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PART THREE

Feudalization and
State Formation




Introduction

I

Survey of Courtly Society

. 1. The struggles between the nobility, the Church and che princes for their
3 hares in the control and the produce of the land ran through the entire Middle
‘Ages. In the course of the twelfth and chirteench cencuries a furcher group
‘emerged as a partner in chis play of forces: the privileged town-dwellers, che
.“bourgeoisie”.
. The actual course of chis constant struggle, and the power relacions among the
'Eontescants, varied widely between countries. But the outcome of the conflicts
was, in its struccture, nearly always che same: in all che larger continental
countries, and at times in England too, the princes or their representatives finally
accumulaced a concencration of power to which the estates were not equal. The
autarky of the majority, and cthe estates’ share of power, were curtailed step by
step, while che dictacorial or “absolute™ power of a single supreme figure was
slowly established, for a greater or lesser period. In France, England and the
Habsburg countries chis figure was the king, in the German and Italian regions
it was che cerricorial ruler.

2. Numerous studies describe, for example, how the French kings from Philip
Augustus to Francis I and Henry IV increased cheir power, or how the Elector
Frederick William pushed aside the regional estates in Brandenburg, and the
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Medici the patricians and senate in Florence, or how the Tudors did the same
the nobility and parliament in England. Everywhere it is the individual agep
and their various actions that we see, their personal weaknesses and gifts that's
described. And it is no doubt fruitful and even indispensable to see history.
this way, as a mosaic of individual actions of individual people.
Nevertheless, something else is obviously at work here besides the fortuit
emergence of a series of great princes and the fortuitous victories of numer
individual cerricorial rulers or kings over numerous individual estates’
approximately the same time. It is not without reason that we speak of an age
absolutism. What found expression in this change in the form of political r
was a structural change in Western society as a whole. Not only did individ
kings increase their power but, clearly, the social insticution of the monarchy.
princedom took on new weight in the course of a gradual transformation of
whole of society, a new weight which at the same time gave new power chan
o the central rulers.
On the one hand we might enquire how this or chat man gained power and
how he or his heirs increased or lost this power in the context of “absolutism™. .
On the other, we may ask on the basis of what social changes the medieval:
institution of the king or prince took on, in certain centuries, the character and
power referred to by concepts such as “absolutism” or “despotism”, and which
social structure, which development in human relations, made it possible for the
insticution to sustain itself in chis form for a greater or lesser period of time.
Both approaches work with more or less the same material. But only th

second attains to the plane of historical reality on which che civilizing process
takes place. '

It is by more than a coincidence that in the same cencuries in which the kin,
or prince acquired absolutist status, the restraint and moderation of the affec
discussed :in Part Two, the “civilizing” of behaviour, was noticeably increased. In

the quotations assembled earlier to demonstrate this change in behaviour, i
emerged quirte clearly how closely chis change was linked to the formation of th

hierarchical social .order with the absolute ruler and, more broadly, his court
its head.
3. For the court, too, the residence of the ruler, took on a new aspect and a new:

significance in Western society, in a movement that flowed slowly across Europe;:
to ebb away again, earlier here and later there, at abourt the time we call che:
“Renaissance”.

In the movements of this period the courts gradually became the actual model
and style-setting centres. In the preceding phase they had had to share or even
wholly relinquish chis function to other centres, according to the prevailing
balance of power, now to the Church, now to the towns, now to the courts of the
great vassals and knights scattered across the country. From chis time on, in
German and particularly in Protestant regions, the courts of the cencral
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State Formation and Civilization 189

ricies still shared cheir function with che universities turning out the
ely bureaucracy, whereas in Romanic and perhaps in all Cacholic countries—
acter point remains to be established—the importance of the courts as a
auchority, a source of models of behaviour, far exceeded that of the
rsicies and all the other social formations of the epoch. The early Renais-
té- in Florence, characterized by men like Masaccio, Ghiberti, Brunelleschi
4 Donatello, is not yet an unequivocally courtly style; buc the Italian High
aissance, and more clearly still the Baroque and Rococo, the style of Louis
“and XVI, are courtly, as finally is the “Empire”, though in a more
sicional way, being already permeated with industrial-bourgeois features.
“Ar che courts a form of society was evolving for which no very specific and
gquivocal term exists in German, for the obvious reason that in Germany chis
of human bonding never attained central and decisive importance, except at
st only in the final, transitional form it had at Weimar. The German concept
good society”, or more simply, of “society” in the sense of monde, like the
ocial formation corresponding to it, lacks the sharp definition of the French and
nglish terms. The French speak of /a société polie. And the French terms bonne
smpagnie ot gens dela Conr and the English "Society” have similar connorations.
4. The most influential courtly society was formed, as we know, in France.
rom Paris the same codes of conduct, manners, taste and language spread, for
‘varying periods, to all the other European courts. This happened not only
ibecause France was the most powerful country at the time. It was only now made
;»fpbssible because, in a pervasive transformation of European society, similar social

formations, characterized by analogous forms of human relations came into being
verywhere. The absolutist-courtly aristocracy of other lands adopted from the

ichest, most powerful and most centralized country of the time the things which
‘fired cheir own social needs: refined manners and a language which dis-
‘tinguished them from those of inferior rank. In France they saw, most fruicfully
developed, something born of a similar social situation and which matched cheir
own ideals: people who could parade their status, while also observing the
subtcleties of social intercourse, marking their exact relation to everyone above
and below them by their manner of greeting and their choice of words—people
of “distinction” and “civility”. In taking over French etiquette and Parisian
ceremony, the various rulers obrtained the desired instruments to express their
dignity, to make visible the hierarchy of society, and to make all others, first and
foremost the courtly nobility chemselves, aware of their dependence.

5. Here, too, it is not enough to see and describe the particular events in
different countries in isolation. A new picture emerges, and a new understanding
is made possible, if the many individual courts of the West, with their relatively
uniform manners, are seen together as communicating organs in European
society at large. What slowly began to form act the end of the Middle Ages was
not just one courtly society here and another there. It was a courtly aristocracy
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embracing Western Europe with its centre in Paris, its dependencies in alfj
other courts, and offshoots in all the other circles which claimed to belong wo:tj;
great world of “Society”, notably the upper stratum of the bourgeoisie and o
some extent even broader layers of the middle class. |

The members of this mulcifarious society spoke the same language throughg
the whole of Europe, first Italian, chen French; they read the same books,»fﬁ
had the same raste, the same manners and—wich differences of degree—the sim,
style of living. Notrwichstanding their many policical differences and even:che

many wars they waged against cach other, they orientated themselves faitly
unanimously, over greater or lesser periods, towards the centre at Paris.. Apd
social communication between court and coure, that is wichin courtly-aristocragie
society, remained for a long time closer than berween courtly society and oth;
strata in the same country; one expression o this was their common language
Then, from about the middle of the eighteenth century, earlier in one COurltry
and somewhar later in another, bur always in conjunction with che rise of” the
middle classes and the gradual displacement of the social and political centreiof
gravity from the court to the various national bourgeois societies, the ries
between the courtly-aristocratic societies of different nations were slowly logs:
ened even if they are never entirely broken. The French language gave way, not
withour violent struggles, to the bourgeois, national languages even in the upper
class. And courtly society itself became increasingly differenciated in the sarne
way as bourgeois societies, particularly when the old aristocratic society lost its.
centre once and for all in the French Revolution. The national form of

integration displaced that based on social estate.

6. In seeking the social traditions which provide the common basis and deeper‘
unicy of the various national tradicions in che West, we should chink not only:of
the Christian Church, the common Roman—Latin heritage, but also of chis last
great pre-national social formation which, already partly in the shadow of the

national divergences within Western society, rose above the lower and middle
strata in differenc linguistic areas. Here were created the models of more pacified
social intercourse swhich more or less all classes needed, following the transformas
tion of European society at the end of the Middle Ages; here the coarser habits,
the wilder, more uninhibited customs of medieval society with its warrior upper
class, the corollaries of an uncertain, constantly threatened life, were “softened”:
“polished” and “civilized”. The pressure of court life, the vying for the favour of
the prince or the “great”; then, more generally, the necessity to distinguisﬁ’
oneself from others and to fight for opportunities with relatively peaceful means;
through incrigue and diplomacy, enforced a constraint on the affects, a self-

discipline and self-control, a peculiarly courtly rationality, which ac first made;
the courtier appear to the opposing bourgeoisie of the eighteenth century, above
all in Germany buc also in England, as the epitome of the man of reason.

And here, in this pre-national, courtly-aristocratic society, a part of those
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mands and prohibitions were fashioned or at least prepared that are
eptible even today, national differences notwithstanding, as something
mmon to the West. Partly from them the Western peoples, despite all cheir
wnces, have taken the common stamp of a specific civilization.

hiae the gradual formation of cthis absolutist-courtly society was accompanied
transformation of the drive-economy and conduct of the upper class in the
ction of “civilizacion”, has been shown by a series of examples. It has also

indicated how closely this increased restraint and regulacion of elementary

ges is bound up with increased social constraine, the growing dependence of
‘nobility on the cencral lord, the king or prince.

ow did this increased constraint and dependence come about? How was an
PPér class of relatively independent warriors or knights supplanted by a more or
css-pacified upper class of courtiers? Why was the influence of the estares
ogressively reduced in the course of the Middle Ages and the early modern

tiod, and why, sooner or later, was the dictatorial “absolute” rule of a single

igure, and wich it the compulsion of courtly etiquette, the pacification of larger

:smaller territories from a single centre, established for a greater or lesser
riod of time in all the countries of Europe? The sociogenesis of absolutism
ndeed occupies a key position in che overall process of civilization. The
‘civilizing of conduct and the corresponding transformation of the structure of
‘mental and emotional life cannot be understood without tracing the process of
state-formation, and wichin it the advancing centralization of society which firse
found particularly visible expression in the absoluist form of rule.

II

A Prospective Glance at the Sociogenesis
of Absolutism

1. A few of the most important mechanisms which, towards the end of the
Middle Ages, gradually gave increasing power chances to the central auchority of
a rterritory, can be quite briefly described ac chis preliminary stage. They are
broadly similar in all the larger countries of the West and are particularly clearly
seen in the development of the French monarchy.

The gradual increase of the money sector of the economy at the expense of the
barter sector in a given region in the Middle Ages had very different consequences
for the majoricy of che warrior nobility on the one hand, and for the king or
prince on the other. The more money that came into circulation in a region, the
greater the increase in prices. All classes whose revenue did not increase at the
same rate, all chose on a fixed income, were thus placed at a disadvantage, above
all che feudal lords who received fixed rents from cheir estates.
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The social functions whose income increased with these new opportip
were placed at an advantage. They included cerrain sections of the bourgeq
but above all the king, the central ruler. For the raxation apparatus gave hig
share of the increasing wealch; a part of all the earnings in his area of rule
to him, and his income consequently increased to an extraordinary degree
the growing circulation of money.

As is always the case, this functional mechanism was only very gradually
so to speak, retrospectively exploited consciously by the interested parties;
adopred at a relatively late stage by rulers as a principle of domestic politicg
first result was a more or less automaric and constant increase in the income:of
central lord. This is one of the preconditions on the basis of which the institug;
of kingship gradually gained its absolute or uncircumscribed character. ‘

2. As the financial opportunities open to the central function grew, so tog
its military potential. The man who had ac his disposal the taxes of an e
councry was in a position to hire more warriors than any other; by the:sa
token he grew less dependent on che war services which the feudal vassaliw;
obliged to render in exchange for the land wich which he was invested.

This too is a process which, like all the others, began very early buc onl
gradually led to the formation of more permanent institutions. Even William ' th
Conqueror went to England wich an army consisting only partly of vassals;:t
rest being paid knights. Berween that time and the establishment of standi
armies by the central lords, centuries intervened. A prerequisite for such armieg
apart from the growing revenue from taxes, was surplus mcmpower~tb
discrepancy between the number of people and the number and profitabilicy
jobs available in a particular society which we know today as “unemploymert’
Areas suffering from surpluses of this kind, e.g. Switzerland and parts: o
Germany, supplied mercenaries to anyone who could afford them. Much late
Frederick the Great's recruiting tactics showed the solutions open to a prince
when the manpower available in his terricory was not sufficienc for his milicacy
purposes. The milicary supremacy that went hand in hand wich financial

superiority was, therefore, the second decisive prerequisite enabling the central

power of a region to take on “absolute” character.
A cransformation of military techniques followed and reinforced chis dcvelop—

menct. Through che slow development of firearms the mass of common foo
soldiers became militarily superior to the numerically limited nobles fighting o
horseback. This too was to the advantage of che cencral auchority.

The king, who in the France of the early Capetian period, for example, was na
much more than a baron, one territorial lord among others of equal power, and
sometimes even less powerful than ochers, gained from his increasing revenues
the possibility of military supremacy over all the forces in his councry. Which
noble family managed in particular cases to win the crown and chus gain access
to these power chances depended on a wide range of facrors including the
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alencs of individuals, and often chance. The growth of the financial and
ower chances that gradually actached themselves to the monarchy was
ﬂdent of cthe will or talents of individuals; it followed a strict regularicy
countered wherever social processes are observed.
his increase in the power chances of the central function was therefore
ndicion for the pacification of a given territory, greater or smaller as the
bav be, from a single centre.

& two series of developments which acted to the advantage of a strong
' uchority were in all ways detrimental to the old medieval warrior estare.
embers had no direct connection with the growing money sector of the
&y, They could scarcely derive any direct profit from the new opportunities
me cthat offered themselves. They felt only the devaluation, the rise in

been calculated that a forcune of 22,000 francs in the year 1200 was
¢h: 16,000 francs in 1300, 7,500 francs in 1400, and 6,500 in 1500. In the
eénth century this movement accelerated; the value of the sum fell to 2,500
: and the case was similar in the whole of Europe.'

movement originating far back in the Middle Ages underwent an extra-
d,narv acceleration in the sixteenth cencury. From the reign of Francis I up to

year 1610 alone, cthe French pound was devalued in approximately the ratio
;1. The importance of this developmental curve for che transformacion of
-ty was greater than can be stated in a few words. While money circulation
v and commercial activity developed, while bourgeois classes and the revenue
he cencral auchority rose, the income of the entire remaining nobility fell.

e of che knights were reduced to a wretched existence, others took by robbery
violence what was no longer available by peaceful means, others again kept
emselves above water for as long as possible by slowly selling off their estates;
and finally a good part of the nobility, forced by these circumstances and
trracted by the new opportunities, entered the service of the kings or princes
tho could pay. These were the economic options open to a warrior class that was
ot connected to the growth in money circulation and the trade network.

4. How the development of war technology operated to the nobility’s
‘disadvantage has already been mentioned: the infancry, the despised foot-soldiers,
ffbecame more important in batcle than the cavalry. Not only the military
_ls'uperiority of the medieval warrior estate was thereby broken, but also ics

‘monopoly over weapons. A situation where the nobles alone were warriors or, in
‘other words, all warriors were nobles, began to turn into one where the noble was
at best an officer of plebeian troops who had to be paid. The monopoly control
of weapons and military power passed from the whole noble estate into the hands
of a single member, the prince or king who, supported by the tax income of the
whole region, could afford cthe largest army. The majority of the nobility were
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194 The Civilizing Process

thereby changed from relatively free warriors or knights into paid warr;
officers in the service of the central lord. :

5. These are a few of the most importanc lines of this-scructural transf
tion. There was another as well. The nobility lost social power with the ing
in the money sector of the economy, while bourgeois classes gained it. B
general neither of the two estates proved strong enough to gain the uppe;
over the other for a prolonged period. Constant tensions everywhere erupt
periodic struggles. The battle fronts were complicated and varied widel
case to case. There were occasional alliances berween specific noble strac
specific bourgeois strata; chere were transitional forms and even fusions bet
sub-groups from the two estates. Bur however that may be, both the rise an
absolute power of the central institution always depended on the cont
existence of this tension berween the nobility and the bourgeoisie. One o
structural preconditions for the absolute monarchy or princedom was
neicher of che estates nor any group wichin them should gain the upper h

The representatives of the absolute central authority therefore had to
constantly on che alert to ensure that this unstable equilibrium was maincai
within their territory. Where the balance was lost, where one group or strat
became too strong, or where aristocratic and upper bourgeois groups
temporarily allied, the supremacy of the central power was seriously threafg
or—as in England—doomed. Thus we often observe among rulers that while;or
protects and promotes the bourgeoisie because the nobility seems too powerfu
and cherefore dangerous, the nextc inclines towards the nobilicy, this havi
grown too weak or the bourgeoisie too refractory, wichout the other side be
ever quite neglected. The absolute rulers were obliged, whether they s
entirely conscious of it or not, to manipulate this social mechanism that chey'h
not created. Their social existence depended on its survival and functioning
They too were bound © the social regularicy with which they had w© live. This
regularity and the social structure corresponding to it emerged sooner or later
with numerous modifications in almost every country of the West. Bur it tak
on clear delineation only if observed in the process of emergence through
concrete example. The development in France, the country in which this procé
from a particular moment on, took place in the most direct form, will serve he
as an example.
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1

Dynamics
of Feudalization

I

Introduction

. If we compare France, England and the German Empire at the middle of
seventeenth century in terms of the power of their central auchorities, the
g of France appears particularly scrong beside cthe English king and even more
o beside the German emperor. This constellation was the ouccome of a very long
evelopment.

= At the end of the Carolingian and the beginning of the Capetian period cthe
situation was almost the reverse. At that time cthe central power of the German
emperors was scrong as compared to the French kings. And England had yert to
undergo its decisive unification and reorganization by the Normans.

. In the German empire the power of the central authority crumbled
persistencly—though with occasional interruptions—from chis time on.

t. In England, from Norman times on, periods of strong royal power alternated
with the preponderance of che estates or parliament.

In France, from about the beginning of the twelfth cencury, the king'’s power
grew—again with interruptions—fairly steadily. A continuous line led from cthe
Capetians through the Valois to the Bourbons.

Norching entitles us to assume thac chese differences were predetermined by
any kind of necessity. Very slowly the different regions of the three countries
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196 The Civilizing Process

which were later to become “France”, “Germany”, “Italy” and “England”

relacively slight, they did not weigh very heavily as social organisms i
balance of historical forces. And the main developmental curves in the histor
these nations in this phase were incomparably more scrongly influenced by
fortunes and misfortunes of individuals, by personal qualities, by sympathies
antipachies or “accidents”, than later when “England”, “Germany” or “Fra
had become social formations with a quite specific structure and a moment;
and regularicy of ctheir own. At firse che historical lines of development were
determined very strongly by factors which, from the viewpoint of the later un;
had no inherent necessity. Then, gradually, with the increasing interdependen
of larger areas and populations, a pattern slowly emerged which, according!
circumstance, either limited or opened opportunities to the whims and inte
of powerful individuals or even of particular groups. Then, but only then, did
inherent developmental dynamics of these social units override chance or at |
mark it wich cheir stamp. :

2. Nothing entitles us t presuppose any compelling necessity determini
that it was the duchy of Francia, the “Isle de France”, about which a nati
would crystallize. Culcurally, and also politically, the southern regions of Fran
had much stronger ties with those of northern Spain and the bordering Irali
regions than with the area around Paris. There was always a very considerak
difference between the old, more Celto-Romanic regions of Provence, the /an
d'oc, and the /angue d'oil parts, that is, regions wich a scronger Frankish influen
above all those to the north of the Loire, together wich Poitou, Berry, Burgun
Saintonge and Franche-Comté.’

Moreover, the eastern frontiers established by the Treaty of Verdun (843) an
then by the Treaty of Meerssen (870) for the western Frankish empire, were ve
different from the borders between what gradually emerged as “France” at
“Germany” or “Iraly”. “

The Treaty of Verdun fixed as the eastern frontier of the western Frankish
empire a line leading from the present Gulf of Lions in the south, and
approaching the western side of the Rhéne, in an approximately northerl
direction as far as Flanders. Lorraine and Burgundy—except for the duchy wes
of the Sabne—and therefore also Arles, Lyons, Trier and Metz thus lay oursid
the borders of the western Frankish empire, while to the south the county’o
Barcelona was still wichin ics fronciers.”

The Treaty or Meerssen made the Rhone the direct frontier in the soutl
between the western and the eastern Frankish empires; then the frontier followe
the Istre and, furcher norch, the Moselle. Trier and Metz thus became front
towns, as, to the north, did Meerssen, the place from which the treaty took
name. And the frontier finally ended north of the Rhine estuary in the region of
southern Friesland.



Christophe Chamley
Highlight

Christophe Chamley
Highlight


State Formation and Civilization 197

hat such frontiers separated were neither states, nor peoples or nations,
har we mean social formations chart are in any sense unified and stable. Ac
hey were states, peoples, nations in the making. The most striking feature
the larger territories in chis phase is cheir low level of cohesion, the
h of the centrifugal forces tending to disintegrate them.

fiac is the nature of these centrifugal forces? What peculiarity of the
re of these territories gave such forces their particular strength? And what
‘ge in the scructure of society, from cthe fifteench, sixteenth or seventeenth
iry onwards, finally gave the cencral authorities preponderance over all the
ifugal forces, and cthus conferred on the territories a greater stability?

II

Centralizing and Decentralizing Forces in the
Medieval Power Figuration

3. The immense empire of Charlemagne had been brought together by
quest. Certainly the basic, chough not the only funcrion of his immediace
decessors, and more so of Charlemagne himself, was that of army leader,
torious in conquest and defence. This was the foundation of his royal power,
_renown, his social strengtch.

As army leader Charlemagne had control of the land he conquered and
ended. As victorious prince he rewarded the warriors who followed him with
d. And by virtue of this auchority he held them together even though cheir
states were scattered across the councry.

“The emperor and king could not supervise the whole empire alone. He sent
tusted friends and servancts into the country to uphold the law in his stead, to
‘ensure che payment of tributes and the performance of services, and to punish
‘resistance. He did not pay for their services in money; this was certainly not
‘entirely lacking in chis phase, bur was available to only a very limited extent.
;Needs were supplied for the most part directly from the land, the fields, che
forests and che stables, produce being worked up wichin the household. The earls
or dukes, or whatever the representatives of the central auchority were called, also
__fed themselves and their retinue from the land with which che central auchority
had invested them. In keeping with the economic structure, the apparatus for
ruling in chis phase of society was unlike that of “states” in a later stage. Most
‘of che “of ficials”, it has been said of cthis phase, “were farmers who had ‘official’
duries only for certain set periods or in the case of unforeseen events, and so were
most directly comparable to landowners having police and judicial powers”.’
Wich chis legal and law-enforcing role they combined military functions; chey
were warriors, commanders of a warlike following and of all the other landowners
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in the area the king had given them, should it be threatened by an exy
enemy. In a word, all ruling functions were drawn together in cheir hands;:

But chis peculiar power figuration—a measure of the division of laboyr
differentiation in cthis phase—again and again led to characteristic tensig
arising from the nature of its structure. It generated certain typical sequences
events which—wich certain modifications—were repeated over and again::

4. Whoever was once entrusted by the central lord wich the functions of ¢
in a particular area and was chus in effect the lord of chis area, no longer deperidg
on the central lord to sustain and protect himself and his dependants, at leage ,
long as he was threacened by no stronger external foe. At the first opportupig
therefore, as soon as the cencral power showed cthe slightest sign of weakness;¢
local ruler or his descendants sought to demonstrate cheir righe and ability co'ny
the districe entrusted to them, and their independence of the central authority.

Over many centuries che same patcerns and trends show themselves overand
again in chis apparatus for ruling. The rulers over parts of the central lord
terricory, the local dukes or chieftains, are at all cimes a danger to the ceny
power. Conquering princes and kings, being strong as army leaders ‘ag
protectors against external foes, strive, successfully ac first, to confront th
danger within the area chey control. Where possible they replace the existing
local rulers with their own friends, relations or servants. Within a short tim
often within a generation, the same ching happens again. The erstwhile
representatives of the cencral ruler do their best to take over cthe area entrusted
to them, as if it were the hereditary property of cheir family.

Now it is the comes palatii, once the overseers of the royal palace, who want
become the independent rulers of a region; now it is the margraves, duke
counts, barons or officials of the king. In repeated waves the kings, screngthened
by conquests, send their trusted friends. relations and servants into the coufitry
as ctheir envoys, while the previous envoys or their descendancts fight just as
regularly to establish the hereditary nature and the facrual independence of cheir
region, which was originally a kind of fief.

On the one hand the kings were forced to delegate power over part of the
territory to other individuals. The state of military, economic and transpoi
arrangements at cthat time left them no choice. Society offered them nc sourc
of money taxes sufficient for them to keep a paid army or paid official delegat
in remorte regions. To pay or reward cthem they could only allocate them land—
amounts large enough to ensure chat they were actually stronger than all t
other warriors or landowners in the area.

On che other hand the vassals represencing the central power were restrained
by no oath of allegiance or loyalcy from assercing the independence of cheir area
as soon as the relative power positions of the central ruler and his delegates
shifted in favour of the lacter. These terricorial lords or local princes in effect own
the land once controlled by the king. Except when threatened from outside, they:
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ger need the king. They wichdraw chemselves from his power. When they
e king as military leader, the movement is reversed and the game starcs
¢ again, assuming the central lord is victorious in the war. Then, through
wer and threat emanating from his sword, he regains actual control over
ole territory and can distribute ic anew. This is one of the recurring
es in the development of Western society in the early Middle Ages and
“imes, in somewhat modified form, in later periods too.

Examples of such processes are still to be found today outside Europe, in
ns with a similar social structure. The development of Abyssinia shows such
gurations in abundance, though they have latcerly been somewhatr modified
he inflow of money and other institutions from Europe. Burt the rise of Ras
to the position of central ruler or emperor of the whole country was made
ible only by the military subjugacion of the most powerful territorial lords;
the unexpectedly quick collapse of opposition to Italy {in 1936] is explained
least by the fact chat in chis feudal and predominantly agrarian region, the
trifugal tendencies of the individual cerritories were multiplied as soon as the
neral ruler failed to fulfil his most important task, that of resisting the excernal
ngﬁ]y, thus showing himself “weak”.

In European history traces of this mechanism are to be found as early as che
rovingian epoch. Here, already, are present “the beginnings of a development
ich changed the higher imperial offices into hereditary forms of rule”.® Even
this period the principle applies that: “The greater the actual economic and
social power of these officials became, the less could the monarchy contemplate
sferring the office outside the family on the death of its incumbent.” In
ther words, large parts of the territory passed from the control of the central

d to that of che local rulers.

Sequences of this kind emerge more clearly in the Carolingian period.
.Charlemagne, much like the emperor of Abyssinia, replaced the old local dukes
{@herever he could by his own “officials”, the counts. When, within Charle-
‘:jr'nagne’s lifecime, these counts showed their self-will and cheir effective control
'éver the territory encrusted to them, he despatched a new wave of people from
his entourage as royal envoys, missi dominici, to supervise them. Under Louis the
Pious the function of count was already beginning to become hereditary.
Charlemagne’s successors were no longer able “to avoid factual recognition of the
claim to heredirariness”.® And the royal envoys themselves lost their function.
Louis the Pious was forced to withdraw the wissi dominici. Under this king who
lacked the military renown of Charlemagne, the centrifugal tendencies wichin
the imperial and social organization emerged very clearly. They reached a first
peak under Charles III, who in 887 could no longer protect Paris from his
external enemies, the Danish Normans, by the power of the sword, and scarcely
by the power of money. It is characteristic of this tendency that wich the end of
the direct line of the Carolingians, the crown went first to Arnulf of Carinthia,
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the bastard son of Karlmann, nephew of Charles the Fat. Arnulf had proved
worth as a military leader in the border conflicts with the invading for
tribes. When he led che Bavarians against the weak central ruler, he quj
gained the recognition of ocher tribes, the eastern Franks, the Thuringians;
Saxons and the Swabians. As army leader in the original sense, he was rajse
the kingship by the warrior nobility of the German tribes.” Once again-
shown very clearly from where the function of kingship in chis society deriv
power and legitimation. In 891 Arnulf succeeded in repelling the Normans
Louvain. But when, confronted by a new threat, he hesitated only slightly to
his army into batcle, the reaction was immediate. At once centrifugal fq
gained the upper hand in his weakly unified domain: “Illo diu morante, m
reguli in Europa vel regno Karoli sui patruelis excrevere,” says a writer of
time.'” Everywhere in Europe little kings grew up when he hesitated for a’tim
to fight. This illuscrates in one sentence the social regularities which set th

stamp on the development of European society in this phase.

The movement was once again reversed under the first Saxon emperors. T
fact chat rule over the entire empire fell to the Saxon dukes again shows what w;:
the most important function of the cencral ruler in chis society. The Saxons w
particularly exposed to pressure from the non-German tribes pushing across frc
the east. The first task of cheir dukes was to protect their own cribal territo
Bur in so doing they also defended che land of the other German tribes. In 9
Henry I managed to conclude at least a truce with the Hungarians; in 928;
himself advanced as far as Brandenburg; in 929 he founded the frontier fortr
at Meissen; in 933 he defeated che Hungarians at Riade, but without destroyi
them or really averting the danger; and in 934 in Schleswig he succeeded
restoring the northern frontiers against the Danes.!" All this he did primarily
a Saxon duke. These were victories of the Saxons over peoples threatening thei
frontiers and territory. But in fighting and conquering on their own frontiers, th

Saxon dukes gained the military power and reputation that were needed
oppose the-centrifugal tendencies within the empire. Through external victo
they laid the foundation of a strengthened internal cencral power.

