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There were many motives for murdering a king. One of them has not,
so far, been systematically investigated, although it was of the utmost
significance for the constitutional history of Europe. This motive is
the monarchy itself—its establishment on the basis of collective
forms of rule at the end of Christian late Antiquity. William
Shakespeare, who, among the greats of world literature, had the most
profound understanding of the specific character of monarchical
rule, had his Richard II acknowledge violent death as an integral part
of the existence of kings:

For God’s sake let us sit upon the ground
And tell sad stories of the death of kings:
How some have been depos’d, some slain in war,
Some haunted by the ghosts they have deposed,
Some poisoned by their wives, some sleeping kill’d,
All murthered—for within the hollow crown
That rounds the mortal temples of a king
Keeps Death his court ...1

The significance of this close link between kingship and violent
death can already be observed among the barbarian peoples at the
time of the migrations. This is connected with the way in which these
kingdoms came into being, growing out of the successful conquests
of groups of warriors who had come together more or less voluntar-
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* Trans. by Angela Davies.
1 William Shakespeare, King Richard II, Act III, Scene 2.
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ily, and whose leaders had found acclaim because of their successes.
The future of such bands of warriors, however, depended largely on
the fate of their leaders. If they were murdered or killed in battle, the
group’s independent existence in many cases came to an end.2 If
leaders survived, however, and left behind inheritable sons, then
quite different conditions set the tone as soon as in the next genera-
tions. It was no longer a matter of joining such a band—its members
were born into it, so that notions of natural as well as historical iden-
tity were developed, leading to ethnogenesis. If such a process con-
tinued undisturbed for any length of time, a people emerged, ruled
by a dynasty.

Naturally, dynasties arose only retrospectively, when a long chain
of succession had been realized. Because this essentially depended
on biological chance, ways of regulating it were constantly being
sought. The less kingship and rule were seen as an institution and an
office, the more they depended on individuals, and the greater the
temptation to change conditions by eliminating such people.

We will not here pursue the question of whether the Germanen,
the Germanic tribes, had always possessed kingship as an ancient
tradition of small kingdoms spread all over Europe, or whether it
arose only as the result of expansions.3 In any case, the Romans made
use of kingship among the barbarian peoples in order to create stable
and controllable conditions on their borders. The Cheruscans had a
king who received military support from Rome,4 and the Romans
actually imposed kingship on the Bructerans.5 As Tacitus pointed
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2 Reinhard Wenskus, Stammesbildung und Verfassung: Das Werden der frühmit-
telalterlichen ‘gentes’ (2nd edn.; Cologne, 1977), p. 68, with references to the
causal connection which contemporaries saw between the death of the
Alemannic king in the battle against Clovis (c. 497) and the end of Alemannic
independence. See also the end of the Thuringian realm and kingship.
3 On this point see Walter Schlesinger, ‘Über germanisches Heerkönigtum’,
in id., Beiträge zur deutschen Verfassungsgeschichte des Mittelalters, vol. 1
(Göttingen, 1963), pp. 53–87, 339–41; Wenskus, Stammesbildung und
Verfassung, pp. 409–26; Walter Pohl, Die Germanen (Munich, 2000), pp. 65–7.
4 Germanicus maintained Segestes’s rule. Tacitus, Annales, ed. Heinrich
Heubner (Stuttgart, 1983), 1,57.
5 C. Plini Caecili Secundi epistularum libri decem, ed. R. A. B. Mynors (Oxford,
1963), 2,7,2.



out: ‘The might and power of the kings depend upon the authority of
Rome. These kings occasionally receive our armed assistance, more
often our financial, and it is equally effective.’6

Apart from this Roman acculturation (which should serve as a
warning against naïve enthusiasm for the ancient Germans and ide-
ological Germanism), the fact that not the monarchy, but the co-
existence of a number of kings seems to have been the rule is impor-
tant for the pre-history of post-Antiquity kingship and for our par-
ticular topic. At the Battle of Strasburg (357), Emperor Julian con-
fronted seven Alemannic kings whose names are known,7 and a
number of Batavian kings.8 Emperors Maximian and Constantine
repeatedly defeated several Frankish kings at the same time;9 and a
number of Frankish kings concluded peace with Julian in 356.10 It
was exactly the same among the Frisians,11 Cimbri,12 Suebi,13
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6 Tacitus, Germania, ed. Gerhard Perl (Berlin, 1990), 42,2. Cf. Joachim Ehlers,
‘Grundlagen der europäischen Monarchie in Spätantike und Mittelalter’,
Majestas, 8/9 (2000/2001), pp. 49–80, at pp. 63 ff.
7 Chnodomarius, Vestralpus, Urius, Usicinus, Serapio, Suomarius, and Hort-
arius. Ammianus Marcellinus, Römische Geschichte, ed. Wolfgang Seyfarth, 4
vols. (Berlin, 1970–1), 16,12,1. Among these, Chnodomarius and Serapio were
the mightiest; Serapio, a nephew of Chnodomarius, was originally named Ag-
enarichus and received the name Serapio after his father encountered Greek
esoteric doctrines during his sojourn in Gaul as a hostage, ibid. 16,12,25. On
Suomarius and Hortarius, ibid. 17,10,3, and 5. Constantius II fought two
royal brothers, Gundomadus and Vadomarius, ibid. 14,10,1, and 10.
8 Ibid. 16,12,45. 
9 Panegyrici Latini, ed. R. A. B. Mynors (Oxford, 1964), the numbering of ed.
Emil Baehrens, XII Panegyrici Latini (Leipzig, 1874) and ed. Édouard
Galletier, Panégyriques latins, 3 vols. (Paris, 1949–52) is indicated in brackets,
7 (6) Anonymus, Pan. Maximiano et Constantino (a. 307), 2,4. Ascaricus and
Merogaisus: 6 (7) Anonymus, Pan. Constantino (a. 310), 11,5, 10,2, 11,3.
Ascaricus and a further king: 4 (10) Nazarius, Pan. Constantino (a. 321), 16,5.
10 Marcellinus, Römische Geschichte, 16,3,2.
11 Verritus and Malorix nationem eam regebant. Tacitus, Annales, 13,54,1.
12 In the battle of Vercellae (101 BC) their kings Boiorix—L. Annaeus Florus,
Epitomae de Tito Livio bellorum omnium annorum DCC, ed. Edward Seymour
Forster (London, 1929), 1,38,18—and Lugius were killed, whereas Claodicus
and Caesorix were captured. Cf. Orosius, Historiarum adversum paganos libri
VII, ed. Carl Zangemeister (Vienna, 1882), 5,16,20.
13 Sido and Italicus, reges Sueborum, Tacitus, Historiarum libri, ed. Heinrich
Heubner (Stuttgart, 1978), 3,5,1, in the battle of Cremona, 69 BC, ibid. 3,21,2.



Teutons,14 and Vandals.15 None of these men were merely principes in
the sense meant by Tacitus, because they acted independently and
were capable of making alliances among themselves. 

These qualifications are important in assessing cases of regicide
because the struggle for position in situations of collective rule is dif-
ferent from a dispute within a royal family (stirps regia).16 We cannot
discuss this phenomenon fully here, but will simply mention the
large number of regicides among the Visigoths, already famous
among contemporaries,17 before concentrating on the Franks. They
developed the institution of monarchy in the Latin, Christian part of
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After the overthrow of Vannius, whom Drusus had installed, Vangio and
Sido divided the regnum. Tacitus, Annales, 12,30,2.
14 After the battle of Aquae Sextiae (102 BC) several of their escaping kings
were captured by the Sequans and turned over to Marius. Plutarchi vitae
parallelae, 3.1, ed. Konrat Ziegler (Leipzig, 1971), pp. 203-63, at p. 24.
15 Several of their kings parleyed with Aurelian and gave their children as
hostages. P. Herennius Dexippos, ed. F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechi-
schen Historiker, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1926), no. 100, fr. 7,2.
16 We disregard the problem of ‘sacral regicide’. Wenskus, Stammesbildung
und Verfassung, p. 410, supposed its existence among the Herules and refers
to Ludwig Schmidt, Die Ostgermanen (2nd edn.; Munich, 1934), p. 561,
whose source may have been Procopius, The Gothic War (II), ed. H. B.
Dewing, Procopius, History of the Wars (London, 1919), vol. 3, 2,14: 'The
Eruli, displaying their beastly and fanatical character against their own
“rex”, one Ochus by name, suddenly killed the man for no good reason at all,
laying against him no other charge than that they wished to be without a
king thereafter.’
17 Of 32 successions, 20 were achieved by force: Felix Dahn, Die Könige der
Germanen, 5 (Würzburg, 1870), p. 122, n. 4. ‘The Goths had adopted this
detestable custom of killing with the sword any of their kings who did not
please them, and of appointing as king whomsoever their fancy lighted
upon.’ Gregorii Turonensis Libri historiarum X, ed. Bruno Krusch and Wilhelm
Levison (Monumenta Germaniae Historica, hereafter cited as MGH,
Scriptores rerum Merovingicarum, hereafter cited as SS rer. Merov., 1.1;
Hanover, 1937–51), hereafter cited as Greg. Tur., 3.30. The reason for
Gregory’s contempt may have been that after the murder of a rival among
the Franks, only members of the Merovingian family could succeed, where-
as the Visigoths accepted usurpers of different parentage. Edward Arthur
Thompson, The Goths in Spain (Oxford, 1969), pp. 19 and 155. Dietrich
Claude, Geschichte der Westgoten (Stuttgart, 1970), pp. 54 ff. (Chindaswind)
‘having made sure [of] his power throughout the Spanish kingdom and



the European continent, and controlled it for centuries. Their exam-
ple, therefore, possesses universal-historical status.

