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Introduction

	This is a book about medieval food; and yet, even if you are familiar with that subject, much of what you will find here may be unfamiliar.

	A reader might naturally assume that the term “medieval food’ refers to the food of the entire period –- from the fifth to the fifteenth century –- referred to (in the West) as the “Middle Ages”. But by convention, it most often refers to the food of a small part of that period, starting in the thirteenth or fourteenth century and even extending into what, strictly speaking, is already a new era. In other words, the term typically omits the food of not only some of the Middle Ages, but of MOST of the Middle Ages.

	Why?

	The standard rationale is that because no cookbooks are known before the thirteenth century, one cannot document food before that. Yet in the eighteenth century Pierre Le Grand d’Aussy wrote three volumes on the full sweep of French food history and barely mentioned cookbooks at all. Rather, he drew on poetry, laws, statutes, biographies, Church canons and a wealth of other sources, assembling something like a mosaic of his subject. He shows us, in a word, that there is far more to food history than cookbooks. Notably, a great deal of information survives on the food of the start of the Middle Ages, when what would become France was ruled by the Franks. Much of this is in period texts, texts which have been in print since the nineteenth century, even if archaeology has expanded and continues to expand what we know of this era.

	The purpose of this book is to gather and present this information in order to complete a large missing piece in medieval food history: the food of the Franks. Ideally, this will in turn lead to a more comprehensive understanding of the term “medieval food” and ultimately encourage further research into this neglected segment of that subject.

	 Period and place 
 
	

This book covers a tumultuous period – roughly from the late fifth to the tenth century – when dynasties and boundaries changed in often dizzying ways. Readers whose first interest is food and not early French history may welcome a brief overview of that period.

	By the fifth century, Gaul was a Roman province. The people there, whatever their original ancestry, were considered Romans (today we call them “Gallo-Romans”). Rome itself was in decline and the Empire was increasingly ruled from Constantinople. The Empire’s control over Gaul was much weakened and various “barbarian” groups – largely Germanic tribes – began to encroach on its holdings. Among these was a loosely-defined confederation, the Franks, centered in the north. One group of Franks conquered Cologne at the start of the century. Another, known as the Salian Franks, mainly settled in what today is the south of Belgium and the north of France. Sometimes they attacked the Romans; sometimes they served them as feodorati. One of their leaders, Childeric (c. 440-481), fought for the Romans for a time. This is an important detail: the Franks were not “barbarian hordes” who suddenly swept down on Gaul, but a group familiar to, and with, the Gallo-Romans. 

	Later in the fifth century, Childeric’s son, Clovis, began to take over Gaul, starting in the north but ultimately extending Frankish control through the south. Though this has long been portrayed as a conquest, Werner sums up a view found among a number of modern scholars: “Nothing allows us to speak of ‘conquest’; Clovis’ Franks were the allies, if not the saviors, of the Gallo-Romans...”1 For several centuries, Frankish culture was dominant in the north, while Gallo-Roman culture survived in the south; over time, the two melded. As Buchet and Lorren write: “This period marks the culmination of a long period of permanent contacts and interpenetration.”2 Meanwhile Clovis’ dynasty, known as the “Merovingians”, ruled Gaul for over two centuries with varying success, not least because Frankish custom dictated that each ruler’s heirs divide up his kingdom. Nominally, they reigned until 751 by which time Charles Martel and his descendants already effectively held power. 

	Pepin then became king, the first from the dynasty known (after Charles) as the “Carolingians”. The most famous Carolingian king by far was Charles the Great (Charlemagne), who so revived learning and culture that some refer to his reign as a “renaissance”. In 800, the Pope crowned him Emperor; he would extend his rule over most of Europe. The Empire endured under his son, Louis the Pious, but was divided by his grandsons, mainly into France and Germany, in 888. 

	The period covered here is essentially that of the Merovingians and Carolingians. The overarching story across these eras is the meeting of a Latin culture – overlaid upon what remained of a Celtic one – with various Germanic groups, resulting by the end of the period not in a uniform country (regional divisions survive today), but one much closer to what would become France. The period also began with the Church confronting paganism and the Arian heresy as serious rivals and ended with its unquestioned dominance. The early Middle Ages were the birth throes of what would become France.

	Geographically, one cannot yet speak of France in this period. Rather, the dominant cultures extended to different territories at different times, and so the reader will see references to places that today are in Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, or Italy, even if the center of gravity remains modern France. Though the Carolingian Empire occupied most of Europe, generally the focus here is on places that were in or at least near today’s France.

	 Gauls, Franks and food 
 
	

Given France’s enduring association with cuisine, with the very word “gourmet”, it is striking to see how far back such an association appears. Early monks in Gaul, constrained to the barley bread and greens of Eastern rules, complained that it was “inhuman” to make “us, men of Gaul” live like angels.3 In enumerating the qualities of the meals of Theodoric the Goth, Sidonius Apollinaris notes “Gallic abundance” (abundantiam Gallicanam).4 Whether the Franks adopted this love of indulgence or simply introduced their own, they maintained Gaul’s gourmet reputation. The writer of St. Odo’s life describes his abstemious ways as “against the Frankish nature” (contra naturam Francorom).5 In the ninth century, when Guy de Spoleto was being considered for the throne, the Bishop of Metz prepared him “a great deal of food following Frankish custom”.6 When Guy demurred and said he would be satisfied with far less, the bishop decided one with such simple tastes was unworthy to lead the Franks. Paul the Deacon describes how Franks in Italy were tricked when the enemy appeared to have abandoned tents filled with various treats and a great deal of wine: “they straightway became merry and eagerly took possession of everything and prepared a very bountiful supper. And while they reposed, weighed down with the various dishes and with much wine and sleep, Grimuald rushed upon them after midnight and overthrew them...”7 Clearly, the French love of la bonne chère has a long history, preceding the existence of France itself.

	 Major sources 
 
	

While this work draws on a wide variety of sources, only a handful survive from the period itself and several will be cited here repeatedly in different connections. As a general note, these sources are often biased, inaccurate, idealizing and/or credulous. Fortunately for food historians, the incidental details on food in such works are all the more credible for having been unimportant to the writers; that is, they were not, with few exceptions, worth distorting to fit an agenda or flatter a patron. 

	This observation particularly applies to Gregory of Tours, whose History of the Franks is the standard source for the start of this period. Gregory’s errors and biases have been well studied. His Books of Miracles are not only filled with miraculous material, but studded with dark admonitions and virulent portrayals of non-Catholics. His saving grace for our purposes is his skill at off-handed observation, which makes his work a rich mine of period details.

	It goes without saying that the numerous hagiographies from this period, most written well after the lives of their subjects, are problematic as secular history. But many of these too offer period details, notably those written about Radegund by writers who actually knew her. One was the Italian poet Fortunatus, whose love of good food and other pleasures is usefully reflected in his work.