Henry I had by and large maintained and consolidated the frontiers, at le:
to the north. As soon as he died the Wends revoked their peace with the Saxons
Henry'’s son Otto drove them back. In the following years 937 and 938 ¢h
Hungarians advanced again and were likewise repelled. Then began a new an
more powerful expansion. In 940 the German territory was extended to the Odé
region. And, as always, as in the present day, the conquest of new lands we
followed by the ecclesiastical organization which—then much more scrongl
than now—served to secure military domination. v

The same ching happened in the south-east. In 955—still on Germa
territory—the Hungarians were defeated ac Augsburg and so driven out more o
less finally. As a barrier against them the Eastern Marches, embryo of the latet;
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& useria, Were established with cheir frontier roughly in the region of Pressburg
. )

._{Bratisl
began ©© settle permanently.

Orro's military successes were matched by his power inside the empire.

aval. To the east, in the central Danube area, the Hungarians slowly

_ Wherever he could he tried to replace the descendants of lords installed by earlier
( mperors, Who now opposed him as hereditary local leaders, with his own
tions and friends. Swabia went to his son Ludolph, Bavaria to his brother
Lorraine to his son-in-law Conrad, whose son Otto was given Swabia
udolph rebelled.

the same ctime he sought—more consciously, it seems, than his
ccessors—to counteract the mechanisms which constantly weaken centralism.
d this on the one hand by limiting the powers of the local rulers he installed.
he other hand he and, more resolucely still, his successors, opposed these
nisms by installing clerics as rulers over regions. Bishops were given the
ular office of count. This appointment of high ecclesiastics without heirs was
ténded to purt a stop to the tendency of functionaries of the central authority
curn into a “hereditary, landowning aristocracy” with strong desires for
dependence.

In the long run, however, these measures intended to counter decentralizing
forces only reinforced them. They led finally to the conversion of clerical rulers
inco princes, worldly powers. The preponderance of centrifugal tendencies over
centripetal ones that was rooted in the structure of this society emerged yet
.again. In the course of time the spiritual authorities showed themselves no less
ncerned for the preservation of their independent hegemony over the territory

trusted to them than che secular. It was now in ctheir interests too that the
entral authority should not grow too strong. And this convergence of the
ricerests of high ecclesiastical and secular dignitaries was a main contriburory
actor in keeping the actual power of the cencral auchority of the German Empire

‘low for many centuries, while the power and independence of the territorial
rulers increased—the inverse of what happened in France. There the leading
‘ecclesiastics hardly ever became great worldly rulers. The bishops, part of whose

‘possessions were scactered among the lands of cthe various territorial lords,

‘remained interested in preserving a strong central authority for cheir own
security. These parallel interests of church and monarchy, extending over a
‘considerable period, were not the least of the factors which, in France, gave the
central power preponderance over centrifugal tendencies at a relacively early
stage. At first, however, by the same process, the western Frankish empire
disintegrated even more rapidly and radically than the eastern one.

6. The last, western Frankish, Carolingians were by all accounts'? courageous
and clear-thinking men, some of them gifted with outstanding qualities. But
they were contending with a situation that gave the cenctral ruler lictle chance,


Christophe Chamley
Highlight

Christophe Chamley
Highlight


202 The Civilizing Process

and one which shows parricularly clearly how easily, in chis social struccure, ¢k,
centre of gravity could shift to the disadvantage of the central ruler.

Leaving aside his role as army leader, conqueror and discributor of new lands
the basis of the social power of the cencral lord consisted of his famgk
possessions, the land he controlled directly and from which he had to support k;
servants, his court and his armed retainers. In chis respect the central lord wag /g
better off than any other territorial ruler. But the personal territory of
western Frankish Carolingians had in the course of long scruggles been largej;
given away in exchange for services rendered. To obrain and reward suppore,
their forefathers had had to distribuce land. Each time this happened—wichoy
new conquests—their own possessions were reduced. This left the sons in a stil]
more precarious position. All new help meant new losses of land. In the end th
heirs had very liccle left to distribute. The retainers they were able to feed ag
pay became fewer and fewer. We find the last of the western Frankish Carolingians.

in a sometimes desperate position. To be sure, their vassals were obliged:tg
follow chem to war; but if they had no personal interest in doing so, only the
open or concealed pressure of a militarily powerful liege lord could induce them
to meet chis obligation. The fewer vassals followed the king, che less threateniﬁgf
his power became and so even fewer vassals joined him. Wich military power as:
with land, therefore, these social mechanisms, once set in motion, progressively
weakened the position of the Carolingian kings.

Louis IV, a brave man fighting desperately for survival, is sometimes called "leC
roi de Monloon", the king of Laon. Of all the family possessions of the
Carolingians, lictle was left to him except the fortress ac Laon. Ac times the last.
sons of the house had hardly any troops to fight their wars, just as they had
hardly any land w support and pay their followers: “The time arrived when the

descendant of Charlemagne, surrounded by landowners who were the masters of
their domains, found no other means of keeping men in his service cthan by
handing out territory to them with concessions of immunity, that is, attaching
them to him by making them more and more independent, and continuing to
reign by abdicatinmg more and more.”'* Thus the function of the monarchy went
irremediably downbhill, and whatever its occupants did to improve their posmon
in the end turned against them.

7. The former territory of the western Frankish Carolingians, the embryo of:

what was to become France, had ac that time disintegrated into a number of.
separately ruled areas. After a prolonged struggle berween various territorial rulers:
of roughly equal strength, a kind of equilibrium had been established. When che:
direct line of the Carolingians became extince, the chiefrains and terricorial lords
elected the one of their number whose house had outdone the others in the ight
against the hostile Normans, and had chus long been the strongest rival of che
weakening monarchy. In a similar way in the eastern Frankish regions, wich the
end of the Carolingians, the local princes who had successfully defended the
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ry against the invading peoples from the east and north, Slavs, Hungarians
. Danes, that is, the dukes of Saxony, were made kings.

“his had been preceded by a protracted struggle berween the house of Francia
the last, western Frankish Carolingians.

‘When the crown went to the former in the person of Hugh Capert, they were
mselves already somewhat weakened by a process similar to the one that had
aght down the Carolingians. The dukes of Francia too had had to form
1ances, and obrain services in exchange for land and rights. The terricory of the
orman dukes who had sectled and become Christianized in cthe meantime, the
iichies of Aquitaine and Burgundy, the counties of Anjou and Flanders,
#irmandois and Champagne, was scarcely smaller, and in some respects more
mportant, than che family cerritory of the new royal house of Francia. And it
4s family power and territory that counted. The power available to che king
htough his family possessions was the real basis of his royal power. If his family
ossessions were no greater than those of other territorial rulers, then his power
was no greater either. It was only from the family possessions and territory chat
‘he drew regular income. From other terricories he drew, at the most, ecclesiastical
‘dues. What he received beyond that in his capacity as “king” was minimal.
?Moreover, the factor which in the German territories constancly restored the
b-i‘preponderance of the centralizing royal function over che centrifugal tendencies
‘of che terricorial rulers, cheir function as milicary leaders in che struggle against
.external enemies and in the conquest of new land, ceased at a relatively early
stage to be of importance in the western Frankish area. And chis is one of the
decisive reasons why the disintegration of the royal domain into independent
territories occurred earlier here and, ac first, in a more radical form. The eastern
Frankish region was exposed for far longer to attack and chreac by foreign cribes.
Hence the kings not only constancly re-emerged as leaders in wars fought in
common by a number of tribes to protect their lands, bur chey also had che
opportunity of invading and conquering new lands, which they then distributed.
So they were at first able to keep a relartively large number of retainers and vassals
dependent on them.

In contrast, the western Frankish area, since the Normans had setcled, had
scarcely been threatened by outside tribes. In addition, there was no possibilicy
of conquering new lands directly outside its borders, unlike che situation in the
eastern Frankish region. This accelerated its disincegration. The prime factors
giving the king preponderance over the centrifugal forces, defence and conquest,
were lacking. Since there was virtually nothing else in the social structure chat
made che various regions dependent on a central ruler, che latcer's domain was in
fact reduced to lictle more than his own terricory.

This so-called sovereign is a mere baron who owns a number of counties on the banks
of che Seine and che Loire thac amount o scarcely four er five presenc-day départements.
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The royal domain just manages to sustain his theoretical majesty. It is neithe;
largest nor che richest of the territories making up the France of today. The king i
powerful than some of his major vassals. And like them he lives on the income f;
his estates, duties from his peasants, the work of his bondsmen and the “voly

gifes” from che abbeys and bishoprics in his cerricory."”

Soon after the crowning of Hugh Caper the weakening not of the individis
kings bur of the royal function itself, and with ic the disintegration of the roy
territories, began slowly and steadily to increase. The first Capetians - stj
travelled throughout the whole country with cheir courts. The places where.the
royal decrees were signed give us an idea of the way in which they journeye
back and forch. They still sat in judgement ac the seats of major vassals. Even'y
southern France they had a certain traditional influence.

At the beginning of the twelfth century the wholly hereditary and mclepend
nature of che various territories previously subject to the king was an accomplishe
fact. The fifcth of the Caperians, Louis the Fac (1108—37), a brave and belligere
lord and no weakling, had liccle say outside his own territory. The royal decre
show that he hardly ever travelled outside the borders of his own duchy."” He
lived wichin his own domain. He no longer held court in the lands of his great
vassals. They hardly ever appeared at the royal court. The exchange of friend
visits grew more infrequent, correspondence with other parts of the kingdom
particularly in the south, more sparse. France at the beginning of the twelfth
century was at best a union of independent territories, a loose federation :

greater and lesser domains between which a kind of balance had provisionall;

been established.

8. Wichin the German Empire, after a century filled wicth wars between the
wearers of the royal and imperial crown and the families of powerful dukes, ofie
of the larter, the house of Swabia, succeeded in the twelfth century in agaiﬁ;
subjugarting the others and, for a time, bringing together the necessary means of
power in the central auchority. :

But from the end of the twelfth century onwards the social centre of gravitﬁ
moved ever more clearly and inevitably towards the territorial rulers in Germany,
too. However, while in the immense area of the German “Imperium Romanum

r “Sacrum Imperium”, as it was later called, che cterritorial estates were
consolldatmg themselves to the point that they could now for centuries prevent
the formation of a strong central power and so the integration of the whole area;

in the smaller area of France the extreme disintegration of the end of the twelfch
century now began gradually and—some setbacks norwithstanding—fairly
steadily to give way to a restoration of the central authority and the slow
reintegration of larger and larger regions around one centre. s

The scene of this radical disintegration must be envisaged as in a way the
starting poinc if we are to understand how the smaller areas joined together to
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..a stronger unit, and by which social processes were formed che central
organs of the larger units of rule cthat we designate by the concept of
s fcolucism”—the ruling apparatus which forms the skelecon of modern states.
telative stability of the central auchority and the central institucions in the
e we call the "Age of Absolutism™ contrasts sharply with the instabilicy of

& cencral authority in cthe preceding “feudal” phase.
hat was it in the scructure of society thar favoured centralization in the lacer

Hase but strengthened the forces opposing centralization in the earlier one?
;Thls question takes us to the centre of the dynamics of social processes, of che
changes in human interweaving and interdependence in conjunction with which

onduct and drive structure were altered in the direction of “civilization”.

. Whart constantly gave the decencralizing forces in medieval, particularly
eatly medieval, society their preponderance over the centralizing tendencies is
ot difficule to see, and has been emphasized by historians of that epoch in a
ariety of ways. Hampe, for example, in his account of the European High
iddle Ages, writes:

The feudalization of states everywhere forced rulers to provide their army leaders and
sofficials wich land. If they were to avoid being impoverished in the process, and to
make use of the military services of their vassals, they were virtually driven to accemprs
““at military expansion, generally at cthe expense of the power vacuums around them. At
“that time it was not economically possible to avoid this necessity by constructing a
bureaucracy on the modern pattern.'

:“;-ThlS quotation implicitly shows the basic dyamics of both the centrifugal
~f0rces and the mechanisms in which the monarchy was embroiled in thart society,
provxded that “feudalization” is not understood as an external “cause” of all chese
‘changes. The various elements in this dilemma: the necessity of providing
‘warriors and officials wich land, the unavoidable diminution of the royal
possessions unless new campaigns of conquest took place, the tendency of the
cencral auchority to weaken in times of peace—all cthese are parts of the great
process of “feudalization”. The quotation also indicates how indissolubly chis
specific form of rule and its apparatus of government were bound to a particular
economic structure.

To make this explicit: as long as barter relationships predominated in society,
the formation of a tightly centralized bureaucracy and a stable apparatus of
government working primarily wich peaceful means and directed constantcly
from che centre, was scarcely possible. The imminent tendencies we have
described—conqueror-king, envoys sent by the central auchority to administer
the country, independence of these envoys or their descendents as territorial rulers
and cheir struggle against the central power—correspond to certain forms of
economic relationship. If in a society the production from a small or large piece of
land was sufficient to satisfy all che essential everyday needs of its inhabicants
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from clocthing to food and household implements, if the division of labour ag
the exchange of products over longer distances were poorly developed, an
accordingly—all these are different aspects of the same form of integrartio
roads were bad and the means of transportation rudimentary, then che in
dependence of different regions was also slight. Only when this interdepende
grows considerably can relatively stable central insticutions for a number’
larger areas be formed. Before this the social structure simply offers no basis
them.
A historian of the period writes: “We can scarcely imagine how difficul
was, given medieval cransportation conditions, to rule and administer.
extensive empire.”"” ;
Charlemagne, too, supported himself and his court essentcially from the
produce of his old family estate scattered berween the Rhine, the Maas and the
Moselle. Each “Palatium” or manor—in Dopsch's convincing account'®—w;
associated with a number of households and villages in the vicinity. The emperot
and king moved from manor to manor in chis relacively small area, supporting
himself and his followers on the revenue from the surrounding households and
villages. Trade over long distances was never entirely lacking even at chis time:
but it was essentially a trade in luxury goods, at any rate not in arcicles of daily
use. Even wine was not, in general, transported over long distances. Anyone who
wanted to drink wine had to produce it in his own districe, and only his nearest
neighbours could obtain any surplus through exchange. This is why there were.
in the Middle Ages vineyards in regions where wine is no longer cultivated
today, the grapes being too sour or their plantations “uneconomic”, for exampleﬂﬁi
in Flanders or Normandy. Conversely, regions like Burgundy which are for us
synonymous with viniculture, were not nearly as specialized in winemaking as
they later became. There, too, every farmer and estate had to be, up to a cerrain’:
point, “autarkic”. As late as the seventeenth century there were only eleven:
parishes in Burgundy where everyone was a wine-grower.'” Thus slowly do the:
various districts become interconnected, are communications developed, are the:
division of labour and the integration of larger areas and populations increased;
and increased correspondingly is the need for a means of exchange and units of;’

calculation having the same value over large areas: money.

To understand the civilizing process it is particularly important to have a clear
and vivid conception of these social processes, of what is meant by “barter or:!
domestic economy”, “money economy”, “interdependence of large populations”s:
“change in the social dependence of the individual”, “increasing division of
functions”, and so on. Such concepts too easily become verbal fetishes which have'
lost all picrorial quality and chus, really, all clarity. The purpose of this-
necessarily brief account is to give a concrete perception of the social relationships
referred to here by the concepr of the “barter economy”. What it indicates is a
quite specific way in which people are bound together and dependent on each
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It refers to a society in which the cransfer of goods from the person who
wem from the soil or nature to the person who uses them takes place
‘rly, that is without or almost without intermediaries, and where they are

—_—

 orked up at the house of one or the other, which may well be the same. This
tmnsrer very gradually becomes more differentiated. More and more people
wly interpose themselves as functionaries of processing and distribution in che
sage of the goods from the primary producer to the final consumer. How and,
“ve all, why this happens, what is the motive power behind this prolongation
the chains, is a question in itself. At any rate money is nothing ocher than an
strument which is needed and with which society provides itself when these
Jiains grow longer, when work and distribucion are differentiated, and which

undel' certain circumstances tends to reinforce this differenciation. If the terms
parter economy” and “money economy” are used, it can easily appear as if an

isolute antichesis exists between these two economic forms, and such an
magined antithesis has unleashed many a dispute. In the actual social process
e chains between production and consumprion change and differentiate very
jgradually, not to mention the fact that in some sectors of Western society

economic communication over long distances and chus the use of money never
entirely ceased. Thus, very gradually, the money sector of the economy increases
again, as do the differentiation of social functions, the interdependence of
different regions, and the dependence of large populations on one another; all
‘these are differenc aspects of the same social process. And so too the change in the
form and apparatus for ruling cthat has been discussed is noching other than a

furcher aspect of this process. The structure of the central organs corresponds to
the structure of che division and interweaving of functions. The strengech of che
cencrifugal tendencies towards local political autarky wichin societies based

‘predominantly on a barter economy corresponds to the degree of local economic
Cantarky.

10. Two phases can generally be distinguished in the development of such
predominantly agrarian warrior societies, phases which may occur once only or
alcernate frequently: che phase of the belligerent expansionist central lords and
that of the conserving rulers who win no new land. In the first phase the cencral
auchority is scrong. The primary social function of the central lord in chis society
manifests itself directly, chat of che army leader. When over a long period the
royal house does not manifest itself in chis belligerent role, when the king is
either not needed as army leader or has no success as such, the secondary
functions lapse as well, for example that of the highest arbicrator or judge of the
whole region, and the ruler has at bottom no more than his cicle to distinguish
him from ocher territorial lords.

In the second phase, when the frontiers are not threatened and the conquest of
new land is impossible for one reason or another, centrifugal forces necessarily
gain the upper hand. While earlier the conquering king has actually controlled
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the encire country, in times of relacive peace it increasingly slips away fro
auchority. Anyone with a piece of land regards himself as its first ruler. -
reflects his actual dependence on the central lord which in-more peaceful’

is minimal.

At chis stage, when the economic interdependence and integration of I3
areas is lacking or only beginning, a noneconomic form of integration appeats
the more strongly: military integracion, alliance to repel a common foe. Besj
a traditional sense of community with its strongest support in the common faj
and its most important promoters in the clergy—but which never prevég
disintegration, nor of itself brings about an alliance, merely strengthening
guiding it in cerrain directions—the urge to conquer and the necessity
resisting conquest is the most fundamental factor binding together people
regions lying relacively far apart. For this very reason every such alliance in-
society is, compared with later periods, highly unscable, and the preponderan
of decentralizing forces very great.

The two phases of this agrarian society, the phases of conquering and
conserving rulers, or merely spurts in one direction or the other, may altern:
as has been noted. And chis is what actually happened in the history of Western
countries. But the examples of German and French development also show ¢
despite all the countervailing movements in the periods of conquering rulers, t
tendency for cthe larger dominions to disintegrate and for land to pass from chie
control of the central lord to that of his erstwhile vassals proceeded, up to;
certain time, continuously.

Why? Had the external threat to the former Carolingian Empire, which real
constituted the West ac thac cime, abated? Were there yet ocher causes for ch
progressive decentralization of the Carolingian Empire?

The question of the motive forces of this process may take on new significance
if seen in relation to a familiar concept. This gradual decentralization o
government and territory, this transition of the land from the control of the
conquering central ruler to chac of che warrior caste as a whole is noching other
than the process known as “feudalization”.

II1

The Increase in Population after
the Great Migration

11. For some time, understanding of the problem of feudalization has been:
undergoing a pronounced change which perhaps merits more explicit emphasis-
than it has received hicherto. As with social processes in general, the older mode.
of historical research has failed to come properly to grips with the process of:
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led by this or that agenc—all chis has made these processes and institu-
inaccessible to our thought as nacural processes were earlier to scholastic

More recencly historians have begun to break cthrough to a new way of posing
uestion. Increasingly, historians concerned with the origins of feudalism are
shasizing that chis is neicher a deliberate creartion of individuals, nor does it
ist of institutions that can be simply explained by earlier ones. Dopsch, for
ple, says of feudalization: “We are concerned here with institutions chat
e not called into being deliberately and intencionally by states or the bearers
cate power in order to realize certain political ends."

nd Calmette formulates still more clearly chis approach to the social
rocesses of history:

However different che feudal system is from the preceding one, it resules directly from
it. No revolurtion, no individual will has produced it. It is part of a long evolution.
Feudalicy belongs to the category of what mighc be called the “nacural occurrences™ or
“natural facts™ of history. Its formation was determined by quasi-mechanical forces and
proceeded step by step.”!

Elsewhere in his study La swsété féudale he says:

To be sure, knowledge of antecedents, that is, of similar phenomena preceding a given
phenomenon, is interesting and instructive to historians, and we shall not ignore it.
Buc chese “antecedents” are not the only factors involved and perhaps not the most
~important. The main ching is not to know where the “feudal element” comes from,
" whether its origins are to be sought in Rome or among the Germans, but why chis
element has taken on its “feudal™ character. If these foundations became what chey

were, they owe this to an evolution whose secret neicher Rome nor the Germans can
tell us ... its formartion is the resule of forces that can only be compared with
geological ones.*

The use of images from the realm of nacure or technology is unavoidable as
long as our language has not developed a clear, special vocabulary for socio-
historical processes. Why images are provisionally sought in these realms is
readily explained: for the time being they express adequately the compelling
strength of social processes in history. And however much one may thereby
expose oneself to misunderstanding, as if social processes and their compulsions,
originating in the incerrelacionships of men, were really of the same nature as, for
example, the course of the earth abour the sun or the action of a lever in a
machine, the endeavour to find a new, structural manner of posing historical
questions reveals icself very clearly in such formulations. The relacion of later
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But here the decisive historical question is why institutions, and also peop
conduct and affective make-up change, and why they change in this pare ¢y
way. We are concerned wich the strict order of socio-historical transformati;
And perhaps it is not easy even today to understand that chese transformatfo
are not to be explained by something thart itself remains unchanged, and stil
easy to realize chac in history no isolated fact ever brings abour any transfor
tion by itself, but only in combination with ochers. :

Finally, these transformations remain inexplicable as long as explanatio
limited to the ideas of individuals written down in books. When enquiring:ig
social processes one must look at the web of human relationships, at society itsa}
to find the compulsions that keep them in motion, and give them their partici
form and their particular direction. This applies to the process of feudalizatio
to the process of increasing division of labour; it applies to countless oﬂ;
processes represented in our conceptual apparatus by words without proces
character, which stress particular institutions formed by the process in questio;
for example, the concepts of “absolutism”, “capitalism”, “barter econom
“money economy” and so on. All these point beyond themselves to changes in”tf

structure of human relationships which clearly were not planned by individua
and to which individuals were subjected whether willingly or not. And th
applies finally to changes in the human habitus itself, to the civilizin
process.

12. One of the most important motors of change in the structure of huma
relationships, and of the institutions corresponding to them, is the increase
decrease of population. It too cannort be isolated from the whole dynamic web:c
human relationships. It is not, as prevalent habits of thought incline us to
assume, in icself the “first cause” of socio-historical movement. But amidst che

intertwining factors of change this is an important element that should never be
neglected. It also shows particularly clearly the compelling nature of these social
forces. It remains to be established what role factors of this kind played in the
phase under discussion. It may help understanding of them to recall briefly che
last movements in the migration of peoples.

Up to the eighth and nincth centuries tribes migrating from the east, north
and south pushed in recurrent spurts into the already populated areas of Europ
This was the last and biggest wave in a movement that had gone on over a long
period. What we see of it are small episodes: the irruption of Hellenic “barbarians’

39

into the populared areas of Asia Minor and the Balkan peninsula, the penetracion
by the Iralian “barbarians” of the neighbouring western peninsula, the advance of
the Celcic “barbarians™ into the territory of the former who had now in cheir curn
become to some extent “civilized” and whose land had become a centre of
“ancient culture”, and cthe definitive setcling of cthese Celric tribes to the west and:
partly to the north of them. B
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pally the German tribes overran a large part of the Celts’ territory, which in
‘eantime had likewise given rise to an “older culture”. The Germans in their
efended this “cultured” land they had conquered against new waves of
es.advancing from all sides.

orcly after the death of Mohammed in 632 the Arabs were set in motion.”
13 they had conquered the whole of Spain with the exception of the
;an mountains. Towards the middle of the eighth century this wave came
randstill at the southern frontier of the Frankish empire, as Celtic waves had
jer done before the gates of Rome.

-om the east Slavonic tribes advanced against the Frankish empire. By the
f che eighth century they had reached the Elbe.

n the year 800 a political prophet had possessed a map of Europe as we can now
econstruct it, he might well have been misled into predicting chac the whole eastern
alf of the Continent from the Danish peninsula to the Peloponnese was destined to
Become a Slavonic Empire or ac least a powerful group of Slavonic countries. From the
Ibe estuary to the Ionian sea ran an unbroken line of Slavonic peoples . . . this seems
o mark the frontier of Germanic territory.

.Their movement came to a standstill somewhart later than that of the Arabs.
. Then the struggle long remained undecided. The frontier between Germanic and
lavonic tribes now moved somewhat forward, now back again. By and large the
Javonic wave was held at the Elbe from about 800 onwards.
What may be called the “originally settled territory” of the west had thus,
der the rule and leadership of Germanic tribes, preserved its frontier against
he migrating tribes. Representatives of earlier waves defended it against those
following, the last waves of migration that passed across Europe. These,
prevented from advancing further, slowly sectled outside the borders of the
- Frankish empire. And so a fringe of populated regions formed about che latter in
flarge areas in the interior of Europe. Previously nomadic tribes took possession of

“the land. The great migrations slowly came to rest, and the renewed intrusions
“of migrating peoples that occurred from time to time, by the Hungarians and
}ﬁnally the Turks, foundered sooner or later on the superior defensive techniques
‘and the strength of those already in possession.
.. 13. A new situation had been created. There were no longer any empty spaces
'in Europe. There was virtually no usable land—usable in terms of the agriculcural
techniques then available—that had not been pre-empted. By and large Europe,
and above all its large interior regions, was now more completely populated than
ever before, even if incomparably less densely than in cthe centuries that followed.
And there is every indication that population increased to the same extent as the
upheavals accompanying the great migrations abated. This changed the whole
system of tensions between and within the various peoples.

In late antiquity the population of the “old cultural regions” declined more or
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less rapidly. In consequence the social insticutions corresponding to relative]
large and dense populations disappeared also. The use of money within a socj
for example, is bound up with a certain level of population density. It ;
essential prerequisite for cthe differentiation of work and che formatio
markets. If the population falls below a cerrain level—for whatever reasons
markets automarically empty. The chains between the person producing
commodity from nature and its consumer grew shorter. Money lost its inst
mental function. This was the direction of development at the end of antiqu
The urban sector of society grew smaller. The agrarian character of soci
increased. This development took place the more easily as che division of labg
in antiquity was never remotely as great as, for example, in our own society.
proportion of urban households were always to a degree direccly supplied.
independently of commercial or manufacturing intermediaries, by che grear sl;
estates. And as the overland transportation of goods over long distances was
always extremely difficult, given the state of technology in antiquity, loﬁg:
distance trade was essentially confined to waterborne transport. Large markets
and towns and vigorous monetary activity developed in proximity to water
Inland areas always preserved a predominantly domestic type of economy. Eveu
for the urban population, the autarkic household and economic self-sufficiency
never declined to the extent chat they have in modern Western society. With the
fall in population this aspect of the social structure of antiquity regamed
prominence.

Wich the end of the migration of peoples, this movement was once again
reversed. The influx and subsequent settling of so many new tribes provided the
basis for a new and more comprehensive population of the whole European area,
In the Carolingian period this population still had an almost completely
domestic economy, perhaps even more so than in the Merovingian period.?> One
indication of this may be that the political centre moved still furcher inland;
where hitherto—owing to the difficulties of overland transport—the political
centres preceding those of the medieval West had never been situated, with few
exceptions such asthe Hittite Empire. We may assume that the population was
beginning to increase very slowly in this period. We already hear of forest

clearance, and that is always a sign that land is growing scarce, the density of
population rising. But these were certainly only the initial stages. The great
migrations had not yer entirely abated. Only from the ninch century onwards did
the signs of a more rapidly increasing population multiply. And not very long
afterwards cthere are already indications of overpopulation here and chere in the
former Carolingian regions.

Fall in population at the end of antiquity, slow rise once more under different
circumstances in cthe aftermach of the migrations of peoples: a brief recrospective
summary must be enough to recall to mind the curve of this movement.

4. Phases of perceptible overpopulation alternate in European history with
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<e of lower internal pressure. But the term “overpopulation” needs explaining.
<ot a product of che absolute number of people inhabiting a cerrain area. In
vily industrialized society with intensive utilization of the land, highly
oped long-distance trade and a government favouring the industrial against
grarian sector through import and export duties, a number of people can
. more or less tolerably which, in a barter economy with extensive agriculcural
hods and liccle long-distance trade, would constitute overpopulation wich all
typical symptoms. “Overpopulation™ is therefore first of all a term for growth
opulation in a particular area to a point where, in the given social structure,
e»sausfactlon of basic needs is possible for fewer and fewer people. We thus
icounter “overpopulation” only relative to certain social forms and a cerrain set
eeds, a social overpopulation.
Its symptoms in societies which have atrained a cerrain degree of differ-
tiation are, broadly speaking, always the same: increased tension wichin
sociery; greater self-encapsulacion by those who “have”, i.e., in a predominantly
“‘barter economy, those who “have land”, over against those who “have not”, or at
any rate not enough to support themselves in a manner conforming wich cheir
.randards; and often, increased self-encapsulation, among the “haves”, of those
who have more than the rest; a more pronounced cohesion of people in the same
ocial situation to resist pressure from those outside it or, inversely, to seize
‘opportunities monopolized by others. In addition, increased pressure on
“neighbouring areas with lower population or weaker defences, and finally, an
: ncrease in emigracion and in the tendency to conquer or at least settle in new
“lands.
Ir is difficult to say whecher available sources can give an exact picture of
“population growth in Europe in the centuries following the migrations, and
particularly of differences in population density between different regions. But
one thing is certain: as the migrations slowly came to a standstill, once the major
struggles among the different tribes had come to an end, one afteranocher all che
symptoms of such “social overpopulation” showed themselves—a rapid growth of
population accompanied by the transformation of social insticucions.
15. The symptoms of increasing population pressure first appeared clearly in

the western Frankish empire. Here, about the ninth century, the chreat from
foreign cribes slowly receded, unlike the sicuation in the eastern Frankish empire.
In che part of the empire named after them the Normans had grown peaceable.
Wich the help of the western Frankish Church, cthey rapidly absorbed the
language and the whole tradition about them, in which Gallo-Romanic and
Frankish elements were mingled. They added new elements of their own. In
particular, cthey brought about important advances in the administrative struc-
ture wichin the cerricorial framework. From now on they played a decisive part
as one of the leading cribes in the federation of western Frankish territories.