We know very little about the early history of the Frankish
monarchy.18 It probably began with the penetration of Gaul and the
establishment of centres of rule by successful leaders. This, at least, is
what the Franks themselves wanted to convey in their early histori-
cal memories. Gregory of Tours refers explicitly to a widespread tra-
dition (tradunt enim multi)19 according to which the Franks had had
kings only since they crossed the Rhine, and that then they had sev-
eral (iuxta pagus vel civitates). These kings were said to have been
long-haired (criniti),20 and all to have belonged to the same family.
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knowing the Gothic weakness for dethroning their kings (for he had often
been involved with them in such conspiracies), he ordered the killing, one by
one, of all those whom he knew to have been compromised in rebellion
against kings who had been dethroned.’ Chronicarum quae dicuntur Fredegarii
Scholastici libri IV, ed. Bruno Krusch, Fredegarii et aliorum chronica: Vitae sanc-
torum (MGH SS rer. Merov., 2; Hanover, 1888), 1–168 (hereafter cited as
Fredegar), at 4,82. Compare the behaviour of Gunthchramn, who investigat-
ed his brother Chilperich’s († 584) murderer in order to kill him and all his
descendants, ‘so as to put an end by their death to this evil custom and to
safeguard the future kings against murder.’ Greg. Tur. 7,21.
18 Wenskus, Stammesbildung und Verfassung, regarded the existence of an
older ‘sacral kingship’ as possible and supposed (pp. 409 ff.) that the Franks
on the right bank of the Rhine might already have had kings. A later specu-
lation is the Liber Historiae Francorum’s report (727) that the Franks gave
themselves kings like the other peoples (sicut ceterae gentes) when living in
‘the Germanic cities situated on the outermost Rhine’. Liber Historiae
Francorum, ed. Bruno Krusch, Fredegarii et aliorum Chronica (MGH SS rer.
Merov., 2; Hanover, 1888), 215–328, 4. The following chapter claims that they
had had long-haired kings since Chlodio (crinitos reges habere coeperunt), thus
in Gaul. 19 Greg. Tur. 2,9.
20 The Greek historiographer Priskos († after 474) saw the younger son of the
Rhinefrankish king in Rome, ‘and his yellow hair was so long that it poured
over his shoulders.’ Priskos, Historia, ed. R. C. Blockley, The Fragmentary
Classicising Historians of the Later Roman Empire, 2 (Liverpool, 1983),
222–400, fr. 20,3. On the complex process of Frankish settlement in Gaul cf.
Franz Petri, Die fränkische Landnahme und die Entstehung der germanisch-roma-
nischen Sprachgrenze in der interdisziplinären Diskussion (Darmstadt, 1977);
Horst Wolfgang Böhme, ‘Söldner und Siedler im spätantiken Gallien’, in Die
Franken: Wegbereiter Europas, vol. 1, pp. 91–101; Patrick Périn, ‘Die archäolo-
gischen Zeugnisse der fränkischen Expansion in Gallien’, ibid. pp. 227–32.



Except for the claim that they all belonged to the same family, this
tradition is credible because to start with the Franks were not one
people but an alliance of various groups, each with their own name
(Salii, Chamavi, Chattuarii, Bructeri, Amsivarii). Authors of late
Antiquity knew them both under their individual names and under
the collective name of Franci, ‘Franks’.21 Thus while there was an
obvious trend towards unification, there was no common kingdom
before the end of the fifth century. In the third century the lower
Rhine and the area later occupied by the Netherlands were the heart-
lands of the Franks. From there, they advanced into Gaul, where a
Frankish king called Gennobaudes was mentioned in 291.22 Con-
stantine had the Frankish kings Acaricus and Merogaisus executed;23

Julian negotiated with a king of the Chamavi.24

Gregory of Tours (c. 540–94) took a lively interest in the origins of
kingship among the Franks. In a now lost historical work by
Sulpicius Alexander he found Marcomer and Sunno mentioned as
regales of the Franks for the period around 390. Gregory added criti-
cally that it was not possible to tell from this ‘whether they were
kings, or merely took the place of kings’.25 In fact, Sulpicius Alexan-
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21 Erich Zöllner, Geschichte der Franken bis zur Mitte des sechsten Jahrhunderts
(Munich, 1970), pp. 2 f.; Eugen Ewig, Die Merowinger und das Frankenreich
(Stuttgart, 1988), pp. 9 f. On the meaning of the name—‘wild’, ‘bold’, Francus
habet nomen de feritate sua, Ermoldus Nigellus, Carmen in honorem Hludowici, ed.
Edmond Faral, Ermold le Noir, Poème sur Louis le Pieux (Paris, 1932), 1,379—
Heinrich Beck, ‘Franken I.1: Namenkundliches’, Reallexikon der Germanischen
Altertumskunde, 9 (1995), pp. 373 f.
22 Panegyrici Latini, 10 (2) Mamertinus, Pan. Maximiano (a. 289), 10,3 and 11
(3) 5,4. On the names of the kings cf. Eugen Ewig, ‘Die Namengebung bei den
ältesten Frankenkönigen und im merowingischen Königshaus’, Francia, 18/1
(1991), pp. 21–69.
23 Panegyrici Latini, 6 (7) Anonymus, Pan. Constantino (a. 310), 11,5.
24 Eunapios, Historia, ed. R. C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising
Historians of the Later Roman Empire, 2 (Liverpool, 1983) 2–150, fr. 18,6.
25 Greg. Tur. 2,9. On the author and his work cf. Jean Verdon, Grégoire de
Tours (Le Coteau, 1989) and Martin Heinzelmann, Gregor von Tours (Darm-
stadt, 1994); on Greg. Tur. 2,9 Adriaan Breukelaar, ‘Christliche Herrscher-
legitimation: Das Darstellungsinteresse bei Gregor von Tours, Hist. II.9’,
Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte, 98 (1987), pp. 321–37.



der had described the two as subreguli, whereas the poet Claudian
called them kings.26 Chlogio was another rex Francorum, whose seat
was in Dispargum on the left bank of the Rhine during the 420s,27

and is said to have taken the land as far as the Somme, with the town
of Cambrai, from the Romans. Gregory reports the opinion that
Chlogio was an ancestor of king Merovech, with whose son Childeric
the historically attested line of Merovingian ruling families begins.28

Childeric of Tournai († 482), whom Gregory of Tours calls a
king,29 was most probably the administrator of the Roman province
of Belgica II,30 yet we do not know whether he was an independent
Frankish prince. Some of his grave goods31 suggest that he was more
likely to have been a general of federated barbarian troops (foederati).
As such, he defeated the Visigoths at Orléans under the magister mil-
itum Aegidius in 463, and passed on his office in Belgica II to his son
Clovis I.

The formation of the greater Frankish kingdom—and the first,
brief phase of the existence of the Frankish monarchy in the real
sense—begins with Clovis,32 who succeeded his father in the realm of
Tournai in 482. As we have seen, Clovis found a number of other
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26 Claudius Claudianus, De consulatu Stilichonis, ed. Theodor Birt, Claudiani
Carmina (MGH Auctores antiquissimi, hereafter cited as AA, 10; Berlin,
1892), 189–233, 1,236–241.
27 Greg. Tur. 2,9. The exact location is unknown.
28 Between 440 and 450 Maiorian and Aëtius slayed a Francus Cloio in the
course of an assault on the company which was celebrating Cloio’s wedding
near the vicus Helena (Elnone-sur-Scarpe in northern France). Gai Solii
Apollinaris Sidonii Epistulae et carmina, ed. Christian Lütjohann (MGH AA, 8;
Hanover, 1887), Carmen 5,21 1 ff.
29 Greg. Tur. 2,12.
30 Epistolae austrasicae, ed. Wilhelm Gundlach, Epistolae Merowingici et Karolini
aevi (I) (MGH Epistolae, 3; Berlin, 1892), 110–153, no. 2.
31 Kurt Böhner, ‘Childerich von Tournai III: Archäologisches’, Reallexikon der
Germanischen Altertumskunde, 4 (1981), 441–60. Patrick Périn and Michel
Kazanski, ‘Das Grab Childerichs I.’, in Die Franken: Wegbereiter Europas, vol.
1, 173–82.
32 Zöllner, Geschichte der Franken, pp. 44 ff.; W. Jungandreas and Hans Hubert
Anton, ‘Chlodwig’, Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde, 4, (1981), pp.
478–85; Eugen Ewig, ‘Chlodwig’, Lexikon des Mittelalters, 2 (1983), pp.
1,863–8; Ewig, Merowinger, pp. 18 ff.; Michel Rouche, Clovis (Paris, 1996).



royal families in Gaul as well as the Merovingian house,33 and his
route to the monarchy took him via three stations: conquest,
Romano-Christian office, and murdering the competition.

