowed them to
administer country-wide taxes as the Normans could until the tenth-century; however, the
speed at which the Normans could do this depended largely upon the existing economic
framework that was lacking in the sixth-century upon the Anglo-Saxons' arrival.107
While England's economy was impacted in the short term by the Norman
conquest, as Hugh Thomas writes, "in the long run, the Norman Conquest seems to have
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barely dented the overall growth of the English economy, and England followed the slow
upward trajectory of prosperity common to western Europe in the period".108 This was
also true of the Anglo-Saxons in the sixth century, albeit they stabilized at a slower rate
given the less directed nature of their conquest. As both groups established political and
economic stability in the years following their arrivals, they simultaneously began a
much longer process of cultural assimilation which would greatly impact English identity
up to the present day.
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Chapter III Images

Figure 10: Castle building in England under William I.
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Chapter 4
Cultural Assimilation
In any successful conquest, the final phase entailing cultural assimilation is
generally the most gradual and balanced. As the conquerors introduce their culture to
their new subjects, they are inevitably counter-exposed to and influenced by the native
culture. Total cultural displacement cannot occur without genocide, and this process,
aside from its immorality, is far less efficient and far more costly than traditional
conquest.109 Rather, as the two cultures interact with one another, elements of the
stronger culture phase out elements of the native, thus forming an entirely new culture
over time.
The Norman conquest's impact on the English culture paralleled the degree to
which the Anglo-Saxons had previously influenced its development. The two conquests
represent two of the most significant moments in English history and in the development
of the English identity. Prior to the Anglo-Saxons arrival, Britain was predominantly
Celtic and Roman.110 These inhabitants could not be called English, and it was in the
cultural assimilation process following the Anglo-Saxon invasion that the term 'English'
first came to describe the fusion of this older culture with the new Germans.111 The
arrival of the Normans represented the last great population movement into Pre-Industrial
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England, and it was in the cultural assimilation process following this conquest that the
medieval English identity arose.

Impact on Religion
Both conquests had a profound impact on English religious history, but the
Normans perhaps did so to a greater extent. Golding writes that
for several generations after 1066 the great majority of parish priests continued to
be of English descent. This impacted the social status of the churchmen, and it
allowed many earlier English practices and liturgies to continue without being
entirely phased out with the introduction of their continental counterparts.112
William undoubtedly recognized the importance of the church, and multiple
sources—most notably his biographer William of Poitiers—reported that William was a
devoutly religious man.113 One account of the Battle of Hastings reported that Norman
success in the battle and subsequent campaign was due at least in part to William's
leading the men in a solemn night of prayer prior to the battle while the English partook
in a night of drunken revelry.114 This dichotomy is highly unlikely given Harold's haste
to arrive to Hastings, but it did serve as useful Norman propaganda to promote their pious
nature.115 As further testament to his personal faith, William of Poitiers recorded that
prior to embarking on the conquest, William sought and received papal approval of his
decision.116
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Regardless of William's motivation derived by his personal belief, he masterfully
used the English church to promote stability and set a precedent for future Anglo-Norman
kings to work closely with the church. As was demonstrated by their involvement in the
rebellions, English archbishops were powerful and had the potential to become highly
politicized figures. By building and maintaining a relationship with them, or by
promoting their happiness by allowing a degree of perceived autonomy, kings and lords
could greatly reduce threats to their rule. England was at this time a highly religious
society, and the church had a great deal of influence, especially at the local level.117
Therefore William's decision to leave the majority of the English clergy in place, thus
maintaining a religious status quo in much the same way that he had politically, was both
a wise and a significant decision.