The Arabs and Saracens caused occasional unrest on the Mediterranean coast,
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buc by and large they too, from the ninth century on, scarcely represent
threat to the survival of chis empire.

To the east of France lay the German “Imperium” which under the
emperors had again grown powerful. Wich minor exceptions the frontier betw
it and the western Frankish empire scarcely moved from the tenth to che:
quarter of the thirteenth century.®® In 925 Lotharingia was won back from
empire, and in 1034 Burgundy. Apart from this, tension along this line was
high until 1226. The empire’s expansionist tendencies were directed essenti
to cthe east. o

The excernal threat to the western Frankish empire was therefore relativ
slight. Equally slight, however, were the possibilities of expanding beyond
existing frontiers. The east in particular was blocked by both the populaug'
density and the military strengch of the empire.

But wichin chis area, now that the external chreat had diminished, populatj
began to increase markedly. It grew so strongly after the ninch century tha
the beginning of the fourteenth century it was probably almost as large as ate
beginning of the eighteench.” :

This movement certainly did not proceed in a straight line, but chere i
abundance of evidence to show that, by and large, population increased steadi
this evidence has to be seen as a whole if the scrength of the overall moveme:
and the meaning of each individual piece of evidence within it, are to-
understood.

From the end of the tenth century onwards, and more so in the eleventch, th
pressure on land, the desire for new land and greater productivity from the old
are more and more visible in the western Frankish region.

As mentioned, forests were already cleared in the Carolingian period and n
doubr earlier too. Bur in the eleventh century the tempo and extent of th
clearance-accelerated. Woods were felled and marshlands made arable as far as th
technology of the time permicted. The period from about 1050 to about 130!
was the great age of deforestation, of the internal conquest of new land, i
France.®® About 1300 this movement slowed down again.

Iv

Some Observations on the Sociogenesis
of the Crusades

16. The great onslaught from outside had subsided. The earch was fruicfu
Population was growing. Land, the most important means of production, th
epitome of property and wealth in this society, was becoming scarce. Deforesta
tion, the opening up of new land wichin, was not nearly sufficient to offset this:.
scarcity. New land had to be sought outside cthe frontiers. Hand in hand with
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al colonization went the external conquest of new territory elsewhere. By
beginning of the eleventh century Norman knights were going to southern
o hire themselves out as warriors to individual princes.*’ In 1029 one of
was enfeoffed for his services with a small piece of land on the northern
dary of the duchy of Naples. Others followed, among them ocher sons of a
. Norman lord, Tancréde de Hauteville. He had cwelve sons in all; how
hey to be sustained to a ficting standard on cheir father’s land? Eight of
. therefore went to southern Italy, and there obrained in time whar was

=d to them at home: control of a piece of land. One of them, Robert
card, gradually became the acknowledged leader of the Norman warriors.
united the scattered estates or territories that individuals had won for
selves. From 1060 onwards they began under his leadership to advance into
ily. By Robert Guiscard’s death in 1085 the Saracens had been pushed back
the south-west corner of the island. All che rest was in Norman hands and
med a new Norman feudal empire.
None of this had actually been planned. At the ourset we have the population
ssure and the blocked opportunities at home, the emigration of individuals
ose success actracts others; at the end we have an empire.
Something similar happened in Spain. In the tenth century French knights
nt to the aid of the Spanish princes in their struggles against the Arabs. As
sencioned, the western Frankish area, unlike the eastern, did not border on an
crensive area open to colonization and peopled by largely disunited tribes. To
he east the empire prevented further expansion. The Iberian peninsula was the
nly direct way out. Up to the middle of the eleventh century only individuals
r small bands crossed the mountains; then, they gradually became armies. The
rabs, split incernally, offered slight, sporadic resistance. In 1085 Toledo was
taken, and in 1094 Valencia under the leadership of El Cid, only to be lost
shortly afterwards. The struggle was waged back and forch. In 1095 a French
scount was invested with the reconquered territory of Portugal. Buc it was only
“in 1147, wich the aid of members of the Second Crusade, that his son finally
“succeeded in gaining control of Lisbon and there to some degree stabilizing his
~tule as a feudal king.

Apart from Spain, the only possibility of gaining new land near France lay
across the Channel. Even in the first half of the elevencth century individual
~Norman knights had struck out in chis direction. Then in 1066 the Norman
Duke with an army of Norman and French knights crossed to the island, seized
power and redistributed the land. The possibilities of expansion, the prospects of
new land in the vicinity of France, grew more and more restricted. Eyes were cast
furcher afield.

In 1095, before the greart feudal lords began to move, a band led by the knight
Walcer Habenichts, or Gautier Senzavoir, set out for Jerusalem; it perished in
Asia Minor. In 1097 a mighty army under the leadership of Norman and French
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territorial lords acdvanced into the Holy Land. The Crusaders first had themse
invested by the Eastern Roman Emperor with the lands to be conquered
advanced furcher, conquered Jerusalem and founded new feudal dominiog

There is no reason to assume that without the guidance of the Church an
religious link wich the Holy Land, chis expansion would have been directe
precisely chat place. But nor is it probable chat wicthourt the social pressur
within the western Frankish region and chen in all the ocher regions of
Christendom, the Crusades would have taken place. ’

The censions wichin chis society were not only manifested in desire for-
and bread. They exerted mental pressure upon the whole person. The s
pressure supplied the motive force as a generator supplies currenc. It set peo
in motion. The Church steered this pre-existing force. It embraced the ge
distress and gave it a hope and a goal outside France. It gave the scruggle for
land an overarching meaning and justification. It turned this into a scruggle
the Christian faich. :

17. The Crusades are a specific form of the first greac movement of expan
and colonization by the Christian West. During the great migrations, in w
for cencuries tribes from the east and north-east had been driven in a westerna
south-western direction, the utilizable areas of Europe had been filled up w
people to the furthest frontciers, the British Isles. Now the migrations h
stopped. The mild climate, fercile soil and unfetcered drives favoured rap
mulciplication. The land grew too small. The human wave had trapped itself
a cul-de-sac, and from chis confinemenc it scrained back towards the east, both
the Crusades and within Europe itself, where the German-populated area slow
spread, through heavy conflicts, furcher and furcher east beyond the Elbe to ¢
Oder, then to the Vistula estuary, and finally Prussia and the Balric lands, eve
if it were only German knights, not German farmers, who succeeded in
migrating so far.

Buc precisely this last facc shows very clearly one of the peculiaricies
distinguishing chis first phase of social overpopulation and expansion from late’?
ones. In general, with the advance of the civilizing process, and the concomimn:ﬁ:_
constraint and regulation of human drives—and ctheir advance is always strongef;:
for reasons to be discussed later, in the upper than in the lower classes—the
birchrate slowly declines, usually less rapidly in che lower than in cthe uppet
strata. This difference between the average birthrate of the upper and lowéf
classes is often highly significanc for the maintenance of the standard of the
former.

This fiest phase of rapid population growth in the Christian West is
distinguished from the later ones, however, by the fact that in it the ruling
stracum, the warrior class or nobility, increased hardly less rapidly chan che
stratum of bondsmen, tenants and peasants, in short, of those who directly
worked the land. The scruggle for che available opportunities which, wich the
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; of population, necessarily shrank for each individual; the incessant feuds
hese tensions unleashed; che high rate of infant mortality, illness and
% all that may have eliminated a part of the human surplus. And it is
_that the relatively unprotected peasantry were harder hit than che
_ Moreover, the freedom of movement of the former group was so limited
bove all, communications between different regions were so difficult, cthat
urplus labour power could not be quickly and evenly distributed. Thus in
ea shortage of labour might result from feuds and pillage, plagues, the
ng up of new land or the flight of serfs, while a surplus was accumulating
hers. And in fact we have, for the same period, clear evidence of an excess
ondsmen in one area, and of efforts in ochers to actract free tenants,
tes?"—thar is, rulers offering labourers improved conditions.
& that as it may, what is above all characteristic of the processes operating
is that not only was a “reserve army” of bondsmen or serfs forming in this
ety, but also a “reserve army” of the #pper class, of knights without property,
ichout enough to maintain their standards. Only in this way can the nature
his first Western expansionist phase be understood. Peasants, the sons of
dsmen, were certainly involved in one way or another in the struggles for
jonization, but the main impulse came from the knights’ shortage of land.
New land could only be conquered by the sword. The knights opened a way by
rce of arms; they took the lead and formed the bulk of the armies. The surplus
pulation in cthe upper class gave chis first period of expansion and colonization
 special stamp.
The rift becween those who had land and those who had none or too little, ran
ight through this society. On the one hand were the land-monopolists—warrior
amilies, noble houses and landowners in the first place, but also peasants,
ondsmen, serfs, hospites, who occupied a piece of land that supported them,
owever meagrely. On the other hand were those from both classes who had been
deprived of land. Those from the lower classes—displaced by the shorrage of
fopportunities or the oppression of their masters—played a part in cthe emigration
‘or colonization, but above all they provided the population of the growing
:f:towns. Those from the warrior class, in short the “younger sons”, whose
‘inheritance was too small eicher for their demands or for their mere sustenance,
the “have-nots” among the knights, appear down the centuries wearing the most
disparate social masks: as Crusaders, as robber-leaders, as mercenaries in the
service of great lords; finally they form the basis of the first standing armies.
18. The often-quoted dictum: “No land without a lord”, is not only a basic
legal principle. It is also a social watchword of the warrior class. It expresses the
knights’ need to take possession of every scrap of usable land. Sooner or later chis
had come about in all the regions of Latin Christendom. Every available piece of
land was in firm ownership. Bur the demand for land continued and even
increased. The chances of satistying it diminished. The pressure for expansion
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rose, as did the tension within society. But the specific dynamic which w
imparted to society as a whole did not emanate solely from the malcontengs
was necessarily communicated also to those rich in land. In cthe poor, dg
ridden, declining knights the social pressure manifested icself as a simple d
for a piece of land and labourers to support them in keeping with their standa;,
In the richer warriors, the greater landowners and rterritorial lords, it
expressed likewise as an urge for new land. But what lower down was a sj
desire for a means of subsistence appropriate to one’s class, was higher up a dg
for enlarged dominion, for “more” land and so more social power as well..
craving for enlarged property among the richer landowners, above all those o
first rank, che counts, dukes and kings, sprang not only from the perso
ambition of individuals. We have already seen by the example of the west
Frankish Carolingians, and also the first Capetians, how unremittingly, u
there was a possibility of conquering new land, even royal houses were for
into decline by a compelling social process centred on the ownership ‘;
distribution of land. And if, throughout this whole phase of outward and inw:
expansion, we see not only poor knights but also many rich ones striving afte
new land to increase their family power, this is no more than a sign of h
strongly the structure and sicuation of chis society imposed the same striving
all strata, whether simply o own land in the case of the dispossessed, or o ow
“more” land in the case of the rich. ,

It has been thought that chis craving for “more” property, the acquisitive urge

is a specific characteristic of “capitalism” and thus of modern times. In this vie
medieval society was distinguished by contentment with the income appropn
to one's social standing.

Wichin certain limics chis is no doubt correct, if che striving for “more’
understood as applying to money alone. But for a long period of the Middle Age
it was not ownership of money but of land which constituced the essencial forr
of ownership. The acquisitive urge thus necessarily had a different form an :
different direction. It demanded different modes of conduct to those of a sociecy.
with a money anchmarket economy. It may be true that only in modern times d1d
there develop a class specializing in trade, with a desire to earn ever-increasing
amounts of money through uninterrupeed toil. The social structures which, in the
predominantly barter economy of the Middle Ages, led to a desire for eve
increasing means of production—and it is structural features that are important
in both cases—are less easy to perceive, because land not money was desired. In
addition, political and military functions had not yet been differentiated from_
economic ones as they have gradually become in modern society. Military action
and political and economic striving were largely identical, and che urge to

increase wealth in the form of land came to the same thing as extending
territorial sovereignty and increasing military power. The richest man in a
particular area, i.e. the one with most land, was as a direct result the most
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?gweffm milicarily, wicth che largest retinue; he was at once army leader and
uler

precisely because estate owners were in a certain sense opposed to one another,
¢ as States are today, the acquisition of new land by one neighbour represented
direct or indirect threat to the others. It meant, as today, a shift of equilibrium
;o what was usually a very labile system of power balances in which rulers were
‘ai“’ﬂys potential allies and potential enemies of one another. This, therefore, is
he slmple mechanism which, in this phase of internal and external expansion,
 kept the richer and more powerful knights in motion no less than the poorer
- ones, each being constantly on guard against expansion by others, and constantly
_ weking to enlarge his own possessions. When a society has once been put in such
_ 4 sate of flux by the blockage of terricorial expansion and population pressure,
_ anyone who declines to compete, merely conserving his property while others
. m-xve for increase, necessarily ends up “smaller” and weaker than the others, and
_ sin ever-increasing danger of succumbing to them ac the first opportunity. The
fich knights and territorial lords of chat time did not view the matter quite so
theoretically and generally as we have put it here; burt they did see quite concretely
how powerless they were when their neighbours were richer in land than chey, or
when others around them won new land and sovereignty. This could be shown in
more detail in relation to the Crusade leaders, for example Godefroi de Bouillon,
‘who sold and morcgaged his domestic possessions to seek larger ones far away,
and in fact found a kingdom. In a later period this could be shown by the
xample of the Habsburgs, who even as emperors were possessed by the idea of
~extending cheir “family power”, and were in fact, even as emperors, completely
impotent without the support of their own family power. Indeed, it was precisely
because of his poverty and powerlessness that the first emperor from the family was
:} selected for chis position by mighty lords jealous of their power. It could be
“illuscrated particularly clearly by the importance which the conquest of England
.by the Norman Duke had for the development of the western Frankish empire.
‘In fact, this growth in the power of one territorial ruler meant a toral
displacement of equilibrium wichin the alliance of territorial rulers comprising
.this empire. The Norman Duke who, in his own terricory, Normandy, was
himself no less affected by centrifugal forces than any other terricorial ruler, did
not conquer England for the Normans as a whole but solely to increase his own
family power. And the rediscribution of English soil to the warriors who came
with him was expressly designed to counter cencrifugal forces in his new domain
by preventing the formation of large territorial dominions on English soil. That
he had to allot land to his knights was dictated by the necessity of ruling and
administering it; but he avoided allocating a large self-contained area to any
individual. Even to the great lords who could demand the produce of large areas
for cheir maintenance, he assigned lands dispersed chroughout the country.’
At the same time he had automarically risen, wich this conquest, to be the
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most-_powErful tel’l‘ltol‘lal ruler in che western Frankish empire. Sooner or |
there had to be a confrontacion between his house and that of the duke
Francia, who held the kingship—a confrontation in which the crown icse
ac stake. And it is known how greatly developments in subsequent centug
were determined by this struggle becween the dukes of Francia and Norma
how the rulers of the Isle de France slowly restored the balance of power by
acquisition of new territories, and how these struggles on both sides of ¢
Channel finally gave rise to two different dominions and two different nati
But chis is certainly only one of many examples of the compelling processe
this dynamic phase of the Middle Ages, which impelled both rich and Poo;
knights to seek new land.

v

The Internal Expansion of Society:
The Formation of New Social Organs
and Instruments

19. The driving force of this social expansion, the disproportion between'
rising population and land in fixed ownership, drove a large part of the ruling
class to conquer new territory. This outlet was largely blocked to people of the
lower, labouring strata. The pressures arising from the land shortage here led;
mainly in a different direction, to the differentiation of work. The bondsmen
driven from the land comprised, as we have mentioned, material for the growing
secclements of artisans which slowly crystallized around favourably sxtuared:
feudal seats, the evolving towns. S

Somewhat larger agglomerations of people—the word “town” perhaps gwes
the wrong impression—are already to be found in the society of the ninch
century which operated a barter economy. But these were not the communities
which “lived by crafts and trade instead of labour on the land, or had any special
rights and insticutions”.’> They were fortresses and at the same ctime centres of
the agriculcural administration of great lords. The towns of earlier periods had
themselves lost their unity. They were juxtaposed pieces, groups often belonging
to different knights and different dominions, some secular, others ecclesiastical,
each leading its own independent economic life. The sole framework for
economic activity was the estate, the domain of the territorial lord. Production
and consumption took place at essentially the same place.”

But in the eleventh century these formations began to grow. Here too, as
usually happened with knightly expansion but was now happening among
bondsmen, it was at first unorganized individuals, surplus labourers, who were
driven to such centres. And the actitude of rulers to the newcomers, who in each
case had just left a different estate, was not always the same.*' Sometimes they
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chem a modicum of freedom; but mostly they expected and demanded the
services and tributes as from their own bondsmen and tenants. But the
ulation of such people changed the power relationship between the lord and
wer Class. The newcomers gained strength through numbers and gradually
ned new rights in bloody and often protracted struggles. These struggles
[',;ve out earliest in Iraly, somewhart later in Flanders: in 1030 in Cremona, in
7 in Milan, in 1069 at Le Mans, in 1077 at Cambrai, in 1080 at Saintc-
uenrlﬂ, in 1099 in Beauvais, in 1108-9 in Noyon, in 1112 in Laon, in 1127
aint-Omer. These daces, together with those of the knighes’ expansion, give

general impression of the internal tensions which kept society in motion in this
phase. These were the first struggles for liberation by working town-dwellers.
Tha they were able, after some defeats, in their struggles with the warrior class
.the most diverse areas of Europe, to secure rights of their own, first a limited
and chen a substantial degree of freedom, shows how great was the opportunity
at social development placed in their hands. And chis peculiar fact, cthe slow
ise of lower, working, urban strata to political autonomy and finally—first in
he form of the professional middle classes—to political leadership, provides the
key to almost all the structural peculiarities distinguishing Western societies

“from chose of the Orient, and giving them their specific stamp.
i At the beginning of the eleventh century there were, essentially, only two

“classes of free people, the warriors or nobles and the clergy; below them existed
_only bondsmen and serfs. There were “those who pray, those who fight, those
"who work”.?’

. By about 1200, that is to say, in the course of two centuries or even only one
‘and a half—for like forest clearance and colonial expansion this movement too
accelerated after 1050—a large number of artisan settlements or communes had
secured rights and jurisdiction, privileges and autonomy. A third class of free
men joined the other two. Society expanded, under the pressure of land shortage
and population increase, not only extensively but intensively as well; it became
differenciated, generated new cells, formed new organs, the towns.

20. But with cthe increasing differentiation of work, wich the new, larger
markets chat now formed, with the slow process of exchange over longer
distances, grew the need for mobile and unified means of exchange.

When the bondsman or small tenant broughe his tribute direct to his lord,
when the chain between producer and consumer was short and without
intermediaries, society needed no unit of calculation, no means of exchange to
which all ocher exchanged objects could be related as to a common measure. But
now, with che gradual severance of craftsmen from the economic unit of the
household, with the formation of an economically independent artisanry and the
exchange of products through several hands and down longer chains, the necwork
of exchange-acts became more complicated. A unified object of exchange was
needed. When the differentiation of labour and exchange grows more complex
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and more active, more money is needed. Money is indeed an incarnation ‘of
social fabric, a symbol of the network of exchange-acts and human ¢
through which a commodity passes on its way from- its natural seagé
consumption. It is only needed when extended chains of exchange form wi:
society, that is to say, at a certain level of population density and a higher Jey
of social interdependence and ditferentiation. :

It would take us too far afield to explore here the question of the grady
recession of the money economy in many areas in late antiquity and its resurgen
from abouc the elevench century onwards; but one observation on the questig
necessary in connection with the foregoing.

It must be pointed out that money never went completely out of use ig:
older inhabited area of Europe. Over this whole period there were enclave:
money economy within the barter economy, and in addition, outside::
Carolingian area there were large regions of the old Roman Empire where mg
traffic never receded to the same extent as it did here. One can, therefore, alwa
and very rightly ask about the “antecedents” of the money economy in:t
Christian West, the enclaves in which it never disappeared. One can ask: whe
did the money economy originate? From whom was the use of money relearne
This kind of enquiry is not without value; for it is difficult to imagine that th
instrument should have recurned to use so relatively quickly had it not beer:
far developed in other, preceding or neighbouring civilizations, or if ic had ney
been known. i

Bur the essential aspect of the question concerning the revival of money craff
in the West is not answered in this way. The question remains why Weste
society needed relatively liccle money over a long stretch of its development, a
why the :need and use of money, with all the consequent transformation
society, gradually increased once more. Here again the enquiry must be directe
toward the moving, the changing factors. And this question is not answered by
examining the origins of money and the antecedents of the money economy. It

answered only by examining the actual social processes which, after che slow ebb
of money rraffic in declining antiquity, once again brought forth the new hum
relationships, the new forms of integration and interdependence, which cause:
the need for money to increase again: the cellular structure of sociery became
more differentiated. One expression of chis was the revival in the use of monéi}‘,-
That it was not only internal expansion but also migracion and colonization
which—chrough the mobilization of property, the awakening of new needs, the
establishment of trade relations over longer distances—played an important part
in chis revival is immediartely evident. Each individual movement in the whole
interplay of processes reacts on the others, eicher obstructing or reinforcing chem;
and the web of movements and tensions is from now on considerably compli-

cated by the social differenciation. Single factors cannot be absolutely isolated:
But withourt the differentiation wichin society itself, without the passing of the
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:-_{gﬁd into fixed ownership, without the sharp increase in population, wichour the
.:ﬁ)rmation of independent communities of artisans and tradesmen, the need for
money witchin society would never have risen so sharply, nor the money sector of
:’.:be sconomy have grown so rapidly. Money, the decrease or increase of its use,

ot be understood by itself, but ofiy fromT tite StandpoinT of U seruecure OF

an FElaTioTSiTIps: It [STiTere; i tite charged orTT of Turmar fitegration, Tt
‘prirae [TOVETS Of this transformation are to be sought; of course, when the use
oney had once begun to grow, it helped in its turn o propel cthis whole
vement—population increase, differenciation, growth of towns—still furcher,
}o a certain point of saturation.

The beginning of the eleventh century is still characterized by the absence of

rge-scale money transactions. Wealth is to a large extent immobilized in the
ds of the Church and the secular territorial lords. ™

‘hen the need for mobile means of exchange gradually increas_?% Thé (‘Cﬁi_fti y
coinage was no longer sufficient. First of all people made do thﬁ plate I%n ED
tnaments in precious metal that were weighed to provide a unit of calculation;
rses 100 could serve as measures of value; new money was minted to meet the
‘growing demand—thar is to say, pieces of precious mertal of a certain weight
gauged by auchorities. And probably, with the growing need for mobile means
of exchange, the process was repeated on various levels; perhaps exchange by
barter, when the supply of coinage no longer met the increased demand,
repeatedly gained new ground. Slowly the increasing differenciation and inter-

weaving of human actions, the growing volume of trade and exchange, pushed

ip the volume of coinage and then the reverse took place. In berween,
isproportions continually arose.

By the second half of cthe chirteenth cencury, ac least in Flanders, and
somewhat earlier or later in other regions, mobile wealth was very considerable.
It circulated fairly rapidly “thanks to a series of instruments that had been

n37

created in the meantime™” gold coinage minted within the country (hicherto
even in France, as in Abyssinia to the present day {19361, no gold coinage had
been minted; what was in use, and stored in the treasuries, was Byzantine gold
coin) together with small money, the letter of exchange and measurement—all
these are symbols of how the invisible network of chains of exchange was
growing more and more dense.

21. But how could exchange relations between different areas, and differ-
entiation of work extending beyond the local region be established, if transport
was inadequate, if society was incapable of moving heavy loads over long
distances?

Examples from the Carolingian period have already shown how the king had
travelled wich his court from one imperial palace to another in order to consume
the products of his estates on the spot. No matter how small this court may have
been in comparison to those of the early absolurist phase, it was so difficule to
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had to move to the goods instead.
But in the same period when population, the towns,. interdependence
its instruments, were growing more and more perceptibly, transport tooy;

developing.

In antiquity the harness of horses, as of all other beasts of burden, was litd&
suited to the transportation of heavy loads over long distances. It is openiy
question what distances and loads it could cope with, but clearly cthis modeg
conveyance was sufficient for the structure and needs of the inland economyiy
antiquity. Throughour the whole of that period land transport remained exiry
ordinarily expensive, slow and difficult, in comparison to waterborne transpor:
Virtually all major cencres of trade were sicuated on the coast or on navigabj;
rivers. And this centralization of transport about the waterways is very charactér
istic of the structure of the society of antiquity. Here, on the waterways ‘and
above all on the seacoasts, arose rich and sometimes very densely populated urbap
centres whose need for food and luxury articles was often met from very remote
parts, and which formed central links in the highly differentiated chains of an_
extensive exchange traffic. In the enormous hincerlands, which by and large wete
open only to overland transport, that is, in by far the largest part of the Roman
Empire, the population met cheir primary needs directly from the produce of
their immediate environment. Here, short exchange chains predominated, in
other words, what can be roughly called a “barter economy”; very lictle money
circulated, and the purchasing power of this barter sector of the ancient economy“
was too low for the acquisition of luxury articles. The contrast berween the small
urban sector and cthe vast inland areas was thus very great. Like thin nerve
strands the larger urban settlements along the waterways were embedded in the
rural districts, drawing off their strength and the products of their labour until;
with the! decline of the centralized government, and partly through the active
struggle of rural elements against the urban rulers, the agrarian sector freed itself
from the domination of the towns. Then this narrow, more differenciated urban.
sector, with its extensive interdependencies, fell into decay, to be obliterated by.
a somewhar altered form of short, regionally limited exchange chains and barter=
economy institutions. In this dominant urban sector of ancient society, however;
there was clearly no need to develop overland transport further. Everything that
its own country could not supply or only at a high transportation cost, could be
more easily obrained from overseas.

But now, in the Carolingian period, the chief waterway of the ancient world,
the Mediterranean, was closed, primarily through Arab expansion, to a large
number of peoples. Overland transport and internal connections took on an
entirely new significance. This generated a pressure for land transport to be
developed to promote interdependetf¢eraAd ek ding e PRHA IR Efuently, as in

antiquity, sea connections such as those between Venice and Byzantium, the
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ish cicies and England, again played a decisive part in the rise of the West,
pecific character of Western development is no less determined by the fact
to the network of sea routes was attached an increasingly dense network of
and connections, and that major inland centres of trade were also gradually
loped. The development of land transport beyond the level it had atrained in
he'ancient world is a particularly clear illustration of this growing differentiation
and social interweaving throughour the inland areas of Europe.

The use of the horse for haulage was, as has been mentioned, not very highly
Qeloped in the Roman world. The harness ran across cthe chroac.’” This was
rhaps useful to the rider in guiding his horse. The thrown-back head, the
oud” posture of the horse frequently seen in ancient reliefs is connected with
s mode of harnessing. But it made the horse or mule fairly unusable for
aulage, particularly of heavy loads, which necessarily constrict its throat. The
¢ase is similar with the shoeing of the animals. The ancients lacked the nailed
ron horseshoe without which the full power of the horse cannot be exploited.

:. Both states of affairs slowly changed from the tenth century onwards. In che
ame phase when the tempo of forest clearance was gradually increasing, when
ociety was becoming differentiated and urban ma %s&g'e being formed, when

‘money Was coming increasingly into use as a symbol of this interdependence,
{biand transport too, in the form of devices for the exploitation of animal labour
.power, made decisive progress. And this improvement, insignificant as it may
‘appear to us today, had scarcely less importance at chat time than the develop-
_:menr of machine technology in a later age.

_' “In a mighty constructive effort”, it has been said,*” the scope of use of animal
labour was slowly extended in the course of the eleventh and twelfth centuries.
:The main load in haulage was ctransferred from che throart to the shoulders. The
horseshoe appeared. And in the chirteenth cencury the modern haulage technique
for both horses and oxen was created in principle. The foundation for the overland
transport of heavy loads over long distances had been laid. In the same period
the wheeled cart appeared and the beginnings of mertalled roads. With che
development of transport technology, the water-mill took on an importance it had
lacked in antiquity. It was now profitable to transport grain to it over quite long
distances.™ That too was a step on the way to differentiation and interdependence,
to the severance of functions from the closed sphere of the estate.

VI

Some New Elements in the Structure of
Medieval Society as Compared with Antiquity

22. The change in conduct and drive-control that we call “civilization” is very
closely related to the growing interweaving and interdependence of people. In
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the few examples that it has been possible to give here, this interweaving ca
seen as it were in the process of becoming. And even here, at this relatively eg;
phase, the nature of the social fabric in the West is in certain respects differg
from that of antiquity. As the cellular structure of society began once agaj
become more differentiated. whatever institutions the preceding stage of hj;
differentiation had left behind were used in many ways. But the conditions ungd
which this renewed differentiation took place, and thus the nature and directi
of the differentiation itself, diverged in cercain respects from those of che ear]
period.