	The two period biographies of Charlemagne, written by Eginhard and Notker the Stammerer, are important sources as well. Eginhard knew Charlemagne, but largely addresses broader history, even if he provides some useful personal details on the king; his distortions and omissions are largely those of a courtier. Notker the Stammerer – long named as “the Monk of St. Gall” – collected anecdotes about the Emperor for Charlemagne’s grandson. Though several of these are still cited as factual history, they have increasingly been regarded as dubious or even frankly apocryphal. They provide useful details however which likely reflect what Notker knew of his own time.

	A more dependable source for Charlemagne’s (or possibly his son’s) time is the Capitulary de Villis, a series of instructions for stewards of the royal estates. Notably, it includes mentions of various products and an inventory of the plants to be grown on the estates. Even here however, the text is idealized – the list of plants is useful as a general guide for those available in Europe overall, but inventories of actual estates (the Brevium Exempla) show that only some were grown in specific cases.

	This is the best known of several Carolingian capitularies – collections of royal commands – which are useful sources but often require contextualization. Other grants, legal forms and similar documents provide similar information.

	If no cookbook survives from this era, we do have a number of recipes, thanks to Anthimus, a Greek physician. Sometime before 534, the Ostrogoth king Theodoric sent him as an ambassador to Theuderic (Thierry), one of Clovis’ sons, who then reigned over northeastern Gaul. At some point, Anthimus wrote the king a letter reviewing his food from a dietetic point of view: De Observatione Ciborum (“Regarding the Use of Food”).8 Though Anthimus specifies that some foods “are not found here”, most of those he mentions were found in or near Reims (Theuderic’s capital), and so the letter is already invaluable simply as an inventory of available foods. But in several cases, he provides actual recipes and in others instructions which, though cursory, are enough to prepare the foods mentioned. 

	Some of the dishes in Anthimus’ work echo those found in the one surviving Roman cookbook, De Re Coquinaria. The author, or collective authors, of this work are fictively named for the great Roman epicure Apicius; to avoid confusion, the later “Apicius” is cited here as “Pseudo-Apicius”. Bruno Laurioux believes this work to be from the fifth century; that is from the late Roman Empire, and almost medieval.9

	The Franks were one of several Germanic groups which kept no written history before taking power in Gaul. In studying these groups, historians cast a wide net which goes well beyond this period. Julius Caesar and Tacitus both left descriptions of Germanic customs centuries before the Franks which nonetheless offer insight into that later group. The Prose and Poetic Edda were written down in Iceland in the thirteenth century, but are believed to record stories, customs and beliefs from Germanic culture which date back much earlier. 

	The closest thing we have to an actual portrait of Frankish customs in their own words is the transcription of their traditional law into Latin as the Salic Law. Notably this outlines a whole system of compensations for different offenses which echoes one described by Tacitus, but using cattle where the later document uses monetary values. While such compensations did not directly represent value (that for a stolen animal, for instance, was often negotiated separately), they offer a broad relative guide to it. The law also provides glimpses of agriculture, hunting and other aspects of life.

	Other groups recorded similar legal codes, but typically reflecting more Roman influence.

	The influence of the Church was ubiquitous. The canons issued by various synods are already important as records of various strictures. But they are also surprisingly rich in period details. The more informal “Penitentials” are of uncertain origin and authority, but reveal a variety of concerns regarding food.

	The food of religious communities is well-documented in various rules (to the degree that these were observed). Certain great abbeys, such as Corbie and St. Germain, left highly detailed documents, such as Irminon’s Polyptique, which provide incomplete but often rich records of tenants’ holdings and obligations, charitable services, domestic organization, etc.

	For a long time, the closest thing to an encyclopedia in the West was Pliny the Elder’s first century Natural History. This includes notes on several cultural groups, first mentions of some foods, some actual recipes, medical observations and a variety of other items which can serve to illuminate our later era. Within the period itself, Isidore of Seville (c. 560 – April 4, 636) assembled a collection of extracts from earlier works (Etymologiae) which can be useful as well, despite some blatant errors.

These are not all the sources which survive from the period, but they are the ones that have been most useful here.

	 The approach 
 
	

The purpose of this book is to organize and consolidate information about early medieval food. While it is not a reference work, nor is it intended to be theoretical or interpretive. The goal here is simple: to make what information exists on this neglected subject available in the clearest and most straightforward way for others to use as best suits their various purposes.

	The first step is to look at the foods, and then the drinks, available in the period and how they were selected, prepared and served, before widening the scope to the tableware, furniture and sites associated with food, the infrastructures which helped make food available, and the role of food in period religion, medicine and nutrition. Those who wish to apply this information will find some guidelines in the Appendix.


Foods

	 

	The food of the early Middle Ages was not, for the most part, exotic by modern Western standards. Still the available selection was specific to the period. This is a survey of what we know, from both texts and archaeology, of the foods available in France in this period.

	 Meat and dairy 
 
	

Did the Germans mainly live on a diet of meat and cheese? More than one writer claimed as much.

	The most famous claims come from Caesar (“The greater part of their food consists of milk, cheese, and flesh”) and Tacitus (“Their food is of the simplest kind; wild apples, the flesh of an animal recently killed, or coagulated milk.”).10 (Tacitus' lac concretum was probably not quite cheese – see below.) Similarly, Athenaeus quotes Posidonius (ca. 135 BCE - 51 BCE), whose original works are lost, as saying that the Germans “eat for dinner meat roasted in separate joints; and they drink milk and unmixed wine.”11 Strabon (63 BCE – ca. 24 CE) said the same thing of the Gauls: “They subsist principally on milk and all kinds of flesh, especially that of swine, which they eat both fresh and salted”.12 (Accounts of the early Gauls and the Germans are often similar.)

	This emphasis on meat was striking to the Romans, for whom meat was important, but only as one of several foods. Caesar shows his troops regarding it as a hardship when a shortage of grain, their customary food, obliged them to turn to cattle.13 

	Such accounts from classical writers have been challenged; Garnsey, for instance, writes of “a stereotype of barbarians as nomadic pastoralists who eat meat and drink milk.”14 But, per Koepke and Baten, archaeology seems to confirm them:

	The share of cattle bones turned out to have been a very important determinant of human stature (correlating with health and longevity), being ceteris paribus an indicator of milk (and beef) supply… Autochthonic Germanic people in Germania Magna, beyond the borders of the imperium Romanum, were taller than in the core-land of the Empire because they produced and consumed more milk and beef.15

	They also suggest that milk may have played a part in the egalitarian nature of Germanic society, since dairy protein did not travel well:

	The transport problem led to a very low shadow price of milk in remote milk-producing areas, which thus induced a relatively egalitarian distribution of high-value proteins. Therefore, even low-income groups could consume a healthy diet. By contrast, in large cities, only high-income groups could afford a protein-rich diet, which there would be based primarily on meat (and especially pork).16

	Caesar too emphasizes the egalitarian nature of German society, though he cites the lack of land ownership as the reason: “Each man sees that his own wealth is equal to that of the most powerful”.17 (In Gaul, generations of feudal monarchy would erode this idea.) 

