LIESBETH
GEEVERS



The Spanish Habsburgs and
Dynastic Rule, 1500-1700

Providing a novel research methodology for students and scholars with an
interest in dynasties, at all levels, this book explores the Spanish Habsburg
dynasty that ruled the Spanish monarchy between ¢. 1515 and 1700.

Instead of focusing on the reigns of successive kings, the book focuses on
the Habsburgs as a family group that was constructed in various ways: as a
community of heirs, a genealogical narrative, a community of the dead and a
ruling family group. These constructions reflect the fact that dynasties do not
only exist in the present, as kings, queens or governors, but also in the past,
in genealogies, and in the future, as a group of hypothetical heirs.

This book analyses how dynasties were ‘made’ by the people belonging to
them. It uses a social institutionalist framework to analyse how family dy-
namics gave rise to practices and roles. The kings of Spain only had limited
power to control the construction of their dynasty, since births and deaths,
processes of dynastic centralisation, pressure from subjects, relatives’ indi-
vidual agency, rivalry among relatives and the institutionalisation of roles
limited their power.

Including several genealogical tables to support students new to the Span-
ish Habsburgs, this book is essential reading for all students of early modern
Europe and the history of monarchy.

Liesbeth Geevers is an associate professor of history at Lund University,
Sweden; she was awarded her PhD at University of Amsterdam (2008); her
research interests include dynasties, dynastic identity and diplomacy. She
published, among other titles, the volume, Dynastic Identity in Early Modern
Europe: Rulers, Aristocrats and the Formation of Identities (2015), co-edited
with Mirella Marini, and Dynasties and State Formation (2023), co-edited
with Harald Gustafsson.



Taylor & Francis
Taylor & Francis Group

http://taylorandfrancis.com


http://taylorandfrancis.com

The Spanish Habsburgs and
Dynastic Rule, 1500-1700

Liesbeth Geevers

3

€ J Routledge
g Taylor & Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK



Designed cover image: Alamy

First published 2023
by Routledge
4 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN

and by Routledge
605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10158

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa
business

© 2023 Liesbeth Geevers

The right of Liesbeth Geevers to be identified as author of this work
has been asserted in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

The Open Access version of this book, available at www.taylorfrancis.com,
has been made available under a Creative Commons Attribution-Non
Commercial-No Derivatives 4.0 license.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks
or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and
explanation without intent to infringe.

British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Geevers, Elisabeth Marieke, 1979- author.

Title: The Spanish Habsburgs and dynastic rule, 1500-1700 /

Liesbeth Geevers.

Description: Abingdon, Oxon ; New York, NY : Routledge, 2023. |
Includes bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2023002473 (print) | LCCN 2023002474 (ebook) |
ISBN 9781032313450 (hardback) | ISBN 9781032313474 (paperback) |
ISBN 9781003309307 (ebook)

Subjects: LCSH: Spain--History--House of Austria, 1516-1700. |
Habsburg, House of--History. | Monarchy--Spain--History--

16th century. | Monarchy--Spain--History--17th century. |
Spain--Kings and rulers--Succession. | Spain--Kings and rulers--History.
Classification: LCC DP171 .G448 2023 (print) | LCC DP171 (ebook) |
DDC 946/.04--dc23/eng/20230131

LC record available at https://lcen.loc.gov/2023002473

LC ebook record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2023002474

ISBN: 978-1-032-31345-0 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-1-032-31347-4 (pbk)
ISBN: 978-1-003-30930-7 (ebk)

DOI: 10.4324/9781003309307

Typeset in Sabon
by KnowledgeWorks Global Ltd.


https://www.taylorfrancis.com
https://lccn.loc.gov/2023002473
https://lccn.loc.gov/2023002474
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003309307

To

Harald Gustafsson



Taylor & Francis
Taylor & Francis Group

http://taylorandfrancis.com


http://taylorandfrancis.com

Contents

Introduction: Who Was Prince Filiberto of Austria? 1

1 Dynastic Centralisation: Tradition and Transformation
in Habsburg Succession Practices 19

2 The Trunk and the Foliage: History versus Reality in
Genealogical Narratives 52

3 Communities of the Dead: Family Dynamics and the
Formation of the Dynasty at the Escorial 86

4 A Widow’s World: The Ruling Family Group in the
Early Sixteenth Century 123

5 The Advent of the Arch-Nephew and the Infanta
Monja: The Ruling Family Group in the Late

Sixteenth Century 150
6 The Legacy of Catalina: The Dynastic Ruling Group

in the Seventeenth Century 178
7 A Coda: The Medici as Habsburgs? 217

Conclusion: The Past, Present and Future of Dynasty 230

Appendix: List of Consulted Genealogies 236

Bibliography 239

Index 261



Taylor & Francis
Taylor & Francis Group

http://taylorandfrancis.com


http://taylorandfrancis.com

Introduction
Who Was Prince Filiberto of Austria?