People have spoken of a “renaissance of trade” in the eleventh or twelfeh
centuries. If chis means that institutions of antiquity were now to a certain exte
revived, it is certainly correct. Wichout the heritage of antiquity, the probl
confronting society in the course of this development could certainly not ha
been successfully overcome in this way. In this respect it was a construction’s
earlier foundations. But.the driving force of the movement did nor residé:
“learning from antiquity”. It lay wichin the society itself, in its own inherent
dynamics, in the conditions under which people had to accommodate themselves
to one another. These conditions were no longer the same as in antiquity. Ther
is a very widespread conception that the West only really regained and ch
surpassed the level attained by annqunty in the Renaissance. But whether or not
we are here concerned with a “surpassing”, with “progress”, structural features
and developmental tendencies departing from those of antiquity are visible not
only in the Renaissance but already—at least to a certain extent—in the eady
phase of expansion and growth that has been discussed here.

Two such structural differences will be mentioned. Western society lacked th
cheap labour of prisoners-of -war, slaves. Or when they were available—and tney
were not in fact entirely lacking—they no longer played any very significant part
in the overall scructure of sociery. This gave social development a new direction

from the outset.

No less important was another circumstance that has already been mentioned
Resettlement did not take place as previously about a sea, or as exclusively along
waterways, but very largely in inland areas by land transport routes. Both thesé
circumstances, often in close interaction, confronted Western society from thé
start with problems that ancient society had not needed to solve and which
guided social development into new paths. The fact that slaves played only'd
minor role in the working of estates may be explained by the absence of large
slave reservoirs or by the sufficiency of the indigenous population of bondsmejﬁj
for cthe needs of the warrior class. However that may be, the insignificance of slavé
labour is matched by the absence of the typical social patterns of a slave economy:
And it is only against the background of these different patterns chat the special
nature of the Western structure can be fully appreciated. Not only do the division
of labour, the interweaving of people, the mutual dependence of upper and lower
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ses, and concomirantly, cthe drive economy of both classes, develop differently
4 slave society than in one wicth more or less free labour, bur also the social
ions and even the functions of money are not the same, to say nothing of che
portance of free labour for che development of work-techniques.

‘jr must be enough here to contrast to the specific processes of Western
yilization a brief summary of the different processes operating in a society wich
highly developed slave markets. These are no less compelling in the latter chan

:the former. In a #&sumé of present-day research, che mechanisms of a society
based on slave labour have been summarized as follows:

. . slave-labour interferes with the work of production by free-labour. It interferes in
“three ways: it causes the wichdrawal of a number of men from production to
upervision and national defence; it diffuses a general sentiment against manual labour
nd any form of concentrated activity; and more especially it drives free labourers out
f the occupations in which the slaves are engaged. Just as, by Gresham'’s law, bad coins
-drive out good, so it has been found by experience that, in any given occupation or
range of occupartions, slave-labour drives out free; so thact ic is even difficult to find
recruits for che higher branches of an occupation if it is necessary for them to acquire
skili by serving an apprenticeship side-by-side wich slaves in che lower.

This leads to grave consequences; for cthe men driven out of chese occupations are not
themselves rich enough to live on the labour of slaves. They cherefore tend to form an

intermediace class of idlers who pick up a living as best they can—the class known to
modern economists as “poor whites™ or “white trash” and to students of Roman history
as “clientes” or “faex Romuli”. Such a class tends to emphasize boch che social unrest
and the military and aggressive character of a slave-state. . . .

A slave society is cherefore a society divided sharply into chree classes: masters, poor
whites and slaves; and the middle class is an idle class, living on the community or on
warfare, or on the upper.

Buc chere is still anocher result. The general sentiment against productive work
leads to a state of affairs in which the slaves tend to be the only producers and the
occupations in which they engage the only industries of che country. In other words,
the community will rely for its wealch upon occupations which themselves admit of no
change or adapration to circumstances, and which, unless they supply deficiencies of
labour by breeding, are in perpetual need of capital. Bur chis capital cannot be found
elsewhere in the communicy. It musc cherefore be soughe abroad: and a slave com-
munity will tend, eicher to engage in aggressive warfare, or to become indebred for
capital to neighbours with a free-labour system. . . .*

The use of slaves tends to disincline free men from work as an unworthy
occupation. Alongside the non-working upper class of slave-owners a non-working
middle class forms. By the use of slaves society is bound to a relatively simple
work structure, embodying techniques that can be operated by slaves and which
for chis reason is relatively inaccessible to change, improvement or adapration to

new situations. The reproduction owgﬁqﬁapﬁ g Stlt')OPHE“P&)??ﬁ@SEﬁ%n of slaves,

and chus directly or indirectly to the success of military campaigns, to the output
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of the slave reservoirs, and is never calculable to che same degree as in a sq¢;;
in which it is not whole people who are bought for their liferime but particy;
work services of people who are sociaily more or less free.:

It is only against this background that we can understand the importance g
the whole development of Western society of the fact cthat, during che g
growth of population in che Middle Ages, slaves were absent or played on[y.t
minor part. From the start society was therefore set on a different course thag
Roman antiquity.” It was subjected to different regularities. The urban revo
tions of the elevench and twelfth centuries, the gradual liberation of the worl
displaced from the land—rthe burghers—from the power of the feudal lord; s .
first expression of this. From chis a line of descent leads to cthe grad
transformation of the West into a society where more and more people earn .
living cthrough occuparional work. The very small parc played by slave impots
and slave labour gives the workers, even as the lower scratum, considerable sog;
weight. The furcher che interdependence of people proceeds and the more, the
fore, land and its produce are drawn wichin che circulation of trade and money,th
more dependent the non-working upper strata, warriors or nobility, becom
the working lower and middle strata and the more the latter gain in social pow
The rise of bourgeois strata to the upper strata is an expression of this patter
exactly the opposite way to that in which, in the ancient slave society, urh:
freemen were driven away from labour, in Western society, as a result of the wo
of freemen, the growing interdependence of all finally drew even members of |
previously non-working upper strata more and more wichin the divisio
labour. And even the technical development of the West, the evolution of moni
to thar specific form of “capital” which is characteristic of the West, presuppo
the absence of slave labour and the development of free work. '

23. The above is a brief sketch of one example of the specifically West
developments that run through che Middle Ages to modern times.

Hardly less significant was the fact cthac sectlement in the Middle Ages did no
take place around a sea. The earlier waves of migrating peoples had, as alread
mentioned, giverrrise to concentrated trade networks and to the integration o
large areas in Europe, only along riverbanks and above all in coastal regions o
the Medirterranean. This applies to Greece and above all to Rome. The Roma
dominion slowly spread out around the Mediterranean basin and finally enclosé
it on all sides. “Its outermost frontiers on the Rhine, the Danube, the Euphrates
and the Sahara formed an enormous defensive circle securing the coasts
perimeter. Undoubredly the sea was for the Roman Empire the basis both of it
political and its economic unicy.”* .'

The German tribes too first drove from all sides towards the Mediterranean
and founded their first empires throughout the areas of the Roman Empi
surrounding the sea, which the Romans had called “mare nostrum”.*> The Franks
did nor ger so far; they found all the coastal regions already occupied. They tried:
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eak through by force. All these changes and struggles may well have begun
.ser and loosen the communications encircling che Mediterranean. Buc of
e the old importance of the Mediterranean as a means of transport and
imunication, as the basis and centre of all higher cultural development on
ean soil, was more thoroughly destroyed by the invasion of the Arabs. It
nly this that finally ruprured the weakened connecting threads. The Roman
became in good part an Arab one. “The bond uniting eastern and western
ope, the Byzantine Empire and the German Empires in the West, is
dered. The consequence of the Islamic invasion ... was to place these
pires in circumstances which had never previously existed since the beginning
history."*® To put it somewhat differently: at least in the inland parts of
ope, away from the major river valleys and the few military roads, no highly
wrentiated society and cherefore no differentiated production system had so far
eloped.

¢ is still difficulc to decide whether the Arab invasion alone created che
nditions for a development concentrated inland. The filling up of the European
ands by tribes during the grear migration may also have played its part. Bur at
y rate this temporary constriction of the hitherto main transport arceries had
ecisive effect on the direction taken by the development of western and central
- European society.

~In the Carolingian period a powerful territory was grouped for the first time
round a centre situated far inland. Society was confronted by the rtask of
eveloping inland communications more fully. When, in the course of centuries,
t-succeeded in doing so, the heritage of antiquity was in this respect also set
“under new conditions. The foundation was laid for formations unknown in
| tiquity. It is from this aspect that certain differences between the units of
“incegration in antiquity and those which slowly formed in the West are to be
nderstood. States, nations, or whatever we call these entities, were now to a
“large extent collections of people grouped around inland centres or capitals and
onnected by inland arteries.

i If, subsequently, these Western centres not only colonized the coast or
“riverbanks, bur also large inland regions, if indeed large stretches of the earth
‘were occupied and setcled by Western nartions, the preconditions for this lay in
f'_the evolution of inland forms of communication, which were not tied to slave
“labour, wichin the mother countries themselves. The beginnings of this course of
development, too, are to be found in the Middle Ages.

And if, finally, even the inland agrarian sector of society is today integrated
into the complex division of labour and the extensive exchange networks as never
before, the origins of this development are likewise to be sought there. No one
can say today that Western society, once set on this course, necessarily had to
concinl¥OBstH, ftut WilavhigleodtigseelBRI6R, BECRSSEY eidheci® not yer be clearly

disentangled, contributed to maintaining and stabilizing it on this course. Bur it
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is important to recognize that this society entered ac chis very early stage g
path on which it has remained up to modern times. One can readily imaém
that, viewing the development of this whole period of human society;
medieval and modern periods together, later ages will see them as a sip
unified epoch, a grear “Middle Age”. And it is scarcely less important to obse
that the Middle Ages in the narrower sense of the word were not the s
period, the “petrified forest”, which they are often taken to be, but that jj
contained highly dynamic phases and sectors moving in precisely the direction
which the modern age continued, stages of expansion, of advancing divisio
labour, of social transformation and revolution, of the improvement of
instruments of labour. Alongside these, admictedly, were sectors and phase
which insticutions and ideas became more rigid and to a degree “petrified”,
even this alcernation of expanding phases and sectors wich others wh
conservation is more important than growth and development, is by no m

alien to modern times, even if the pace of social development and of i
alternation has increased sharply since the Middle Ages.

VII SKIP, GO TO VIl

On the Sociogenesis of Feudalism

24. Processes of social expansion have their limits. Sooner or later they come
a halt. So, too, the movement of expansion that began abour the elevench centu
gradually reached a standstill. It became increasingly difficulc for the weste
Frankish knights to open up new land by forest clearance. Land outside th
frontiers was obrainable, if at all, only by heavy fighting. The colonization of ¢
eastern Mediterranean coastal regions petered our after chese first successes. B
the warrior population continued to increase. The drives and impulses of thi
ruling class were less restrained by social dependencies and civilizing processe:
than in subsequent upper classes. 'The dominance of women by men was stil
unimpaired. “On -every page in the chronicles of this time knights, barons an
great lords are mentioned who have eight, ten, twelve or even more mal
The so-called “feudal system” that emerged more clearly in th

e

children.
twelfth cenctury and was more or less established in the chirteench, is nochin,
other than the concluding form of this movement of expansion in the agrarian.
sector of society. In the urban sector this movement persisted somewhat longeér
in a different form, until ic finally found its definitive form in the closed guild
system. It became increasingly difficule for all those warriors wichin society who.

did not already have a piece of land and possessions to obtain them, and fo
families wich small possessions to enlarge them. Property relations were ossified
It grew more and more difficulc "6 Wise in society. And accordingly clas
differences between warriors were hardened. A hierarchy wichin che nobilicy
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sresponding to the differing magnitude of land ownership emerged more and
ce clearly. And the various ticles chat earlier had designated positions within
ce to the ruler, much as civil service grades do today, took on a new and
asingly fixed meaning: chey were linked to the name of a particular house as
expression of the size of its estates and thus of its military power. The
dukedoms were descended from the royal servants once sent to represent the king
a territory; they gradually became more or less independent liege lords over this
whole territory and possessors of a more or less expensive unenfeoffed family
stoperty within ic. The case is similar with counts. The viscounts were
Jescendants of a man whom a count had placed as his delegate over a particular
naller region and who now controlled chis land as his hereditary possession. The

“ éigneurs" or “sires” were descendants of a man whom a count had earlier

installed as guardian of one of his castles or mansions, or who may have builc
:hjmseifa castle in the small area he had been appointed to superintend.*”® Now
ithe castle and land around it had become the hereditary possession of his family
:in curn. Everyone held on to what they had. They relinquished nothing to those
‘above them. And there was no room for anyone from below. The land was
‘allocated. A society expanding internally and externally, in which social becter-
‘ment, the acquisition of land or more land was not too difficult for a warrior, that
‘is, a society with relatively open positions or opportunities, had become within
a few generations a society in which most positions were more or less closed.

... 25. Transitions from phases wich large possibilities of social improvement and
expansion to those offering diminished satisfaction to these needs, in which the
‘telatively deprived are sealed off and thus more strongly united wich those in the
‘same predicament—processes of this sort recur frequently in history. We are
ourselves now in the midst of such a cransformation, modified by the peculiar
elasticity of industrial society which is able to open up new sectors when old ones
are closed, and by the different levels of development of interdependent regions.
But, taken as a whole, the situation is not only that each crisis marks a shift in
one direction and each boom a shift in anocher: cthe overall trend of society points
increasingly clearly towards a system with closed opportunities.

Such periods can be recognized from afar by a certain despondency of mind, at
least among the deprived, by a hardening of social forms, by attempts to break
them from below and, as already mentioned, by the stronger cohesion of chose
occupying the same position in the hierarchy.

The particular patcern of chis process, however, is different in a barter economy
from that in a money society, though no less stricc. What above all seems
incomprehensible to the later observer in the process of feudalization, is the fact
that neicher kings nor dukes nor any of the ranks below them were able to
prevent their servants becoming independent owners of the fief. Burt precisely the
universalicy of this fact shows the strength of the social regularicy at work. We
have already sketched the pressures which brought about the slow decline of the
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royal house in a warrior society with a barter economy, once the crown no log;
succeeded in expanding, that is, in conquering new lands. Analogous proces
were at work, once the possibility of expansion and the external threat
diminished, throughout the warrior society. This is the typical pattern
society built up on land ownership, in which trade did not play a major parg
which each estate was more or less autarkic, and in which military allianc
defence or attack was the primary form of integration of large regions.

Here the warriors lived relatively close together in relatively small cribal un
Then chey slowly spread throughout the whole country. Their number grew.
with increase and dispersal across a large region the individual lost the protect;
once offered by the tribe. Single families ensconced in their estates and cas
and often separated by long distances, the individual warriors ruling ch
families and a retinue of bondsmen and serfs, were now more isolated ¢
before. Gradually new relationships were established between the warriors, ¢
function of the increased numbers and distance, the greater isolation of ¢t
individual and the intrinsic tendencies of land ownership. :

Wich che gradual dissolution of the tribal units and cthe merging of Germam
warriors with members of the Gallo-Romanic upper class, with the dispersion
warriors over large areas, the individual had no other way of defending himself
against those socially more powerful, than by placing himself under th
protection of one of them. They in cheir turn had no way of protectin

themselves against others wich similarly large estates and military power, other
than with che aid of warriors to whom they gave land or whose land che
protected in exchange for military services. :

Individual dependencies were established. One warrior entered an allia
with another under oath. The higher-ranking partner wich the greater area
land—the two go hand in hand—was the “liege lord”, the weaker partner thi
“vassal”. The latter in turn could, if circumstances so required, take still weake
warriors under his protection in exchange for services. The contracting of such
individual alliances was at first the only form in which people could protect:
themselves from one another.

The “feudal system” stands in strange contrast to the tribal constitution. With
the laccer's dissolution new groupings and new forms of integration were neces-
sarily set up. There was a strong tendency towards individualization, reinforced by:
the mobility and expansion of society. This was an individunalization relative to the

tribal unit, and in pare relative to the family unit too, just as there would later be
movements of individualization relative to the feudal unit, the guild unir, théf
status unit, and, again and again, to the family unit. And the feudal oath was
nothing other than che sealing of a protective alliance berween individual warriors;
the sacral confirmation of the individual relationship berween the warrior giving:

land and protection and the othel'¥iing G RPPHINKE RIRECSEE e of che

movement the king stood on one side. As the conqueror he controlled che whole



o
(S 3)
W

State Formation and Civilization

and performed no services; he merely allocated land. The bondsman was at che
et extreme of the pyramid; he controlled no land and merely performed
ices or—what comes to the same thing—paid dues. All che degrees berween
.ar first had a double face. They had land and protection to distribute below
m and services to perform above them. Bur this necwork of dependencies, the
d of those higher up for services, particularly milicary, and of those lower down
‘land or protection, harboured tensions that led to quite specific shifts. The
cess of feudalization was none other than one such compulsive shift in chis
twork of dependencies. At a particular phase everywhere in the West the
spendence of those above on services was greater than that of their vassals on
cotection. This reinforced the centrifugal forces in chis society in which each
piece of land supported its owner. This is the simple structure of those processes
i the course of which, throughout the whole hierarchy of warrior society, the
former servants over and again became the independent owners of the land
entrusced to them, and citles deriving from service became simple designations of
rank according to size of property and military power.

26. These shifts and their mechanisms would not in themselves be difficule to

‘understand if the later observer did not constantly project his own idea of “law”
and “justice” upon the relations between the warriors of feudal society. So
compulsive are the habits of thinking of our own society that the observer
nvoluntarily asks why the kings, dukes and counts tolerated this usurpation of

sovereignty over the land which they had originally controlled. Why did they
not assert their “legal righes”?
But we are not concerned here wich what are called “legal questions” in a more
omplex society. It is a prerequisite for understanding feudal society not to
egard one’s own “legal forms” as law in an absolute sense. Legal forms
“ correspond at all times to the structure of society. The crystallization of general
legal norms sec down in writing, an integral part of property relations in
. industrial society, presupposes a very high degree of social integration and the
formation of central institutions able to give one and the same law universal
validity throughout the area they control and strong enough to enforce respect
for written agreements. The power which backs up legal rticles and property
claims in modern times is no longer directly visible. In proportion to the
individual it is so great, its existence and the threat emanating from it are so self-
evident, that it is very seldom put to the rest. This is why there is such a strong
tendency to regard this law as something self-explanatory, as if it had come down
from heaven, an absolute “right” that would exist even without the support of
this power structure, or if the power structure were different.
The chains mediating between the legal system and the power structure have
today grown longer, in keeping with the greater complexity of society. And as
the legal system often operates indO{SEHAeRhy/ ST SR PONEERIC ure, chough

never completely so, it is easy to overlook the fact that the law here, as in any
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society, was a function and symbol of the social structure or—what comes ¢
same thing—the balance of social power."

In feudal society this was less concealed. The interdependence of pe0ple
regions was less. There was no stable power structure stretching across che wh

region. Property relations were regulated directly according to the degre
mutual dependence and actual social power.* '

There is in industrial society a kind of relationship which can in a cert
sense be compared to the relationship between the warriors or liege lor
feudal society, and through which the pateern of chis relationship can be clar
It is the relation between states. Here, too, the decisive factor is quite nake
social power, in which military power plays a relatively major part alongside ¢
interdependencies arising from the economic structure. This military power i

* Note an the concept of socizl power. The “social power™ of a person or greup is a complex phenome
As regards che individual it is never exacely idencical wich his individual physical screngeh an
regards groups, with cheir sum of individual screngeh. Buc physical strengeh and skill can u;
some conditions ke 2n important element in social power. It depends on the total structure o socié
and the place of the individuals in it. to what extenc physical strengeh contributes to social pow
The latter varies in ics scruccure as much as does sociery itself. In industrial society, for examp
extreme social power in an individual can go together wich low physical scrength, alchough chere
be phases in its development when bodily serength again takes on increased importance for every
as an ingredient of social power.

In the feudal warrior society considerable physical screngeh was an indispensable element in soc
power. but by no means its sole determinanc. Simplifying somewhat, one can say chac che soc)
power potential of 2 man in feudal society was exactly equal to the siz- and productivicy of the
and the labour force he controlled. His physical strength was undoubtedly an important elemen
his ability to control it. Anyone who was unable to fight like a warrior and commit his own bod
actack and defence had in che long run lictle chance of owning anyching in chis society. Buc any
who once controlled a large piece of land in chis society possessed. as monopolist of the my
important means of production, a degree of social power, that is to say a quantity of opportuni
transcending his individual personal screngeh. To others dependent on it he could give land, ki
their services in exchange. That his social power equalled the size and productivicy of the land he
aceually concrolled also meant chat his social power was as greac as his following, his army, his

military power. :

But equally, it is obvious from chis thac he was dependent on services to maintain and defend hig
land. This dependence on followers of varying grades was an imporcant element in the laccers sociai
power. When chis, his dependence on services, grew, his social power was reduced; when the need and
demand tor land grew among che propertyless, the social power of those concrolling land \vng
increased. The social power of an individual or group can be completely expressed only in

proportions. The above is a simple example.

To investigate what constitutes “social power™ in more detail is a task in icself. Ies i importance for
understanding social processes in the past and present scarcely needs scating. “Political power”, roo,
is nothing bur a certain form of social power. One can cherefore understand neicher the behaviour not
the destinies of people, groups, social classes or states unless one finds out their actual social power
regardless of what they chemselves say or believe. Political life itself would lose some of its
hazardousness and mystery if the structure of social power relationships in and between all countries
were publicly analysed. To evolve more exace methods of doing so remains one of the many
sociological tasks of che fucure.
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urn, however, much as in feudal society, largely determined by the size and
juctivity of a territory and the number and work potential of the people it
:support.

here is no law governing the relations between states of the kind chat is valid
chin them. There is no all-embracing power apparatus that could back up such
neernational law. The existence of an international law withour a correspond-
g pOwer structure cannot conceal the fact that in the long run che relationships
sween nations are governed solely by their relative social power, and that any
hift in the latcer, any increase in che power of a country within the various
gurations of states in different parts of the world and now—wicth growing
rerdependence—wichin world society as a whole, means an automaric reduc-
ion of the social power of other countries.

And here too the tension between the “haves” and “have-nots”, between those
/hio do and those who do not have enough land or means of production to meet
1
ourgeois society approaches the state of a “system wich closed opporcuniries”.
' The analogy that exists between the relationships among individual lords in

heir needs and cheir standards, automatically increases the more world-wide

eudal society and among states in cthe industrial world, is more than fortuitous.
¢ has ics basis in the developmental curve of Western society icself. In che course
‘of chis development, wich its growing interdependence, relationships of an
‘analogous kind are established, among them legal forms, at first between
relatively small cerritorial unics and chen ac higher and higher levels of magnicude
and integration, even if che transition to groups of a different order of size does
‘represent a certain qualitacive change.

. It will be shown later what importance the process which we have begun to
delineate here, i.e. the establishment of increasingly large, internally pacified buc
externally belligerenc units of integracion, had for the change the social standard
of conduct and che pattern of drive control—for the civilizing process.

The relations of the individual feudal lords to one another did indeed resemble
those of present-day states. Economic interdependence, exchange, the division of
labour between individual estates was, to be sure, incomparably less developed in
the tench and eleventh centuries than between modern states, and so the economic
dependence between warriors was correspondingly less. All che more decisive in
their relationships, therefore, was their military potential, che size of their follow-
ing and the land chey controlled. It can be observed over and over again that in chis
society no oath of allegiance or contract—as is the case between states today—
could in che long run wichstand changes in social power. The fealty of vassals was
in the end regulated very exactly by the actual degree of dependence berween the
parties, by the interplay of supply and demand between those giving land and
protection in exchange for services on the one hand and those needing them on the
ocher. When expansion, when the conquest or opening up of new land grew more
difficult, che greater opportunities were first of all on the side of those who
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rendered services and received land. This is the background of the first of the sk
which now took place in this society, the self-enfranchisement of the servang

Land, in chis society, was always the “property” of the person actually contf
ling it, really exercising rights of possession and strong enough to defend wh:
possessed. For this reason those wich land to invest in exchange for services alw;
started off at a disadvantage to those who received it. The “liege lord™ had:
“right” to the invested land, to be sure, but the vassal actually controlled it. T
only thing making the vassal dependent on the liege lord, once he had the |
was the laccer’s protection in the widest sense of the word. But protection wasnig;

always needed. Just as the kings of feudal society were always strong when the
vassals needed their protection and leadership when threatened by external foes,
and above all when they had freshly conquered lands to distribure, but were weak

when cheir-vassals were not threatened and no new territory was expected, 5o tg
the liege lords of lesser magnitude were weak when those to whom they had
encrusted land did not happen to need their protection.

The liege lord at any given level could compel one or other of his va.ssals
fulfil his obligations, and drive him by force from his land. But he could not'd
this to all, or even to many. For, as there could be no thought of armig
bondsmen, he needed the services of one warrior to expel another, or he neede
new land to reward new services. Bur for his conquests he needed new services
In this way the western Frankish terricory disintegrated in the tench and
eleventh centuries into a mulcicude of smaller and smaller dominions. Eve
baron, every viscount, every seigneur controlled his estate or estates from h
castle or castles, like a ruler over his state. The power of the nominal liege lord
the more central authorities, was slight. The compelling mechanisms of suppl
and demand, which made the vassal actually controlling the land generally less
dependent. on the protection of his liege lord than the latcer on his services, had.
done their work. The disintegration of property, the passing of land from the
control of the king to the various gradations of the warrior society as a whole—
and this and- nothing else is “feudalization”—had reached its utmost limit. But
the system of social tensions that was established with this mighty disintegra-
tion, contained at the same time the driving forces of a counterthrust, a new
centralization.

VIII SKIP

On the Sociogenesis of Minnesang and Courtly F orms;
of Conduct .
27. Two phases can be distinguished in the process of feudalization: the one og

extreme disintegracion just discussed, and then a phase in which this movement
began to be reversed and the first, still loose, forms of reintegration on a
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_mewhat larger scale emerged. Thus began, if we take chis state of extreme
di ategration as the starting point, a long historical process in the course of
:/-h ever larger areas and numbers of people became interdependent and finally
iely organized in integrated units.

1 the tench and elevench cencuries chis fragmentacion continues. It seems chat no one
:wjll hold on to a portion of rule big enough to enable him to exert any effective action.
Fiefs, cthe chances of ruling, and rights are splic up more and more . .. from top to
‘botrom, chroughout the whole hierarchy, all auchoricy is heading cowards dis-
incegration.

Then, in the elevench and especially the cwelfth century, a reaction sets in. A
phenomenon occurs that has been repeated in history several cimes in different forms.
The liege lords who are better placed and have the greatest chances, sequestrate che
feudal movement. They give feudal law, that has begun to become fixed, a new curn.
They fix it to the disadvantage of cheir vassals. Their efforts are favoured by certain
large historical connections . . . and chis reaction serves in the first place to consolidate
che sicuation just reached.’ (Calmette)

. After the gradual transicion of the warrior society from a more mobile phase
‘with relatively large opportunities for expansion and social betcerment for the
5individual, to a phase with increasingly closed positions, in which everyone tried
‘to retain and consolidate what he had, power once again shifted among the
.warriors scattered across the land and ensconced like rege/i (like liccle kings) in
‘their castles. The few richer and larger lords gained in social power relative o che
many smaller ones.

;. The monopoly mechanism which thus slowly began to operate will be
discussed in more detail later. Here we shall refer to only one of the factors that
from now on acted more and more decisively in favour of the few greater warriors
at the expense of the many lesser ones: the importance of slowly proceeding
commercialization. The network of dependencies, the interplay of supply of and
demand for land, protection and services in the less differentiated society of the
tencth and even the eleventh cenctury, was simple in its structure. Slowly in the
eleventh, and more quickly in cthe cwelfth century, the nerwork grew more
complex. Ar the present stage of research it is difficult to determine accuracely
the growth of trade and money circulating ac chis time. This alone would
provide a possibility of really measuring the changes in social power relacions.
Suffice it to say thact the differentiation of work, and the marker and money
sector of society, were growing, even though the barter form of economy
continued to predominate as it would for a long time; and cthis growth in ctrade
and money circulation benefited the few rich lords very much more than the
many small ones. These continued by and large to live on their estates as they

had done up to now. They consumédCdizebtl}/ What RReIF AL Broduced, and

their involvement in the network of trade and exchange-relationships was
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minimal. The former, by contrast, not only entered the nerwork of crade relations
through the surplus produce of cheir estates; the growing settlements of artisap;
and ctraders, the towns, generally actached themselves to the fortresses apy
administrative centres of the great dominions, and however uncertain relariof
between the great lords and the communes wichin cheir terricory may scill have
been, however much they wavered between mistrust, hostility, open struggle an
peaceful agreement, in the end they too, and the duties flowing from them
strengthened che great lords as compared to the small ones. They offered them
opportunities of escaping the perpetual cycle of land investiture in exchange fo
services, and subsequent appropriation of the land by the vassal—opportunitie
that counteracted the centrifugal forces. Ac the courts of the grear lords, by
virtue of their direct or indirect involvement in the trade nerwork, whether
through raw marterials or in coined or uncoined precious meral, a wealv['_h;
accumulated chat the majority of lesser lords lacked. And cthese opportunitiés
were supplemented by a growing demand for opportunities from below, a.

growing supply of services by the less favoured warriors and others driven from:
the land. The smaller society’s possibilities of expansion became, the larger gre{v.i
the reserve army from all scraca, including che upper scracum. Very many from
this stratrum were well contenc if they could simply find lodging, clothing and
food at the courts of the great lords through performing some function. And 1f
ever, by the grace of a great lord, they received a piece of land, a fief, this wasa
special stroke of fortune. The story of Walther von der Vogelweide, well known'
in Germany, is typical in this respect of the lives of many men in France as well
And, realizing the underlying social necessities, we can guess what humiliations
vain supplications and disappointments may have lain behind Walcher's exclama-

tion: “I have my fief!”