In 486–7 he conquered the rex Romanorum Syagrius and took over
what was left of the Roman area of rule between the Seine, Oise, and
Aisne, with its capital at Soissons.34 Clovis’s marriage to the Catholic
Chrodechilde, daughter of the Burgundian sub-king Chilperic II, put
an end to his alliance with the Ostrogoth king, Theoderic the Great,
and also signified a turning against the Visigoths and the Alemannic
peoples. Gregory of Tours35 saw Clovis’s conversion to Catholicism
and his baptism by bishop Remigius of Reims, probably at Christmas
498 or 499,36 as causally connected with his first victory over the
Alemannic peoples (496–7). From then on the Frankish monarchy
was Catholic, that is, non-Arian, and its aim was to integrate Franks
and Romans. In 507 Clovis moved against the Visigoths, presenting
his undertaking as a war of religion against the Arians, and won a
victory at Vouillé, north-west of Poitiers.37 In the following year the
Byzantine emperor Anastasius granted him the right to the acclama-
tory ceremonial used for emperor and consuls,38 thus legalizing the
establishment of Clovis’s kingdom.39 For the first time, it seems, the
king of the Franks put on a purple tunic (tunica blattea) and cloak
(chlamys), crowned himself with a diadem,40 mounted a horse, and

12

Article

33 The names suggest that there may have been kinship, but Gregory’s alle-
gation that all 5th-century Frankish kings belonged to the Merovingian clan
should rather be understood as pointing to a cognate relationship. Ewig,
Merowinger, p. 14.
34 Reinhold Kaiser, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Civitas und Diözese
Soissons in römischer und merowingischer Zeit (Bonn, 1973), pp. 155 ff.
35 Greg. Tur. 2,29–31.
36 Alain Dierkens, ‘Die Taufe Chlodwigs’, in Die Franken: Wegbereiter Europas,
vol. 1, pp. 183–91; Rouche, Clovis, pp. 253 ff.; id., ‘Die Bedeutung der Taufe
Chlodwigs’, in Die Franken: Wegbereiter Europas,vol. 1, pp. 192–9.
37 Greg. Tur. 2,37.
38 By the transmission of codecilli de consolato. Ibid. 2,38. For the significance
of this cf. Zöllner, Geschichte der Franken, pp. 67 f.
39 Ewig, Merowinger, p. 28. Cf. Reinhold Kaiser, Die Franken: Roms Erben und
Wegbereiter Europas? (Idstein, 1997), p. 40.
40 On its significance as a symbol of rule cf. Andreas Alföldi, ‘Insignien und
Tracht der römischen Kaiser’, Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen



scattered gold and silver among his people, who from that time on
called him consul or augustus.41

We can see that Clovis had achieved the power base and all the
external attributes of a monarchy except the monarchy itself: there
were still other kings in the Frankish kingdom. In order to wipe out
this form of collective rule which had existed for centuries and was
legitimized by its very existence, its representatives had to be killed.
Murder was the only path towards the monarchy that held out any
hope of success.

We know three of the victims by name—Ragnachar of Cambrai,
Sigebert of Cologne, and Chararic42—but there must have been many
more.43 Thus despite his victories over the Alemannic peoples and
the Visigoths, Clovis’s kingship was not secure. Not even imperial
recognition could achieve this. Within the extended family, it was up
for grabs at any time. Clovis tried to counteract this by meticulously
tracking down and eliminating all pretenders and potential rivals.44

‘But one day, when he [Clovis] had assembled his people, he is said
to have spoken to them thus about his blood relations, whom he had
murdered: “Woe is me—here I stand like a stranger among strangers
without any relations who, should I be overwhelmed by adversity,
could come to my assistance!” But he said this not out of sorrow at
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Instituts, Römische Abteilung, 50 (1935), pp. 1–171, at 145 ff., and Maria R.-
Alföldi, Bild und Bildersprache der römischen Kaiser: Beispiele und Analysen
(Mainz, 1999), pp. 149 ff. 
41 ‘ab ea die tamquam consul aut augustus est vocitatus.’ Greg. Tur. 2,38.
42 Ibid. 2,42 (Ragnachar); 2,40 (Sigebert); 2,41 (Chararich). On the realms of
Cambrai and Cologne, cf. Ian Wood, The Merovingian Kingdoms, 450–751
(London, 1994), pp. 23 ff. and 28. On Chararich, whose seat is unknown (near
Arras, Thérouanne, or Boulogne?), cf. W. Jungandreas and Reinhard
Wenskus, ‘Chararich’, Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde, 4, (1981),
p. 370, and for legendary motifs in the details of tradition, Zöllner, Geschichte
der Franken, p. 70; Ewig, Merowinger, p. 80.
43 ‘He had also killed many other kings, even his nearest relatives, of whom
he feared that they would rob him of the realm, and so he expanded his
power all over Gaul.’ Greg. Tur. 2,42.
44 ‘By great resoluteness he [Clovis] spared no effort that nobody of his rela-
tives remained to govern, except his own descendants.’ Fredegar 3,27. 



their death, but out of cunning, in case there was someone else whom
he could kill.’45

Yet all this was in vain because the only things which could secure
the monarchy, primogeniture and undivided rule, were not yet
known as legal forms. Rather, all the sons of a Merovingian king had
an equal claim to a share of power, even if they had different moth-
ers who might be of low status or even unfree.46 Moreover, it was
open to question whether the sons or the brothers of a dead king had
the better right to the succession. Thus royal uncles were their
nephews’ most dangerous enemies.

This became apparent soon after Clovis’s death in 511, when his
sons Theodoric, Chlodomer, Childebert, and Chlotar divided power
amongst themselves equally (aequa lantia).47 There was no longer any
question of a monarchy, and Gregory of Tours observed the same sit-
uation in the Thuringian empire ‘where, at that time, three brothers
[ruled]: Baderic, Herminefred, and Berthachar. And Herminefred
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45 Greg. Tur. 2,42. On the importance of kinship, Fredegar 3,58: Chrodinus (†
582), who held office as a dux under Sigibert I refused to become a major
domus of Austrasia: ‘I am unable to establish peace in Austrasia, for I am cog-
nate with nearly all distinguished people and their children all over
Austrasia, therefore I cannot maintain order among them or kill anybody of
them. They, however, owing to the kinship with me, will dare to perform
outrages. May God not allow that I go to hell because of their misdeeds.’
Thus the best precondition for government was for the reigning house to
have an exceptional position in respect of consanguinity.
46 Reinhard Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im Frühmittelalter:
Untersuchungen zur Herrschaftsnachfolge bei den Langobarden und Merowingern
(Stuttgart, 1972), p. 85. Brigitte Kasten, Königssöhne und Königsherrschaft:
Untersuchungen zur Teilhabe am Reich in der Merowinger- und Karolingerzeit
(Hanover, 1997) tried (pp. 9 ff.) to cast doubt on this principle of collecting
indications of discrepancies, but what she describes are struggles for position
as the consequence of the very same established law.
47 Greg. Tur. 3,1. Cf. Eugen Ewig, ‘Die fränkischen Teilungen und Teilreiche
(511–613)’, in id., Spätantikes und fränkisches Gallien (Sigmaringen, 1976), vol.
1, pp. 114–71. Although each of the brothers received their own regions, this
did not mean a divison of the realm because the unity of the Frankish king-
dom was never under discussion. Cf. id., ‘Die fränkischen Teilreiche im 7.
Jahrhundert (613–714)’, ibid. pp. 172–230 and Franz-Reiner Erkens, ‘Divisio
legitima und unitas imperii: Teilungspraxis und Einheitsstreben bei der
Thronfolge im Frankenreich’, Deutsches Archiv, 52 (1996), pp. 423–85.



vanquished his brother Berthachar by force and killed him.’48 Ac-
cordingly, collective rule displayed a tendency towards concentra-
tion which, ultimately, led towards the monarchy again. Among the
Franks, too, Theodoric planned to assassinate his brother Chlotar in
531,49 and in the same year Childebert and Chlotar murdered their
nephews Theodoald and Gunthar, sons of Chlodomer who had died
in 524, in order to consolidate his holdings with theirs. The third son,
Chlodoald, escaped the same fate only because he had the protection
of powerful men (per auxilium virorum fortium). He ‘renounced earth-
ly power and turned towards the Lord, cut his hair off with his own
hands, and became a cleric’.50

We know that among the reges criniti long hair was a symbol of
power. This hairstyle, not uncommon among barbarian peoples,51

must have been monopolized by the Merovingian family.52 To have
one’s hair cut off meant exclusion from the circle of those capable of
being kings,53 thus offering an alternative to murder. Clovis obvious-
ly preferred this milder solution when, around 508, he had king
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48 Greg. Tur. 3,4.
49 Ibid. 3,7. On Chlotar’s ‘monarchy’ cf. Ewig, Merowinger, p. 117; on his fam-
ily id., ‘Studien zur merowingischen Dynastie’, Frühmittelalterliche Studien, 8
(1974), pp. 15–59, at pp. 29 ff.
50 Greg. Tur. 3,18. Heike Grahn-Hoek, Die fränkische Oberschicht im 6. Jahr-
hundert: Studien zu ihrer rechtlichen und politischen Stellung (Sigmaringen,
1976), pp. 161 ff. speculated on the viri fortes. Chlodoald was the founder and
later the saint patron of the monastery of St-Cloud near Paris. Vita
Chlodovaldi, ed. Bruno Krusch, Fredegarii et aliorum Chronica: Vitae sanctorum
(MGH SS rer. Merov.; 2, Hanover, 1888), 349–57, c. 12.
51 R. Rolle and H. Seemann, ‘Haar- und Barttracht 1: Kulturhistorisches’, in
Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde, 13 (1999), pp. 232–40.
52 John Michael Wallace-Hadrill, The Long-Haired Kings and other Studies in
Frankish History (London, 1962), pp. 156 f. and 245 ff. (shearing signified not
the loss of magic power, but humiliation). 
53 J. Hoyoux, ‘Reges criniti: Chevelures, tonsures et scalps chez les Mero-
vingiens’, Revue belge de philologie et d’histoire, 26 (1948), pp. 478–508, at pp.
480 ff. assumed this meant scalping rather than shearing. This idea, although
wrong—Ekkehard Kaufmann, ‘Über das Scheren abgesetzter Merowinger-
könige’, Zeitschrift für Rechtsgeschichte, Germanistische Abteilung, 72, (1955),
pp. 177–85—fascinated Schramm. Cf. Percy Ernst Schramm, Herrschafts-
zeichen und Staatssymbolik (Stuttgart, 1954), vol. 1, pp. 126 f.