Somewhat similarly, the Anglo-Saxon king Ethelbert of Kent (r.590-616)
recognized the political significance of the church, and he sought to solidify its power in
order to promote stability. English scholar Peter Hunter Blair writes that "the
establishment of a regular diocesan organization provided the Church in England with a
means of orderly government which would allow it to override narrow political
boundaries and to act as a unit in a country where political unity did not yet exist."118
While the invading Anglo-Saxons were not Christian before Ethelbert's conversion, like
the Normans they maintained elements of their pre-invasion traditions and incorporated
them into the English tradition.
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As a result of the Norman's impact on the English Church, which to this point had
remained peripheral in western Christianity, the English Church became much more
continental in nature and religiously prominent in the centuries that followed. The
English Church also became more closely-related to the French Church through
William's and his successors' appointment of Normans to the English clergy.
This process mirrored the eleventh-century introduction and twelfth-century
implementation of Norman French to England.
Impact on Language
As the twentieth-century German linguist George Trager argued in 1949, a
language is an entity "by which the members of a society interact in the overall context of
their culture." A common language unites and defines a population while simultaneously
serving to differentiate non-speakers as being of another group. As such, the
establishment of a common language is a necessary element of the cultural assimilation
following a conquest. If the invading group forces its native tongue on its new subjects
too forcefully, they will feel subjugated and the threat of rebellion will risk the political
and economic stability required for its maintenance of power. If the invading group
allows the adoption of its language to occur seemingly naturally, as the Normans and the
Anglo-Saxons did to a large extent, the establishment of a common tongue can be
accomplished over the span of a few generations with far less risk. This is not to say that
both the Anglo-Saxons and Normans did not consciously work to encourage the adoption
of their respective languages, but their tolerance of the old proved wiser in unifying
England than through outright coercive replacement.
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Both the Anglo-Saxons and the Normans phased the native languages out at
different speeds and degrees, but they both employed political leverage to catalyze the
transition. Dr. Stephen Pollington writes of the Anglo-Saxon process that
evidence is found in the rapid and total replacement of British (a Celtic language)
by various Germanic tongues in the lowlands, beginning in East Anglia and along
the Thames valley and spreading quickly north and west. To affect this transition,
the Anglo-Saxons must have either replaced the pre-existing population entirely
(which is possible only in the areas of earliest settlement, where the English
immigrant population was densest-- but unlikely, given that Roman administrative
forms continued in use well into Saxon times) or have quickly gained the upper
hand in political, commercial and social life so that British (the ancestor of Welsh,
Cornish, and Breton) became a low-status language which there was no incentive
to use or learn.119
Furthermore, Blair argues that "the Celtic language, in its various forms, continued to be
spoken in the more remote parts of Britain throughout the Anglo-Saxon period."120 This
phenomenon was true after the Norman Conquest as well, and the influence of Norman
French was slow to arrive in isolated parts of the kingdom.
The Normans, albeit more gradually than the Anglo-Saxons, phased out the native
Old English out by making Norman French an elite language. It was the language of the
court, and much of the English aristocracy recognized the importance of learning it in
order to maintain their elite status. Tradesmen and townspeople learned French through
their increased interaction with Normans, and gradually the two tongues became Middle
English. The Normans' influence upon the development of Middle English was so
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profound that by the twelfth- and thirteenth-centuries, English speakers reportedly had
great difficulty in attempting to decipher Old English texts.121

Impact on Architecture
Prior to their arrival in England, the early Normans adapted their Viking
architecture to reflect the local French fashion, thus developing a unique style which they
would bring with them to England. The resulting Norman style seamlessly combined
elements of tenth-century Viking and Carolingian architecture to develop the Norman
Romanesque style.122 This style evolved from roughly 950-1050 and was increasingly
influenced by trends on the continent in the eleventh century as the Normans' contact
with other European states increased. Edward the Confessor and some of the English
aristocracy were reportedly admirers of this style, and they commissioned a few Norman
architects to design buildings ranging from churches to private estates in the years prior
to the conquest.123 Because of this growing affinity, elements of Norman Romanesque
architecture were incorporated into English architecture which catalyzed the development
of the Anglo-Norman style which would emerge in the decades following the
conquest.124 The Anglo-Saxons did not perfectly mirror this process; rather their impact
on English architecture came after the invasion and solely during the process of cultural
assimilation.
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The most obvious architectural impact the Norman conquest had on England was
the introduction of the stone castle, but the influence of Norman masonry was not
restricted to strongholds and fortifications alone, which were discussed above. The
Normans greatly inspired the use of stone in construction of buildings of many functions,
from manors to halls to churches.125 Prior to this introduction, buildings were almost
entirely constructed of wood and earth.126 While this style of architecture continued to
dominate the English countryside for centuries to come, the prevalence of stone buildings
skyrocketed following the conquest, marking the advent of Romanesque architecture in
England.127
Anglo-Norman architecture would continue develop in the centuries to come, and
it would be defined by its massive scale, sculptured masonry, geometric ornament, and
extensive use of arches.128 As Liddiard writes,
in the subsequent two centuries architectural expertise in both secular and
ecclesiastical spheres produced in the Anglo-Norman realm a number of buildings
that in both size and complexity of design superseded any comparable structure in
Western Europe.129
Massive building projects erupted across England as it economically flourished under the
Normans, and these consisted most notably of churches, monasteries, cathedrals, castles,
and stone keeps. An outstanding example of one such building project in the AngloNorman style can be found in Winchester cathedral, constructed from 1079-1093.130 (Fig.
11) With a length exceeding 170 meters, this cathedral was one of the largest in western
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Europe at the time of its construction, and it is still in regular use to this day, which is a
testament to the ingenuity of its design. The Anglo-Norman style, whose development
again had begun prior to the Normans' arrival, inspired English architects' interest in
continental trends, again making England less of a periphery and more of a participant in
continental culture, while laying the foundation for the later English adoption of the
Gothic style.131