28. The courts of the greater feudal lords. the kings, dukes. counts and highet
barons or, to use a more general term, the territorial lords, chus accracted, by
vircue of the growing opportunities in their chambers, a growing number of
people. Quite analogous processes would take place again some centuries later at:
a higher level of integration, at the courts of che absolute princes and kings. But.
by that time che interweaving of social functions, the development of trade and:
money circulation were so great, that a regular income through taxation from rhéf
whole dominion and a standing army of peasants’ and burghers’ sons with noble;
of ficers financed by the absolute ruler from these taxes, could totally paralyse the
centrifugal forces, the landed aristocracy's desire for independence, through the
whole country. Here, in the twelfth century, integration, the network of tradé
and communications, was not remotely so far developed. In areas the size of a
kingdom it was still quite impossible to oppose the cencrifugal forces con-,
tinuously. Even in cerritories che size of a duchy or a county it was still very
difficule, usually only after hard fighting, to restrain vassals who wished to
withdraw their land from the control of a liege lord. The increase in social power
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fell firstly to the richer feudal lords on account of the size of their family
propercy, their unenfoffed land. In chis respect the bearers of the crown were no
‘different from the other major feudal lords. The opportunities that they all
erived, through cheir large holding of land, from trade and finance, gave them
2 superiority, including military superiority, over the smaller self-sufficient
knights, first of all wichin the limits of one territory. Here, even with the poor
travelling conditions of the time, access by the central authority was no longer
very difficult. All chis converged at this stage of development to give the rulers
" of medium-sized terricories, smaller than kingdoms or “states” in the later sense
iof this word, and larger than the bulk of the knightly estates, a special social
3“?‘signiﬁcance.
Bur chis is by no means to say that at that stage a really stable governmental
and administrative apparatus could be established even wichin a territory of chis
size. The interdependence of regions and the permeation of the country by money
“had not yet advanced remorely far enough to permir the highest and richest feudal
"lord of a region to establish a bureaucracy paid exclusively or even primarily in
money, and thus a more strict centralization. A whole series of struggles was
needed, struggles that were constantly rekindled, before the dukes, kings and
counts could assert their social power even within their own territory. And
whatever the outcome of these battles, the vassals, the smaller and medium
knights, still retained che rights and functions of rule wichin their estates; here
they continued to hold sway like little kings. But while the courts of the great
feudal lords became more populated, while their chambers filled and goods
began to pass in and out, the bulk of the small knights continued to lead their
self-sufficient and often very restricted lives. They took from the peasants
whatever was to be got out of them; they fed as best they could a few servants
and cheir numerous sons and daughters; they feuded incessantly with each other;
and the only way in which these small knights could get hold of more than the
produce of their own fields was by plundering the fields of ochers, above all the
domains of abbeys and monasteries, and then gradually, as money circulation and
so the need for money grew, by pillaging towns and convoys of goods, and
ransoming prisoners of war. War, rapine, armed artack and plunder constituted
a regular form of income for the warriors in the barter economy, and moreover,
the only one open to them. And the more wretchedly they lived, the more
dependent they were on this form or income.

The slowly increasing commercialization and monetarization therefore
favoured the few large landowners and feudal lords racher than the mass of the
small. Burt the superiority of the kings, dukes or counts was not remotely as great
as later, in the age of absolutism.

29. Analogous shifts, as already mentioned, have often taken place in the
course of history. The increasing differentiation berween the upper middle
stratum and the petty-bourgeois strata is probably most familiar to the
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twentieth-century observer. Here too, after a period of free competition wig
relatively good possibilities of social improvement and enrichment even for smajy
and medium property owners, the preponderance wichin ‘the bourgeoisie
gradually shifting to the disadvantage of the economically weaker and in favoy;
of the economically stronger group. Anyone with small or medium-sizeg

property, leaving aside a few growth areas, finds it increasingly difficulc to attain
major wealch. The direct or indirect dependence of the small and middle-sized

on the great is growing, and while the opportunities of the former diminis
those of the lacter almost automarically increase. :

Somecthing similar took place in the western Frankish knightly society of ch
lace elevench and cwelfth cencuries. The possibilities for expansion of the agraria

sector of society, predominantly a barter economy, were as good as exhausted.
The division of labour, the commercial sector of society, was—despite many
reverses—still spreading, in the grip of growth. The bulk of the knightly
landowners profited buc little from chis expansion. The few great landlords had
a part in it and profited. In this way a differentiation took place within feudal
knightly society itself chat was not without consequences for acticudes and stylég}

of life.

Feudal society as a whole [says Luchaire in his incomparable study of society in che age:
of Philip Augustus™'] has, with the exception of an élite . . . scarcely altered its habits,
and manners since the elevench century. Almost everywhere the lord of the manor.
remains a brucal and rapacious cutthroat: he goes to war, fights at tournaments, spends’
his peacetime hunting, ruins himself wich extravagance, oppresses the peasants;;
practises extortion on his neighbours and plunders the property of the church. :

The strata influenced by the slowly increasing division of labour and monetar:
ization were in flux; che ochers remained stationary and were drawn only
resistinglyand, as it were, passively into the current of forces of change. It is nt_)"
doubrt never quite correct to say that this or that stracum is “wichout history";
But whac can be said is this: the living conditions of the lesser landlords or:
knights changed orily very slowly. They played no direct or active part in the
exchange network, the money flow, the quicker movement that passed with it
through society. And when they felc the shocks and convulsions of chese social
movements, it was practically always in a form detrimental to them. All these
things were disruptions which the landlords like the peasants usually failed o
understand and often detested, until they were actually driven by them more or
less violently from their autarkic base into the strata with a faster current. They
ate what their land, their stables and the work of ctheir bondsmen yielded. In this:
nothing had changed. If supplies were short or more was wanted, they were
taken by force, through pillage and plunder. This was a simple, clearly visible
and independent existence; here the knights, and very much later che peasants
too, were and remained in a certain sense always the lords of their land. Taxes,
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rade, money, the rise and fall of marker prices, all these were alien and often
stile phenomena from a different world.
_The barter sector of society which, in the Middle Ages and for long after,
mprised the great majority of people, was certainly not entirely unctouched
en at this early stage by the social and historical movement. But despite all che
pheavals, the pace of real changes in it was, compared to that in other strara,
very small. It is not “wichour history”; but in it, for a very large number of
iJCOPle in the Middle Ages and for a smaller number even in recent times, the
same living conditions were constantly reproduced. Here, uninterruptedly,
production and consumption were carried on predominantly in the same place
within the framework of the same economic unit; the supra-local integration in
other regions of society was traceable only late and indirectly. The division of
abour and work techniques which, in the commercialized sector, advanced more
quickly, here changed only slowly.
"% It was only much later, therefore, that people’s personalities were here
ubjected to the peculiar compulsions, the scricter controls and restraints which
~‘arise from the money network and the greater division of functions, with its
“increasing number of visible and invisible dependencies. Feeling and conduct
"undergo far more hesitantly a civilizing process.
As already stated, in the Middle Ages and long after, the agrarian barter sector
of the economy with its low division of labour, its low integration beyond the

_local level and its high capacity to resist change, contained by far the largest
portion of the population. If we are really to underscand the civilizing process we
- must remain aware of this polyphony of history, the pace of change slow in one
" class, more rapid in another, and the proportion between them. The knights, the
rulers of chis large, ponderous, agrarian sector of the medieval world, were for the
most part scarcely bound in their conduct and passions by money chains. Most
of them knew only one means of livelihood—thus only one direct dependence—
the sword. It was at most the danger of being physically overpowered, a military
threat from a visibly superior enemy, that is to say direct, physical, external
compulsion, that could induce them to restraint. Ocherwise their affects had
racher free and unfectered play in all che terrors and joys of life. Their time—and
time, like money, is a function of social interdependence—was only very slightly
subject to the continuous division and regulation imposed by dependence on
others. The same applies to their drives. These were wild, cruel, prone to violent
outbreaks and abandoned to the joy of the moment. People could be like chis.
There was lictle in che situations in which people found themselves to compel
them to impose restraint upon themselves. Litcle in their conditioning forced
them to develop what mighe be called a strict and stable super-ego, as a function
of dependence and compulsions stemming from others transformed into self-
restraines. Words, but little supporting evidence, necessary for the #rgument

Towards the end of the Middle Ages, to be sure, a rather larger number of
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On the Sociogenesis

of the State

I

The First Stage of the Rising Monarchy:
Competition and Monopolization
within a Territorial Framework

1. The crown signified very different chings in different phases of social
evelopment, even though all its wearers had in common certain actual or
‘f“:nominal central functions, above all chat of military leader against external
’ffenemies.

:. At the beginning of the twelfth century the former western Frankish empire,
‘hardly threatened any more by strong external foes, had finally decayed into a
“collection of discrete dominions:

The bond that formerly united the “provinces” and the feudal dynasties with the
monarchy, was as good as completely ruptured. The last traces of real dominance that
permitred Hugh Capet and his son, if not to act in the large regions controlled by his
vassals, then at least to appear in them, had disappeared. The feudal groups of the first
rank ... conducted themselves like independent states impervious to the king's
influence and more so to his actions. The relations between the greac feudal lords and
the monarchs were reduced to a minimum. This change was reflecced even in the
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official cicles. The feudal princes of the cwelfth cencury ceased calling chegy

“comtes du Roi” or “comtes du royaume”.

In chis sicuation the “king” did what other great feudal lords djg
concentrated on consolidating his own possessions, increasing his power ln@
only region still open to him, the duchy of Francia.

Louis VI, king from 1108 to 1137, was preoccupied throughout his lifeig,
two tasks: to increase his own direct land ownership within the duchy

Francia—the estates and castles noc yet, or only partly, enfeoffed, i.e., hisig,
family property—and, wichin the same area, to subdue all possible rivals, eyg
warrior who might equal him in power. One task assisted the other: from
feudal lords he had subdued or conquered he took all or part of their Properry
without enfeoffing it to anyone else; thus by small steps he increased his famijy
possessions, the economic and military basis of his power.

2. In chis the monarch was, to begin with, no different from a great feud
lord. The means of power at his disposal were so small that medium and even
lesser feudal lords—in alliance—could successfully oppose him. Not only ha
the preponderance of the royal house in the whole kingdom vanished wich{]
decline of his function as the common army leader, and with advancing feudaliz,.
tion; even his monopoly power within his own hereditary territory had becom
extremely precarious. It was disputed by rival lords or warrior families. Inth
person of Louis VI, the Capetian house struggled against the houses:g
Montmorency, Beaumont, Rochefort, Montlhéry, Ferté-Alais, Puiset and mapn
others,” just as centuries later the Hohenzollerns in the person of the Grea
Elector had to contend with the Quitzows and the Rochows. Only the Capetian:
had much less chance of success. The difference between the military and
financial means of the Capetians and their opponents was smaller, given the les
developed state of money, taxation and military technique. The Great Elector
already had a kind of monopoly control of power within his territory. Louis Vi
was, leaving aside his support from the ecclesiastical institutions, essentially:a
great landowner .who had to contend with lords with somewhat smaller
possessions and military power; and only the victor of these battles could acraina
kind of monopoly position wichin the territory, beyond the competition of othér.
houses. .

Only from reading contemporary reports can we judge by how litcle the
milicary and economic means of the Capetians in this period surpassed those of
other feudal houses in the duchy of Francia; and how difficult, given the low
degree of economic integration, undeveloped transportation and communica
tions, and the limitations of feudal military organization, was the “sovereign's’
struggle for monopoly power even within this small area.

For example, there was the fortreS$%! thie WiCnclhéry family commanding the
route berween the two most important parts of the Capetian domain, the areas
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i1 Paris and Orléans. In 1015 the Capetian king Robert had given chis land
.o of his servants or officials, the “grand forestier”, with permission to build
¢ on it. From this castle the “grand forestier’s” grandson already controlled
rounding area as an independent lord. This is a typical example of the
ifugal movements that were taking place everywhere in this period.” After
ous struggles Louis VIs father finally managed to reach a kind of
sstanding with che Monclhérys; he married a bastard son about ten years old
& Montlhéry heiress and chus brought the castle under cthe control of his
. Shortly before his death he said to his eldest son, Louis VI:

ard well chat tower of Montlhéry, which by causing me so many tormencs has aged
‘ore my time, : eon account of whic ave never enjoyed lasting peace or true
me, and en a nt of which I have never enjoyed lasting peace or ¢
P@gf ... it was a centre for perfidious people from far and near and disorder came
y through it or wich its help . . . for . . . Montlhéry being situated berween Corbeil
i one hand and Chateaufort on the other, each time a conflict arose Paris was cut off,
:d communication between Paris and Orléans was impossible except by armed force.™
P )

roblems of communications not unlike those which continue to play a role
erween states today, were ac thac earlier stage of social development no less
cublesome on a different scale: in the relations between one feudal lord—
hether he wore a crown or not—and others, and in regard to the comparatively
icroscopic distance between Paris and Orléans: Montlhéry is twenty-four
lometres from Paris.

good part of Louis VI's reign was taken up by fighting for this fortress, until
nally succeeded in adding Montlhéry to the Capetian possessions. As in all
ch cases, this meant a military strengthening and economic enrichment of the
crorious house. The Monclhéry estate brought in an income of two hundred
pounds—a handsome sum for those times—and belonging to it were thirteen
lirece fiefs and twency indirect ones depending on these,” whose tenants now
welled the military power of the Capetians.

. No less protracted and difficulc were the other battles Louis VI had to fight.
He needed three expeditions in 1111, 1112 and 1118, to break the power of a
ingle knightly family in che Orléans district;® and it cost him twenty years to
‘deal with the houses of Rochefort, Ferté-Alais and Puiset, and add cheir
“possessions to those of his family. By this time, however, the Capetian domain

swas so large and well-consolidated that, thanks to the economic and milicary
f'advantages conferred by such large property, its owners had outstripped all ocher
‘rivals in Francia, where they now took up a kind of monopoly position.

Four or five centuries later, the monarch had emerged as the monopoly
concroller of enormous military and financial means flowing from the whole area
of the kingdom. Campaigns such as that of Louis VI against other feudal lords
within the framework of one territory represented the first step on the way to
this later monopoly position of the monarchy. At first the house of the nominal
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warriors was relatively slight, as cherefore was the social -difference, no
with what titles they adorned themselves. Then, through marriage, purch
conquests, one of these houses accumulated more and more land and thus g
preponderance over its neighbours. The fact that it was the old royal hous
succeeded in doing so in Francia may have been bound up—apart from the ne;
inconsiderable possessions that made its new start possible—with the persg,

qualities of its representatives, the support of the church, and a ¢
traditional prestige. But the same differentiation of property among warrio
taking place at che same time, as has been mentioned, in other territories tog
was the same shift in the cencre of gravity of warrior society, favouring the
large knightly families at che expense of the many small and medium ones
was discussed earlier. In each territory sooner or later one family succeede
accumulating land, in attaining a kind of hegemony. That the crown, that L
the Fat, should undertake the same thing looks like an abrogarion of the
function. But given this distribution of social power he had no choice. In:
social structure, family property and control of the narrower hereditary-ar
constituted the most important military and financial basis of even the k
power. By concentrating his forces on the small area of Francia, by creating
hegemony in the restricted space of territory, Louis VI laid the foundation fo.
subsequent expansion of his house. He created a potential centre for:
crystallization of the greater area of France, even though we may certainly
assume that he had any prophetic vision of this future. He acted under the d
compulsions of his actual sicuation. He bad to win Montlhéry if he were n
forfeit communication berween parts of his own territory. He had 1o subdue

most powerful family in the Orléans region if his power there were not:
dwindle. Had the Capetians not succeeded in gaining preponderance in Franc
it would sooner or later—like the other provinces of France—have fallen
another house.

The mechanism leading to hegemony is always the same. In a similar way.
through the accumulation of property—a small number of economic enterpris
in more recent times have slowly outstripped cheir rivals and competed wi
each other, until finally one or two of them control and dominate a particula
branch of the economy as a monopoly. In a similar way—by accumulating lal
and thus enlarging their military and financial porential—states in recenc tim
have struggled for preponderance in a particular part of the world. But wher
in modern society, with its higher division of functions, this process takes plac
in a relatively complex way, with a differenciation of the economic and th
military and political aspects of hegemony, in the society of Louis VI, wich it
predominantly barter economy, these aspects remained undivided. The hous

that ruled a rterritory politically was at the same time by far the richest house i
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cricory, with cthe largest area of land; and its political power would
sh if its military power, stemming from the size of its domanial revenues
e number of its bondsmen and retainers, did not exceed that of all the
arrior families wichin its territory.

ice che preponderance of one house was fairly secure in this small region, the
gle for hegemony in a larger area moved into the foreground—rthe scruggle
een the few larger territorial lords for predominance within the kingdom.
‘was the task confronting the descendants of Louis VI, the next generations
‘petiansA

II

Excursus on some Differences in the Paths of
evelopment of England, France and Germany

. The task implied in the struggle for dominance, i.e. for both centralization
rule, was for a very simple reason different in England and France from that
'he German-Roman Empire. The lacter formation was very different in size to
he other two; geographical and social divergences within it were also much
ater. This gave the local, centrifugal forces a very different scrength, and made
he task of atraining hegemony and thus centralization incomparably more
ifficule. The ruling house would have needed a far greater territorial area and
ower than in France or England to master the centrifugal forces of the German-
oman Empire and forge it into a durable whole. There is good reason to
uppose that, given the level of division of labour and integration, and the
ilitary, transportational and administrative techniques of the time, the rask of
holdmg centrifugal tendencies in so vast an area permanently in check was nearly
insoluble.

2. The scale on which social processes take place is a not unimportant element
of their structure. In enquiring why the centralization and integration of France
and England was achieved so much earlier and more completely than in the
German regions, we should not neglect this point. In chis_respect the trends of
ee map

‘. When the crown of the western Frankish region fell to the Capetians, the area
in which the house had real power extended from Paris to Senlis in the north and

development in the three regions vary very widely.

to Orléans in che south. Twency-five years previously Otro I had been crowned
Roman emperor in Rome. Resistance by other German chiefrains he had
ruchlessly put down, primarily supported, at first, by the experienced warriors of
his own tribal area. At that time Otto’s empire stretcched roughly from Ancwerp
and Cambrai in the west, at least (i%/Sliflfour the margravates east of the Elbe)
as far as the Elbe, and beyond Brno and Olomouc to the south-east; it stretched
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to Schleswig in the north and to Verona and Istria in the south; in addiﬁoa:
included a good part of Italy and for a time Burgundy. What we have:}
therefore, is a formation on an entirely different scale, and consequent]
fraught wich far greater tensions and conflicts of interest, than the wes
Frankish area, even if we include in the lacter the Norman-English ¢g
acquired later. The task confronting the dukes of Francia and Normandy.
the Angevin territory, as kings in the scruggle for hegemony in chis regio
entirely different to that with which every ruler of the German-Roman E
had to contend. In the former area centralization or integration, des

numerous swerves to one side or the other, proceeded on the whole.f;
continuously. In the latcer incomparably larger area, one family of cerrit
rulers afrer another tried in vain to attain, wich the imperial crown, a r¢
stable hegemony over the whole empire. One house after anocher used up i
fruicless scruggle what despite all else continued to be the central source'a
income and power—their hereditary or domanial possessions. And after
unsuccessful bid by a new house, decencralization and the consolidation:
centrifugal tendencies went a step further. ‘

Shortly before the French monarchy gradually began to regain its scrength;
the person of Louis VI, the German-Roman Emperor Henry IV collapsed unde
the combined assaults of the great German territorial lords, the Church;:th
upper Irtalian cicies and his elder son, that is to say, in face of the most dive

centrifugal forces. This provides a point of comparison with the early period:
the French monarchy. Lacer, when the French King Francis I had his wh
kingdom so completely in hand that he no longer needed to call assemblies
the estates and could raise taxes without asking che taxpayers, the Em
Charles V and his administration had to negoriate even wichin his
hereditary lands with a whole multitude of local assemblies, before he co
muster the duties needed to pay for the court, the army and the administrati
of the empire. And all chis, including income from the overseas colonies, was
nearly enough to meet the cost of running the empire. When Charles
abdicarted, the imperial administration was on the verge of bankruptcy. He tox
had exhausted and ruined himself in trying to rule such an enormous empire tor!
by such massive centrifugal forces. And it is an indicacion of the transformatio
of society in general, and of the royal function in particular, thac che Habsbur'
were nevertheless able to maintain themselves in power.

The mechamsnsﬂf ? ate-fc m tion—in cier sense of the word
e exalnlneci ater the COUT'SQ.
state—has been shown to e m ‘the’ Européan area at the time “ hén Society w

moving from a barter economy to a money economy, in its main outlines always
the same. It will be illustrated in more detail in relation to France. We always
find, at least in che history of the great European states, an early phase in whick
units of the size of a territory play che decisive role wichin the area lacer to become:
a state. These are small, loosely structured dominions such as have arisen in many:
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f che world where division of labour and integraction are slighe, cheir size
ponding to the limits placed on the organization of rule by the prevalence
arter relationships in the economy. One example is the feudal rterricorial
nions within the German-Roman Empire which, wicth the advance of the
ney economy, were consolidated to form small kingdoms, duchies or counties;
. examples are areas like the principality of Wales or the kingdom of
and, now merged with England in the United Kingdom of Great Britain
Northern Ireland; and a furcher example is the duchy of Francia, whose
evelopment into a more tightly knic feudal dominion has just been dis-
sed.

n its schematic outline, the process taking place lerween the different
-ighbouring territorial dominions took a very similar course to the one
creviously followed within a firmly established territory between the individual

fords or knights, until one of them atrained predominance and a rather more
sdli’d territorial dominion was formed. Just as, in one phase, a number of estates
laced in competition experienced the need to expand if they were not to be
bjugated by expanding neighbours, so in the next a group of units one degree
arger, duchies or counties, found themselves in the same predicament.

"It has already been shown in some detail how, in this society, the internal
competition for land was intensified with the growth of population, the

‘consolidation of land-ownership and difficulties of external expansion. It was
sshown how this drive for land was exerted in the poor knights as a simple desire

or a mode of living appropriate to their status, and in the highest and richest as
1 spur to demand “more” land. For in a society wich such comperitive pressures,
‘ihe who does not gain “more” automatically becomes “less”. Here again we see
‘the effect of che pressure running through chis society from top to bottom: it set
‘the territorial rulers against one another; and thereby set the monopoly mecha-
nism in motion. At first the divergences of power were contained, even in this
phase, within a framework that allowed a considerable number of feudal
terricorial dominions to remain in contention. Then, after many victories and
defeats, some grew stronger through accumulating cthe means of power, while
others were forced out of the struggle. The victorious few fought on and che
process of elimination was repeated uncil finally che decision lay between only
two territorial dominions swollen through cthe defear and assimilacion of ochers.
All the rest—whether they were involved in the struggle or remained neutral—
had been reduced by the growth of these two to figures of second or third rank,
though chey still retained a certain social importance. The other two, however,
were approaching a monopoly position; they had outstripped the others; the issue
lay berween them.

In these “elimination contests”, this process of social selection, the personal
qualities of individuals and other “accidental” factors such as the late death of



264 The Civilizing Process

one man or a ruling house’s lack of male heirs, undoubtedly played a crucig]
from time to time in deciding which territory triumphs, rises and grows:
The social process itself, however, the fact #har a society with numerous Powe,

and property units of relatively equal size, tends under strong compegi;
pressures towards an enlargement of a few units and finally towards monopgj
largely independent of such accidents. They can have an accelerating or retard;

effect on the process. But no matter who the monopolist is, that a monopoly:y
sooner or lacer be formed has a high degree of probability, at least in the sge
structures thar have existed so far. In the language of exact science:i
observation would perhaps be called a “law”. Strictly speaking, what we haye
a relatively precise formulation of a quite simple social mechanism which, o
set in motion, proceeds like clockwork. A human figuration in which a relarive}
large number of units, by virtue of the power at their disposal, are
competition, tends to deviate from this state of equilibrium (many balance
many; relatively free compertition) and to approach a different state in why
fewer and fewer units are able to compete; in other words it approach
situation in which one social unit atrains through accumulation a monopol
the contended power chances.

4. The general character of the monopoly mechanism will be discusse
more detail later. It seems necessary to point out at chis stage, however, thai
mechanism of chis kind is at work in the formation of states too, just as it w
earlier involved in the formartion of the smaller units, the territories, or will
lacer in the formation of yet larger ones. Only if we have this mechanism in mi
can we understand which factors in the history of different countries modify
even impede it. Only in chis way can we see with some clarity why the tz
facing a potential central ruler of the Germano-Roman Empire was incomparak
more difficule than thar which faced a potential ruler of the western Franki
region. In this empire too, through elimination struggles and the constan
accumulation of territory in the hands of the victors, one territorial dominior
would have-had to emerge strong enough to absorb or eliminate all ochers. Onl
in chis way could-this disparate empire have been centralized. And there was n
lack of struggles tending in chis direction, not only those between the Guelfs an
the Hohenstaufens but also berween Emperor and Pope, with their speci
complications. But they all missed their mark. In an area as large and varied
this, the probability of a clearly dominant power emerging was very much les
than in smaller areas, especially as at this stage economic integration was lowe
and effective distances were many times greater than later. In any case
elimination struggles within so large an area would need far longer than in th
smaller neighbouring ones.

How, nevertheless, states finally managed to be formed in the Germano
Roman Empire is well known. Among the German territorial dominions—rto::
disregard the analogous process in Italy—a house emerged which, above all“f}
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gh expansion into the German or semi-German colonial region, slowly
into competition with the older Habsburgs: the Hohenzollerns. A struggle
premacy ensued, leading to victory for the Hohenzollerns, to the formation
‘unambiguous supremacy among German territorial rulers and eventually,
y step, to the unification of the German territories under a single ruling
cus. Bur this struggle for supremacy between the two most powerful

o

nents of the empire, while leading to greater integration—to the forma-
f states wicthin chem—meant a furcher step towards the disintegracion of
old empire. Wich cheir defeat the Habsburg lands left che union. This was in
.one of the | st stages of the slow and continuous decay of the empire. In cthe
se of centuries more and more parts crumbled away to become independent
inions. As a whole, the empire was too large and diverse to be other than a
rance to state-formation.

o reflect on why state-formation in the Germano-Roman Empire was so
much more laborious and belated than in its western neighbours certainly helps
‘nfdersranding of the twentieth century. Modern experience of the difference
‘perween the longer-established, better balanced and more fully expanded western
taces, and the recently established states descended from the old empire, states

hich expanded comparatively late, gives this question topical importance. From
“scructural point of view it does not seem difficule to answer, at any rate not
‘more so than the complementary question which is scarcely less important for an
iinderstanding of historical stcructures—the question why this colossus, despite
ts unfavourable struccure and cthe unavoidable strength of centrifugal forces
within ic, held together so long, why the Empire did not founder earlier.

: 5. As a torality, it did indeed collapse late; bur for centuries border areas of the
mpire—particularly to the west and south—had been crumbling away and
going their own way, while incessant colonization and expansion of German
setclements in the east to some extent compensated the losses in the west,
though only to some extent. Up to the late Middle Ages, and to an extent even
later, the empire spread to the west as far as the Maas and the Rhéne. If we
disregard the irregularities and consider only the general trend of this move-
ment, we have the impression of the empire’s constant attrition and diminution,
accompanied by a slow shift in the direction of expansion, and a drift of the
centre of gravity from west to east. The task remains to demonstrate chis trend
more exactly than is possible here. But purely in terms of area, the trend is still
visible in the most recent changes in German territory proper:

The German Confederation before 1866 630,098 sq. km.
Germany after 1870 540,484 sq. km.
Germany after 1918 471,000 sq. km.

In England, and in France too, the trend is almost the reverse. The traditional
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insticucions first developed in relacively small and restricted areas and:
extended cheir scope. The fate of the central institution, the struccure: .
development of the whole government apparatus in these countries, cannge
understood, nor the difference between them and the corresponding Form'ﬁﬁ
in the states descended from the old empire explained, unless this simple f5
this slow growth from small to larger, is taken into account. :
Compared to the German-Roman Empire, the island rerritory cthat
Norman Duke William conquered in 1066 was quite small. It remin
roughly of Prussia under the first kings. It comprised, apart from small are
the northern border with Scotland, present-day England, an area of a
131,764 square kilometres. Wales was completely united with England on
the end of che chirceenth cencury (England wicth Wales 151,130 sq. km.). Ung;
with Scotland has existed only since 1603. Such figures are visible but very ¢r
indications of structural differences. They remind us thac che formation o
English nation, and then the British, took place within a framework whi
compared wich that of the greac Conrinental nations, scarcely extended, in
decisive phase, beyond that of a territorial dominion. What William “ch
Conqueror and his immediate successors built up was in fact nothing other tl
a large territory of the western Frankish empire, and not very different from chos
which existed at the same time in Francia, Aquitaine or Anjou. The task wit
which cthe struggle for supremacy confronted the terricorial rulers of chis area
through the sheer necessity of expanding to avoid domination by others—i
task could not in any way be compared wich chat facing a potential central rul

of the Continencal empire. This is true even of the first phase in which che isla
territory formed a kind of western Frankish colony, when its Norman or Ange
rulers also controlled considerable territories on the Continent and when the
were rlle;éforc still scruggling for supremacy in the western Frankish area. But'it
is true above all of the phase when they were thrown back on the island from th
Continent, and had to unite it under one government on the basis of Englan
alone. And if the_royal function, like the relation of king to estates, took
different form here than in the Concinental empire, one of the factors at worl
though certainly not the only one, was the relacive smallness and also, of course;
the isolated position of the area to be united. The likelihood of major regional
differenciation was very much less, and the struggle for supremacy between two
rivals simpler, than berween the many factions in the empire. The English
parliament, as far as its manner of formacion and therefore its structure is
concerned, was in no way comparable to the German Imperial Diet, bur racher
with the regional estates. Much the same is true of all the ocher insticutions.
They grew, like England itself, from smaller to larger; che institucions of a feudal
terricory evolved continuously into those of a state and an empire.