Chararic’s and his son’s hair cut, and had them ordained as priests.
Only when they threatened to grow their hair again and then kill
Clovis were they murdered.54 Later, too, there were cases of people
being forcibly tonsured.55 The best known is that of the last Mero-
vingian king, Childeric III. In 751, ‘on the orders of the Roman pope
... he was deposed, shorn, and sent to a monastery’.56 But because
those affected did not always accept this form of deposition, or could
be reactivated as the instrument of a group of nobles, shearing the
hair alone was not a secure method of keeping someone out of
power, and death sometimes followed anyway.57 Murder and assas-
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54 Greg. Tur. 2,41. As Chararic’s son became a deacon, both must have been
Christians. 
55 Merowech, a son of king Chilperic I, was kept in custody as a rebel against
his father (576: Greg. Tur. 5,2 f.). Afterwards he was tonsured, ordained as a
priest, and committed to the monastery of Le Mans, from where he escaped
(ibid. 5,14). King Theodebert II is said to have fallen into Brunhild’s hands
through the treason of his entourage in 612. She had him tonsured and mur-
dered shortly after. Ionae Vita sancti Columbani, ed. Bruno Krusch, Ionae Vitae
sanctorum Columbani, Vedastis, Iohannis (MGH Scriptores rerum German-
icarum in usum scholarum, hereafter cited as SS rer. Germ., 37; Hanover,
1905), 148–294 (hereafter cited as Jonas), at 1,28. Dagobert II, son of Sigibert
III († 656) was shorn and taken to Ireland by the major domus, Grimoald: Liber
Historiae Francorum, ed. Bruno Krusch, Fredegarii et aliorum Chronica (MGH SS
rer. Merov., 2; Hanover, 1888), 215-328, hereafter cited as LHF, at 43. In 673
his Austrasian adversaries seized king Theodoric III, cut his hair off, and
banished him to the monastery of St-Denis—not, as Chronicarum quae dicunter
Fredegarii continuationes, ed. Bruno Krusch, Fredegarii et aliorum Chronica:
Vitae sanctorum (MGH SS rer. Merov., 2; Hanover, 1888), 168–93, hereafter
cited as Cont. Fred., says, to Luxeuil. Ibid. p. 2. LHF 45. 
56 Einhardi Vita Karoli Magni, ed. Oswald Holder-Egger (MGH SS rer. Germ.,
25; Hanover, 1911), c. 1. Annales regni Francorum, ed. Friedrich Kurze (MGH
SS rer. Germ., 6; Hanover, 1895) for the year 750. The said monastery may
have been St-Bertin. Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im Frühmittel-
alter, pp. 183 ff. On incarceration in a monastery as a sanction since Christian
late Antiquity, cf. K. L. Noethlichs, ‘Das Kloster als “Strafanstalt” im kirch-
lichen und weltlichen Recht der Spätantike’, Zeitschrift für Rechtsgeschichte,
Kanonistische Abteilung, 80 (1994), pp. 18–40. It is impossible to establish
Childeric III’s exact position within the Merovingian genealogy.
57 Merowech perished after his flight from Le Mans, perhaps murdered on
Fredegund’s order, perhaps murdered by one of his servants at his own
request in a hopeless situation. Greg. Tur. 5,18. On suicide and killing on



sination thus remained tried and tested methods of securing or
extending power, and the royals giving the orders could regard their
actions as legitimate. If they had any awareness of doing wrong, rec-
ognized authorities soothed it away.

In 612, when king Theodoric II pursued his brother Theodebert II
as far as Cologne, bishop Leudegasius of Mainz went to him and
spurred him on: ‘Finish what you have begun; you must carry this
matter through to the end with all your strength. Remember the old
peasants’ tale. A wolf climbed a hill and called his cubs, who had
already started to hunt, to him on the hill and said to them: “As far
as you can see in all directions, you have no friends apart from the
few who are your blood relatives (qui vestro genere sunt). Therefore
finish what you have begun.’’’58 Because Theodoric believed that
Theodebert was not his real brother,59 the bishop could hold up the
behaviour of the wolves as a model: kill before you are killed.

The famous sentence with which Gregory of Tours concludes his
story of how the Rhinefrankish king Sigebert and his son Chloderic
were murdered by Clovis is also almost a maxim on the running of
the state: ‘Day after day God cast his [Clovis’s] enemies down before
him and increased his kingdom because he appeared before him with
a righteous heart and did what was pleasing in God’s sight.’60 This
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demand, cf. Margarete Weidemann, Kulturgeschichte der Merowingerzeit nach
den Werken Gregors von Tours, 2 vols. (Mainz, 1982), vol. 1, p. 297. 
58 Fredegar 4,38. 
59 … quod suos frater non esset: Fredegar 4,37. Brunhild, spouse of Sigibert I,
had repeatedly reassured her grandson Theoderic that Theodebert was not
king Childebert’s son but a gardener’s: Fredegar 4,27. Thus there is no dis-
crepancy between the bishop’s advice and the wolf’s point of view in respect
of blood-relations as seen by Godefroid Kurth, Histoire poétique des
Mérovingiens (Paris, 1893), pp. 412 ff.), and the complex argument which
Wolfgang Fritze, Untersuchungen zur frühslawischen und frühfränkischen
Geschichte bis ins 7. Jahrhundert (Frankfurt am Main, 1994), p. 358, n. 751 puts
up against Kurth is superfluous. 
60 Prosternebat enim cotidiae Deus hostes eius sub manu ipsius et augebat regnum
eius, eo quod ambularet recto corde coram eo et facerit quae placita erant in oculis
eius: Greg. Tur. 2,40. Cf. II Par. 20,32: Et ambulavit (sc. Josaphat) in via patris sui
Asa, nec declinavit ab ea, faciens quae placita erant coram domino. III Reg. 3,6: Et
ait Salomon: Tu (sc. Deus) fecisti cum servo tuo David, patre meo, misericordiam
magnam, sicut ambulavit in conspectu tuo in veritate et justitia, et recto corde tecum
...



was by no means intended satirically by the Gallo-Romanic writer,61

nor was it the anachronistic cynicism of a bishop. Rather, Gregory,
who belonged to a noble senatorial family, was expressing his accept-
ance of the new power in a collage of two Old Testament texts. The
integration of this new power into the Christian image of state and
society in late Antiquity was to be achieved at all costs.62 The short-
est and thus most striking expression of this integration was the
divine right of kings, the rule of divina favente clementia as defined in
the medieval royal charters.

It was a long time, however, before a Christian-sacralized monar-
chy was finally established in this form. Between 508 and 675, as far
as we know, nine Merovingian kings were murdered.63 These includ-
ed one murdered on the orders of his brother (Theodebert II, mur-
dered by Theodoric II), and one murdered by his brother and sister-
in-law (Sigibert I, murdered by Chilperic I and Fredegund). In addi-
tion, at least fourteen kings’ sons or nephews were murdered,64

including two sons (Chramn and Clovis) at the behest of their fathers
(Chlotar I, and Chilperic I respectively), and two sons murdered on
the instructions of their step-mothers (Gundobad by Marcatrud;
Merovech by Fredegund). At least six, probably seven, nephews fell
victim to their uncles or grand-uncles: Theodoald and Gunthar were
killed by Childebert I and Chlotar I respectively in person; Chlotar
and Merovech65 were murdered by Theodoric II; Corbus and Sigibert
died on the orders of Chlotar II; while Chilperic was probably killed
on the orders of Dagobert I. Moreover, four pretenders to the throne,
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61 Walter Goffart, The Narrators of Barbarian History (A.D. 550–800): Jordanes,
Gregory of Tours, Bede, and Paul the Deacon (Princeton, N.J., 1988), pp. 197 ff.,
212 f., 218 f., 230 ff.
62 Chlodwig seen as an ‘agent of divine justice’ by Gregory of Tours: Phillip
Wynn, ‘Wars and Warriors in Gregory of Tours’ Histories I-IV’, Francia, 28/1
(2001), pp. 1–35, at pp. 21 ff. Cf. also William M. Daly, ‘Clovis: How
Barbarian, How Pagan?’, Speculum, 69 (1994), 619–64.
63 See table 1.
64 For sons, see table 2; for nephews, see table 4. 
65 He was an infant, ‘yet lying in a white garment’ (LHF 38), and after his
father was defeated by Theodoric II, was smashed on a rock by order of
Theodoric II: Fredegar 4,38.



perhaps members of the Merovingian family who were to be kept
away from the succession, died violent deaths.66

This drastic use of murder as a political means and an instrument
for securing power would not have been possible without the basic
agreement of aristocratic society, both ecclesiastical and secular. We
have already heard clergy voices, and, like the rebellions of the king’s
sons Chramn and Merovech, the cases of the pretenders Munderic,
Sigiwald, Gundoald, and Rauching show that there was always a
large potential for opposition among the great men of Merovingian
society. They could be more dangerous than local revolts because
they were often more fundamental in nature. The example of
Munderic shows that royal rights of rule were by no means firmly
and unequivocally established at this time, and that the limitation of
the royal succession to Clovis’s direct descendants was not legally
prescribed, but the result of a historical development.67 As later
observers of this development, we must take special care not to apply
ideas of the monarchy which are familiar to us from the Carolingian
period, or even later, to the history of Merovingian kingship. These
kings lived and died under quite different conditions.