Prince Filiberto of Austria never existed. Yet in 1624 an Andalusian printer
published a short treatise on ‘the great victory achieved by His Highness
Prince Filiberto of Austria, viceroy of Sicily’.! The details of neither the victory
nor the treatise need concern us here. Of greater interest is the victor himself.
If there was no Prince Filiberto of Austria, then who was this man? The suf-
fix ‘of Austria’ obviously implies membership of the House of Habsburg, but
there were no Habsburgs named Filiberto. Besides, Habsburgs tended to be
either archdukes or infantes, or possibly simply ‘don’, like that other famous
vanquisher of the Ottomans, Don Juan de Austria — not princes. The princely
title was reserved for the heir to the Spanish throne, and we know of no heirs
called Filiberto. So who was this man?

To some degree, we are dealing with a case of mistaken identity. Prince
Filiberto of Austria was in fact not normally called ‘of Austria’; although
this little pamphlet is not alone in calling him thus,? he was more commonly
known as Emanuele Filiberto of Savoy (de Saboya; di Savoia) (Fig. 0.1). He
was born in 1588, the third son of Duke Charles Emmanuel of Savoy. He
was styled ‘prince’ because he was a son of a ruling duke.? Filiberto held sev-
eral offices on behalf of the kings of Spain: he was grand prior of Castile and
Leén in the Order of St John, admiral of the Mediterranean fleet and viceroy
of Sicily. While holding office in the Spanish monarchy did not automatically
lead to presumed membership of the dynasty, this does seem to have been the
case for Filiberto. Apart from the few, possibly misguided, references to him
as ‘of Austria’, the court addressed him with titles that were meant to mark
his belonging to the dynasty (‘His Highness’ — the details and implications of
this style are explained in Chapter 6). And when he died, Philip IV ordered
him to be buried in the dynastic crypt in the Escorial, next to Charles V,
Philip IT and Philip ITI, with the ceremony normally reserved for a Spanish in-
fante (see Chapter 3). Even in his guise as ‘Filiberto di Savoia’, then, the kings
of Spain unmistakably considered our Filiberto to be part of their family.

So how does a Savoyard princeling become an ‘Austria’, and thus, a
Habsburg* — not just in the pamphlet of an Andalusian printer but even in
the eyes of the kings of Spain? The easy answer to this question is genealogy:
his mother was a Spanish princess, the Infanta Catalina Micaela of Spain,
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2 Introduction

Figure 0.1 Emanuele Filiberto of Savoy (1588-1624), by Anthony van Dyck (1624).

Source: Alamy.

younger daughter of Philip II. This made Filiberto a grandson of Philip II,
nephew of Philip IIT and cousin of Philip IV. But none of this erased his
identity as a son of Duke Charles Emmanuel of Savoy and grandson of Duke
Emmanuel Philibert — after whom he was named. And none of this deter-
mined that he should be loyal to the Spanish Habsburgs either. His elder
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brother Vittorio Amedeo, who obviously shared Filiberto’s pedigree, became
a staunch ally of France, Spain’s greatest rival; Vittorio’s spouse Christine
was Louis XIII’s younger sister. Pedigree alone hardly solves the puzzle of
Filiberto’s Habsburgness.