In the British Empire too, however, centrifugal forces immediately began to
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gain as soon as territory had been united beyond a certain point. Even with
int-day integration and communications this empire is proving dangerously
Only very experienced and flexible government is holding it togecher wich
difficulty. Despite very different preconditions from those of the old
an Empire, it still illustrates how a very large empire, brought together by
nquest and colonization, finally tends to disintegrate into a number of more or
independent unics, or at least to be transformed into a kind of “federal stace”.
thus at close quarters, the mechanism seems almost self-evident.

. The native region of the Capetians, the duchy of Francia, was smaller than
“English territory controlled by the Norman dukes. It was roughly the same
& as the Electorate of Brandenburg at the time of the Hohenstaufens. But
;hére, within the framework of cthe empire, it took five or six centuries for che
iall colonial area to become a power capable of confronting the old-established
serritories of the empire. Wichin the more limited framework of the western
ankish area, the power of such a territory, together with the marterial and
vvspiritual help given by the Church to the Capetians, was enough to enable the
ouse to begin the struggle for supremacy over larger areas of France at a very
early stage.

The area left behind by the western Frankish empire, the basis of the lacer

‘Prance, occupied a roughly midway position, as far as its size was concerned,

‘berween the Germano-Roman Empire and what was to become England.
‘Regional divergences, and chus cencrifugal forces, were less here than in the
E"_ﬁeighbouring empire and che task of the potential cencral ruler accordingly less
‘difficule. Bu the divergences and atrendant centrifugal forces were greater than
‘on the Bricish island.” In England, however, the very restrictedness of the
terricory facilicated, under certain circumstances, an alliance of the different
estates and, above all, of warriors from the whole territory against the central
ruler. Furcthermore, William the Conqueror’s distribution of land favoured
contact and common interests among the land-owning class throughout the
whole of England, at least as far as relationships to che central ruler were
concerned. It remains to be shown how a certain degree of fragmentation and
disparateness in a dominion, not enough to permit disintegration buc enough to
make a direct alliance of the estates throughout the country difficult, strength-
ened the position of the central ruler.

Thus the chances offered by the former western Frankish region, in terms of
its size, were not unfavourable to the emergence of a central ruler and the
formation of monopoly power.

It remains to be seen in detail how the Capetians took advantage of these
opportunities and, in general, by what mechanisms monopoly rule was estab-
lished in chis terricory.
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I11
On the Monopoly Mechanism

1. The society of what we call the modern age is characterized, above all ig
West, by a certain level of monopolization. Free use of military weapops
denied the individual and reserved to a cencral auchority of whacever kind,®;
likewise the raxation of the property or income of individuals is concencrated
che hands of a central social auchority. The financial resources thus flowing ‘i‘m
this central auchority maintain its monopoly of military force, while chis in:tigz
maintains the monopoly of taxation. Neither has in any sense precedence over.¢th
other; they are two sides of the same monopoly. If one disappears the och
aurtomarically follows, though the monopoly rule may sometimes be shaken mog
strongly on one side than on the ocher. .

Forerunners of such monopoly control of taxes and the army over relativel
large territories have previously existed in societies with a less advanced divisio
of functions, mainly as a resulc of military conquest. It takes a far advanced socy
division of functions before an enduring, specialized apparatus for administerin
the monopoly can emerge. And only when chis complex apparatus has evolve
does the control over army and taxation take on its full monopoly character. Only -
then is che military and fiscal monopoly firmly escablished. From then on, social
conflicts are not concerned with removing monopoly rule but only with the
question of who are to control it, from whom they are to be recruited and how the

burdens and benefits of the monopoly are to be distributed. It is only wich the
emergence. of this continuing monopoly of the central auchority and this
specialized apparatus for ruling chat dominions take on the character of “states”:

Wichin them a number of other monopolies crystallize around those already
mentioned. Burt these two are and remain the key monopolies. If they decay, so.
do all the rest, and wicth them the “state”.

2. The question at issue is how and why this monopoly structure arose.

In the society of the ninth, tenth and eleventh cencuries it definitely did not
yet exist. From the eleventh century—in the terricory of the former western
Frankish empire—we see it slowly crystallizing. At first each warrior who
controlled a piece of land exerted all the functions of rule; these were then:
gradually monopolized by a central ruler whose power was administered by:
specialists. Whenever he pleased, he waged wars to gain new land or defend his
own. Land-acquisition and the governmental functions going with its possession
were, like its milicary defence, left to “private initiative”, to use the language of
a later age. And since, with the increasing population of the area, hunger for land
was extremely keen, competition for it throughout the councry was rife. In chis
competition boch military and economic means were used, in contrast to that of
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- nineteenth century, for example, which, given the state monopoly of physical
blence was waged solely by economic means.
. reminder of the compertitive struggles and the monopolization taking place
rectl}' under our own eyes is not without value for an understanding of
monopol}’ mechanisms in earlier stages of society. In addition, consideration of
(heold in conjunction with the new helps us to see this social development as a
ole. The later part of the movement presupposes the earlier, and the centre of
ik is the accumulation of the most important means of production of the time,
‘4t least control over it, in fewer and fewer hands—earlier the accumulation of
id, later chat of money.
The mechanism of monopoly formation has already been briefly discussed.®' It
be roughly summarized as follows: ~SEE Hoffmann **
C jn a major social wnit, a large number of the smaller social mnits which, throngh
interdependence. constitute the larger one. are of roughly equal social power and are
hirs able to compete freely—unnhampered by pre-existing monopolies—for the means to
sial power, i.e. primarily the neans of subsistence and production, the probeebility is high
hiat some will be victorions and others vanquished. and that gradually, as a result, fewer
ad fewer will control more and more opportunities. and more and more units will be
iminated from the competition. becoming directly or indivectly dependent on an ever-
fecreasing number. The human fguration caught up in this movement will
herefore, unless countervailing measures are taken, approach a state in which all
pportunities are controlled by a single auchority: a system with open opportun-
ties will become a system with closed opportuniries.®?
The general pattern followed by this sequence is very simple: in a social area
:there are a cerrain number of people and a certain number of opportunities which
‘are scarce or insufficient in relation to the needs of the people. If we assume chat
‘to begin with all the people in this area fight one other for the available
opportunities, the probability cthat they will maintain chis state of equilibrium
indefinitely and that no partner will triumph in any of these pairs is extremely
small, if chis is indeed a free competition uninfluenced by any monopoly power;
and the probability chat sooner or later individual contestants will overcome
their opponents is extremely high. But if some of the contenders are victorious,
their opportunities multiply; those of the vanquished decrease. Greater oppor-
tunities accumulate in the hands of one group of the original rivals, the others
being eliminated from direct competition with them. Assuming that each of the
victors now struggles wich the others, the process is repeated: once again one
group is victorious and gains control of the power chances of the vanquished; a
still smaller number of people controls a still greater number of power chances;
a still greater number of people are eliminated from che free competition; and
the process is repeated until finally, in the extreme case, one individual controls
all power chances and all the ochers are dependent on him.

In historical realicy it is certainly not always individual people who become
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embroiled in chis mechanism; frequencly it is large associarions of people
example territories or states. The course of events in reality is usually far
complicated than in chis schemartic pattern, and full of. variations. It of
happens, for example, that a number of weaker parties combine w© bring down
individual who has accumulated too many possibilities and grown too strg
Should cthey succeed and take over the possibilities of this party, or some of the;
they then fight among themselves for predominance. The effect, the shift
power balances, is always the same. In this way, too, an ever-increasing num
of power chances tends to accumulate in che hands of an ever-diminishj
number of people through a series of elimination contests. :

The course and pace of chis shift in favour of the few at the expense o
many depend to a large extent on the relation between the supply of and de
for opportunities. If we assume chat the level of demand and the numb
opportunities remain unchanged overall in the course of the movement
demand for opportunities will increase wich the shift in the power relations;
number of the dependents and the degree of cheir dependence will increase ag
change in kind. If relacively independent social functions are increasing
replaced by dependent ones in society—for example, free knights by coutt
knights and finally courtiers, or relatively independent merchancs by depender
merchants and employees—the moulding of affects, the structure of drives and
consciousness, in short the whole social personality structure and che socr&iﬁ

acticudes of people are necessarily changed at the same time. And chis applies no
less to those who are approaching a monopoly position than to those who have

lost the possibility to compete and fallen into direct or indirect dependence:

3. For this process should in no way be understood merely as one whereb
fewer and fewer people become “free” and more and more “unfree”, alchough j
some phases it appears to answer this description. If the movement is viewed asa
whole, we can recognize withou difficulty chat—ac least in highly differenciated
societies—dependence undergoes a peculiar qualitative change at a certain stage
of the process. The more people are made dependent by the monopof;%
mechanism, the greater becomes the power of the dependent, not only indi<
vidually but also collectively, in relation to the one or more monopolists. This
happens not only because of the small number of those approaching the
monopoly position, bur because of their own dependence on ever more depend=
ents in preserving and exploiting the power potential they have monopolized:
Whether it is a question of land, soldiers or money in any form, the more thaf
is accumulated by an individual, the less easily can it be supervised by this
individual, and the more surely he becomes by his very monopoly dependent on

increasing numbers of others, the more he becomes dependent on his dependents:
Such changes in power and dependence relationships often take cencuries to
become perceprible, and centuries more to find expression in lasting institutions.

Particular scructural propserties of society may place endless obstacles in the way
ee discussion on empires in the first class
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the process, yet its mechanism and trend are unmistakable. The more
“Prehensive the monopolized power potential, the larger the web of function-
administering it and cthe greater the division of labour among them; in

tt, the more people on whose work or function the monopoly is in any way

cndent, the more scrongly does chis whole field controlled by che monopolist

rt ics own weight and its own inner regularities. The monopoly ruler can
nowledge this and impose on himself the restraines that his function as che
tral ruler of so mighty a formation demands; or he can indulge himself and
his own inclinations precedence over all others. In the latter case che
mplex social apparatus which has developed along wich chis private accumula-
on of power chances will sooner or later lapse into disorder and make its
élstance, its autonomous structure, all the more strongly fele. In ocher words,
more comprehensive a monopoly position becomes and the more highly
eveloped its division of labour, the more clearly and cerrainly does it move
toﬁrards a point at which its one or more monopoly rulers become the central
functionaries of an apparatus composed of differentiated functions, more power-
ful chan others, perhaps, but scarcely less dependent and fettered. This change
may come about almost imperceptibly by small steps and struggles, or through
whole groups of dependents asserting cheir social power over the monopoly rulers
y force; in one way or another the power first won through the accumulation of
‘chances in private struggles, tends, from a point marked by an optimal size of
“possessions, to slip away from the monopoly rulers into the hands of the
‘dependents as a whole, or, to begin wich, to groups of dependents, such as the
monopoly administration. The privately owned monopoly in the hands of a
ssingle individual or family comes under the control of broader social strata, and
“transforms itself as the central organ of a state into a public monopoly.

% The development of what we today call a “national economy” is an illustrative
example of this process. The national economy develops from the “private
-economy” of feudal ruling houses. More precisely, there is at first no distinction
‘ berween what are later opposed as “public” and “private” income and expenditure.
"The income of the central rulers derives primarily from their personal family or
domanial possessions; expenses for the ruler’s court, hunts, clothes or presents are

met from this income in exactly the same way as the cost of the relatively small
administration, paid soldiers if any, or the building of castles. Then, as more and
more land comes together in the hands of one ruling house the management of
income and expenditure, the administration and defence of his property become
increasingly difficulc for che individual to supervise. But even when the direct
possessions of the ruling house, its domanial estate, areenrgﬁ)g;-negser by any means
the most important source of the ruler’s income; even when, wich the increasing
commercialization of society, duties from the whole country flow into the
“chambers” of the central ruler; and when, with the monopoly of force, the
monopoly of land has become at the same time one of duties or taxes—even then
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the central ruler at first continues to control cthis revenue as if it wer
personal income of his household. He can still decide how much of it shoyjg
spent on castles, presents, his kitchen and the court, and how much on keey;,,
the troops and paying the administration. The distribution of the income:fig,
the monopolized resources is his prerogative. On closer examination, howeve;
find chat che monopolist’s freedom of decision is restricted more and more b
immense human web that his property has gradually become. His dependencg
his adminiscrarive staff increases and, with it, che influence of che latcer; cthe f
costs of the monopoly apparatus constantly rise; and at the end of thxs

development the absolute ruler wich his apparently unrestricted power is;.
extraordinary degree, governed by and functionally dependent on, the socie
rules. His absolute sovereignty is not simply a consequence of his monopol
control of opportunities, but che function of a particular scructural peculiarig
society in this phase, of which more will be said later. But however that may
even the budger of French absolutism still made no distinction berweenithe
“private” and “public” expenditure of the king.

How the transformation into a public monopoly finally finds expression in‘the

budger is well enough known. The wielder of central power, whatever ticle he
may bear, is allocated a sum in the budger like any other functionary; from it'the
central ruler, king or president, meets the expenses of his household or cour{f
cxpenditure necessary for the governmental organization of the country is stnctly
separated from that used by individuals for personal ends. Private monopoly rule
has become public monopoly rule, even when in the hands of an individual as the
functionary of society.

The same picture emerges if we trace the formation of che 5overnmental
apparatus as a whole. It grows out of what might be called the “private” court
and domanial adminiscracion of che kings or princes. Practically all the organsof
state government result from che differenciation of the functions of the royal
household, sometimes with che assimilation of organs of autonomous local":

administration. When this governmental apparatus has finally become the public
affair of the stare, the household of the central ruler is at most one organ among
others and finally hardly even that.

This is one of the most pronounced examples of the way in which priva
property becomes a public function, and the monopoly of an individual—won i
contests of elimination and accumulation over several generations—is final
socialized. :

It would take us too far afield to show here what is actually meant by saying
that the “private” power of individuals over monopolized resources becomes;
“public”, or “state”, or “collective” power. As was said earlier, all these
expressions have their full meaning only when applied to societies with extensive':;
division of functions; only in such societies are cthe activities and functions of
each individual directly or indirectly dependent on those of many others, and
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here is the weight of these many intertwined actions and interests so great
even the few with monopoly control over immense possibilities cannot
pe its pressure. empires...

scial processes involving the monopoly mechanism are to be found in many
ies, even those with relatively low division of functions and integration.
re, too, every monopoly tends, from a cerrain degree of accumulation on-
ds, to escape the control of any single individual and to pass into thart of entire
al groups, frequently starting wich che former government funcrionaries, the
servants of the monopolists. The process of feudalization is one example of
. It was shown earlier how, in the course of this process, control over
tively large territorial possessions and military power slips away from the
onopoly ruler in successive waves, first to his former functionaries or their heirs,

en to the warrior class as a whole with its own internal hierarchy. In societies
th a lower degree of interdependence between social functions, this shift away
om private monopoly control leads either to a kind of “anarchy”, a more or less
:omplete decay of the monopoly, or to its appropriation by an oligarchy instead
f an individual dynasty. Later, such shifts in favour of the many do not lead to
1 disincegration of the monopoly, but only to a different form of control over it.
nly in the course of a growing social interdependence of all functions does it
come possible to wrest monopolies from arbitrary exploitation by a few
without causing them to disintegrate. Wherever the division of functions is both
igh and increasing, the few who, in successive waves, claim monopoly power,
ooner or later find themselves in difficulty, at a disadvancage in face of cthe many,
hrough ctheir need of their services and thus their functional dependence on
hem. The human web as a whole, with its increasing division of functions, has
n inherent tendency that opposes increasingly strongly every private monopoliza-
‘tion of resources. The tendency of monopolies, e.g. the monopoly of force or
‘taxation, to turn from “private” into “public” or “state” monopolies, is noching
‘other than a function of social interdependence. A human web wich high and
Jincreasing division of functions is impelled by its own collective weight towards
a state of equilibrium where the distribution of the advantages and revenues
from monopolized opportunities in favour of a few becomes impossible. If it
seems self-evident to us today that certain monopolies, above all che key
monopoly of government, are “public”, held by the state, alchough this was by
no means the case earlier, this marks a step in the same direction. It is entirely
possible that obstructions may again and again be placed in the path of such a
process by the particular conditions of a society; a particular example of such
obstructions was shown earlier in the development of the old Germano-Roman
Empire. And wherever a social web exceeds a certain size optimal for that
particular monopoly formation, similar breakdowns will occur. But the impul-
sion of such a human web towards a quite definite structure, in which
monopolies are administered to the advantage of the whole figuration, remains
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perceptible, no matter what factors may repeatedly intrude as countery;
mechanisms to arrest the process in recurrent situations of conflict.
Considered in general terms, therefore, the process of monopoly forma
a very clear structure. In it, free competition has a precisely definable place
positive function: it is a scruggle among many for resources not yet monopE
by any individual or small group. Each social monopoly is preceded by thi
of free elimination contest; each such contest tends towards monopoly.
As against chis phase of free competition, monopoly formation means o
hand che closure of direct access to certain resources for increasing numbe
people, and on the other a progressive centralization of the control of'y
resources. By this cencralization, such resources are placed outside the: dip
competition of the many; in the extreme case they are controlled by a
social entity. The lacter, the monopolist, is never in a position to use thE‘p
from his monopoly for himself alone, particularly in a society with a
division of functions. If he has enough social power, he may at first claim
overwhelming part of the monopoly profic for himself, and reward services
the minimum needed for life. But he is obliged, just because he depends on
services and functions of others, to allocate to others a large part of che resor
he controls—and an increasingly large part, the larger his accumulated possess
become, and the greater his dependence on others. A new struggle over
allocation of these resources therefore arises among those who depend on th
Buc whereas in the preceding phase the compertition was “free’—thar is;:
outcome depended solely on who proved stronger or weaker at a given time.
now depends on the function or purpose for which the monopolist needs:
individual to supervise his dominion. Free competition has been replaced by
that is controlled, or at any rate controllable, from a central position by humi
agents; and the qualities that promise success in this restricted competition, thi
selection ‘it operates, the human types it produces, differ in che extreme fro
those in the preceding phase of free competition.
The difference between the situation of the free feudal nobility and chat of th
courtly nobility is.an example of this. In the former, the social power of th
individual house, a function of both its economic and military capacity and
the physical strength and skill of che individual, determines the allocation
resources; and in this free competition the direct use of force is indispensable. I
the latter, the allocation of resources is finally determined by the man whos
house or whose predecessors have emerged victoriously from the struggle b
violence, so that he now possesses the monopoly of force. Owing to thi
monopoly, the direct use of force is now largely excluded from the competitio

among the nobility for the opportunities the prince has to allocate. The means of
struggle have been refined or sublimated. The rescraint of the affects imposed o
the individual by his dependence on the monopoly ruler has increased. And._
individuals now waver berween resistance to the compulsion to which chey are:
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ced, hatred of their dependence and unfreedom, nostalgia for free knightly

. on the one hand, and pride in the self-control they have acquired, or
he in the new possibilities of pleasure that it opens, on the other. In brief,
¢ a new spurt in the civilizing process.

next step is the seizure of the monopolies of physical force and taxation,
| the other governmental monopolies based on them, by the bourgeoisie.

—_—

lacter was at this stage a stracum which, in ics torality, concrolled certain
omic opportunities in the manner of an organized monopoly. But these
ccunities were still so evenly spread among its members thart relatively large
bers of them could compete freely. What chis stracum was struggling wich
rinces for, and what it finally atrained, was not the destruction of monopoly
The bourgeoisie did not aspire to re-allocate these monopolies of taxation
military and police power to their own individual members; cheir members
10t want to become landowners, each controlling his own military means
id his own income from taxes. The existence of a monopoly for raising taxes and
sxerting physical violence was the basis of their own social existence; it was the
recondition for the restriction to economic, non-violent means, of the free
mpeticion in which they were engaged with each ocher for certain economic

What they were striving for in the struggle for monopoly rule, and what chey
nally attained was not, as noted before, a division of the existing monopolies
bur a different distribution of their burdens and benefits. That control of these
onopolies now depended on a whole class instead of an absolute prince was a step
he direction just described; it was a step on that road which led the opportun-
es given by this monopoly to be allocated less and less according to the
ppersonal favour and interests of individuals, but increasingly according to a more
impersonal and precise plan in the incerests of many interdependent associates,
nd finally in the interests of an entire interdependent human figuration.

Ir other words, through centralization and monopolization, opportunities that

previously had to be won by individuals through military or economic force,
:‘could now become amenable to planning. From a certain point of development
n, the struggle for monopolies no longer aims at their destruction; it is a
“struggle for control of their yields, for the plan according to which their burdens
“and benefits are to be divided up, in a word, for the keys to distribucion.
'Distriburion itself, the task of the monopoly ruler and administration, changes in
“ this struggle from a relatively private to a public function. Its dependence on all
the other functions of the interdependent human network emerges more and
more clearly in organizational form. In this entire structure the central function-
aries are, like everyone else, dependent. Permanent insticutions to control them
are formed by a greater or lesser portion of the people dependent on this monopoly
apparatus; and control of the monopoly, the filling of its key positions, is itself no
longer decided by the vicissitudes of “free” competition, but by regularly
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recurring elimination contests withour force of arms, which are regulated
monopoly apparatus, and thus by “unfree” competition. In other words, wli;
are accustomed to call a “democraric regime” is formed. This kind of regi;
not—as simply looking act certain economic monopoly processes of oug:
might make it appear—incompatible with monopolies as such and dependeg
its existence on the freest possible competition. On the contrary it presu‘p‘
highly organized monopolies, and it can only come into being or survive u
certain conditions, in a very specific social structure at a very advanced stage
monopoly formation. .
Two main phases can thus be distinguished in the dynamics of a monopg
mechanism, as far as we are at present able to judge. First, the phase of fy
competition or elimination contests, with a tendency for resources ¢
accumulated in fewer and fewer and finally in one pair of hands, the phas
monopoly formation; secondly, the phase in which control over the central
and monopolized resources tends to pass from the hands of an individual o t
of ever greater numbers, and finally to become a function of the interdepen
human web as a whole, the phase in which a relatively “private” monop
becomes a public one. '
Signs of this second phase are not lacking even in societies with a relacivel
low division of functions. Bur, clearly, it can only atrain ics full development
societies with a very high and rising division of functions.
The overall movement can be reduced to a very simple formula. Its startin
point is a situation where a whole class controls unorganized mono
opportunities and where, accordingly, the distribution of these opportun
among the members of this class is decided by free competition and open fo
it is then driven towards a situation where the control of monopoly opportuniti
and thosé dependent on them by one class, is centrally organized and secured_:
insticutions; and where the distribution of the yields of monopoly follows a pla
that is not -exclusively governed by the interests of single individuals or singl

groups, but is oriented on the overall network of interdependencies binding a
participating groups and individuals to each ocher and on its optimal funcrion
ing. For in the long run the subordination of the quest for the optim
functioning of the overall network of interdependencies to the optimation
sectional interests invariably defeats its own end.

So much for the general mechanism of competition and monopoly formatiol
This schemaric generalization takes on its full significance only in conjunctio
with concrete facts; by them it must prove its worth.

When we ralk of “free competition” and “monopoly formartion” we usually
have present-day facts in mind; we chink first of all of a “free competition” for
“economic” advantages waged by people or groups wichin a given framework of
rules cthrough the exertion of economic power, and in the course of which some
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pally increase their control of economic advantages while destroying,
.cting of restricting the economic existence of others.

3ic these economic struggles of our day do not only lead before our eyes to a
ant restriction of the scope for really “monopoly-free” competition and to
low formation of monopolistic structures. As has already been indicated,

actually presuppose the secure existence of certain very advanced
opolies. Without the monopoly organization of physical violence and
iion, limited at present to national boundaries, the restriction of chis
gle for “economic” advantages to the exertion of “economic” power, and the
incenance of its basic rules, would be impossible over any length of time even
<thin individual states. In ocher words, the economic struggles and monopolies
modern times occupy a particular position within a larger historical context.
d only in relation to this wider context do our general remarks on the
echanism of competition and monopoly take on their full meaning. Only if we
pear in mind the sociogenesis of these firmly established “state” monopoly
;asticutions—which during a phase of large-scale expansion and differentiation,
o doubt open the “economic sphere” to unrestricted individual compertition,
d thus to new private monopoly formations—only then can we distinguish
more clearly amidst the multitude of particular historical facts the interplay of
cial mechanisms, the ordered structure of such monopoly formations.

How did these “state” monopoly organizations come to be formed? Whar kind
.of struggles gave rise to them?

It must be enough here to follow these processes in the history of the country
where they took their course most undeviatingly, and which, partly as a resulc of
this, was for long periods the foremost power in Europe, setting the example for
“others: France. In so doing we must not shy away from details; otherwise our
general model will never take on the wealth of experience without which it

remains empty—ijust as wealth of experience remains chaortic to those unable to
~perceive order and structures within ic.

Iv

Early Struggles within the Framework
of the Kingdom

1. Wichin the former western Frankish cterricory there was a very high
probability, in accordance with the inherent tendency of the monopoly
mechanism, that sooner or later one of the rival warrior houses would gain
predominance and finally a monopoly position; and that in this way che many
smaller feudal territories would be welded into a larger unit.

That it would be chis particular house, the Capetians, who emerged as victors
from the elimination struggles, so becoming the executors of the monopoly
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mechanism, was at first far less likely, even though a number of factors favoy
this house can be readily discerned. It can be said that it was only the coy
the Hundred Years’ War chat conclusively decided whethet the descendangg
the Capetians or of another house were to become the monopolists or ceg
rulers of the emerging state.
It is not unimportant to bear in mind the difference berween chess
questions, between the general problem of monopoly and state formation;
the more specific question of why this particular house won and rera
hegemony. It is with the former rather than che latcer that we have.
concerned and are still concerned here. .
The first shifc towards monopoly, after the general levelling of pro
relationships that carried on into the tenth and even the eleventh century
been sketched above. It involved the formation of a monopoly within
framework of a rterritory. Wichin chis small area the first elimination conte
were fought, and in them che balance first moved in favour of a few and fin:
of a single contestant. One house—for a house or family is always the social u
that asserts itself, not an individual—won so much land that the others could
longer match its military and economic strength. As long as there was
possibility of competing with it, the relationship of liege lord to vassal was mog
or less nominal. Witch chis shift in social power it took on a new reality. A:n
dependence of many houses on one was established, even though, in the abse
of a highly developed central apparatus, it lacked both the continuicy ‘and
strengeh chac it later had in the framework of the absolutist regime.
It is characteristic of the rigour wicth which this monopoly mechani
operated thar analogous processes were taking place at approximately the sa
time in practically all the territories of the western Frankish region. Louis:’
Duke of Francia and in name the King of the whole region, was, as we h
pointed out, only one representative of this stage of monopoly formation.
2. If we look at a map of France in the period about 1032, we have a cl
impression of the policical fragmentartion of the region into a multicude of greatet MAP
and lesser terricories.®* What we have in front of us is certainly not yet the France
we know. This emerging France, the former western Frankish region, was
bordered to the souch-east by the Rhone; Arles and Lyons lay outside it in the
kingdom of Burgundy; also outside it to the north lay the region of present-da
Toul, Bar le Duc and Verdun, which belonged, like the areas around Aacher
Antwerp and, further north, Holland, to the kingdom of Lorraine. The trad i
tional eastern and norchern frontier of the former western Frankish region runs

deep within present-day France. Bur neither chis froncier of the nommal
Capetian empire nor the borders of the smaller political units wichin it had at
that time quite the same function or fixity as present-day state fronciers:
Geographical divisions, river valleys and mountain ranges, together with linguis-
tic differences and local traditions, gave the frontiers a certain stability. But as
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egion, large or small, was the possession of a warrior family, what primarily
‘Jed the composition of a territorial unic was the victories and defeats, the
iages, purchases and sales of this family; and the shifcs in hegemony over a
n area were considerable.

oing from south to north we first see, north of the county of Barcelona, that
orth of the Pyrenees, the duchy of Gascony extending to the region of
rdeaux and the county of Toulouse. Then, to mention only the larger units,
e the duchy of Guyenne, i.e. Aquirtaine, the county of Anjou, the seat of the
ond Franco-English royal house, the counties of Maine and Blois, the duchy of
rmandy, seat of the first Franco-English royal house, the counties of Troyes,
rmandois and Flanders, and finally, between the Norman dominions—the
ounties of Blois, Troyes and others—the small domain of the Capetians, the
uchy of Francia. It has already been emphasized that this small Capetian
ominion did not constitute, any more than other territories, a complete unity in
'e geopolitical or military sense of the word. It was made up of two or three
irly large adjoining regions, the Isle de France, Berry and the Orléans regions,
well as scattered smaller possessions in Poitou, in the south, and in the most
iverse parts of France, that had come into the possession of the Capetians in one
ay or another.” First stage

. 3. In most of these territories at the time of Louis VI, therefore, a particular
‘house had gained predominance over the others by accumulating land. Conflicts
berween these princely houses and the smaller nobility within the dominion were
conscantcly flaring up, and tensions between them long remained perceprible.
But the chances of successful resistance by the smaller feudal houses were no
longer great. Their dependence on the liege lord or territorial ruler of the time
slowly became more evident in the course of the eleventh century. The monopoly
position of the princely houses within their territories was now only seldom
shaken. And what from then on characterized society more and more was the
struggle berween these princely houses for predominance in a larger area. People
were driven into these conflicts by the same compulsions as in the previous stage:

when one neighbour grew larger and thus stronger, the other was cthreatened
. with being overpowered by him and made dependent; he had to conquer in order
not to be subjugated. And though to begin with crusades and wars of expansion
to some extent reduced the internal pressure, this grew all the more intense once
the chances of outward expansion had diminished. The mechanism of free
competition operated from now on within a more confined circle, namely

berween those warrior families which had become the central houses of terri-
tories.