Sigiwald, who claimed to be a relative (parens) of Theodoric I, was
probably acting as the tool of Auvergnatian aspirations for autono-
my.68 Thus he was directed from outside, like Gundoald, in whose case
Byzantine interests are obvious.69 The dux Rauching, as the putative
son of Chlotar I,70 created a group of conspirators among the great men
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66 For usurpers/pretenders murdered, see table 5. All this must be seen
against the largely unknown background of a violent society: ‘Almost all we
can read about later Merovingian violence relates to that small elite whose
actions are the primary focus of the narratives.’ Paul Fouracre, ‘Attitudes
Towards Violence in Seventh- and Eighth-Century Francia’, in Guy Halsall
(ed.), Violence and Society in the Early Medieval West (Woodbridge, 1998), pp.
60–75, at p. 61. 
67 Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im Frühmittelalter, p. 79.
68 Ibid. n. 2.
69 Walter Goffart, ‘Byzantine Policy in the West under Tiberius II and
Maurice: The Pretenders Hermenegild and Gundovald (579–585)’, Traditio,
13 (1957), 73–118, at pp. 91 ff. Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im
Frühmittelalter, pp. 99 ff.
70 Greg. Tur. 9,9. On the office of the dux, Archibald R. Lewis, ‘The Dukes in
the Regnum Francorum, A.D. 550–751)’, Speculum, 51, (1976), pp. 381–410.



of Chlotar’s kingdom under the pretext of securing the peace, with the
real aim of murdering king Childebert II, so that he himself could
assume royal power on behalf of Childebert’s oldest son Theodebert,
and thus exclude king Gunthram. Gunthram found out about the plan
and conferred with Childebert, who had Rauching killed.71

Kings could never feel secure. They took precautionary measures
against attacks, and protected themselves like Gunthram, who always
wore a coat of mail and never entered churches or other public places
without a bodyguard.72 Rebellious sons like Chramn73 or Merovech74

were simply eliminated as were any all too presumptuous heirs from
earlier marriages.75 Some plots were discovered in time,76 and rivals
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71 Greg. Tur. 9,9. On Rauching, Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im
Frühmittelalter, pp. 109 f. Weidemann, Kulturgeschichte der Merowingerzeit,
vol. 1, p. 54. Three years later, king Childebert’s marshal, Sunnigisil, under
torture indicated that Bishop Aegidius of Reims was involved. Thereupon
the bishop was excommunicated and banished to Strasburg. Greg. Tur. 10,19.
72 Ibid. 7,8; cf. 7,18.
73 Ibid. 4,20.
74 Ibid. 5,18.
75 Clovis, son of Chilperic I by his marriage with Audovera, was sent at
Fredegund’s insistence to Berny-Rivière, centre of an infested area, so that he
would fall ill and die there. When that did not happen, Chilperic had him
seized and killed at the estate of Noisy-le-Grand (Dép. Seine-et-Marne).
When a fisherman discovered the corpse in the river Marne he recognized
him as a member of the royal family by the long hair and buried him. The
place was indicated to King Gunthram who buried Clovis at St Vincentius
Church in Paris (today St-Germain-des-Prés). Ibid. 8,10. On St-Germain-des-
Prés as a Merovingian burial-place cf. Krüger, Königsgrabkirchen, pp. 103 ff.;
Alain Erlande-Brandenburg, Le roi est mort: Étude sur les funérailles, les sépul-
tures et les tombeaux des rois de France jusqu’à la fin du XIIIe siècle (Geneva,
1975), pp. 50 ff. and 135 ff.
76 In 584 Fredegund (Chilperich’s widow) sent a cleric to Brunhild (widow of
Sigibert I) to kill her: Greg. Tur. 7,20. In the year that followed she had two
poisoned daggers prepared and sent two clerics with them to kill king
Childebert II or at least his mother Brunhild; the agents were intercepted,
they confessed the plot, and were cruelly put to death: ibid. 8,29. In 587 untir-
ing Fredegund sent envoys on behalf of her son Chlotar II to king Gunthram,
who afterwards accused them of having planned an attempt on his life: ibid.
8,44. For the historical background cf. Anton, ‘Chlodwig’ and Heike Grahn-
Hoek, ‘Chlothar II.’, Lexikon des Mittelalters, 2 (1983), pp. 1,868 f. A second



forcibly stopped on the way to success,77 but as time passed, less and
less could be done to counter serious resistance by the great men of
Merovingian society.78

Sigibert II was murdered on the orders of Chlotar II in 613, but
that could not happen until the Austrasian aristocracy, led by Pippin
the Older and Arnulf of Metz, had switched to Chlotar’s side and the
Franco-Burgundian army had dissipated without a fight.79 The cruel
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attempt was made on Gunthram in the same year: Greg. Tur. 9,3. In 589
rumours went around about a plot against Childebert II in which his marshal
Sunnegisil, the referendarius Gallomagnus, the tutor of the king’s children
Droctulf, and the governess Septimina were said to have been involved: ibid.
9,38. In 590 Fredegund sent out twelve men to murder Childebert II and his
son, but this plot was also revealed in time: ibid. 10,8. Was the number of
envoys in Gregory’s report intended to correspond negatively to the twelve
apostles, in order to show up the person who had ordered the deaths as all
the more wicked?
77 Sigibert I waged war against his brother Chilperic I, whose entourage rec-
ognized him as king, but he was stabbed to death immediately by order of
Fredegund (ibid. 4,51) or Chilperic (Jonas 1,18). ‘There also perished
Charegisel, his chamberlain, and Sigila, who once had come from the land of
the Goths, was handled roughly. His limbs were burnt by glowing iron and
torn out one by one so that he cruelly perished.’ Greg. Tur. 4,51. 
78 Whereas Gregory’s reports (2,9) on the expulsion of Childeric († 482) to his
Thuringian exile are partly legendary and may reflect a temporary loss of the
command of Belgica II, the story of the bribery of Ragnachar’s entourage (2,42)
is more credible. Gregory does not mention anybody who ordered the death
in the case of Chilperic I, who was stabbed to death by one of his pueri at
Chelles on his return from hunting, but treats it as tyrannicide: ibid. 6,46. Cf.
W. Jungandreas and Reinhard Wenskus, ‘Chilperich’, Reallexikon der Ger-
manischen Altertumskunde, 4 (1981), pp. 460–2 and Ulrich Nonn, ‘Chilperich I.’,
Lexikon des Mittelalters, 2 (1983), p. 1,825. Fredegar 3,93 names a certain Falco as
perpetrator, who acted on Brunhild’s orders. The Liber Historiae Francorum triv-
ializes the incident, mentioning Chilperic’s spouse Fredegund as the person
who ordered it. It suggests that the king had discovered her adulterous affair
with the major domus Landeric, so that she had to expect the worst: LHF 35. On
the author of the LHF, cf. Richard A. Gerberding, The Rise of the Carolingians
and the Liber Historiae Francorum (Oxford, 1987), pp. 146 ff. There was opposi-
tion to king Childeric II all along; when he had a nobleman whipped he was
killed with his pregnant spouse Bilihild: Cont. Fred., 2; LHF 45. 
79 Fredegar 4,42. The Liber Historiae Francorum charged Brunhild with the
murder of Theoderic II and his sons: LHF 39. On Chlotar II cf. Anton,
‘Chlodwig’.



end of queen Brunhild, who, as a prisoner of Chlotar II, was tortured,
led through the army on a camel, and then dragged to her death by
a wild horse,80 shows how the last attempt to establish a strong
monarchy on the basis of Austrasian-Burgundian unity was foiled by
the Frankish aristocracy.81

The Merovingian kings no longer controlled the situation. After
the death of Sigibert III in 656, the mayor of the palace (major domus)
Grimoald had Sigibert’s son Dagobert II shorn and sent into exile in
Ireland.82 In 675–6 Dagobert was fetched back by high-ranking
Austrasians, but three years later he was murdered on the initiative
of the Neustro-Burgundian major domus, and a number of duces and
bishops.83

With Dagobert II’s violent death, the history of regicide in the
Frankish kingdom comes to an end. Why? What had changed? Were
the kings no longer worth assassinating once their power had been
broken by the aristocracy? Theodoric III, son of king Clovis II († 657)
and younger brother of king Chlotar III († 673) was shorn and exiled
to the monastery of St Denis;84 he survived his rehabilitation by the
major domus Ebroin only because Pippin, after his victory over the
Neustrians at Tertry (687) ‘offered him and all his treasures sanctu-
ary ... and directed everything at court’.85 This king had no choice
‘but to be satisfied with the mere name of king, to sit on the throne
with long hair and an unshaved beard, and to play the ruler. He had
to listen to the envoys who came from everywhere, and, on their
departure, give them the answers that he had been taught or ordered
to give as if on his own authority.’86 None the less, the majores domus
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80 Fredegar 4,42.
81 Hans Hubert Anton, ‘Brunichilde’, Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertums-
kunde, 3 (1978), p. 589.
82 LHF 43.
83 Vita Wilfridi I. episcopi Eboracensis, ed. Wilhelm Levison, Passiones vitaeque
sanctorum aevi Merovingici (IV) (MGH SS rer. Merov., 6; Hanover, 1913),
163–263, hereafter cited as Vita Wilfr., 33. Schneider, Königswahl und Königs-
erhebung im Frühmittelalter, pp. 169 ff. Ewig, Merowinger, p. 171. 
84 Cont. Fred., 2.
85 Ibid. 5.
86 Einhardi Vita Karoli Magni, ed. Oswald Holder-Egger (MGH SS rer. Germ.,
25; Hanover, 1911), p. 1.