	Further, Pomponius Mela (c. 43) wrote that they ate their meat raw: “Their way of living is very crude and uncivilized, to the point that they eat the flesh of their herds and of wild animals raw, contenting themselves, when this flesh is frozen and hardened by the cold, of refreshing it by pounding it with their hands and feet.”18 Though this may seem unlikely, other accounts confirm it. In the sixth century, when the Franks were already masters of Gaul, Anthimus not only wrote of some “barbarians”, “they do not have many [foods], but only meat and milk”, but further that some ate “undercooked and bloody meat”.19 This might well have included – though he does not say – those Franks who were still living traditional lives, as opposed to the luxurious, Romanized lifestyles he cites at Theuderic’s court.

	This was not necessarily unique to them or even this period; centuries later, the Vidâme de Chartres, sent as a hostage to Britain in the sixteenth century, went hunting in “the very depths of the savages”; that is, among the Scots.20 His friend Brantôme recounts how he watched them press the blood from freshly killed game and eat it raw (being a gentleman and a good sport, he joined in). The “cooking” in these cases may have come down to removing the blood through beating or pressing. A modern diner might consider grinding raw meat, as in steak tartare, more civilized; for a heartier diner with more limited options, pounding it might have served a similar purpose. In cold, wet climates where fires could be hard to build, especially when out hunting, this might have been the most practical approach.

	The idea that German hunters, then, ate raw meat, and did so even in medieval times, is perfectly credible. However, to the degree that this was true, it would only have been so among certain groups or under certain circumstances. Both cooked meat and cooking equipment have been found in early German graves.21

	Already in Caesar's time, German animals tended to be smaller than those of the Romans. Caesar made the German cavalry he employed use Roman horses.22 Archaeology shows this to have been true of German animals in general:

	The animals raised in northern Europe are in the main smaller than those of regions further south. Cattle were smaller and more slender than those of the Roman provinces. Sheep were close in size to Mediterranean animals and may have descended from wild moufflon sheep. Pigs were about half the size of modern breeds and may also have derived from wild stocks, thus leading to a progressive diminution in size.23

	This would also be the case in Gaul under Frankish rule.

	Tacitus wrote that cattle was the German's great wealth. Malcolm Todd gives this overview of animal husbandry in Germany:

	Cattle were the dominant domesticated animal... In the coastal marshlands... sheep came next. In areas where there was a greater tree-cover, swine husbandry followed that of cattle. Horses were nowhere near prominent and were probably kept mainly as draught animals. But marks of butchery on some horse bones indicate that they were eaten on occasion... Domestic chickens appear in the record very occasionally. The range of meat available to the household was thus considerable and the fact that a relatively high proportion of animals was slaughtered at an early age is a clear proof that succulent meat played a major part in the diet.24

	The situation would be the same overall in Gaul, where in general one finds what archaeologists call “the basic triad”, meaning cattle, pigs and, in a shared category, sheep and goats (caprinids).25

	Tacitus and Caesar provide the most substantial information on early German culture. But by the time the Franks took over Gaul centuries later important changes had come. In the nineteenth century, Lamprecht wrote:

	Despite the insistence of Germanic laws on livestock, this animal husbandry is no longer the focus of economic life and... it was already essentially dependent on the planting of the fields and the exploitation of the fields and pasturage. This is why agriculture in the Frankish era already forms a necessary pendant to animal husbandry and completes it; and one can see, in comparing the economy of the time of Tacitus and above all that of Caesar’s time, that these have reached a new degree of development.26

	Still, the Germanic focus on meat would persist enough to influence the future French diet, in which the roast became the centerpiece. Meanwhile, the Franks brought a change not only from early German culture, but from the Gallo-Roman culture which preceded them: a pronounced preference for pork.

	 Pork 
 
	

Various Germanic groups in Gaul – the Franks, the Burgundians, the Alemanni, the Visigoths – had their legal codes written down in Latin. But the Franks’ code, the Salic Law (the law of the Salian Franks), stands out in how it begins – with a long list of entries on pigs. Salic Law is unique not only in this regard, but in focusing, right from the start, on livestock and agriculture in general. If other Germanic legal codes also touch on these subjects, none give them the sustained attention found in the Franks' laws.

	Germanic justice was built around a system of wergeld; that is compensations to be paid for different offenses. Tacitus wrote that in his time such payments were made in cattle, but the Franks had now become intimately familiar with Roman coinage and the Salic Law is largely a litany of amounts to be paid in coins of either silver (denarii) or gold (solidii), at a rate of forty deniers to one solidus. These compensations were not the prices for the cited items (which sometimes were negotiated separately) and could be in addition to fines and other costs. But they do provide a very relative indication of value. For comparison's sake, one of the highest (24,000 deniers or 600 solidi) was for killing a child under twelve, whether they were "distinguished by long hair, [that is, royal] or of the class of the people".27 The very highest was 72,000 d./1800 s., for killing one of the king's antrusions (a kind of trusted bodyguard).

	While other quadrupeds could be used for things like milk, wool and traction, pigs served one purpose: to be eaten. (They do produce milk, but virtually no one uses it.) The extensive distinctions recorded between them mainly reflect their value either as food or breeders. The amounts cited for stealing pigs depended on the pig's age, whether or not it was weaned, its role as leader of a troop, how many other pigs were stolen with it, whether it was locked up or in a field at the time, etc.28 These ranged from forty deniers (one solidus) for a weaned pig to eight hundred d./fifteen s. for a suckling pig being guarded. A number of these are in addition to the value of the animals themselves and the costs of recovering them. 

	Note that the amounts for stealing suckling pigs (six to eight hundred d.) were equal to or more than those for older pigs; in general, smaller, younger animals were prized, no doubt because their meat was more tender. Yvenic cites later texts which show older pigs being used for preservation and very young ones being consumed immediately after slaughter.29

	The various circumstances and nuances outlined suggest that theft of pigs was frequent enough to have been divided into categories. Above all, the care taken to define the differences between suckling pigs, weaned pigs, pigs who led herds, pigs destined for reproduction, etc. shows how much Franks concerned themselves with the subject. Like the Gauls in Cisalpine (Italian) Gaul, the Franks also used bells to distinguish their livestock and the compensation for removing these from a sow was far higher (six hundred d.) than for that of other livestock (one hundred and twenty d.).30 

	The Franks certainly did not introduce the love of pork to France. The Gauls had exported hams and other pork butchery (charcuterie) products to the Romans before the conquest.31 The Romans loved the huge (if frightening) Gallic pigs and pork had periods of dominance under the Romans, in Reims for instance.32 The animal had a long history in the Franks’ new territory.