This book is about finding the complicated but more truthful and com-
pelling answer to the question how someone like Filiberto of Savoy became
a Habsburg — and in the process, to examine how the Spanish Habsburg dy-
nasty was shaped by the dynamics among its actual and aspiring members.
The answer involves much more than genealogy. As I will argue, Filiberto’s
role within the Habsburg dynasty as a viceroy had come about as a result
of socialisation (as a teenager, he spent several years at the Spanish court),
as well as geopolitics (he received favours so that his father would remain
loyal to Spain and to ensure the Alpine roads in and out of Italy stayed
open to Spanish troops) and family conflict (if Charles Emmanuel was lost
to France, the Spanish king wanted to make sure the next generation of rul-
ers of Savoy would be loyal). But that is only the Spanish perspective. The
House of Savoy had something to say on the matter as well. At their end,
Filiberto’s Habsburgness was a result of desperation-fuelled determination
(could the king of Spain not share some of the burden of providing for five
sons and four daughters?), as well as appeals to honour (should not the
king of Spain make sure that his grandchildren were properly taken care
of?) and of status rivalry (were the Savoyard nephews not entitled to the
same treatment as earlier generations of nephews, like Archduke Albert of
Austria who had become a cardinal, an archbishop, a viceroy and even a
sovereign lord of the Low Countries?). In short, complicated dynamics be-
tween relatives, which played out over several generations and were made
up of equal parts affection and distrust, determined who was considered to
be a Habsburg and thus — as this book argues — dictated the shape of the
Spanish Habsburg dynasty.

New Dynastic History

This work belongs to the field of dynastic history, a field which has seen
vigorous renewal over the past years. Older works on dynasties often focus
on the sequence of rulers, devoting chapters to successive men or women
in power.” Compared to this type of ‘old dynastic history’, we can confi-
dently argue that the field is in the process of reinventing itself, offering us
a ‘new dynastic history’ characterised by a focus on family networks, self-
fashioning, cultural representation and the reciprocal roles of both men and
women. New dynastic history focuses on individuals — not just male rulers
but also every other type of person imaginable — as part of groups that are
no longer identified exclusively with a particular state but rather with family
interests. Many rivers flow into the delta that we can call new dynastic his-
tory, among them court studies, gender studies, state formation studies and
the history of the family.
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A better understanding of dynasties is not only relevant for how we think
of the Spanish Habsburgs, or any other dynasty, but also for how we see
the territories they ruled. Dynasties and states existed in a form of symbiosis
throughout the early modern world — neither seemingly able to exist without
the other before the age of republics.® This was particularly true for so-called
‘dynastic agglomerates’, or composite monarchies: monarchies that consisted
not of one cohesive territory but of a cluster of realms and lordships. If there
was little else but the ruling dynasty to hold such clusters together, the shape
this dynasty took and the internal dynamics that made it operate became
highly relevant to the workings and the survival of the monarchy as a whole.”
Piecing together the inner workings of dynasties thus belongs to the realm of
state formation studies as much as it is a field in its own right.

The re-evaluation of the role of dynasties in state formation owes a great
deal to German historiography on princely ruling houses. While state forma-
tion historians have always assigned considerable agency to rulers, dynasties
were rarely the centre of attention. How kings dealt with their relatives might
seem irrelevant to the development of a territorially cohesive state like, say,
France. But the Holy Roman Empire is a different case. The Empire was
home to innumerable principalities governed by endless numbers of dynas-
ties that had the habit of dividing into countless branches, all ruling their
own minute portion of the patrimony. How such partitions were organised
and whether patrimonies managed to be reunited again became a topic of
research in the late 1980s, since this area of history was key to understanding
how princely states turned out. Because primogeniture was only introduced
in many of the German principalities towards the eighteenth century, ques-
tions about marriages, inheritance practices, partitions, family treaties and
the position of younger sons were quite relevant even from a strict state for-
mation perspective.?

Such a focus on dynasties long clashed with traditional European-centred
state formation narratives, which focused on institutional developments
(bureaucracies, fiscal apparatus and armies)’ and which only used the term
‘dynastic states’ as a periodisation (to refer to a post-feudal but pre-nation
state period),'® or to indicate that they were ruled by hereditary monarchs.!
But under the influence of anthropology, the state formation field moved
away from strictly institutional perspectives and started to focus on the social
groups and power networks that characterised these institutions.'? This has
brought social networks and the practices that shaped them into focus. One
of the social settings where these processes took place, the court, has been the
focus of an extensive historiography since the 1970s."