did not yet believe that they could legitimize their own position with-
out the old royal house. Only after the death of Theodoric V in 737
did Charles Martel rule as a king without a Merovingian puppet.87

For their part, the predecessors of the Carolingians did not shy
away from murdering anyone who resisted their rise to power in
Austrasia and the whole kingdom during the seventh and the first
half of the eighth centuries. The Agilolfing Chrodoald († 624–5) is one
example.88 Another is the dux Gundoin/Gundewin, who was killed
by the major domus Pippin II in person, avenging the death of his
father Ansegisel. The pro-Carolingian historiography praised him for
it—as David slew Goliath, so Pippin slew the crudelissimus tirannus
Gundewinus.89

Other cases are either not mentioned at all in Carolingian histori-
ography (King Pippin’s nephew Drogo; Charlemagne’s nephews,
seized in Verona in 774), or mentioned only vaguely (King Pippin’s
half-brother Grifo).90 However, the coup d’état by the major domus,
Grimoald, had issued not in the murder of King Sigibert III, a minor,
but in an attempt to construct a lineage, with Sigibert being forced to
adopt Grimoald’s son.91 Consequently the last Merovingians were
not killed by the Carolingians; nor were the sons of Pippin’s brother

23

Birth of the Monarchy

87 Rudolf Schieffer, Die Karolinger (3rd edn.; Stuttgart, 2000), p. 48.
88 Jörg Jarnut, Agilolfingerstudien: Untersuchungen zur Geschichte einer adligen
Familie im 6. und 7. Jahrhundert (Stuttgart, 1986), pp. 66 ff.
89 Annales Mettenses priores, ed. Bernhard von Simson (MGH SS rer. Germ.,
10; Hanover, 1905) to the year 688. On this work cf. Irene Haselbach, Aufstieg
und Herrschaft der Karlinger in der Darstellung der sogenannten Annales
Mettenses priores (Lübeck, 1970). The case of the Bavarian duke Grimoald,
who perished in the course of Charles Martel’s second campaign in 725–8, is
far from clear. Cf. Joachim Jahn, Ducatus Baiuvariorum: Das bairische
Herzogtum der Agilolfinger (Stuttgart, 1991), pp. 104 ff.
90 Jörg W. Busch, ‘Vom Attentat zur Haft: Die Behandlung von Kon-
kurrenten und Opponenten der frühen Karolinger’, Historische Zeitschrift, 263
(1996), pp. 561–88, at p. 578.
91 Heinz Thomas, ‘Die Namenliste des Diptychon Barberini und der Sturz
des Hausmeiers Grimoald’, Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters,
25 (1969), pp. 17–63; Eugen Ewig, ‘Die fränkischen Königskataloge und der
Aufstieg der Karolinger’, Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters, 51
(1995), pp. 1–28, at pp. 11 f., n. 67.



Carloman.92 And even as kings they did not have prominent enemies
murdered—neither the Lombard king Desiderius,93 nor the Saxon
leader Widukind,94 the Bavarian duke Tassilo,95 or Pippin the
Hunchback, who had made an attempt on the life of his father,
Charlemagne, in 792.96

But why did they stop murdering their enemies, nephews, sons,
and brothers? This new behaviour on the part of the Carolingians
certainly had something to do with the growth of Christianity,97 but
only in a very general sense. After all, there had been missionary suc-
cesses, a church organization at bishopric level,98 monasteries sup-

24

Article

92 Matthias Becher, ‘Drogo und die Königserhebung Pippins’, Frühmittelalter-
liche Studien, 23 (1989), pp. 131–53; Kasten, Königssöhne und Königsherrschaft
1997, pp. 123 ff.
93 He was locked up in a Frankish monastery. Schneider, Königswahl und
Königserhebung im Frühmittelalter, p. 63; Konrad Bund, Thronsturz und Herr-
scherabsetzung im Frühmittelalter (Bonn, 1979), pp. 219 ff.; Jörg Jarnut,
Geschichte der Langobarden (Stuttgart, 1982), p. 123.
94 Bernd Schneidmüller, ‘Widukind 1’, Lexikon des Mittelalters, 9 (1998), pp.
74–6.
95 Jahn, Ducatus Baiuvariorum, pp. 540 ff.; Matthias Becher, Eid und Herrschaft:
Untersuchungen zum Herrscherethos Karls des Großen (Sigmaringen, 1993), pp.
70 ff.
96 Busch, ‘Vom Attentat zur Haft’, pp. 570 ff.
97 Hans Hubert Anton, Fürstenspiegel und Herrscherethos in der Karolingerzeit
(Bonn, 1968), pp. 357 ff.; Schneider, Königswahl und Königserhebung im Früh-
mittelalter, pp. 260 ff.; Krüger, Königsgrabkirchen, pp. 495 f.; Eugen Ewig, ‘Zum
christlichen Königsgedanken im Frühmittelalter’, in id., Spätantikes und
fränkisches Gallien, pp. 3–71, at pp. 13 ff.; Hans Hubert Anton, ‘Pseudo-
Cyprian: De duodecim abusivis saeculi und sein Einfluß auf den Kontinent,
insbesondere auf die karolingischen Fürstenspiegel’, in Heinz Löwe (ed.),
Die Iren und Europa im früheren Mittelalter (Stuttgart, 1982), vol. 1, pp. 568–17;
Busch, ‘Vom Attentat zur Haft’; Ehlers, ‘Grundlagen der europäischen
Monarchie’, pp. 75 ff.
98 Dietrich Claude, ‘Die Bestellung der Bischöfe im merowingischen Reiche’,
Zeitschrift für Rechtsgeschichte, Kanonistische Abteilung, 49 (1963), pp. 1–75;
Georg Scheibelreiter, Der Bischof in merowingischer Zeit (Vienna, 1983); Odette
Pontal, Die Synoden im Merowingerreich (Paderborn, 1986); Reinhold Kaiser,
‘Bistumsgründungen im Merowingerreich im 6. Jahrhundert’, in Rudolf
Schieffer (ed.), Beiträge zur Geschichte des Regnum Francorum (Sigmaringen,
1990), pp. 9–35.



ported by kings,99 liturgical texts, and teachings concerning Christian
rule100 for a long time, and as well as the bishop who told the fable
about the wolf and its cubs, we find a sixth-century bishop who
warned the king against fratricide.101

In fact, Christian impulses had already occasionally had an
impact during the Merovingian period, alleviating the worst excess-
es. The fact that Chararic and his sons were tonsured,102 and the
debate conducted by Childebert I and Chlotar I as to whether they
should shear the sons of their deceased brother Chlodomer († 524)
‘and keep them like the rest of the people’, or kill them,103 should cer-
tainly be seen in this context. The institution of godparenthood also
increased scruples: ‘Sigibert and Corbus, sons of Theodoric [II] were
killed on the orders of Chlotar [II]. However, Merovech he had sent
secretly to Neustria—he had taken Merovech to his heart for he had
lifted him out of the baptismal font.’104

But in contrast to their Merovingian predecessors, even the earli-
est forefathers of the Carolingians displayed a personal commitment
to the Christian message and its bearers. In 629 Arnulf, a powerful
man, resigned from the bishopric of Metz and entered the monastery
of Remiremont in the Vosges mountains which had been founded by
his friend Romaric.105 Since the days of Charles Martel, the political
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99 Friedrich Prinz, Frühes Mönchtum im Frankenreich (2nd edn.; Darmstadt,
1988), pp. 152 ff.
100 Reinhold Kaiser, Das römische Erbe und das Merowingerreich (Munich,
1997), p. 86.
101 Germanus of Paris to king Sigibert I (575): Greg. Tur. 4,51.
102 Ibid. 2,41.
103 Ibid. 3,18. As in the case of Chrodechild, who said she would rather see
her grandsons dead than shorn, Chararic and his son were killed in response
to provocation (the threat of newly grown hair).
104 Fredegar 4,42. Cf. Arnold Angenendt, ‘Taufe und Politik im frühen
Mittelalter’, Frühmittelalterliche Studien, 7 (1973), pp. 143–68, at p. 161; id., Ge-
schichte der Religiosität im Mittelalter (Darmstadt, 1997), pp. 473 ff. One may
wonder if this son of Theodoric’s was identical with the monk Merowech
who lived in the monastery of Bobbio under abbot Attala (615–26): Jonas
2,25.
105 Eduard Hlawitschka, ‘Die Vorfahren Karls des Großen’, in Wolfgang
Braunfels (ed.), Karl der Große (Düsseldorf, 1965), vol. 1, pp. 51–82, at pp. 56 ff.