	One thing they did not do was to maintain its size. Studies of animal bones show that livestock in general, which grew larger under the Romans, again shrunk in size under the Franks. The general explanation for this is that the Franks did not apply the Romans' breeding methods. Montanari gives a vivid description of the medieval pig:

	Medieval iconography (dating from a few centuries later but no less revealing) shows us pigs with dark or reddish skin and stiff bristles, short, erect ears, and a pointed muzzle with tusks clearly visible. They were, in other words, half wild and resembled more closely wild boar than the domesticated pigs of modern times. This is hardly surprising, given the similar habits of pigs and boars, which both foraged in the woods and had ample opportunity to interbreed. The color, flavor, and texture of the meat must also have been different. In the Middle Ages, pork was regarded as a dark, or "red," meat.33

	While archaeology shows various sizes for the pigs of the time, the smallest, he writes, weighed from 30 to 35 kilos, the largest 70 to 75 kilos; that is, three to four times smaller than today’s. They were slim from foraging in the woods, but fattened before being slaughtered, which was never in the first year and sometimes after the second or even later.

	The Franks, according to Anthimus, especially liked raw bacon, which he calls “the Frank's delight”.34 This appears to have been a general taste among the Germans. A century later, Pope Zachary wrote Boniface, then preaching to the Germans in Germany itself, that if they were to eat bacon raw, they should at least wait until after Easter.35 Le Grand says that in the eighteenth century bacon was still eaten raw in Thuringia..36

	Anthimus also mentions the Franks using raw bacon as a medicine, applying it, for instance, to wounds. Note that what Americans call “bacon” the French call “lean bacon”. The bacon eaten by the Franks would have been thicker and distinctly fattier than American bacon, which might have made it more useful as a kind of ointment. In records it is typically cited as a separate product, distinct from “meat” or “pork” (see “Curated Lists”).

	An ancillary concern with pigs was their grazing rights. They had always had the advantage of being able to feed themselves, once let loose in a forest. But by now the owners of such forests – often the king and later monasteries – were charging for that right. Foraging by pigs in the woods was taxed early on. Around 560, Clothar I excused churches from paying for the right to let their pigs feed in royal woods.37 Clothar II made it clear in 614 or 615 that this tax was not due in the years when there were not enough acorns to make this worthwhile. He renounced the privilege of kings to let pigs graze in any forest in their domains or to demand tribute.38 Pigs are mentioned all through the documentary record. St. Remy left “his pigs to be equally divided between his two heirs.” Mappinius, Archbishop of Rheims, wrote to Villicus, Bishop of Metz (d. c. 566) asking how much pigs cost. The Capitulary De Villis (probably, though not certainly, written for Charlemagne) ordered a great many pigs fed on royal estates.

	Saint Chrodegang’s rule, a rare one to allow monks meat, says that when there are no acorns or beechmast – that is, food for pigs –, meat would be lacking; clearly then the only meat on offer was pork.39

	In much of Gaul, archaeology shows a clear evolution from the Gallo-Roman period (when beef tended to be dominant) to a preference for pork under the Franks.40 In her paper on “Counting and Measuring Animal Bones”, Frédérique Audoin-Rouzeau says that even if beef was dominant in much of Europe, this was less true in France and Germany; what is more, pork tended to appear there on the tables of the elite (who, among other considerations, could better afford to store preserved meat).41 Bourgeois too notes that pork has been found at aristocratic residences of the period.42 Yvenic says squarely that an abundance of it is a social indicator for this period: “The richer one is, the more pork one eats”.43

	In Carolingian records a word appears that is particular to that period: friskinga. This word – which may be related to “fresh” – probably meant a young pig; one old enough to be weaned, but still young (about a year old). The reader should be aware however that both its meaning and its origin have been vigorously debated. Typically, it refers to an animal given as a rent or other obligation.

	In the early Middle Ages, pork is characteristic of elite sites:

	The domestic fauna of [elite residences] is distinguished by a stronger representation of pork and young animals or the occasional presence of ornamental birds like the peacock or birds of prey of high and low flight. Anomalies sometimes appear in the different bones found: at Sugny, for example, quarters of meat arrive already butchered in the walls of the castrum. Is this the effect of a separation between the aristocratic residence and the dependent rural residences, or of an aristocratic levy? The early Middle Age aristocratic residence appears as a place abundant in meat.44

	Prices for any items are rare for this period and only indicative, absent a wealth of additional data. But some prices for livestock have survived from ninth century Brittany. Across various areas, three pigs cost six deniers each, another (possibly fatter) twelve deniers, one sold slaughtered eight deniers and several suckling pigs two deniers each.45 At this point, a sol (solidus) was worth twelve deniers. 

	 Beef 
 
	

Despite their love of pork, in their empire the Romans had made beef dominant: “Cattle seem the main meat supply in urbanized sites in the early Roman Empire.”46 (Fabienne Pigière) But “at all the sites in the late Roman period, a significant decrease was observed in the relative frequency of the remains of cattle in favour of pork.” The result was a general, if not universal, dominance of pork over beef under the Franks. One common explanation for the apparent dominance of pork over beef has often been that cattle were kept alive as long as possible to serve other purposes: traction, giving milk, etc. Archaeology shows a more nuanced picture: cattle were indeed often slaughtered at later ages, but not necessarily at the end of their useful lives.47

	If the Salic Law shows a pronounced concern with pigs, it hardly ignores cattle, which are addressed after the former. Set in fewer articles (fourteen instead of twenty), the compensations for different animals are, in general, much higher. Stealing a cow by herself cost 1200 d.; if the cow were accustomed to the yoke, the price was 1400 d. The theft of an ox cost the same, while that of a bull leading a herd and “accustomed to the common use of the cows of three districts” cost 1800 d. (All these costs were in addition to that of the animal itself and the cost of pursuit.) To some degree of course these amounts might simply have reflected the difference in size between pigs and cattle. But whether because of their use or their size, the amounts listed show cattle to have been valued animals. The animal's aptitude for labor or breeding too was clearly a concern.  It seems likely then that people tried to get the maximum value from each animal before slaughtering it; likely but not certain, given the archaeological evidence.

	Several centuries later, Carolingian records again reinforce the idea that cattle were most useful alive; De Villis directs that only hobbled or otherwise less useful cattle be used for slaughter. Writes Montanari: 

	According to medieval documents, cows were rare in manors and were used primarily as working animals. Archaeological excavations, however, which have discovered ox bones among kitchen remains, sometimes to a notable degree, present another picture. This is all the more surprising if one considers the average age of these slaughtered animals.48 

	As noted above, the animals had lived long enough to do labor, but not yet passed the age where they were useful, a compromise between agricultural and culinary use.