4. The Norman Duke’s conquest of England was, as we have mentioned, one
of the expansionist campaigns characteristic of this time, one among many. It too
bore witness to the general hunger for land cthar afflicted the growing population,
particularly the warriors, whether rich or poor.
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Bur this enrichment of the Norman Duke, this enlargement of his mi
and financial resources, was a grave disturbance to the previous equilib;
berween the territorial rulers of France. The full extent of the shift di
become immediately apparent; for the Conqueror needed time to organize
power within his new dominion, and even when cthis had been done the ¢}
emanating from this aggrandizement of the Norman dukes to other territ,
rulers, given the low integration of the western Frankish territories, first iy

itself fele only in the direct vicinity of Normandy, i.e. in northern France, g
than furcher souch. Felt ic was, however, and most directly by the house with
traditional claim to predominance in the area neighbouring Normandy. ¢o
east, the house of the dukes of Francia, the Capetians. It is not unlikely th
threar from his scronger neighbour was a powerful factor impelling Louis
the direction that he adhered to tenaciously and energetically throughout his:
his urge to consolidate his power and defeat any possible rival wichin his
terricory. :

That he, the nominal king and liege lord of the western Frankish region:
in fact, in keeping with the size of his possessions, far weaker than his vassal
neighbour, who now as ruler of England likewise wore a crown, was apparen
every conflict between them.

William cthe Conqueror, because he had recently conquered cthis isla
territory, had had the chance to create what was for his time a fairly centraliz

governmental organization. He distributed the land in a manner intended a
as possible to prevent the formation of houses and families as rich and might
his own, that might become rivals. The administration of the English cent
ruler was the most advanced of its time; even for money revenues there was
already a special office.

The army wich which William had conquered the island consisted only in pz
of his feudal retainers, the rest being mercenary knights driven by the same desi
for new lands. Only now, after the conquest, was the Norman ruler’s treasury lar,
enough to engage paid soldiers; and quite apart from the size of cheir feudal
following, this too gave the island rulers military superiority over the
continental neighbours. Louis the Fat of Francia could not afford this any mo
than his predecessors. He had been accused of being covetous, seeking by every
means at his disposal to take possession of money. In fact it was precisely at thi

time, as in many periods when money is relatively scarce and the disproportion
between what is available and what is needed particularly keenly felt, that an
urge or “greed” for money was particularly prominent. But Louis VI did indee
find himself in particularly difficule scraits in face of his richer neighbour. In thi
respect, as in the question of organization, centralization and the elimination o
possible internal rivals, the island territory set an example that continental ruler:
had to follow if they were not to succumb in the struggle for supremacy.

At the beginning of the twelfth century, therefore, the Capetian house wa
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ﬁgaceably weaker than ics rival, which controlled land and people across the sea.
;5. VI was defeated in practically every battle with his English rival, even
gh the laccer did not succeed in penetrating the territory of Francia itself.
is was the situation in which the ruler of Francia confined himself to enlarging
asis of his power, his family property, and to breaking the resistance of the
<maller feudal lords wichin or berween his territories. In so doing he was
reparing his house for that grear struggle, for those centuries of conflict for
remacy in the former western Frankish region, in the course of which more
and more territories grew together into a single bloc in che hands of a single
irior house, a struggle in which from then on all the ocher tensions wichin che
ion became more or less entangled—the struggle for the French crown
petween the rulers of the Isle de France and the rulers of the English island.

. The house that took up the struggle wich the Capetians when William che
nqueror’s family became extinct was that of the Plantagenets. Their family
minion was Anjou,® likewise a region neighbouring Francia. They made cheir
vay upwards at about the same time as the Capetians, and in almost the same
anner. As in Francia under Philip I, so in neighbouring Anjou under Fulk, the
ounts’ actual power in relation to their vassals has become very slight. Like
Philip's son, Louis VI, the Fat, Fulk’s son, Fulk the Young, and his son, Geoffrey
Plantagenet, slowly subdued the smaller and medium-sized feudal lords in cheir
omain; and they, too, thus laid the foundation for furcher expansion.

.In England itself, at first, the reverse process took place, showing the
echanisms of this warrior society from the other side. When Henry I, William
‘the Conqueror’s youngest son, died without male heirs, Stephen of Blois, the son
of one of William’s daughters, laid claim to the English throne. He gained the
‘recognition of the secular feudal lords and the Church; but he was himself no
‘more than a medium-sized, Norman feudal lord. His personal property, the

family power on which he had to depend, was limited. And thus he was fairly
fimpotent in the face of the other warriors, and also the clergy, of his region. With
his accession to the throne, a disintegration of governmental power on the island
immediately set in. The feudal lords built castle upon castle, minted their own
‘money, levied taxes from their own regions; in short, they took over all the
powers that hitherto, in keeping with their superior strength, had been a monop-
oly of the Norman central rulers. Furthermore Stephen of Blois committed a
.series of blunders, alienating the Church in particular, chat a scronger man mighe
perhaps have been able to afford, but not one needing the help of others. This
helped his rivals. reaction

These rivals were the counts of Anjou. Geoffrey Plantagenet had married cthe
daughter of the last Norman—English king. And he had the power to back the
claim he based on this marriage. He slowly gained a foothold in Normandy. His
son, Henry Plantagenet, united Maine, Anjou, Touraine and Normandy under
his rule. And with this power base he could undertake to reconquer the English

MAP
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dominions of his grandfather as the Norman Duke had done before him. Iy
he crossed the Channel. In 1154, at the age of twenty-two, he became kip
a king who, by virtue both of his military and financial power, and
personal energy and ralent, became a strong centralizing force. Two
previously, moreover, he had become, through his marriage wich che he;j
Aquitaine, the ruler of this region in southern France. He thus combined
his English lands a territory on the mainland, beside which the Capetian d

MAP

appeared small indeed. The question whether the western Frankish terr
were to be integrated around the Isle de France or Anjou was wide open. Eng
itself was conquered territory and to begin wich an object of politics racher:
a subject.8® It was—if one will—a semi-colonial part of the loose federac
western Frankish territories. E
The discribution of power at that time bore a distant resemblance t
currently existing in the Far East. A small island territory and a dominion
times its size on the Continent were under one rule. The whole southern pare
the former Capetian realm belonged to it. The chief southern area not beloné;
to the Plantagenet dominions was the county of Barcelona. Its rulers were cau
up in a similar expansionist movement and had become kings of Arag
likewise on the basis of marriage. Slowly, and at first almost unnorticed, 't
disengaged t.hemselve.séggbémi é@iszp@gjévist.em Frankish territories. .
Also ourtside the Angevin-English dominion in the south—apart from
smaller clerical cterritory—was the county of Toulouse. Its rulers, like sma
lords north of the Aquitainian region, began, in face of the threateni
supremacy of the Angevin realm, to incline towards the rival power centre;
Capetians. The characteristic power balances found in figurations such as th
tend always to determine the conduct of people in the same way; in the sma
sphere of.the western Frankish territorial federation. their operation was li
different - from that determining the politics of states in modern Europe:
example, and even, incipiently, across che whole globe. As long as no absolut
dominant power has emerged, no power that has unequivocally outgrow

competition and taken up a monopoly position, units of the second rank seekt
form a bloc against the one which, by uniting numerous regions, has com
closest to the position of supremacy. The formation of one bloc provokes anothel
and however long this process may oscillate back and forch, the system as a whol
tends to consolidate larger and larger regions abour a centre, to concentrate rea
power of decision in ever fewer units and finally at a single cencre.

The expansion of the Norman Duke created a bloc which displaced the:
balance in his favour at first in northern France. The expansion of the house bf'
Anjou built on chis and took a step furcher; the bloc of the Angevin realm callei
into question the equilibrium of the whole western Frankish region. Howeve
loosely connected this bloc may have been, however rudimentary the centralizing’
government within it, nevertheless the movement by which, under the pressure:
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general hunger for land, one house constantly drove another to unite with
o seek “more” land, manifests itself clearly enough in these formarions.
rom the south, a broad band comprising the whole of western France now
ed to the Plantagenets’ dominion. Formally the king of England was
to the Capetian kings in respect of this mainland area. But “law” counts
ctle when it is not backed by corresponding social power.

hen in 1177 Louis VI's successor, Louis VII of Francia, now an old and
 man, held a meeting with the representative of the rival house, Henry II,
oung King of England, he told him:

h Sire, since the beginning of your reign and earlier you have heaped outrages upon
e, trampling underfoot the loyalty you owed me and the homage you have done me;
d of all these outrages the gravest and most flagranc is your unjust usurpation of
uvergne which you hold to the detriment of the French Crown. To be sure, old age
n my heels and robs me of the screngeh to recover this and other lands; buc before

od, before these Barons of the Realm and our loyal subjects, I publicly protest and
phold the rights of my Crown, most notably to Auvergne, Berry, and Chateauroux,
isors and the Norman Vexin, beseeching the King of Kings who has given me an
heir, to accord to him what he has denied to me.%”

“Vexin—a kind of Norman Alsace-Lorraine—was a contested borderland
tween the domain of the Capetians and the Norman dominion of the
lantagenets. Further south the frontier berween the Capetian and Angevin
ominions ran through the Berry region. The Plantagenets were clearly strong
nough already to seize parts of the Capetian domain. The struggle for supremacy
tween Capetians and Plantagenets was in full spate; and the Angevin ruler was
till far stronger than the ruler of Francia.

Accordingly, the demands cthe Capetian made of his opponent were really very
modest; he wanted to be given back a few pieces of land that he counted among
is own dominions. For the time being he could contemplate nothing more. The
lory of the Angevin rule and the paucity of his own he fully realized. “We
rench,” he once said, comparing himself with his rival, “have nothing but
read, wine and contentment.”

6. But this manner of ruling did not yet possess great stability. It was in fact
‘a “private enterprise”; as such it was subject to the inherent social dynamics of
a struggle berween freely comperting units, which in any given case was much
=more strongly influenced by the personal capacities of the competitors—their

‘age, their succession and similar personal factors—than were political formations
of a later phase, when not only the person of the owner of the monopoly but a
certain division of functions, a mulciplicity of organized interests and a more
stable governmental apparatus, held together larger units.

In 1189 a Capetian again confronted the Plantagenet. Almost all cthe contested
areas had in the meantime been won back to Capetian rule. And now the
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Plantagenet was an old man, the Capetian younger; he was Louis V]
Philip II, surnamed Augustus. Age, as noted above, meant much in 2
where the incumbent of power is not yet able to delegate military lea
where very much depends on his personal initiative and where he must a¢
defend in person. Henry II, personally a strong ruler who still has the co
his large domains securely in his hands, was now plagued—along with a
the rebellions and even the hatred of his eldest son Richard, surnamed Cg
Lion, who sometimes even made common cause against his facher wich ¢
Capetians. :

Exploiting the weakness of his adversary, Philip Augustus took back Auy
and the parts of Berry mentioned by his father. One month after they faced
other at Tours, Henry II died at the age of fifty-six.

In 1193—Richard che Lion Heart lying in prison—Philip seized th,
contested Vexin. His ally was John, the younger brother of the prisoner

In 1199 Richard died. Both he and his brother and successor John, w
soon to be John Lackland, had squandered much of the basis of ctheir powe;
family possessions and treasure of their father. Facing John as his rival, how,
was a man who had felt to the quick the whole humiliation and constricti
Capetian power by the growth of the Angevin-English, and whose whole en
stirred by this experience, was channelled in a single direction: more land,
power. More and yet more. He—like the first Plantagenet before him
obsessed by this craving. When John Lackland enquired whether he mighi
have back some of the land lost to Philip for payment, Philip answered by aski
if he did not know anyone else willing to sell land; he himself would rathe
more. And at chis time Philip was already a man rich in land and power.

Clearly, chis is not yet a struggle between states or nations. The whole hi
of the formation of later monopoly organizations, of nation states, rema
incompeehensible until the special character of this preceding social phasé
“private initiative” has been understood. This was a struggle between compet
or rival houses which, following a general movement of this society, drove ea
other, first as small and chen as larger and larger units, to expand and strive:
more possessions. CRITICAL

The Bartcle of Bouvines in 1214 provisionally decided che issue. _Iohn;;;q;
England and his allies were defeated by Philip Augustus. And as so often’in
feudal warrior society, defeat in an external battle meant an incernal weakeni
as well. Returning home, John found the barons and clergy in revole, and théf
demand was the Magna Carta. Conversely, for Philip Augustus the victory in th
foreign war strengthened his power within his dominion. MAP v

As his father's heir, Philip Augustus took over essentially the small mland
discricc of Paris and Orléans, together with parts of Berry. He added—ro
mention only his major acquisitions—Normandy, then one of the largest and
richest cerricories in the whole realm; the regions of Anjou, Maine and Touraine;,‘
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want pares of Poitou and Saintonge; Arrois, Valois, Vermandois; the region
ens and a large parc of the region around Beauvais. “The lord of Paris and
< has become the greatest territorial lord in northern France.”®® He had
he Capetian house the richest family in France”.* His domain had
utlets to the sea. In ocher territories of northern France, in Flanders,
agne, Burgundy and Brictany, his influence was increasing in proportion
power. And even in the south he already controlled a not inconsiderable

;s Capetian dominion was still anything but an integrated rterritory.
n Anjou and the Orléans region lay the domain of the Count of Blois. In
south the coastal districts around Saintes and, further east, Auvergne, were as
scarcely connected to the northern regions. But the latcer, the old family
omain together with Normandy and newly conquered areas stretching beyond
. to the north, already constitcuted a fairly unified bloc in a purely
graphical sense.
Even Philip Augustus did not yet have “France” in our sense in view, and his
-} dominion was not this France. What he aimed at above all was the territorial,
litarv and economic expansion of his family power and the subjugation of its
t dangerous competitors, the Plantagenets. In both these aims he succeeded.
n Philip’s death the Capetian dominions were roughly four times as large as at
accession. The Plantagenets, by contrast, who had lived hicherto more on the
ncinenc than on the island—and whose administration in England icself was
ade up as much of continental Normans and people from cheir other mainland
ssessions as of natives of the island—now controlled on the mainland merely
art of the former Aquitaine, the area north of the central and western Pyrenees
ng the coast as far as the Gironde estuary under the name of the duchy of
Guyenne; apart from chat chere were a few islands off the coast of Normandy.
The balance had shifted against them. Their power had decreased. But thanks to
_‘:"their island dominion it was not broken. After a time the balance on the
:ff'nainland shifted back in cheir favour. The outcome of cthis struggle for
hegemony in the former western Frankish area long remained undecided. It
appears that Philip Augustus regarded as his chief rivals after the Plantagenets
‘the counts of Flanders; and that a new power centre had indeed come into
existence there is shown by the whole subsequent history of France. Philip is
reputed to have once said that either Francia would become Flemish or Flanders
French. He certainly did not lack awareness that in all chese conflicts among the
lesser territorial houses, what was at issue was supremacy or the loss of
independence. Bur he could still imagine Flanders equally well as Francia as
dominating the whole area.

7. Philip Augustus’ successors at first held firm to the course that he had set:
they sought to consolidate and furcher excend the enlarged dominion. No sooner
was Philip Augustus dead than cthe barons of Poitou turned back to the
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Plantagenets. Louis VIII, Philip Augustus’ son, secured this region afresh 5,
own dominion, as he did Saintonge, Aunis and Languedoc, part of Picard :
the county of Perche. Parcly in the form of a religious war, the struggle ag,
the Albigensian heretics, the Capetian house began to advance south intg
sphere of the only great territorial lord in that part who could, besidé
Plantagenets, rival the power of the Capetians, the domain of the cour
Toulouse. :

The nextc Capetian, Louis IX, the Saint, had once again to protect his r
conglomerated possessions against every kind of internal and external attack
the same time he went on building, uniting parts of Languedoc norch-east o
Pyrenees, the counties of Macon, Clermont and Mortain, and some smaller a
wich his family possessions. Philip III, the Bold, seized the county of G
between Calais and Saint-Omer, only to lose it twelve years later to the h i
the Count. He acquired through purchase or promise of protection every o
possession in his vicinity that offered itself; and he prepared the assimilatio
Champagne and the grear territory of Toulouse into the dominions of his hou:

There was by now scarcely a single territorial ruler in the whote west
Frankish area who could, wichour allies, stand up to the Capetians, with
exception of the Plantagenets. The latter, to be sure, were no less preoccup
than the Capetians with enlarging their sphere of power. On the continent thi
rule had once again extended beyond the duchy of Guyenne. Across the sea t
had subdued Wales and were in the process of conquering Scotland. They s
had possibilities of expansion that did not lead to a direct collision witch
Capetians. The later, too, still had scope for expansion in other directions. A
same time, under Philip the Fair, ctheir dominion was expanding to the fronti
of the Germano-Roman Empire, on one side as far as the Maas, which att
time was.usually considered as the natural and—in remembrance of the parti
of the Carolingian Empire in 843—the tradicional frontier of cthe west
Frankish area; on the other side—further south—it extended as far as the Rh
and che Sadne, that is, as far as the regions of Provence, Dauphiné and the cout
of Burgundy, which likewise did not belong to the traditional confederation
western Frankish cterritories. Through marriage Philip acquired Champagne an
Brie with many annexed areas, some of them in the terricory of the German:
Roman Empire itself. From the Count of Flanders he obrained the dominions
Lille, Douai and Béchune; the county of Chartres and the estate of Beaugency h
took from the counts of Blois. In addition he acquired the counties of March

and Angouléme, the ecclesiastical properties of Cahors, Mende and Puy, an
furcher south the county of Bigorre and the viscountcy of Soule.

His chree sons, Louis X, Philip V and Charles IV, died one after the othei
withourt leaving a male heir; the family possessions and crown of che Capetian
passed to a descendant of a younger son of the house who owned the county
Valois as an apanage.
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1= to this point a continuous effort had been made in more or less the same
ection throughout generations: to accumulate land. It must be enough here to
qarize the resules of chis effort. Nonetheless, even this summary, even the

‘naming of the many lands which step by step were brought together, gives
mvl ea of the perpetual, open or concealed struggle in which the various princely
otises were engaged, and in which one of these houses after another, conquered
pe more powerful, disappeared. Whether or not one fully realizes the
caning of these names, they give an impression of the strength of the impulse
_emanating from the social situation of che Capetian house, an impulse which
Pagsed in the same direction through such widely differing individuals.

At the death of Charles IV, the last Capetian who came to the throne in direct

.uccession, the greac French Caperian dominions—i.e. the complex grouped
rectly around the duchy of Francia—extended from Normandy in the west to

Ehampagne in the east and to the river Canche in che north; the Arcois region,

joining this to the norch, had been given away as an apanage to a member of
ilie family. Somewhat further south—separated by the apanaged region of
‘hiotl——tl‘le county of Poitiers was part of the area directly controlled by the
Paris princes; still furcher south the county of Toulouse belonged to them, as did
parts of the former duchy of Aquiraine. All this already consticuted a mighty
scomplex of lands; but it was not yer a cohesive region. It still had the typical
appearance of a terricorial family domain, the individual parts of which were held
ogether less by their reciprocal dependence, or through any division of function,
han by the person of the owner, through “personal union”, and the common
ministrative centre. The separate identity of each region, the special interests
‘and character of each territory, were still very scrongly felc. However, their union
tinder one and the same house and parcly under the same adminiscration, did
temove a whole series of obstacles in the way of fuller integration. It corre-
‘sponded to the tendency towards an extension of trade relations, the intensifica-
‘tion of links beyond the local level, which was already discernible in small parts
of the urban population, even though this tendency did not play remortely the
same role as a driving force in the union or expansion of princely houses as it
played later, in the nineteench cencury, for example, at an encirely different stage
in the development of urban bourgeois strata. Here, in the eleventh, cwelfch and
thirceench centuries, the struggle for land, che rivalry between an ever-smaller
number of warrior families, was the primary impulse behind the formation of
larger terricories. The iniciative lay wich the few rising warrior families, the
princely houses; under ctheir protection the towns and trade flourished. Both
proficed from the concentration of power; no doubt they also contributed to i,
as will be discussed later. And quite certainly urban strata, once larger regions
were united under one rule, played an important part in the consolidation of a
terricorial union even at this time. Wichour the help of the human and financial
resources flowing to the princes from urban strata and growing commercializa-
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rion, neicher the expansion nor the governmental organization of chese cen
would be conceivable. But the significance of towns and commercializag;
the integration of larger areas was still mainly indirect, ‘in so far as th
instruments or organs of the princely houses. This integration meant figg
foremost the conquest of one warrior house by another, that is, the absol-p
one by another or at least its subjection, its dependence on the victor.

Looking art the area from this point of view as it appeared at the beging
the fourteenth century at the extinction of the direct Capetian line, the du
of change is readily perceived. The struggle of lesser and medium warrior:
for land or more land had certainly not stopped; but these feuds no longer:;
remotely the part they played at the time of Louis VI, not to speak
predecessors. At that time the lands were distributed relatively evenly 3
many; to be sure, there were differences between possessions which ma
seemed very considerable to contemporaries. But even the possessions, an
the power, of the nominal princely houses were so small chat a large numb
knightly families in cheir neighbourhood could try cheir arm wich them as
for land or power. It was left to the “private initiative” of all these hous
decide how far they participated in this general struggle. Now, in the fourteen
century, these many warrior houses were no longer individually a force ¢
reckoned with; at most they carried a certain social weight collectively,
estate. Buc the real initiative now lay with the very few warrior houses that
emerged for the time being as victors from the preceding conflicts, and
accumulated so much land that all the ocher houses could no longer chall
them, but act only in dependence on them. To these others, the majorii
warriors, the possibility of winning new land on their own initiative in
competition was by and large foreclosed, and wich it the chance of ris,
independently in society. Every warrior house must ac most remain on the
of the social ladder it had reached, unless one or other of its members succeed
in moving higher through the favour of one of the great lords, and thus throug!
dependence on him.

The number of.those who were still able to compete independently for land

and power in the western Frankish region had steadily diminished. No inde
pendent duke or house of Normandy now existed and none of Aquitain
assimilation or suppression had overtaken—rto mention only the very larges
the counties of Champagne, Anjou and Toulouse. There now existed, beside thi
house of Francia, only four other houses that mattered in chis region: the duchi
of Burgundy and Brittany, the county of Flanders and—most powerful of al
the kings of England, dukes of Guyenne and lords of several smaller areas.
warrior society with relatively free competition had become a society whe
competition was restricted in the manner of a monopoly. And even out of the fiv
great houses thar still possessed some degree of comperitive power, and preserved
a certain corresponding independence, two houses again rose as the most
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1. che Capetians and cheir succession, the kings of France, and the
'e;lets, kings of England. The confrontation between them must decide
,uld ultimately control monopoly power in the western Frankish region,
ere the centre and the boundaries of the monopoly would lie.

v

The Resurgence of Centrifugal Tendencies:
‘The Figuration of the Competing Princes

However, the formation of the monopoly of rule was not accomplished by
means as straightforwardly as appears merely from consideration of the

amulacion of land. The larger the area became that was gradually uniced and
ctalized by the Caperians, the more strongly did a countervailing movement
ce itself felc; and che stronger, once again, grew the tendency towards
entralization. This tendency was still represented first and foremost by the
sest relations and vassals of the monopoly ruler, as in the preceding phase
re the barter economy was more intact, and as in the Carolingian period. But
mode of action of the decentralizing social forces had changed considerably.
oney, crafts and trade now played an appreciably greater role in society than at
time; groups who concerned themselves specially with all chis, cthe burghers,
taken on a social importance of their own. Transport had developed. All chis
ffered che ruling organization of a large territory opportunities that were
ing earlier. The servants a central ruler sent into the country to administer
vsupervise his possessions no longer found it so easy to make themselves
dependent. Moreover, a growing proportion of these helpers of the central ruler
w came from urban strata. The danger of such burghers developing into rivals
the ruler was incomparably less than before, when he had to take some of his
des from the warrior class, and when even bondsmen that he patronized could

very rapidly acquire, thanks to the land with which he rewarded their services,
the power and social rank of a warrior or noble.

. However, a particular social category of people still posed a real threat to the
cohesion of very large dominions under single rule, even though their power
might have diminished and their mode of action changed. Even under the
changed social circumstances, they became over and over again cthe chief

“exponents of decentralization. These were the closest family members of the

ruler, chat is, his uncles, his brochers, his sons or even, though far less so, his
_ sisters or daughters.

. A dominion and the monopoly of rule within it were not really, at chis time,

" the possession of a single individual; they were very much a family possession,
the property of a warrior house. All cthe closest relations of this house had and
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290 The Civilizing Procesy

asserted a claim to at least parts of chis property. This was a claim which ¢
of the house was, for a long period, less willing or able to refuse, the la
family possessions grew. It was certainly not a “legal claim” in the late
the word. In this society chere were hardly more than the rudiments of
all-embracing “law” to which even the great warrior rulers were subj
there was as yet no all-embracing power that could enforce such a law
only in conjunction with the formation of monopolies of rule, w
centralization of the ruling functions, that a common legal code was estal
for large areas. To provide for children was a social obligation chat we ofi
set down in the comtumes. Undoubredly it was only the betcer-endowed fa
that could adhere to chis custom. For just this reason it carried prestige:
How could the richest house of the land, the royal house, have escapg;
prestigious obligation? :
The terricorial possessions of a house continued to be, if in an increas
restricted sense, what we would call private property. The head of th
controlled it in just as unrestricted a fashion, and perhaps even more freely,
a great landowner controls his property today, or the head of a major famil
its capital, income and branches. Just as cthe landowner can splic off one or:6¢
of his estates for the benefit of a younger son or the dowry of a daughter, wit
asking its tenants whether their new lord is agreeable to them; just as th
of the firm can withdraw capital for his daughter's dowry or install his so
director of a subsidiary, wichout owing his employees the slightest explanari
in the same way the princes of that earlier phase disposed of villages, to
estates and cterritories of cheir realm. And the impulse causing the owner of,
properties to provide for his sons and daughters is more or less the same i
these cases. Quite apart from a ruler’s possible preference for one of his youn
children, to endow them in a ficting manner was necessary for the preservar
and public display of the social status of a house; and—art least apparentl
least in a short-term view—it increased the house’s chances of gaining power
permanence. That chis splitcting up of possessions and functions of rule for
benefic of relations very often precisely endangered the power and permanence
the house, is a fact which frequently only entered che consciousness of prince
after long and painful experience. In France Louis XIV was really che first:
draw che full and ultimate conclusion from such experience. Wich implacabl
severity he kepe all family relatcions—even the heir to the chrone, as far as t
was possible at all—far from all ruling functions and independent positions
power. Ok, but also before Richelieu
9. At the beginning of chis line of development, in that early phase when th
family possessions of the Capetians were scarcely larger than those of many otl
warrior families in the land, the danger implicit in any fragmentation of this:
property is immediately obvious. The direct threat from neighbouring feud
families seldom abated. This caused each family to hold its people togecher as
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¢s property. No doubt there were quarrels, fights wichin the household
;where else. But at the same time, all—or at least part—of the family
‘constantly to defend or expand the family possessions. The relatively
cates of the royal family, like chose of all warrior houses, were essentially
they lacked any larger social imporrance and had indeed very much the
er of a small family enterprise. The brothers and sons, even the mothers
ves, of heads of families had a say in the running of the estate which varied
eir personal qualities and circumstances. But it hardly occurred to anyone
r any significant part from the family possessions and hand it over to a
or of the family. The younger sons might receive a small estate here and
;or they might marry into a small property; but we also hear of one or other
. younger sons of a royal family leading a fairly penurious existence.

is changed completely as the royal house grew rich. Once the Capetians had
ome the richest family in che whole territory or indeed the entire councry, it
mpossible to let the younger sons of the house live like petty knights. The
reputation of the royal house demanded thar all its members, even the younger
45 and daughters of the king, receive a firting endowment, that is to say a
ble area over which to rule, and from which they could live. In addition,
; that the Capertians far surpassed most other families in the country in
perty and wealch, the danger from severing a portion from cheir possessions
as o longer so keenly felt. And so the enlargement of the Capetian dominion
wias accompanied by the steadily increasing size of the areas passing as apanages
‘the younger children of the kings. Disintegration set in on a new basis.
Louis VI, the Fat, gave his son Robert the not very extensive county of Dreux.
ilip Augustus, who brought about the family’s first great rise from straitened
cumstances, held his hard-won possessions together with a firm hand; the only
ing he gave up was a small estate, St Riquier, as his sister’s dowry.

Louis VIII, however, laid down in his will chat the counties of Artois, Poitiers,
Anjou and Maine—rthat is to say, considerable portions of the family possessions,
hough never its heartland—should pass as apanages to his sons.

. Louis IX gave his sons Alengon, Perche and Clermont as apanages; Philip III
iendowed a younger son with the county of Valois. But Poitiers, Alengon and
Perche returned to the Capetian possession when their princely owners died
‘withoutr male heirs.