The aristocratic and royal power networks at the centre of early modern
states that became evident when scholars started examining courts were of-
ten family based and constructed by marriages. This has highlighted the role
of women and gender. Attention to the role of women in the operation of
such networks and to the gendered aspects of court society in general has led
to a thorough revaluation of the part played by princesses, queens, consorts
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and female regents as power wielders, which in turn has resulted in a more
corporate view of monarchical power.'* Rulers were not alone: they had their
courtiers, favourites, mistresses and dissidents, but also their spouses, moth-
ers, siblings and legitimate children, as well as their in-laws and their bas-
tards. They governed in a shifting and complicated force field of interests
and relationships. Theresa Earenfight has characterised rulership therefore
as a “flexible sack’ that allows space for the ruler and any of his immediate
‘co-workers’, who were his partners in rule.'” Rule is no longer seen as an in-
dividual affair, and while a ruler’s ‘co-workers’ are not necessarily part of his
family, relatives and their interests can no longer be seen as separated from
the act of ruling. Even increased state centralisation in the seventeenth cen-
tury had to come at the expense of — and thus to some degree with the agree-
ment of — relatives, who were forced to renegotiate their roles within more
absolutist states. While such relatives eventually lost much of their political
autonomy, negotiations with them remained an essential part of rule.'® This
holds true not just for ruling houses. A common view of the people (such as
nobles, courtiers or diplomats) who were shaping and manning the state in
the early modern period is that they were not serving the abstract interests
of the state, but rather the interests of their own families, making govern-
ment ‘dynastic’ at all its levels.!” Against this background, it seems logical to
consider ruling families also as groups working to further dynastic interests,
instead of merely a sequence of individual rulers succeeding each other.

One final voice adding to the choir that makes up the new dynastic history
is the history of the family. It provides a periodisation for the emergence of
aristocratic family groups that were cohesive enough to be considered dynas-
ties. Older views on aristocratic families posited that they developed between
1000 and 1300 from a broad kinship group to smaller patrilineal groups
governed by primogeniture. More recent studies, however, situate this devel-
opment in the period stretching from the post-Carolingian era into the sev-
enteenth century, and really taking off between 1400 and 1700.'® This would
lead us to argue that the kind of family groups that were cohesive enough
to have shared interests and even, perhaps, a shared identity, and enough
internal discipline to manifest themselves as a unit, emerged somewhere be-
tween 1400 and 1700 as well." ‘Dynasty’ as a cohesive family group is an
early modern phenomenon. While dynastic history can be approached from
a national perspective, the field lends itself well to transnational approaches®
and has, more recently, even taken an increasingly global turn.?!

Because of this renewed interest in dynasties, the concept of ‘dynasty’
appears to be having its defining moment in history writing as well; quite
literally, since ever more historians are concerned with providing a clear defi-
nition of the concept. The most prominent criticism levelled at scholars who
have engaged with dynasties in the past is that they used the term quite un-
critically and in very different ways. Many authors seem to assume that we
already know what a dynasty is and that the term therefore does not need
definition or problematisation. Whereas abundant conceptual work exists on
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such notions as the court, patronage, networks, the nobility and so on - all
creditable works on these subjects start with some form of definition — ‘the
dynasty’ has long been left strangely un-conceptualised, as if it were an un-
changing and unproblematic term.?> We need not review decades of histori-
ography to bring some of these differences to light; a brief discussion of some
recent works will suffice.

Natalia Nowakowska recently explored the etymology of the term
‘dynasty’, tracing it back to Aristotle, who used the term to denote ‘power,
lordship or dominion, with the implication of arbitrary rule by “an extreme
oligarchy” of aristocrats or top property owners’.”> The term is still in use
in American sports with this meaning: when, say, the Boston Red Sox win
the Major League Baseball World Series a few times in a row, the team be-
comes a ‘dynasty’.>* But in more general usage, and certainly among histori-
ans, the term changed meaning in the course of the eighteenth century, when
the Encyclopédie defined it as ‘a line of princes from the same lineage who
reigned over one country’. While words changing meaning is nothing new,
it is of course relevant to the field of dynastic history that those of us who
focus on the period before 1750 do not possess a contemporary definition of
the phenomenon we study. In her analysis, Natalia Nowakowska identified
at least three ways the term dynasty has been used. Firstly, some researchers
use the term dynasty to indicate a monarchical regime, turning ‘dynasty’ into
‘an umbrella term for early modern monarchy’. Secondly, she notices how
the term is used to describe succession regimes, or the politics of succession.
A third use of the term is as self-fashioning discourse, focusing on dynastic
self-awareness and identity, which highlights the fact that dynasties are fami-
lies.?> When we consider some recent works on dynasty, we easily recognise
these three tendencies.