	Like pigs, cattle got smaller under the Franks. Whether or not (as one irritated German commentator wrote) the smaller cattle may have given better milk is probably unknowable. But the Middle Ages, early on, seem to have been a time overall of smaller livestock. Early medieval cattle were smaller not only than modern cattle, but those of Roman times. Archaeological estimates are that they provided 200-250 kilos of meat, which Montanari believes (perhaps a little optimistically) were eaten by peasants. He also states “it is perhaps the first time in history that beef became an important food source”.

	Several studies exist of Gallo-Roman butchering techniques. Focusing on Provence, Leguilloux shows that urban Gallo-Roman butchers had cut animals into smaller sections than in the country, where the meat was more likely to be divided into quarters.49 Further north, in the Oise, Yvinec found cleavers and knives being used together.50 He describes the use of the cleaver as “brutal”, but knives allowed finer cutting, such as deboning. “Certain gestures are new, like cutting up the trunk or deboning the ribs.” Still the upper ribs were entirely absent “suggesting consumption of ribs on the bone.” Beef tails seem to have been consumed, the tongue carefully removed. “The data taken together shows us an advanced processing and butchering of the animal yielding an important selection of bones.” If no equivalent study exists for the Frankish period, it is very likely because less activity was centered on cities, but also because what little evidence we do have suggests that the Franks mainly butchered animals into quarters, removing the ribs (which have been found separate at several sites), and often the tongue and brain. Butchering under the Franks appears then to have been less professional and coarser, more like the butchering into quarters Leguilloux describes in the countryside under the Romans.

	The idea that only the poor ate beef is contradicted by two sixth century texts. In his work for a Frankish king, Anthimus’ most complex recipe is also for an adobo-like beef stew.51 (More precisely, his recipe is for the meat of a cow, which presumably would have been more tender than the labor-toughened meat of an ox.) He also approves of eating both ox and cow bellies, boiled, but recommends that cows' bellies be stuffed with bacon. The sixth century poet and gourmet Venantius Fortunatus writes of his belly “swelling with beef”, going on to say that the beef will chase away the chicken and the goose (both clearly available at the same feast).52 In this instance at least, we have a rare mention of an upscale diner eating beef (and doing so with gusto, apparently). The preferred part of the animal appears to have been the ribs, which have been found in at least two Merovingian graves.53 

	It is likely too that the cattle De Villis orders slaughtered on Carolingian estates were also served to elite diners.

	Still, overall, beef appears far less in the written record than pork. In the ninth century Breton mentions of prices, only a three sol bull is cited.54 Note that this was six times the standard value of a pig, no doubt reflecting their relative sizes.

	 Sheep and goat 
 
	

These animals present a particular problem to archaeologists, who cannot always distinguish between their remains, and so refer to them collectively as “caprinids”. Where remains can be distinguished, however, it seems that sheep were far more common than goats. It is rare, though not unknown, for either to dominate in the north, but somewhat more frequent in the south.

	In the Salic Law, the theft of individual or even multiple sheep or goats cost 120 d., which is the same compensation as for certain classes of pig.55 (Though lambs and kids are specifically mentioned, the amount does not differ for these.) Where the pig provided a significant supply of meat (which was particularly suitable for preservation), both sheep and goats earned their keep while still alive as producers of milk and wool. 

	Anthimus recommends roasting mutton, but moderately, and basting it with wine mixed with salt, using a feather.56 (He does not mention domestic goat; it is uncertain if his reference to capreolus is to a wild goat or a roebuck.) He declares the meat of lambs and kids acceptable, boiled, steamed or roasted. 

	Sheep and lambs appear in supply lists regularly, but not goats. (See “Curated Lists”.) The most commonly salted meat was pork. But De Villis is a rare document to mention salted goat meat, specifically to be delivered to the monarch.57 The ninth century Breton source for prices is almost eloquent for sheep, listing two large sheep worth one sol each, one worth three d., two smaller ones worth (together?) three d., one lamb worth one and a half, and one ram worth four.58

	 Horse and dog 
 
	

If some (and only some) French today eat horse meat, it is thanks to the efforts of a “hippophagic” society in the nineteenth century. For centuries before that, it was absent from French tables. Nonetheless, its history in France precedes the Romans; butchered horses have been found in Gaulish graves, though not in large numbers. The Romans ate the wild ass (equus aninus or onager), but not, typically, its larger cousin.59 

	The Germans in general certainly ate the animal. If they did not do so in great quantity, it may be more because the animal was valued, as evidenced by its use in major sacrifices.60 The sacrificed animal's head was then placed on a pole (Wirth says that people were still putting horseheads on stakes in the nineteenth century and that this may have been a survival of pagan practice).61   

	In 732, Pope Gregory wrote to Boniface, then trying to convert the Germans in Germany: “Thou hast allowed a few to eat the flesh of wild horses, and many to eat the flesh of tame ones. From now on, holy brother, permit this on no account.”62 Boniface's mission, however, ended with his martyrdom and, according to Gummere, the practice continued there until about 1000. Gregory does not cite any biblical injunction to support his command; he simply seems to have found it distasteful. But as Christianity progressed, the practice came to be regarded as pagan; a Norwegian Christian king called the unconverted Swedes “horse-eaters”.63

	If the Francs shared this Germanic trait to any significant degree, they did not choose to emphasize the fact when recording their own laws, which above all address horses as beasts of burden and war. In describing the effects of various meats on health to the Frankish king Theuderic, Anthimus does not mention horsemeat at all. To some degree this might reflect his own background, but certainly if the meat had been at all common at Theuderic's court, he would have commented on it. Evidence for its consumption is rare but clear in Merovingian archaeology.

	If anything, the practice may have been revived later in the Frankish era. De Villis, in the most common reading, mentions slaughtering horses for meat.64 A ninth century Penitential declares: “We do not prohibit eating horses, but it is not customary”.65 Table blessings for a Carolingian monastery from just after this period refer to the “sweet meat of wild horses”.66 Still, there is no evidence that it was at all common and the practice would die out by the end of the Middle Ages.

	The early Gauls had eaten dogs.67 The Romans at least knew of the practice; Galen wrote (without specifying a nation) “as to dogs, what must I also say? That in some parts very many people eat young plump dogs, especially ones that have been castrated.”68 Lepetz says dogs were still eaten in the early Gallo-Roman period, but that the practice had ended by the time of the Merovingians, who did not revive it, unlike horse-eating, which was as congenial to them as it had been to the Gauls.69 Anthimus does not mention dog meat. 

	 Camels? 
 