integration of the Frankish kingdom had been closely connected with
the development of a Frankish imperial church.106 Consequently,
contemporary historians had a positive view of this major domus,107

whose image was to be tarnished only later, when judged by even
higher standards.108 Under the Carolingians, for the first time we find
references to the education of future rulers in monasteries. For exam-
ple, King Pippin remembered the years he spent as a child in St
Denis,109 and Anglo-Saxon missionaries such as Willibrord († 739)110

and Boniface († 754)111 passed on the definition of kingship as a
Christian officium. While this office could not be exercised without
power and force, it had to be controlled by the bishops. Charle-
magne’s reforms reinforced this notion,112 and Louis the Pious’s
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On the veneration of Arnulf in Carolingian times cf. Otto Gerhard Oexle, ‘Die
Karolinger und die Stadt des heiligen Arnulf’, Frühmittelalterliche Studien, 1
(1967), pp. 250–364, at pp. 345 ff. and 361 ff.
106 Schieffer, Die Karolinger, pp. 42 ff. 
107 Hans-Werner Goetz, ‘Karl Martell und die Heiligen: Kirchenpolitik und
Maiordomat im Spiegel der spätmerowingischen Hagiographie’, in Jörg
Jarnut et al. (eds.), Karl Martell in seiner Zeit (Sigmaringen, 1994), pp. 101–18.
108 Ulrich Nonn, ‘Das Bild Karl Martells in den lateinischen Quellen vor-
nehmlich des 8. und 9. Jahrhunderts’, Frühmittelalterliche Studien, 4 (1970), pp.
70–137.
109 Pippini, Carlomanni, Caroli Magni Diplomata, ed. Engelbert Mühlbacher
(MGH Diplomata Karolinorum 1; Hanover 1906), 1–60, at 8 (ubi enotriti
fuimus) and 12 (rex Pippinus adfirmabat, quod semper a sua infantia ipsos teloneos
partebus sancti Dionisii habere et colligere vidisset).
110 Arnold Angenendt, ‘Willibrord im Dienste der Karolinger’, Annalen des
Historischen Vereins für den Niederrhein, 175 (1973), pp. 63–113.
111 Theodor Schieffer, Winfrid-Bonifatius und die christliche Grundlegung
Europas (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1954), pp. 196 ff.; Josef Semmler, ‘Bonifatius,
die Karolinger und “die Franken” ’, in D. R. Bauer et al. (eds.), Mönchtum—
Kirche—Herrschaft: 750–1000 (Sigmaringen, 1998), pp. 3–49.
112 Janet L. Nelson, ‘Kingship and Empire’, in J. H. Burns (ed.), The Cambridge
History of Medieval Political Thought, c. 350–c. 1450 (Cambridge, 1988), at pp.
211–51, pp. 213 ff.; Joachim Ehlers, ‘Die Reform der Christenheit: Studium,
Bildung und Wissenschaft als bestimmende Kräfte bei der Entstehung des
mittelalterlichen Europa’, in id. (ed.), Deutschland und der Westen Europas im
Mittelalter (Stuttgart, 2002), pp. 177–209, at pp. 178 ff.



penance at the synod of Attigny in 822113 shows where such a process
could lead.

The Anglo-Saxons also conveyed the close ties between the
Frankish church and the Pope, whose authority was so exalted that
he could provide legitimacy for replacing the Merovingian dynasty.
Since then, anointment has become an established part of European
coronation ceremonies,114 and its commitment to protecting the pope
gave the Frankish monarchy universal connections, and, ultimately,
imperial dignity.

However, things remained the same as far as inheritance claims of
sons and the division of power were concerned, with two crucial
modifications. Unlike the Merovingians, even the earliest Caroling-
ians decided their own succession, and recognized the rights only of
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113 Egon Boshof, Ludwig der Fromme (Darmstadt, 1996), pp. 148 ff. Thegan,
Gesta Hludowici imperatoris, ed. Ernst Tremp (MGH SS rer. Germ., 64;
Hanover, 1995) hereafter cited as Thegan, 23 connected this with the death of
Bernard of Italy, whom the Aachen assembly had condemned to death for
conspiracy. Thomas F. X. Noble, ‘The Revolt of King Bernhard of Italy in 817:
Its Causes and Consequences’, Studi Medievali, ser. III, 15 (1974), 315–26. Jörg
Jarnut, ‘Kaiser Ludwig der Fromme und König Bernhard von Italien: Der
Versuch einer Rehabilitierung’, in id. (ed.), Herrschaft und Ethnogenese im
Mittelalter (Münster, 2002), 329–40, is of a different opinion. Philippe
Depreux, Prosopographie de l’entourage de Louis le Pieux (781–840) (Sigmar-
ingen, 1997), pp. 134 ff. Louis reprieved him, changing the sentence to blind-
ing and Bernard died of the aftermath. Annales regni Francorum, ed. Friedrich
Kurze (MGH SS rer. Germ., 6; Hanover, 1895) on the year 818. Thegan 22s.
114 Arnold Angenendt, ‘Das geistliche Bündnis der Päpste mit den Karolin-
gern (754–796)’, Historisches Jahrbuch, 100 (1980), pp. 1–94; Werner Affeld,
‘Untersuchungen zur Königserhebung Pippins’, Frühmittelalterliche Studien,
14 (1980), pp. 95–187; Arnold Angenendt, ‘Rex et sacerdos: Zur Genese der
Königssalbung’, in Festschrift Karl Hauck (Berlin, 1982), pp. 100–18, at pp. 107
ff; Michael J. Enright, Iona, Tara and Soissons: The Origin of the Royal Anointing
Ritual (Berlin, 1985), pp. 107 ff. Attempts by Achim Thomas Hack, ‘Zur
Herkunft der karolingischen Königssalbung’, Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte,
110 (1999), pp. 170–90, to prove that it was a Merovingian custom are not
convincing. For France cf. Percy Ernst Schramm, Der König von Frankreich, 2
vols. (2nd edn.; Darmstadt, 1960) and Jacques Le Goff et al., Le sacre royal à
l’époque de Saint Louis, d’après le manuscrit latin 1246 de la BNF (Paris, 2001); for
England, cf. Percy Ernst Schramm, Geschichte des englischen Königtums im
Lichte der Krönung (Weimar, 1937). 



legitimate sons.115 Charles Martel divided his principatus between his
sons Carloman, Pippin, and Grifo (who had been born as the result
of a second marriage).116 After the death of King Pippin in 768, there
were two anointed kings of the Franks, for Pippin had divided his
power between Charles and Carloman, whose rivalry came to an end
only with the natural death of Carloman in 771. Charlemagne did not
recognize claims by his nephews to inherit. Since the beginning of the
ninth century, the ecclesiastical norms of marriage law had reduced
the likelihood of inheritance disputes. Given that Charlemagne had
at least eight sons, four of whom survived their father,117 this was
significant. But even when there were succession conflicts, they no
longer led to bloody solutions. After Louis the Pious was overthrown
in 833, his son Charles (the Bald), who was ten years old at the time,
was not killed, but exiled by his older half-brother to the monastery
of Prüm, although his mere existence gave rise to serious inheritance
conflicts which ultimately led to the dissolution of the Frankish
Empire.118 Charles the Bald himself did not kill his nephew Pippin II,
who stubbornly claimed the kingdom of Aquitaine. When Charles
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115 Schieffer, Die Karolinger, p. 90. On the development of a Christian notion
of legitimate marriage cf. Paul Mikat, Dotierte Ehe—rechte Ehe: Zur
Entwicklung des Eheschließungsrechts in fränkischer Zeit (Opladen, 1978); on the
rules of succession under Charles Martel’s father Pippin cf. Waltraud Joch,
Legitimität und Integration: Untersuchungen zu den Anfängen Karl Martells
(Husum, 1999).
116 Schieffer, Die Karolinger, pp. 50 f. Carloman and Pippin were successful in
repulsing Grifo’s claims, but it is not clear whether Carloman entered a
monastery in 747 freely, in repentence for his brutality towards the
Alemannic nobles, thus demonstrating the spirit of a more austere Christian
ethics (ibid. 57) or unwillingly, as his brother’s failed rival (Jörg Jarnut,
‘Alemannien zur Zeit der Doppelherrschaft der Hausmeier Karlmann und
Pippin’, in Schieffer (ed.), Beiträge zur Geschichte, pp. 57–66). 
117 Pippin the Hunchback († 811), Charles († 811), Carloman († 810), Louis the
Pious († 840), Lothar († 779–80), Drogo († 855), Hugh († 844), Theodoric (†
818): Karl Ferdinand Werner, ‘Die Nachkommen Karls des Großen’, in
Wolfgang Braunfels (ed.), Karl der Große, vol. 1 (Düsseldorf, 1967), pp. 403–82
(genealogical table).
118 Boshof, Ludwig der Fromme, pp. 198 ff. Depreux, Prosopographie de l’en-
tourage de Louis le Pieux, pp. 150 ff.



took him prisoner in 852, he was committed to the monastery of St
Médard/Soissons.119