Nowakowska identifies one of the modern benchmarks of dynastic stud-
ies, Jeroen Duindam’s Dynasties. A Global History of Power,* as falling in
the first category. Under the rubric of dynasty, Duindam offers a breathtak-
ing, anthropologically inspired overview of kingship in Afro-Eurasia between
1300 and 1800, focusing primarily on similarities and constants. Defining
dynasty briefly as a ‘family in power’, Duindam goes on to discuss a set of
concentric circles, sketching the ideal of the ‘ruler’ at the centre and analysing
how individual rulers lived up to the ideal. A second circle is made up of the
ruler’s wider family, from which a successor is recruited. The court in which
the ruler is embedded constitutes a third circle. A final circle is formed by
peripheral elites to which the ruler is connected in various ways. The inclu-
sion of courts and peripheral elites means that Duindam’s idea of ‘dynasty’
is considerably wider than just ‘a family in power’, but perhaps it also shows
that his interest lies mainly in how this family constructed and maintained its
power position — he discusses the mechanics of ‘dynastic rule’ rather than the
dynasty at the heart of it.

Duindam’s view of and approach to dynasty appear to have little in com-
mon with John Morrill’s recent contribution to the field, which is a prime
example of the second category, the politics of succession. In the recent
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collective volume Monarchy Transformed. Princes and Their Elites in Early
Modern Western Europe,”” he argues forcefully for the importance of dy-
nastic developments and accidents — births, marriages and deaths — for the
formation and consolidation of conglomerate, or agglomerate, states in early
modern Europe. Morrill places dynastic life cycle events at the heart of state
formation. Closely related in approach is Robert Bartlett’s recent work on
dynastic politics in medieval Europe, in which he, too, highlights the impact
of dynastic life cycle events on politics and successions.?® In both these works,
we can see how dynasty is to a high degree equated with succession regimes —
dynasties are relevant to the extent that they determine who sits on which
throne.

A compelling work analysing self-fashioning strategies (the third category)
is Sue Broomhall and Jacqueline van Gent’s Gender, Power and Identity in
the Early Modern House of Orange-Nassau,”® which shows how the Orange
identity was shaped and kept alive over several generations of women by
the strategic deployment of objects, which were often inherited in the female
line, and certain styles of representation, like including orange trees in por-
traits. The objects, portraits and correspondence allowed female descendants
to uphold a clear Orange identity and pass this on to their own children,
complementing these children’s paternal dynastic identities. Seen from the
perspective of these daughters and granddaughters of the princes of Orange,
dynastic belonging was something to be cultivated, not something merely de-
termined by birth or marriage. Apart from showing the versatility of dynastic
identity, it also questions an all too patrilineal approach to the concept of dy-
nasty itself. Dynasty is here considered to be a social and cultural construct,
potentially quite divorced from succession and rule.

The works cited here bring out the various uses of ‘dynasty’ as an ana-
lytical term. The differences between these authors’ views on dynasty can
be ascribed to the different sources they use: inventories of Nassau grand-
daughters’ possessions will yield different results than royal testaments. This
attempt to highlight the differences between these works should therefore
not be taken as a criticism of their scholarly value. They merely illustrate
the diversity in historians’ use of the term ‘dynasty’. But for all these diverse
ways in which we use the term, ‘dynasty’ has in fact been defined. The defini-
tion that is used most widely, including by myself, was offered by Wolfgang
Weber in 1998, and it weaves together several of the usages Nowakowska
sketches. He argues that a dynasty was