	

One of the more surprising aspects of early medieval Gaul is a faint Egyptian influence, most obvious in the use of papyrus (an import) to keep public records. Another was the presence of camels (not distinguished here from dromedaries). By the seventh century camels were still familiar in Gaul (though not necessarily, as Dierkens points out, common).70 Gregory describes Gundovald’s “camels laden with a considerable weight of gold and silver”;71 the Chronicle of Fredegar shows Brunhilda being ridden around  “seated on a camel” after her capture; St. Ouen (Dado)’s seventh century life of St. Eligius refers to a camel carrying baggage.72 All these references are very matter-of-fact and do not treat camels as at all exotic.

	Did the Franks eat them?

	Certainly, some Gallo-Romans did. Camel remains from the fifth century found near both Marseilles and Tours bore signs of butchery.73 While no direct record exists of their being eaten under the Franks, it is hard to imagine that if, say, a camel broke a leg, the owner or at least the driver would have discarded a ready source of meat. It seems likely then that camel meat was still eaten on occasion, especially in the same Gallo-Roman areas where it had been formerly. However, the animal's presence faded as Roman influence fell away.

	 Dairy 
 
	

Among natural products, milk is unique in being consumed as both a drink and solid food. Further, while milk is not itself meat, it is produced by the domestic animals used for meat. The Roman idea of Germans as virtually living on meat and milk products may have been exaggerated, but certainly a group which so valued cattle was likely to use milk and all the products which, in a time before refrigeration, were as much ways to preserve it as anything else. Recall too that 

	 Milk 
 
	

Posidonius showed early Germanic groups drinking milk.74

	Writing for a Frankish king, Anthimus approves of drinking “raw” milk (was there any other kind?), but recommends drinking it with honey, or even mead or wine, or, lacking any of these, salt.75 Alternately, one can drink it hot, but even then preferably with a little honey or wine. He names cow’s, sheep’s or goat’s milk as options. While some of this no doubts represents medical concerns, he is writing not of its use as a cure (which he also addresses) but simply as a drink; it seems clear the Franks, like German groups before them, were comfortable mixing milk with other liquids.

	It is not surprising that Germanic “barbarians” drank milk as a matter of course. But it is more surprising to see several mentions of it from the Italian Fortunatus, moving in the elite Gallo-Roman world of the upper clergy.76 He thanks a bishop for the “delicious milk which you offer to your guests” and the nuns Radegund and Agnes for sending him some while he was sick:

	What could my mother and my sister give me

	As delicious as this milk, so timely to restore my strength?

	According to the Apostle Paul, 

	Milk is the food of the sick.

	In the midst of an otherwise luxurious meal, he describes “a black pottery jar giving him a completely white milk” (it is likely that the pot in question was the standard black biconic pot of the Merovingians). When he again writes of having a swollen belly, it is not from beef, but from “milk, legumes, eggs, butter” (among other things). He even brings his wit to bear on the subject: “Here is the butter, beside it the milk; thus, the fatty substance is near the element from which it is made.” 

	He has also left a tantalizing glimpse of what might simply have been thick settled milk, but sounds more like a modern pudding or flan, noting the mark left by Agnes' fingers on the surface of a “milk-gift”:

	I have seen the mark of your fingers on this milk-gift,

	And that of your hand where you have lifted out the cream...

	But it was only a fleeting image, whose tenuous envelope broke,

	And I could not save even a bit.77

	If these responses seem slightly overwrought, consider that this was a time before refrigeration and so for someone who did not actually live on a farm (or, later, in a monastery), it may indeed have been a treat to receive relatively fresh milk-products. Milk is rarely mentioned in its raw state, probably because it was difficult to transport and so to purchase or give as rents, for instance. Koepke writes that “milk could not be transported unspoiled over more than five or ten kilometers”.78  

	Its use then was more dependent on local supply than, say, wine. Pearson uses estimates from others of milk yields for cattle in England and Germany across the Middle Ages, including amounts reserved for nursing calves, to guess that “405-517.6 liters of milk were available [annually] for human consumption in some form”.79 Sheep and goats probably provided one-tenth of that.

	 Cheese 
 
	

Caesar says plainly that the early Germans ate cheese; Tacitus speaks only of “hardened milk.”80 Pliny the Elder was surprised that people who lived so much on milk had, he said, no interest in cheese.81 It is uncertain then whether the Germans actually made cheese or only a sort of curds and whey. This seems to be another case where different German groups, or perhaps groups in different circumstances, did different things. Cheese presses have been found in Germany and so it is certain that at least some Germans actually made cheese.82 It may be however that some on the move found it simpler to curdle their milk and stop there.

	Whatever the Franks may have introduced in this regard, cheese already existed in Gaul; in fact, the Gauls exported it to Rome. Pliny praises in particular that of Gevaudan, and more especially that of Mt. Lozère.83 This may be the same cheese that, under the Franks, local people threw into a lake as an offering.84 He also refers to an unknown “Centronian” cheese from the Alps and to French goat cheese, said to have a strong taste.

	Martial mentions a cheese from Toulouse, but unfavorably.85 

	No doubt all of these were still being made when the Franks invaded and probably continued to be for at least some time. But unfortunately, when cheese is mentioned in the early medieval period, such mentions are generic and say nothing about the type of cheese or even its origin. Since variations in cheeses are based on local conditions, traditions and preservation methods, no doubt various cheeses already existed. It is less certain that this variation had any relevance to most consumers. 

	One reason regional distinctions are not mentioned in this period may simply be the decline of trade, forcing more and more consumers to depend on local supplies. “Cheese” for many would have been whatever was available; the fact that a region some distance away produced a better one would have been of no interest. It is also relatively rare to see mentions of cheeses which are specifically said to keep; to the contrary, Pliny says that the cheeses of Gevaudan did not and later references are often to fresh cheese. Anthimus suggests eating “fresh and sweet cheese”, preferably with honey. He also mentions (disapprovingly) eating it roasted or boiled. His reference to oxygala was very likely to curds and whey.86 The fact that such products would not have traveled might be another reason specific cheeses do not appear in records.

	The first reference to a specific cheese – and one that could travel – comes in an incident recounted by Notker the Stammerer in his biography of Charlemagne.87 The passage describes the monarch arriving unexpectedly on a Friday – that is, a fast day – at the home of a bishop who had no fish or other suitable fast-day foods. He then gave the monarch – depending on the translation – “excellent cheese and the white of fat” or a “cheese white as fat” (caseum et ex pinguidine canum). (For the first translation it helps to know that animal fat may have been an acceptable fast day food for a time). Legrand d'Aussy frankly mistranslates the passage (and has been quoted by others) to say that Charles started to remove veins of mold from the cheese, implying that it was a blue cheese (though possibly with green veins; such cheeses varied in color).88 In fact the passage says that he removed the surface from the cheese with the tip of his knife (implying that it was a white rind cheese, such as Brie or Camembert). His host told him that he was removing the best part. Having tasted it, he agreed and then (apparently to the bishop's dismay) asked to be sent two cases of this cheese every year. This last detail shows that it was long-lasting enough to be sent over distances. (The anecdote, if dubious as history, at the least shows us Notker’s understanding of period cheese.)