This situation was maintained even in the non-Frankish successor
states, and stabilized further over the generations. In the east, the end
of the Carolingian ruling house came about by natural means. Louis
the Child died in 911 without leaving behind any successors. In the
west, King Louis V died in a hunting accident in 987, and the great
men of the realm voted for Hugh Capet as his successor.120 Louis’s
uncle, duke Charles of Lower Lorraine, however, who tried to press
his claims as the brother of King Lothar († 986), suffered a violent
end. In 991 he was betrayed and fell into the hands of King Hugh,
who imprisoned him in Orléans,121 where he died.122 The Capetian
dynasty itself avoided murderous rivalries and from the start adopt-
ed the principle of primogeniture—not for reasons of statesmanship,
but simply as a result of the banal fact that on his death in 996, Hugh
Capet left behind only one son, and had secured his succession
through the institution of the co-regency.123 Rulers retained this prac-
tice even against resistance and controversial attempts, and always
employed it in favour of the first-born.124 Philip II (1180–1223) was
the first to believe he could dispense with it, as the Capetian monar-
chy had by this time become an established, hereditary monarchy.
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119 Jane Martindale, ‘Charles the Bald and the Government of the Kingdom
of Aquitaine’, in Margaret T. Gibson and Janet L. Nelson (eds.), Charles the
Bald: Court and Kingdom (Aldershot, 1990), pp. 115–38.
120 Robert-Henri Bautier, ‘L’avènement d’Hugues Capet et le sacre de Robert
le Pieux’, in Michel Parisse and Xavier Barral i Altet (eds.), Le roi de France et
son royaume autour de l’an Mil (Paris, 1992), pp. 27–37; Joachim Ehlers, Die
Kapetinger (Stuttgart, 2000), pp. 29 ff.
121 Richer von Saint-Remi, Historiae, ed. Hartmut Hoffmann (MGH
Scriptores (in Folio), 38; Hanover, 2000), 4,47–49.
122 Ferdinand Lot, Les derniers Carolingiens: Lothaire—Louis V—Charles de
Lorraine (954–991) (Paris, 1891), pp. 277 ff. Perhaps he was buried in the
church of St Servatius in Maastricht. Titus A. S. M. Panhuysen, ‘Die
Maastrichter Servatiuskirche im Frühmittelalter: Ein Vorbericht über die
jüngsten Grabungen’, Kunstchronik, 43/10 (1990), pp. 541–53, at pp. 541 ff.
123 Ehlers, Die Kapetinger, pp. 31 f.
124 Details in Schramm, Der König von Frankreich, vol. 2, pp. 1 f. Ehlers, Die
Kapetinger, pp. 274 f. (genealogical table).



In the east, the law of succession introduced by Henry I in 929–30125

removed the essential causes of regicide. This order was not based on
a thought-out concept of the ‘indivisibility of the kingdom’,126 but
arose out of the simple fact that, given his close co-operation with the
great men of the individual dukedoms, the Saxon king had little of
substance outside Saxony left to distribute.127 The younger Henry’s
plot to murder his brother Otto I at the Easter celebrations in 941,128

which was discovered in time and therefore failed, is the last known
attempt of its sort, and its objective was not to obtain a share of power,
but to gain undivided possession of the kingdom.

Looking back, we see a long period of great security for the monar-
chy between the Carolingian period and Shakespeare’s reflections con-
cerning the late fourteenth century. Until the middle of the seventh
century, the violent death of a king must be seen as an established part
of the system of rule, but the Carolingian laws of succession, influenced
by Christian notions of morality and justice, prepared the ground for
more permanent solutions, which were put in place firmly during the
tenth century. North of the Alps, the assassination of a prince came to
be seen as an exception that required proper justification.129
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125 Karl Schmid, ‘Die Thronfolge Ottos des Großen’, in Eduard Hlawitschka
(ed.), Königswahl und Thronfolge in ottonisch-frühdeutscher Zeit (Darmstadt,
1971), pp. 417–508, pp. 439 ff.
126 Brühl convincingly rejects this ‘principle’ and its history in German his-
toriography. Cf. Carlrichard Brühl, Deutschland—Frankreich: Die Geburt
zweier Völker (Cologne, 1990), pp. 329 ff. 
127 Schmid, ‘Die Thronfolge Ottos des Großen’, p. 487.
128 Widukindi monachi Corbeiensis Rerum gestarum Saxonicarum libri tres, ed.
Paul Hirsch and H.-E. Lohmann (MGH SS rer. Germ., 60; Hanover, 1935),
2,31. Hrotsvit von Gandersheim, Gesta Ottonis, ed. Paul von Winterfeld,
Hrotsvithae opera (MGH SS rer. Germ., 34; Berlin, 1902), 201–28, at 394-415. Cf.
Continuatio Reginonis, ed. Friedrich Kurze, Reginonis abbatis Prumiensis
Chronicon cum Continuatione Treverensi (MGH SS SS rer. Germ., 50; Hanover,
1890), 154–79, and Annales Quedlinburgenses, ed. Georg Heinrich Pertz (MGH
Scriptores (in Folio), 3; Hanover, 1839, 18–90) on the year 941.
129 Joachim Ehlers, ‘Ludwig von Orléans und Johann von Burgund (1407/
1419): Vom Tyrannenmord zur Rache als Staatsraison’, in Alexander Demandt
(ed.), Das Attentat in der Geschichte (Vienna, 1996), pp. 107–21; Paul-Joachim
Heinig, ‘Fürstenmorde: Das europäische (Spät-)Mittelalter zwischen Gewalt,
Zähmung der Leidenschaften und Verrechtlichung’, in Festschrift Peter Moraw
(Berlin, 2000), pp. 355–88.



Tables

Table 1: Kings Murdered
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Victim 
(kings) 

Instigator  Ordered by  Perpetrator  Source 

Ragnachar of 
Cambrai  
(† after 507)  

  Clovis I  Greg.Tur . 2,42 

Sigibert of 
Cologne  
(† c. 508)  

Clovis I  Chloderic (son 
of Sigibert)  

Servants of 
Chloderic  

Greg.Tur . 2,40 

Chararic  
(† c. 508)  

 Clovis I  Servants of 
Clovis I  

Greg.Tur . 2,41 

Sigibert I  
(† 575) 

 Fredegund or 
Chilperic I  

pueri of orderer  Greg.Tur . 4,51 
Jonas 1,18  

Chilperic I  
(† 584) 

 Brunhild?  puer of  
Chilperic I 

Greg.Tur  6,46 
Fredegar 3,93  
LHF 35 

Theodebert II 
(†  612)  

 Theodoric II  Servants of 
Theodoric II  

Fredegar 4,38  
LHF 38 

Sigibert II  
(† 613) 

 Chlotar II  Servants of 
Chlotar II  

Fredegar 4,42  

Dagobert II  
(† 679) 

 Ebroin/Arnul-
fingians 

 Vita Wilfr. 33  

Childeric II  
(† 675) 

  Bodilo, 
Neustrian 
nobleman 

Cont.Fred. 2  
LHF 45 

 



Table 2: Kings’ Sons Murdered
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Victim 
(kings’ sons)  

Ordered by  Perpetrator  Source 

Chloderic (son  
of Sigibert of 
Cologne,  
† c. 508) 

Clovis I  Servants of  
Clovis I  

Greg. Tur.  2,40 

N.N. (son of  
Chararich of  
Cambrai,  
† c. 508) 

Clovis I  Servants of  
Clovis I  

Greg. Tur.  2,41 

Chramn (son of 
Chlotar I,  
† 560) 

Chlotar I  Servants of  
Chlotar I  

Greg. Tur.  4,20 

Gundobad (son 
of Gunthram by 
1st marriage,  
† c. 565) 

 Marcatrud  
(2nd spouse  
of Gunthram)  

Greg. Tur.  4,25 

Clovis (son of 
Chilperic I by 
1st marriage,  
† 580) 

Chilperic I and 
Fredegund (3rd  
spouse of 
Chilperic)  

Servants of  
Fredegund 

Greg. Tur.  5,39 

Merowech (son 
of Chilperic I,  
† 577) 

Fredegund?  
Suicide?  

 Greg. Tur.  

Dagobert (son 
of Childeric II, † 
675) 

 Neustrian  
nobles 

Ewig, Merowinger , 
pp. 165 f.  
Krüger, Königs-
grabkirchen, pp. 
113 f., 116  

 



Table 3: Kings’ Brothers Murdered

Table 4: Kings’ Nephews Murdered
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Victim 
(kings’ brothers)  

Ordered by  Perpetrator  Source 

Richar (brother of 
Ragnachar of Cambrai,  
† after 507)  

 Clovis I  Greg. Tur.  2,42 

Rignomer (brother of 
Ragnachar of Cambrai,  
† 507) 

Clovis I  Servants of  
Clovis I  

Greg. Tur.  2,42 

 

Victim 
(kings’ nephews)  

Ordered by  Perpetrator  Source 

Theodoald (nephew of  
Childebert I and Chlotar I, 
† 531) 

 Childebert I and 
Chlotar I  

Greg. Tur.  3,18 

Gunthar (nephew of  
Childebert I and Chlotar,  
† 531) 

 Childebert I and 
Chlotar I  

Greg. Tur.  3,18 

Chlotar (nephew of 
Theodoric II,  
† 612) 

 Theodoric II  
 

LHF 38 

Merowech (nephew of 
Theodoric II,  
† 612) 

 Theodoric II  Fredegar 4,38  
LHF 38 

Corbus* (grand-nephew of 
Chlotar II, † 613)  

Chlotar II  Servants of Chlotar II  Fredegar 4,42  

Sigibert ( grand-nephew of 
Chlotar II, † 613)  

Chlotar II  Servants of Chlotar II  Fredegar 4,42  

Chilperic (nephew  of 
Dagobert I, † 632)  

Dagobert 
I? 

 Fredegar 4,67  

 

* Corbus  is the Latinized form of the name  Chramn , perhaps the shortened form of 
Gunthchramn . Cf. Ewig, ‘Die Namengebung bei den ältesten Frankenkönigen’,  
pp. 27 f.  

 



Table 5: Usurpers/Pretenders Murdered
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Victim 
(usurpers/pretenders)  

Ordered by  Perpetrator  Source 

Munderic († c. 530) Theodoric I  Servants of 
Theodoric I  

Greg. Tur.  3,14 

Sigiwald († c. 532)   Theodoric I  Greg. Tur.  3,23 
Gundoald († c. 585) 
a putative son of 
Chlotar I  

 Ollo, count of 
Bourges 

Greg. Tur.  7,38 

Rauching († 587)  Childebert II  Servants of 
Childebert II  

Greg. Tur.  9,9 