an optimal manifestation of the family, that marks itself through a
heightened sense of identity and definition to the outside world; a col-
lection of assets that form an expressly collective possession, such as
territories, rank, rights and offices; marriages and inheritance practices
that are intended to pass on the patrimony undiminished or enhanced;
and an increased sense of historical continuity. Both the formation and
the consolidation should be seen as the result of conscious actions, ac-
cording to certain elements and patterns.*°
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In focusing on the transgenerational transfer of resources, Weber captures
the succession politics view of dynasties, while his focus on a family identity
points towards the importance of self-fashioning and the resulting sense of
the dynasty as a group. In bringing in marriages, he even covers the topic
of life cycle events. This definition has, however, been seen as problematic
because it focuses rather too much on the agnatic family, leaving little space
for the women who marry into it, or outside of it, and the resulting connec-
tions to other dynasties.>' Natalia Nowakowska considers this definition to
have issues as well. She found that, on closer inspection, the Jagiellonians
which were at the centre of her own research project did not call themselves
Jagiellonians at all; individuals might present themselves as belonging to ei-
ther their father’s family or their mother’s family; in their self-fashioning they
might emphasise their office or monarchy rather than their family (referring
to themselves as prince/princess of Poland instead of N. Jagiellon); and their
awareness of who else were members of the same family could be hazy.’?
Hardly an ‘optimal manifestation of the family’, indeed.?

The case of the Jagiellonians might make one wonder if dynasties existed
at all in the eyes of the people on whom we would like to stick this label. It
certainly challenges historians not to take anything for granted. Rather, it
shows that the extent to which ruling families considered themselves to be a
group is an open question that needs to be answered for each family that we
might hypothesise to be a dynasty. But there are few reasons to doubt that
the Habsburgs did indeed see themselves as a family. We are quite aware that
no one called the Habsburgs ‘Habsburgs’ in the early modern period — this
nineteenth-century invention has become so entrenched in modern scholar-
ship that I have decided to refer to them by this name nevertheless — but
a family identity as the House of Austria was firmly established even so.
This is perhaps demonstrated most clearly by the fact that those among the
Habsburg bastards who were recognised as members of the family were
awarded the moniker ‘of Austria’ — an ultimate marker of belonging. Charles
V’s son Don Juan of Austria is the best-known example, but there were many
more. Even Filiberto was marked as a Habsburg by calling him ‘of Austria’.
And during the early modern period a veritable avalanche of genealogies was
published referring to the ‘Domus Austriae’ (see Chapter 2).

Still, this family group is not unproblematic either. When we focus on the
historical narratives of the House of Austria in genealogies, the family group
that emerges is very different from another, equally real family group: the co-
eval relatives including cognatic nephews and bastards who worked together
in governing the Spanish Habsburg monarchy. Among the ranks of the latter,
we find Don Juan of Austria and Filiberto ‘of Austria’, both as admirals and
governors, whose monikers obviously mark them as Habsburgs — but they
are often omitted from the genealogies. What can we make of this? Clearly,
genealogical narratives constructed one dynasty, while participation in rule
constructed another. These two groups overlap to a certain extent — a ruler’s
children might be members of both — but are quite simply not the same, as



Introduction 9

the omission of Filiberto and Don Juan from most genealogies shows. My
problem with Weber’s definition therefore is not that an ‘optimal manifesta-
tion of the family’ called the House of Austria did not exist, but rather that
this family manifested itself in different guises dependent on the context in
which it operated, and dependent on how, and by whom, it was constructed.

I would argue that the differences between authors like Duindam and
Broomhall and Van Gent in their concepts of dynasty are only partly due to
the different sources they used, and thus what they found in them - it is more
than that. Genealogies are not only a source on dynasties but also a means
of constructing them by including some individuals and excluding others and
by presenting the dynasty either as a continuation of the medieval Habsburgs
or of the medieval kings of Castile. Appointment to certain offices is another
such means. For instance, the estates of the Low Countries had forced the
king to appoint only close family members as their governor, which meant
that the king was careful to present his appointees as his relatives. Appoint-
ments confirmed relatives’ membership of the House of Austria. In contrast
to genealogical narratives, this was not a historical construction: the indi-
viduals appointed were contemporary kinsmen and kinswomen of the ruler,
who belonged to his horizontal family. But if they were cognates or bastards
they might not show up in genealogies. Therefore, a focus on either genealo-
gies or appointments will not merely illuminate different aspects of the same
phenomenon but will rather bring to light altogether different constructions
of dynasty. The real question that should concern us is what dynamics drove
the construction of dynasty.