	Otherwise, a rare mention of a specific type of cheese comes in regard to a form of trial; specifically, a “trial by bread and cheese”, in which the accused was fed bread (typically dry, unleavened barley bread) and cheese and found guilty if they could not keep it down. This is described in different texts, but one specifically says that the cheese should be a “sheep's cheese made in May” (caseus birbicinus factus in Madio).89 May cheese is mentioned centuries later in the Enseignemens cookbook; it appears to simply have been spring cheese (which can still be found today).90 Being relatively fresh, it was probably softer, though another text, for an exorcism, recommends dry goat's cheese (caseus caprinus aridus), which would have been very different to eat. In the event, these are two very rare mentions to be at all specific about cheese from this period.

	Otherwise, there is no doubt cheese was a staple: De Villis includes it among foods made by hand and as a Lenten food;91 the records of Corbie list it as food to be given workers and paupers;92 it appears in one travelers’ list (see “Curated Lists”). But it is mentioned far less than other common foods such as bread, pork and legumes. This may be a case, however, like that of salad and vegetables, where the food's ready availability made it unnecessary to record it in accounts; anyone with a cow, sheep or goat could make some form of cheese. 

	Fortunatus explicitly mentions its being served at Christmas, along with other foods (since it was in bowls, this may have been more like curds).93 Note again that Anthimus refers to both boiled and roasted cheese (though he does not recommend either). It is likely then that it was sometimes cooked. In his rule for monks, Aurelianus recommends flavoring greens with both cheese and oil.94

	Some cheese at this point was already created by draining the curds and pressing them – a process described by Isidore of Seville.95 But by the end of the Middle Ages, some cheeses were specified as being pressed (fromage de presse), so it is likely that others were not.96

	 Butter 
 
	

Butter was known to the Romans only as a barbarian product. Pliny describes it not only as a food, but as a luxury:

	From milk, too, butter is produced; held as the most delicate of food among barbarous nations, and one which distinguishes the wealthy from the multitude at large. It is mostly made from cows’ milk, and hence its name [butyrum or bouturon, from bos or bous, beef]; but the richest butter is that made from ewes' milk. There is a butter made also from goats’ milk; but previously to making it, the milk should first be warmed, in winter. In summer it is extracted from the milk by merely shaking it to and fro in a tall vessel, with a small orifice at the mouth to admit the air, but otherwise closely stopped, a little water being added to make it curdle the sooner. The milk that curdles the most, floats upon the surface; this they remove, and, adding salt to it, give it the name of “oxygala”. They then take the remaining part and boil it down in pots, and that portion of it which floats on the surface is butter, a substance of an oily nature. The more rank it is in smell, the more highly it is esteemed. When old, it forms an ingredient in numerous compositions. It is of an astringent, emollient, repletive, and purgative nature.97

	It had a variety of uses. Apollinaris shows a Burgundian with butter in his hair.98 Galen writes that people in cold countries (and so without olive oil) used it for bathing.99 It could also be used in the same way as oil, both to lubricate skins and to burn, as well as in different medicines. In general, for those who had no, or only expensive, oil, butter (like pork fat) could often have been used in the same way.

	In Ireland and elsewhere in the British Isles, butter has been found in bogs dating back to the start of the Christian era (though only some was made with dairy products).100 While no such direct finds have been made in France, this does show that it could be preserved at the time and so was one way to keep milk.

	In terms of consumption, no one in this period mentions spreading it on bread and it is unlikely that it was yet used in this way. When Anthimus recommends it as a cure, he says to says to mix it with honey and lick it. He is also the first to mention butter with salt (though advising against it here). In mentioning butter above, Fortunatus simply lists it with other foods. It seems very likely then that people of the time ate butter in the same way that they ate cheese. If this seems strange today, consider that in the sixteenth century, Champier still showed the Flemish and some French peasants eating butter directly.101 Further, the butter of this period was freshly made from whole milk and probably quite flavorful.

	Whatever the case, butter was certainly central to Germanic cultures, no doubt the Franks among them. The fact that Fortunatus was eating it shows that it had already made inroads in Gallo-Roman circles by the sixth century. Later, it too was among the products made by hand and sent to the palace for fast days, per De Villis. It is among the rents specified in an 832 document for the St. Denis Abbey.102

	 Birds 
 
	

Gregory of Tours tells of a barbarian who asks his cook to prepare a great feast; the cook responds by asking him to provide a great number of chickens (pullorum gallinaceorum).103 Note that he neither asks for a variety of meats nor for, say, suckling pigs (a luxury food at the time); he appears to consider chickens best suited for an impressive meal. If chickens were prestigious however, they were not rare; by far the most common bird remains found (knowing that bird bones often do not survive) are those of chickens.104 This was a long-standing state of affairs; in France, chicken goes back to at least the Gauls – and remained the dominant edible bird, albeit in various forms, over the centuries.105 

	According to Pearson, chickens in this period were “generally smaller and produced smaller and fewer eggs, probably in the range of 50-100 eggs per year.”106 (They were also no doubt much tougher than today’s factory-farmed chickens.)

	Chickens were always included in supply lists and sometimes were the only bird named (see “Curated Lists”). They were also a common rent at large estates.107 Sometimes they were required from so many tenants that one wonders if the landlord did not end up with too many of them and in fact De Villis specifically says that excess chickens are to be sold.108 (This suggests by the way that royal estates had neighbors who were both able to purchase goods and unable to raise sufficient chickens of their own.)

	Fattened chickens (pullipastae) (and geese) are mentioned on Carolingian estates.109 Already in the sixth century Anthimus refers to fattened chickens.110 Anthimus also writes of hens and chickens being used in sausage. 

	In the Salic Law, geese are listed (with ducks) before chickens.111 This probably was not significant, given that finds of goose remains in archaeology are rarer than those of chicken. Still, they are often the only other bird remains found and goose appears often (though not always) with chicken in supply lists. De Villis requires that both fattened geese and fattened chickens (aucas pastas et pullos pastos) be available for the monarch to either use locally or be sent. But about three times as many chickens were to be kept on hand as geese and only chickens were to be given by the serf as rents. (Geese were given elsewhere as rents, but more rarely.) Either or both might also be kept at mills (presumably to eat scattered grain).

	Overall, chicken and goose were a common pair, but always with the geese in second place.