Paralleling the later Norman influence, the introduction of the great hall by the
Anglo-Saxons had a tremendous impact upon English architecture until the time of the
Norman conquest. Built of wood, halls were erected across England by Anglo-Saxon
lords to serve administrative and residential functions.132 As was mentioned in the
Fortification chapter, these halls were often strategically located, and they paralleled to a
large degree the later Norman stone keeps in scale, grandeur, and function.
Conclusion
Ultimately the process of cultural assimilation following the Norman and AngloSaxon conquests greatly impacted the development of English medieval society. The
process was gradual due in part to its scale, but its successful completion enabled both the
Normans and the Anglo-Saxons to remain in England following the completion of their initial
military actions. The resulting cultural impact and the degree of permanence in their settlement
distinguished their military endeavors in England from the Viking raids of the first millennia
which were often driven solely by a desire for land and loot. These raids did not follow the
phases of conquest as the Normans and Anglo-Saxons did, and they therefore cannot be classified
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as such. Rather the Normans and the Anglo-Saxons stood alone with the Romans as the sole
conquerors of England, a feat which has never again been accomplished in the centuries since.
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Chapter IV Images

Figure 11 : Winchester Cathedral, built 1079-1093, provides an outstanding example of 11th century AngloNorman ecclesiastical architecture.
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Conclusion
Similarities Between the 6th and 11th Century Conquests of England?
Ultimately, there were many parallels between the eleventh-century Norman conquest
and sixth-century Anglo-Saxon invasion of England. These included events and figures in each
stage of both campaigns, and modern archaeological investigation will reveal more parallels
which have not yet been realized due to a loss of reputable source material over time. While no
Anglo-Saxon leader held power and influence to the degree that William the Conqueror would in
the Norman conquest, leaders such as Aelle of Sussex and Ethelbert of Kent will provide
interesting parallels for further study as the archaeological record of this period is expanded upon.
Key to the Normans' and Anglo-Saxons' success was their concerted effort to fortify their
holdings and establish political and economic stability by expanding upon the infrastructure
already in place. Their processes of cultural assimilation, most notably their adaptation of the
native language and religion, enabled their continued inhabitation of Britain and greatly shaped
the development of the English identity. Undoubtedly, both conquests were integral moments in
English history.
My thesis was perhaps an overly ambitious undertaking at the Undergraduate level.
With more experience in writing comparisons of events on this scale and the better familiarity
with the subject matter that comes with years of academic research, my essay would undoubtedly
be better focused, even more accurate parallels could be made, and my style would be better
refined for an academic audience. Furthermore, I could find a better balance between the
comparative analyses and the narrative aspect of the events themselves, something with which I
was very concerned throughout the entire writing process. This experience only comes with the
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pursuit of higher education, and I hope to one day re-address my topic with the aid of said
experience.
That being said, there are many parallels between the two campaigns, and more will
undoubtedly come to light as archaeological excavations in England reveal more about the events
that has been lost in the written sources. Being that many of the contemporary sources were
written years after the conquest, and a great many were biased by the politicization of the events,
their validity and accuracy are questionable at times. War and invasion are events which always
politicize and often polarize sources, and the old adage that "the winners write the history" is
equally true of these conquests. Most Norman sources are biased in favor of the Normans and
served to promote their image and strengthen and legitimize their claim to power. They highlight
William's and the Norman's piousness and celebrate their cunning. Conversely, the English
accounts are biased in favor of Harold and the English, and they often romanticize the English
resilience in the face of ruthless Norman oppression.
In the case of the Anglo-Saxon invasion, all surviving accounts are written after the fact
and solely tell the English perspective. Elements of the Anglo-Saxons are romanticized by the
later writers in much the same way that the later Anglo-Normans wrote of William's conquest. It
becomes a story of heritage, and historical facts are omitted and lost over time with the revision
of manuscripts. It is for these reasons that increased archaeological research is needed to
supplement these stories, and, as excavation teams publish their results from across England, a
much complete picture of these two hallmark events in English history will arise.
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