Reconstructing the Spanish Habsburg Dynasty

This book is about the Spanish Habsburg dynasty in the two centuries be-
tween 1500 and 1700, as it ruled its enormous monarchy. The focus of this
work is neither on Habsburg rulers nor on individual non-ruling Habsburgs —
male or female — but rather on the group as a whole, and how it was shaped
and how it operated during a period of two centuries. The main assumption
of this book is that ‘dynasty’ is not something that is a simple, biological
reality — a line of descent from one ruler to another — but something that
is socially constructed.’* Kinship and life cycle events are of course hugely
important in dynastic matters,* so this is not to dismiss biology. But biology
merely supplies the ‘hardware’ — people — while identity, socialisation, ne-
gotiation and representation provide the ‘software’ — a sense of belonging.’®
This is particularly the case for individuals who, unlike rulers, are not obvi-
ous members of dynasties, but who are further removed from the dynastic
centre or have become potentially detached from it: married or widowed
sisters, independent brothers, illegitimate offspring, nephews, nieces, cousins,
etc. The focus lies on the horizontal family group, as opposed to the vertical
line of rulers, with particular attention to its fringes — where the demarcation
line between insiders and outsiders can be assumed to lie.
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The Spanish Habsburg dynasty is a particularly rich case to study since
it needed so many of its members. The nature of the Spanish Habsburg
monarchy — a conglomerate of territories each with their own political
structures — meant that the king could not be present in all political centres
at once.” Certain territories, like the Low Countries, Castile and Portugal,
required royal governors in his absence. Since the king could not rule this
monarchy alone, many other Habsburgs, sometimes quite ‘obscure’, had an
essential role to play. A string of formidable women governed the Low Coun-
tries in the ruler’s absence, starting with Charles V’s aunt Margaret of Austria
and including his sister Mary of Hungary — both important patrons of the
arts and more than competent governors.’® They were followed by a host of
nephews, like Alessandro Farnese and Archduke Albert of Austria, who was
governor of Portugal before transferring to the Low Countries.”* The few
younger sons born to the kings of Spain were appointed to territorial gover-
norships, while also serving in offices like the archbishopric of Toledo and the
grand priorate of Castile in the order of St John.* Relatives did not merely
take care of the practicalities of rule; they were buried alongside the kings of
Spain in the Escorial, they were mentioned in genealogies, and in some cases,
they were even part of the more far-fetched and unlikely succession scenarios
laid out in testaments.*! But for many of them, this was not given. Neph-
ews or widows could not automatically lay claim to a dynastic office or a
Habsburg burial. Their role was a result of negotiations and family dynamics.

In this book, I will analyse four different dynastic constructions: dynasty
as a genealogical narrative, as a community of heirs, as a community of the
dead and as a ruling family group. The four constructions not only illumi-
nate different aspects of dynasty but also represent the different temporal
dimensions in which it existed. The various constructions of dynasty could
come about concurrently: in 1578, one nephew of Philip II was buried in the
Escorial, while he appointed another as governor in the Low Countries, his
eventual heir was born and the Brabantine painter Pieter Baltens was at work
on his Les genealogies et anciennes descentes des forestiers et comtes de Flan-
dre.** Yet dynasties transcend time as well: genealogies create a dynastic past,
while testaments, while their succession clauses, set parameters for possible
futures. Appointments are responses in the present, while burial sites repre-
sent accumulated individual ‘presents’ that have over time fossilised into a
collective past. Focusing on these different temporal dimensions means cap-
turing the dynasty on various temporal planes of existence.

To understand the family dynamics that shaped the constructions of the
Habsburg dynasty, I will make use of the theoretical concept of social insti-
tutionalism,* which assumes that certain uncodified roles and practices were
the result of expectations and dynamics that were developed over time. For
this research, it means that the relationship between a king and his relative
was never purely individual. It rested on the examples of previous relation-
ships, which set the parameters of the new relationship without determining
it. Over and over again, kings and their relations showed the world how
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things were done within the Spanish Habsburg dynasty, and by whom,
which in turn created hopes, aspirations and obligations: the career of a royal
nephew like Albert of Austria offered a blueprint of what was possible both
to the next generation of nephews and to a new crop of royal brothers-in-law.
This is one of the reasons why it is imperative to take a long-term perspective
if we wish to understand the shaping and workings of the Spanish Habsburg
dynasty. Family heads were among the most powerful actors shaping these
roles and expectations — in the Habsburg case, this was the king of Spain. As
the one with most decision-making power, he could determine the fates of
his kinfolk. But the other relatives were not entirely powerless. They could
refuse to take on certain roles (as bride, as governor) or could manoeuvre
themselves into the right position to attempt to follow in the footsteps of
relatives whose dynastic belonging had already been established. A constant
pulling and pushing characterised the relationship between the family head
and his relatives; the result of this dialectic was the family group that was dis-
cussed in genealogies, that held dynastic offices and that lies buried together
in dynastic crypts.