	Beyond domestic geese and (unspecified) ducks, the Salic Law mentions (separately) roosters and chickens, swans and domestic cranes. Why swans and cranes, both of which would be elite foods in the late Middle Ages? Both have been found, if rarely, at sites, one of them elite.112 So clearly they were sometimes prized. But mention of either is rare. Among the rare finds of bird remains in this period are those of ducks, partridge, pheasant and pigeons.113 Supply lists mention geese, pheasant and ducks, and all of these seem to have been common. De Villis lists swans, peacocks, pheasants, ducks, pigeons, partridges and turtle doves as ornamental birds, but all are known to have been used as well as food.114

	Anthimus cites all these birds in northeastern Gaul, but also sparrows and fig-peckers.115 Both were eaten in later centuries, especially the latter.

	 Peacock 
 
	

Peacock presents a special case, since the bird is so emblematic (rightly or wrongly) of late medieval elite food. Did it have a similar role in earlier times? 

	In Rome, Varro credits Hortensius for having first served it at a great banquet, after which it commanded a high price.116 Horace mocked people for preferring the bird to hen for its high price and fine plumage which had nothing to do with its taste.117 It retained its luxurious reputation going into the Middle Ages. The eighth century Jonas of Orleans cites the fifth century St. Prosper as saying there was no great credit in abstaining from quadrupeds if you ate pheasant or peacock instead.118 Yet from the start, opinions of the actual meat were unfavorable. Galen said peacock flesh was hard, fibrous and difficult to digest.119 In the seventh century, Eugene III of Toledo wrote:

	The peacock's wings are brilliant with light;

	Its feathers shine like gold, but the flesh remains hard.120

	This hard meat was said to keep particularly well; no less a figure than St. Augustine actually tested some and reported that it kept for as long as a year.121 

	Beyond texts, peacock remains have been found, with marks of butchering, at an elite site from the period.122 It seems clear then that it retained its elite status well beyond the Roman era and probably until it reappeared in written records at the end of the Middle Ages.

	 Eggs 
 
	

It is clear that the Franks ate a lot of eggs. They are often included among rents; since a hatched egg could provide a more substantial adult bird, presumably this reflects a specific preference for eggs. They also feature regularly in lists of supplies for travelers. 

	It is unclear how they were prepared. Eggs found in a Frankish tomb were sitting on a bed of grass and hay and may well have been eaten raw.123 Anthimus references their being hard-boiled, but preferred that they be soft-boiled and even provides specific instructions for that method.124 He also recommends putting egg in sausage. He appears to be the first to describe something like a meringue, in this case beaten egg whites used in a Byzantine dish. (Whether similar dishes existed in Gaul, or caught on after him, is unknown.) Gregory of Tours describes a dish very like an omelet.125 

	It would be surprising if the Franks did not sometimes cook an egg on a heated surface (whether or not it was actually fried). And in fact De Re Coquinaria includes one recipe for fried eggs (as well as others for boiled and soft-boiled eggs and one effetively an omelet).126 Whether or not elite Frankish cooks knew the work, they still cooked in that tradition for some time and may have made variants of these.

	Anthimus prefers chicken eggs, but also approves of pheasant and goose eggs.127 De Villis mentions a number of birds, but only singles out chicken eggs. In general, it seems clear that these were the most commonly used.

	 Game 
 
	

Since the start of the French monarchy, the nobility loved to hunt. But this was a sport; the bulk of their meat came from domestic animals. Remains of game make up a minimal part of what is found in archaeology. This was already true of earlier Germanic groups:

	Surprisingly, the hunting of wild animals played an extremely minor role in the supply of food. On the most fully studied sites, the remains of wild mammals amount to less than 1 percent of the total. And yet there was an abundance of wild meat on the hoof in Germania, notably the aurochs, wild boar, roe and red deer.128 

	Still, hunting mattered more to the Franks than it had to the Romans, whose empire began in a city and was built around urban centers:

	According to Pietro Giannone the ancient Romans had not engaged in and indeed had despised hunting, because Rome was surrounded by villages and gardens and hunting required traveling large distances; in addition they preferred pastimes such as gladiatorial battles. On the other hand the northern German tribes who conquered Europe from the Romans despised agriculture pastimes and preferred hunting.129

	Giannone's view is as exaggerated in regard to Roman hunting as it is to German agriculture; both of course existed. But hunting was by no means as central to Roman life as it seems to have been to the German. Salic Law demonstrates the early importance of hunting to the Franks (other Germanic laws, such as the Allemannic Law, the Burgundian Law and the Visigothic Code, say far less about the subject). Stealing animals or game killed or brought to bay by others could cost from 600 d. to 1800 d. (the text particularly cites stag and boar; stags could be trained to help with the hunt, presumably by luring others).130 The Franks already used trained falcons, the theft of which could cost as much as 1800 d. (in addition to the usual costs of the animal and the pursuit). Hunting dogs were similarly valued. Killing or stealing a large dog which led a pack cost 1800 d. (in addition again to other costs); the same for dogs trained for boars or hares cost 600 d. Compare these to the 40 to 600 d. paid for the theft of pigs. 

	Like the Gauls, the Franks also used poisoned arrows. 

	Frankish kings were devoted hunters. Gregory of Tours shows both Chlothar I and his son Chilperic dying right after hunting.131 Notker claims Charlemagne was almost killed while hunting.132 In praising Louis the Pious, Ermoldus Nigellus describes his hunting and feasting with a Danish king.133

	For much of Old Regime French history, hunting was a noble privilege; commoners (roturiers) were forbidden to hunt except when they owned fiefs or rights which were themselves considered noble.134 This definition of hunting rights by class was already substantially established by the end of the Middle Ages.135 But it represented a long evolution from the Roman period, when hunting was, with few exceptions, considered free to all.136 Under the Franks and related groups, scattered limits associated with property rights began to fitfully appear. Increasingly, people were forbidden to hunt on private land but were still free to hunt on public lands. Such limits expanded under the Carolingians, but remained linked to property, not class. When De Villis orders estate stewards to care for the game in the estate forests, these orders apply to specific property.137 But, writes Maury:

	In Alsace, in Lorraine and in Germanic regions, the tradition of communal forests kept the invasion by lords from being so absolute. While certain forests saw their rights gradually confiscated, others maintained a communal character. The concession of rights to the users by the lords was only, most often, a renewal of privileges long possessed by these users.138

	It is beyond our scope to trace how hunting rights became bound with class by the late Middle Ages; in this period commoners could still hunt (especially smaller game) and fish, but in an increasingly reduced range.

	In regard to food, this meant that people who otherwise lacked means might still sometimes have had access to small game (larger game required more equipment and manpower). This would rarely be the case after the Middle Ages.

	In terms of what people hunted, archaeology reflects a fairly monotonous picture. At a variety of sites across these centuries, game has made up a very small part of the animal
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