Methodologically, I focus on dynastic markers. The kings of Spain had
several ways of marking out those whom they considered part of the dynasty:
inclusion in genealogies or testaments, or eligibility to become governor of
the Low Countries, to enter the Descalzas monastery or to be buried in the
Escorial. Not all these honours were exclusive to members of the Habsburg
dynasty — the duke of Alba became governor of the Low Countries and the
Descalzas was populated by a host of aristocratic ladies who laid no claim
to Habsburgness — but this book argues that these elements, in combina-
tion with titles and styles, and ceremonies at death, were dynastic markers.
Whether or not an individual attained these markers depended on the two-
way interaction that we sketched for Filiberto above: a cocktail of kinship,
socialisation and geopolitics, as well as the outcome of negotiations between
family heads and relatives about their status. Moreover, the ‘road to Habs-
burgness’ was different for male and female relatives, adding gender to the
mix as well.

The sources that I have used in this book can best be described as various
forms of group representations, which I have used to reconstruct the Spanish
Habsburg dynasty, that is sources that discuss or represent the dynasty as a
group. Such sources include testaments, genealogies and burial sites. Sources
that focus on individuals, like portraiture, have been deliberately left out.
The dress of the sitter, the props and furnishings on display, as well as the
composition and style of the painting, all potentially express dynastic belong-
ing, but a consideration of individual self-fashioning would have broadened
the scope of this work far too much. My aim is not to analyse how individu-
als were represented as Habsburgs, but rather to analyse how the group as a
whole was constructed.

The different sources are explored in the following seven chapters. The
first chapter uses testaments to examine the dynasty as a community of heirs:
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how were inheritance and succession arranged, who was thought eligible
to take the reins of the monarchy? The second chapter is based on a set of
genealogies and examines how the dynasty was constructed in genealogical
narratives: what origins were ascribed to the dynasty, how were the various
branches dealt with and how did potential outsiders like cognates and illegiti-
mates fare in dynastic narratives? The third chapter turns to burial arrange-
ments, reconstructing the dynasty as a community of the dead, mainly based
on testaments, reports of ceremonies and correspondence: how did the great
dynastic crypt of the Escorial come about and how inclusive was it? The final
chapters are based on a more eclectic set of sources, mostly correspondence,
and examine the dynasty as a ruling group in various periods: who could
participate in dynastic rule and what dynamics made them eligible? Taken
together, these chapters show how the Habsburgs ‘made’ the Spanish Habs-
burg dynasty.

On Names

I generally follow the convention of referring to crowned heads by translated
names (Charles V, Charles Emmanuel of Savoy) and using names in the ver-
nacular to refer to others (Don Carlos, Filiberto). All medieval Austrian dukes
and archdukes were officially rulers, so they are referred to by their translated
names (Frederick of Tyrol), and I have continued this practice for early mod-
ern Habsburgs (Archduke Ernest). However, in some cases I have followed
other historians when they have deviated from this convention: Philip II’s
sister is often called Empress Maria instead of Empress Mary (which also
makes it easier to distinguish her from her aunt Mary of Hungary), and the
dowager duchess of Mantua will be referred to as Margherita instead of
Margaret. I have also chosen to call the grand duke of Tuscany Ferdinando II
to distinguish him from his uncle Emperor Ferdinand II. Alessandro Farnese
and Vittorio Amedeo of Savoy are mentioned mostly when heirs, and for
consistency’s sake they retain their untranslated names even after they as-
cended their ducal thrones.

Notes

1 Relacion de la grandiosa vitoria, que su Alteza el seior Principe Filiberto de
Austria, Virrey de Sicilia, alcanco... ([Seville], 1624).

2 On the printer, see Carmen Espejo and Antonio Alias, ‘Juan Serrano de Vargas,
impresor y mercader de noticias’, in Sagrario Lopez Poza (ed.), Las