» In 1285 five counties—Dreux, Artois, Anjou, Clermont and Valois—were
‘spht oft as apanages, and on the death of Charles the Fair in 1328 the number
rose to nine.

When Philip of Valois inherited the estates and crown of the Capetians, the
apanages of his house, Valois, Anjou and Maine, were reunited with the larger
possessions of the ruling family. The county of Chartres returned to the crown
estates with the death of another Valois. Philip himself gained a few new smaller
dominions as well, among them Montpellier, which he bought from the King of
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Majorca. Under him, however, it was above all Dauphiné char can&
Capetian hands. Thereby Capetian expansion took a major step eastwards
the craditional frontiers of the western Frankish empire, into the
Lotharingian region—an expansion that Philip the Fair had begun by ac
the archbishopric of Lyons and through a closer association with the bishg
‘Toul and Verdun.

The manner in which Dauphiné came into the possession of the Pj
rulers, however, was less characteristic of the relation between the cencraj
and decentralizing forces of this period chan of the importance of ap
Dauphiné belonged to the Arlesian or Burgundian realm that arose, fol
the Locharingian interregnum, east of cthe Rhéne and the Sadne. Its last:
Huberr 11, bequeathed or, more exactly, sold his possessions to the Capetian
following the death of his only son, on a number of conditions. They includ
payment of his considerable debts, and also the stipulation that Philip’s
son, not his eldest, should receive Dauphiné. Clearly the Dauphiné’s o
wished to give his land to someone rich enough to pay the sums he needs;
bequeathing it to the ruler of Francia he protected it from becoming a bog
contention for other neighbours after his death, for che Paris kings were stz
enough to defend their acquisitions. And this is certainly not the only exam
of the atcraction which the immense power of the Capetians held for we
neighbours; the need for protection of those less strong was one of the fac
that furthered the process of centralization and monopolization once i
reached a certain level.

But at cthe same time the old ruler whose heir had died clearly wishe
prevent his land, Dauphiné, from losing its independence entirely on pass
into French ownership. This is why he demanded that his domain should
given to the king's second son as apanage. That demand obviously implied
expectation that this region should become a ruling house in its own right“
so preserve an independent existence. At that time apanaged regions were inde
beginning-to develop more and more clearly in that direction.

Philip of Valois, however, did not abide by this agreement. He gave Dauph1
not to his younger but to his eldest son, John, the heir to the throne,:
recognition”, so his nomination declares, “that Dauphiné lies on the frontier, th
a good and strong rule in Dauphiné is necessary for the defence and securit
the Kingdom, and that if we acted otherwise, great danger to the future of t
Kingdom might arise”.” The danger attending the separation of districes f
younger sons was thus fairly clearly perceived at this time; this is atcested by
large number of pronouncements. Bur the need for the king to provide fitting
for his younger sons persisted. He withheld Dauphiné from his younger son ft
security reasons; but in its place he gave him che Orléans region as a duchy a
a number of counties as well.

And his eldest son, John the Good, the very man who received Dauphiné in
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went a good deal further once he was king of the entire region on his
. deach: he spread bounty unstintingly. First he gave away two counties,
ar viscountcies. He endowed his second son Louis with Anjou and Maine,
unger son received the county of Poitiers, then Macon. Still larger gifts
ed.

John the Good came to power in 1350. Under his predecessor, the long
cension between the two largest powers and mightiest warrior houses in
cestecn Frankish region had erupted; in 1337 began the chain of military
icts known as the “Hundred Years” War”. To the Plantagenets, the island
; all further expansion on the mainland was blocked; even their existing
land possessions were under constant threat uncil they had destroyed
rian rule and prevented the formartion of another leading power on the
nent. Equally, furcher expansion by the Parisian rulers was very restricted
heir position permanently threatened uncil the island-dwellers were sub-
d or at least expelled from the mainland. It was che strict compulsion of
uine competition which drove these houses and their dependents against one
ther, and which—since for a long time neither of the antagonists can
isively defeat the other—made the struggle so protracted. Hundred Years War
o begin with, however, the Paris kings were for a variety of reasons at a
dvantage. John the Good was captured by the English heir, the Prince of
ales, in the Bactle of Poitiers in 1356 and sent to England. Immediately che
nsions latent in his territory, now ruled as regent by the Dauphin Charles, who
as not yet twenty years old, broke out: revolution in Paris, peasant revolcs, and
iights plundering the countryside. The English troops, in alliance with another
endant of the Capetian house, the owner of previously apanaged regions, the
ing of Navarre, occupied large areas of western France; they even reached the
vicinity of Paris. John the Good, to free himself, concluded a treaty with che
antagenets and their allies handing over to them the whole mainland area that
;iRichard the Lion Heart had last controlled at the end of the twelfth century. But
the States General of the French dominions, summoned in 1356 by the Dauphin,
‘declared that this treaty should be neicher approved nor carried out and char the
ébnly ficting answer was a well-fought war. And chis was wicthout doubrt a clear
expression of how strong interdependence had become within the grear domin-
ion of the Capetian heirs, of the autonomy and self-interest of the ruled that
‘:would slowly deprive the monarchy of its private monopoly character. At this
stage, however, the development was only beginning. The war was begun anew
and the Treaty of Brétigny, by which it was provisionally concluded in 1359, was
somewhat more favourable to the Valois than the first concluded by John himself
in England. Nevertheless roughly a quarter of what Philip cthe Fair had possessed
had to be relinquished to the Plantagenets, above all Poitou, Saintonge, Aunis,
Limousin, Périgord, Quercy, and Bigorre south of the Loire, together with a few
other districtes making up, with the older English possession Guyenne, the
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kingdom of Aquiraine; and furcher north Calais, the counties of iG,:
Ponchieu and Montreuil-sur-Mer; in addition, three million golden
instead of the four million demanded by the London treaty, as ransory
king. But the latter, a worthy and chivalrous man, returned from prisor
oblivious of the extent of his defearc. His conduct in chis situation shows
to whar excent he was still che sole auchority in control of the territory re;
to him, which was one day to become “France”, a state and a nation. He fg]
his house must now all che more ostentatiously demonstrate its glory. Th
of inferiority resulcing from defeac led him to overemphasize his own pg
And he considered that the dignity and glory of his house could find n
expression than by all his sons figuring as dukes at the racification of the.
treaty. One of his first acts after his return from prison was cherefore ¢
duchies from parts of his dominion as apanages for his sons. His eldes
already Duke of Normandy and Dauphin, the next; Louis, he made D
Anjou and Maine; to the next, John, he gave Berry and Auvergne as his' dug

and to the youngest, Philip, Touraine. This was in the year 1360. :

A year later, in 1361, the young, fifteen-year-old Duke of Burgundy died: [,
years previously he had married Margaret, the daughter and sole heir of the Cg
of Flanders; but he died withour leaving children. It was a large region:th
found itself without a ruler on the unexpected death of the young Duke:
consisted not only of the duchy of Burgundy proper, but also the countie
Boulogne and Auvergne, together with the county of Burgundy, the Fran
Comté and other areas beyond the traditional frontiers of the western Fran
empire. On grounds of somewhat complex family relationships, John the C
claimed this whole estate for himself. There was no one to contest it with
and in 1363 he gave it to his youngest son Philip, whom he particularly
Philip fought especially bravely at his side in the Battle of Poitiers
accompanied him to prison. This was to be his apanage in place of Touraine,
being mindful,” said the King, “that we are enjoined by nature to give
children enough to allow them to honour the glory of their origin, and tha
must be especially generous to those who have particularly merited ic”.”!

Both the fact of cthese apanages and their motivation show unmistakably h
far French territorial power still had the character of a family possession in ‘thi
period; but they also show how this promoted fragmentation. No doubt sero
tendencies were already operating in the opposite direction, tendencies restrict::
ing the private or domanial character of rule; the groups representing these
opposed tendencies at the court will be discussed shortly. The personal character:
and individual fortunes of John the Good no doubr played a part in his particular
propensity for richly endowing all che royal sons for the sake of family prestige

Burc chis tendency clearly owed no less to the heightening of compertition tha
found expression in the Hundred Years” War and which, after che Capetian
defeat, gave rise to a particularly insistent demonstration of the wealth of the
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Ac any rate, under John a specific cendency of large family possessions was
einforced, a tendency which, once their possessions had reached a certain
one of the preceding representartives of the Caperian house had been able
st. Its consequences are clear.

en John the Good died, the existence and occupancy of the central
n, despite the debilitation and the defeat, were in no way in doubc. This
dication of how firmly the power of the central ruler was already founded
.icial functions other than chat of army leader. The Dauphin, a physically
eak man, but shrewd and experienced from the crials of his youth, assumed
: er-under cthe name of Charles V. He was head of all che possessions left to the

apetians by the Treaty of Brétigny, including the apanaged ones. Buc looking
osely ac the discribution of power we can see clearly how, beneath the veil of

. k.ngs sovereignty, the centrifugal tendencies had gained renewed strength.
nce: again, a number of territorial formations were emerging within che
Ca'pe“ﬂn dominion that aspired more or less obviously to autonomy, and between
which there was rivalry. Bur what gave chis rivalry wichin che western Frankish
_ egion its special character was the fact chac almost all chose involved were
* Jescendants of the Capetian house icself. Wich few exceprions, it was apanaged
en or their offspring who now faced each other as potential competitors. There
ere, cerrainly, other major territorial rulers who were not members of the royal
use, or at least not directly. Bur in the scruggle for supremacy they were no
onger protagonists of the first order.

Among cthese at che time of John the Good was Charles the Bad, King of
Navarre. His facher, Philip of Evreux, was a grandson of Philip III, a nephew of
 Philip the Fair and of Charles of Valois; his mother was a granddaughter of Philip
| the Fair, a daughter of Louis X; in addition he himself was the son-in-law of John
f.flé'he Good. To him belonged. besides the Pyrenean territory of Navarre, a number
- of previously apanaged regions from che Capetian possessions, notably the county
of Evreux and parts of the duchy of Normandy. His possessions thus extended
“dangerously close to Paris itself.

ii Charles the Bad of Navarre was one of the first proponents of this struggle

“among apanaged family members of the Capetian house for supremacy in che
f'wesrern Frankish region, and ultimately for the crown. He was the chief
;mainland ally of the Plantagenets in the first phase of the Hundred Years' War.
‘During this war he was for a time the military commander of Paris (1358); even
“the burghers of the city, even Etienne Marcel, was temporarily on his side; and
:his dream of wresting the crown from the other Capetian heir seemed close to
realizacion. To this end his membership of the King's family gave him an
impetus, powers and claims that ochers lacked.

The Plantagenet with whom he allied himself, Edward III, was likewise,
though only from the female line of descent, a close relation of the Capetians. He
too was a grandson of Philip III, a nephew of Philip the Fair and of Charles of
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Valois; his mother was a daughter of Philip the Fair, a niece of Charles of
and he was thus at least as closely related to the Capetians as the Frenc
opposing him, John the Good, the grandson of Charles of Valois.

Adjoining the mainland territory of the Plantagenets to the north
regions that John the Good had given his younger sons, the territories of
Duke of Anjou, John, Duke of Berry, and of Philip the Bold, Duke of Bu;
together with the land of Louis, Duke of Bourbon. He, the Duke of Bgy;
was descended from the Capetians through a brocher of Philip III, Rober;
of Clermont, who marricd Beatrice, the heiress of Bourbon; his mothe
Valois, his sister the wife of Charles V; and he himself was thus on his m
side an uncle of Charles VI, as the Dukes of Anjou, Burgundy and Berry
the paternal side. These were the main actors in the struggles of the pe
John the Good, Charles V and Charles VI. Apart from the Plantagenets
Bourbons, they were all owners of apanaged parts of the Capetian inhe
who were now for their part struggling to increase their family’s pow
finally to win supremacy.

The balance within these tensions first tilted, under Charles V, to the re
Valois. When he died, his son and successor was only twelve years old. He;
always, circumstances—accidents from the point of view of the ‘w
development—favoured certain tendencies already inherent in the structu
society. The youth and weakness of the ruling Valois strengthened the centrify;
forces that had long been gathering, and released the pent-up pressures.

Charles V had absorbed Dauphiné once and for all into his family possess
he had recovered the Norman territories of the King of Navarre as well
number of other apanaged lands like the duchy of Orléans and the coun
Auxerre.:But on his death there were already seven great feudal lords in the
descended from St Louis (Louis IX) and thus from the Capetian house; a
time they were called “princes des fleurs de lis"; and there were now—apart frc
a number of smaller and medium lords who had long ceased to play:
independent parc in the struggles for power’>—only two major houses besic
the Plantagenets-whose members were not in direct male line of descent from i
Capetian house: the dukes of Britrany and the counts of Flanders. But the Cot
of Flanders at this time had only one child, a daughter. For her hand and"
future ownership of Flanders there arose, after the death of the young Duke
Burgundy to whom she was originally betrothed, an inevitable conflict becwe
the Plantagenets and the Capetian heirs. After much vacillation the hand of
heiress of Flanders finally went, with che help of the head of the Valois, Charl
V, to the latter’s younger brother Philip, who through his facher’s interventi
had already become Duke of Burgundy. The marriages of great feudal lords w
arranged from what we would today call a purely “business” point of view, fo
the sake of expansion and success in the territorial competition. Philip the Bol
thus united, after the death of the Count of Flanders, the latter’s possessions with:
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dy; and of the great older feudal houses on the mainland only the duchy
any remained. This older stracum, however, had now been replaced by a
circle of territorial rulers, stemming from offshoots of the Capetian

“ticion. The compulsions which—owing to the low degree of integration or
of functions in any society with a barter economy, and particularly a

ncies, had begun their work anew. Once again there occurred one of those
:towards disintegration such as had led centuries earlier to the dissolution
& Carolingian dominions and then to the feudal social order of the twelfth

rury. Once again people to whom the central ruler had given land from his
Jarge possessions, tended to make themselves independent and become rivals
he weakened central house. But the possibility of entering the competition
now limited to a few descendants of the original central house, a clear
ication of how far cthe scructure of human relations had changed in this
ety, how far chis human network had already become, ac least in its agrarian
or, a system with closed opportunities.

1. The rivalry becween the most powerful “princes des fleurs de lis” erupted
iimediately after the death of Charles V in the struggle for the regency and
tiardianship of the heir to the throne, who was still a minor. Charles V had
f)pointed his brother Louis, Duke of Anjou, as regent, his brother Philip, Duke
fBurgundy, and his brocher-in-law Louis, Duke of Bourbon, as guardians of his
sn. This was clearly the only thing he could do to prevent power passing
ritirely inco the hands of a single man. Bur it was precisely complete power that
ouis of Anjou, and Philip as well, were really pursuing. They wished to unite
uardianship and regency. And the conflicts between the rival members of the
‘royal house filled the whole reign of Charles VI, who possessed litcle power of
‘decision and finally succumbed to a kind of madness.

The leading figures in the struggle for supremacy among the King'’s relacions
changed from time to time. The place of Louis of Anjou as the strongest rival of
the Burgundian Duke, for example, was taken at a certain stage in the scruggle
by the younger brother of Charles VI, Louis, who ruled the duchy of Orléans as
his apanage. But no matter how the persons changed, the network of compul-
sions impelling them remained the same: again and again two or three people
within this, by now, very small circle of competitors came face to face, none of
them prepared or able—on pain of annihilation—to allow any of the others to
become stronger than himself. These conflicts between relations of the King,
however, necessarily became intertwined with the larger conflict of the time,
which was still very far from being decided—the struggle wich cthe Plantagenets,
whose offshoots likewise became embroiled in similar rivalries by reason of
analogous mechanisms.
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The situation of these members of the royal house must be visualized: 3]
life they were second or third. Their feelings told them often enough th
might be better and stronger monarchs than the man who happened to:
legitimate heir to the crown and the main possessions. Between them ar
goal often stood only one person, or only two or three. And there is no [
examples in history of two or more such people dying in quick sucg
opening the way to power to the next in line. But even then, there would
be hard struggles with their rivals. In this sicuation the less powerful man
ever attained the throne if he belonged to only a secondary line of the
though he might have the best claim. There were nearly always othey
contested his claim; their claim might be worse but they would win if the
stronger. So cthose next in line to the throne, who already ruled apa
territories’ of various sizes, were preoccupied with creating and extending
basis of support, increasing their possessions, their income, their power. I
had no direct access to the throne, their rule should be at least no lessit ;
mighty and ostentatious than that of their rivals, if possible outshining ever
King’s, who after all was no more than the greatest among all the nva!
competitors.

This was the situation and attitude of the closest relations of the weak Char
VI, his uncles—nort all, but some of them—and also his brother. And
certain changes, with ever-diminishing chances for the second and chird in.lj
this accitude, chis situacion, these tensions around the throne were transmit
through individuals of the most diverse talents, down to the time when,
Henry of Navarre, a relacively small cerritorial ruler for the last time be
King of France; and as we have said, traces of these tendencies are to be fi
right up to the time of Louis XIV.

The strongest contestant among the “fwinces des flers de [is" was Philip
Bold, thé youngest son of John the Good. To begin with he had only the du
of Burgundy as his apanage. Then he united with it—primarily chroug
marriage—Tthe counties of Flanders, the Artois region, the county of Nevers
the barony of Ddncy. His second son Antoine, Duke of Brabant and Lord
Antwerp, became by marriage Duke of Luxembourg. His son married the heire
of Hainaut. These were the first steps of the Burgundian lords towards expansion

in their own right, towards the foundation of a secure realm lying ac least in pa
outside the sphere of the Paris kings, in the territory of present-day Hollani

A similar course of action was adopted by Charles VI's brocher, Louis,th
strongest rival of Philip the Bold in the struggle for supremacy in France. B
built on their own family power with considerable haste and determinatio
Louis first received as apanage the duchy of Orléans, which under Charles V, aft
the death of his uncle, Philip V of Orléans, had been reunited wich cthe cro
possessions.

Then Louis obrained three or four counties and large estates in (_hampagne:
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'further acquired by purchase—wich the aid of a large dowry from his wife
a[entlna Visconti—several counties including cthat of Blois. Finally, chrough his
e owned the county of Asti in Iralian territory, and he had the reversion
afﬁ ‘number of other Iralian territories. The Burgundian expanded in the
cection of Holland, Orléans into Italy. Wichin the former western Frankish

s

Ié;rimry itself, relacions of ownership had been consolidated; the major parts of
ic region belonged either to the London or to the Paris kings; and berween
s even a “prince des fleurs de lis” could only assert himself, only compete
h one or other for supremacy, if he managed in one direction or another to
i)m‘ld up a large domestic power of his own. As the earlier elimination scruggles
! within the large area of post-Carolingian feudality had done previously, so now

alogous tensions impelled members of the far narrower circle of the great

Capetian territorial lords to expand their land, to crave incessantly for more

possessions. But as means to expansion, marriage, inheritance and purchase now
ayed at least as important a part as war and feud. It was not only the
Habsburgs who married into greatness. Since relatively large property units with
rrespondingly grear military potential had by now formed in this society,
individuals, and individual warrior houses who wanted to rise at this stage, could

only hope to survive a military confrontation if they had already gained control
over territorial possessions which made them militarily competitive. And this
00 shows, therefore, how sharply the possibilities of competing in the sphere of
‘major territorial ownership had diminished in chis phase, and how the structure
of tensions between people necessarily gave rise to the formation of monopolies
of rule in regions above a cerrain order of size.

The Franco-English area ac this time was still an interdependent territorial
E'éysrem. Every change in social power to the advantage or disadvantage of one of
the rival houses, sooner or later affected the others and thus the equilibrium of
the whole system. At any given time one can say with considerable accuracy
where the central and where the less central tensions lie; the balance of power
and its dynamics, its developmental curve, can be traced fairly precisely. And
thus the Hundred Years’ War is to be considered not only as the war-games of a
few ambitious individual princes—although it was that too—but as one of the
inevitable discharges of tension within a tension-laden society consisting of
territorial possessions of a certain size, as the competitive struggles berween rival
houses within an interdependent system of dominions with a very unstable
equilibrium. The houses of Paris and London, gradually represented by two
offshoots—Valois and Lancaster—of the earlier royal houses were, through the
size of their possessions and military potential, the two main rivals. Sometimes
the aspirations at least of the London rulers—occasionally even those in Paris—

went as far as the wish to unite the whole western Frankish area, che mainland
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terricories and the extended island realm, under one rule. Only in the cgj;
these struggles themselves did it become unmistakably clear how greac;
stage of social development, were the resistances to the military conques
above all the subsequent internal cohesion, of so large and disparate a tegyi,
under the same rule and the same governmental machinery. The question:
raised whether, at this stage of social development, the creation of a-
monopoly and the permanent integration of mainland and island tefr
under London rule would have been possible even if the Valois had
completely defeated by the island kings and their allies. However that mjy
it was at any race the houses of Paris and London that primarily compete
supremacy in the same area, and all the other comperitive tensions withi
area, above all those becween the different branches of the Paris house
crystallized about this main tension of the whole territorial system; thys
Burgundian Valois, for example, were sometimes on one side of chis cen
struggle, sometimes on the other. ;

Burt the growth of the division of funcrions, and of interdependence bey
the local level, not only brought the different units of the enlarged west
Frankish terricorial society closer together as friend and foe. Less obviously;
unmistakably nevertheless, interdependencies and shifts in che terricorial bali
began at this time to be discernible over the larger area of western Europe’
whole. The Franco-English territorial society gradually became, in the courséiof
this growing integration, more and more a partial system wichin the encomp:
ing European one. In the Hundred Years' War chis growing interdepende
within larger areas, which doubtless was never entirely absent, manifested itself
clearly. German and Italian princes were already throwing cheir interests”
power into the scales in the struggle within the Anglo-French sector, e
though as yer they played only a peripheral role. This is the first sign of what was
to show its?lf much more fully a few centuries later in the Thirty Years’ War; ¢
European continent as a whole began to become an interdependent system
countries with its own dynamic equilibrium, wichin which each shift of pow:
directly or indirectly involved every unir, every country. A few furcher centuries
on, in the 1914—18 war, the first “World War” as it has been called, we can see
early signs of how tensions and shifts of balance wichin the same ever-advancing
process of integracion now affected units over a far wider area, countries
distanct parts of the world. The nature and stages of the monopolization towards
which the tensions of this worldwide interweaving are moving, like theit
possible outcome, the larger units of rule chat may arise out of these struggles-
all chis appears only vaguely to us, if it has even risen above the horizon of out
consciousness at all. Bur it was scarcely different wich che cerricorial houses and
groups of people enmeshed in the Hundred Years” War; chere, too, each unit fele:
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he direct threar thac the size or expansion of others meant for it; for the
units that slowly came into being in these struggles, France and England
call them, were scarcely more present in the consciousness of those forming
chan “Europe” as a political unit is for us.

ow the individual tensions between rival groups and houses were resolved,
‘che balance between the main protagonists, the English Lancasters, the
ch Valois and the Burgundian Valois, tilted first this way and chen that, how
English seized a yer larger portion of French land and even the French
ship, and how finally, through the appearance of Joan of Arc, all the forces
porting the French Valois gathered chemselves in successful resistance and
ughe back the weak king first to Rheims for his coronation and then as victor
Paris—accounts of all this are readily available elsewhere.

what was decided in this way was the question of whether London and che
glo-Norman island, or Paris and the dominion of the rulers of Francia,were to
ome the centre of crystallization of the former western Frankish region. The
ue was decided in favour of Paris. London's rule was confined to the island.
he Hundred Years' War accelerated and made irreversible the breach between
e mainland cerritory, that really only now became “la France”, that is, the
domain of the rulers of Francia, and the overseas region that previously was
othing but a colonial territory of mainland rulers. The first consequence of chis
ar was thus a disintegration. The islanders, the descendants of the Continental
onquerors and the natives, had become a separate society going their own way,
forming their own specific institutions of government, and developing their
mixed language into a specific entity of a new kind. Neither of the contending
rivals had succeeded in gaining and keeping control of the whole area. The
French kings and cheir people had finally lost their claim to the island realm; che
English kings' attempr to defear their Paris rivals and recolonize the mainland
had failed. If the people of the island needed new land, new areas to colonize,
new markets, they must from now on seek them furcher afield. The English
kings were eliminated from the mainland struggles for che French crown. It is a
“ process not unlike that which, centuries later, in the community of German
' territorial states, ended with the victory of Prussia over Austria. In both cases, as
" a resule of a disincegrartion, integration was confined to a smaller area and thus
made very much easier.

Bur chrough the repulsion of the English from the mainland, the elimination
of the English kings from the struggle for supremacy there, the tension and
balance within this area were altered. As long as the London and Paris kings
roughly balanced each other, and as long as the contest between them constituted
the main axis of tension, rivalries becween the various territorial rulers on the
mainland had only secondary importance. They could have considerable influ-
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ence on whether the main struggle was decided in favour of the Paris:
London rulers; but chey could not directly cause any of the other compet
take first place.
Now, with the departure of the English, the competition between th
mainland terricorial rulers, above all che rivalry becween different branche.
Capetian house itself, became the dominant tension. The outcome
Hundred Years” War did not decide, or at any rate not finally, by which o
branches and wichin which frontiers the integration of the mainland territo;
the former western Frankish regions was to be accomplished. In this dir
therefore, the struggles continued. ‘
In the lasc years of Charles VII there were, besides the Paris house, at:
eight other large houses which could pic ctheir weight in the decisive stry
for supremacy. They were the houses of Anjou, Alengon, Armagnac, Bou
Burgundy, Brittany, Dreux and Foix. Each of these houses was itself a}
represented by several branches; the mightiest was the house of Burgundy wh
based on Burgundy and Flanders as the core of its family power, was wor
with great tenacity and single-mindedness to establish a major dominion, rel:
to the earlier Lotharingia, between the empire and France. The rivalry betw
Burgundy and the Paris kings now formed the main axis of the system of fe
territories from which, wich che latter's victory, "France™ was finally to eme
But to begin with, the houses of Bourbon and Brittany were also power-cen
of major importance.
With the exception of the lacter, the ducal house of Brittany, che membet
all the houses named were descendants and relations of people apanaged by
Capetian house, and therefore its offshoots. Seigneurial, post-Carolingian feu
ity has “contracted”, as one writer has puc it, to a “princely”, a Capeti
feudalicy:”* From the conflicts of the many grear and small warrior houses of
western Frankish region, a single house had emerged victorious. The region h
now become, by and large, the monopoly of descendants of the Capertians.
Burt in the coutse of generations the family and its accumulated terricoria
possessions had again become dispersed; and now the different branches of t
family were scruggling for supremacy. Monopoly formation does not happen
quite such a straighe line as appears at first sight. What we have before us here:
in the period following the Hundred Years War—is not yet a complet
concentration or centralization of power in one place and in one pair of hands
but a stage on the way to absolute monopoly. '
A state of highly restricted competition had been established. For all thos
who did not belong to a particular family, the chance of acquiring and ownin;
a major dominion, or enlarging their existing one, and thus taking part it
furcher elimination struggles, had become extremely small.
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VI

e Last Stages of the Free Competitive Struggle
-and Establishment of the Final Monopoly

of the Victor
this section, only glance at the yellowed bits of text.

Whart here gave the monopolizing process its special character—and what
observers, particularly those of the twentieth century, of course, must bear
ind in looking back—is cthe face that social functions which have become

ated in recent cimes were still more or less undifferentiated in chac earlier
:e. It has already been stressed that the social role of the greac feudal lord, or
ice, the funccion of being the richest man, the owner of the largest means of
juccion in his region, was at first completely indistinguishable from chac of
ing the owner of military power and jurisdiction. Functions today represented
different people and groups of people connected through the division of
sour, €.g. the functions of great landowner and of head of government, formed
re, inseparably bound together, a kind of private property. This is parcly
slained by the fact chat in this society, which still had a primarily if
iminishingly barter-based economy, land was the most important means of
oduction, whereas in later society it has been supplanted in chis role by money,
incarnation of the division of functions. It is explained no less, however, by
e fact thac in che later phase the key to all monopoly power, the monopoly of
ysical, of military violence, is a firmly established social institution extending
er large areas, whereas in the preceding stage it only slowly developed through
enturies of struggle, first of all in che form of a private, family monopoly.

We are accustomed to distinguish two spheres, “economics” and “politics”,
and two kinds of social function, “economic” and “political” ones. By “economic”
':"';ve mean cthe whole network of activities and institutions serving the creation

f@md acquisition of means of consumption and production. But we also take it for
"granced, in chinking of “economics”, that the production and, above all, the
acquisition of these means normally takes place wichoue threat or use of physical
or military violence. Nothing is less self-evident. For all warrior societies with a
barter economy—and not only for them—the sword is a frequent and indis-
pensable instrument for acquiring means of production, and the threat of
violence an indispensable means of production. Only when the division of
functions is very far advanced; only when, as the result of long struggles, a
specialized monopoly administracion has formed that exercises the functions of
rule as its social property; only when a centralized and public monopoly of force
exists over large areas, can competition for means of consumption and production
take its course largely withoutr the intervention of physical violence; and only
then do the kind of economy and the kind of struggle exist that we are
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accustomed to designate by the terms “economy” and “competition” ig;
specific sense.

The compertitive relationship itself is a far more general and all-encom
social fact than appears when the concept of “competition” is restri
economic structures”’—usually those of the nineteenth and rwentiech cep

A situation of competition arises whenever a number of people strive §
same opportunities, when demand exceeds the possibilities of satis
wherther these possibilities are controlled by monopolists or not. The par
kind of competition that has been discussed here, so-called “free competitiog
characterized by the fact that demand is directed at opportuniries
controlled by anyone who does not himself belong to the circle of compet;
Such a phase of “free competition” occurs in the history of many societies,
all. A “free competitive scruggle” chus arises also, for example, when lap,
military opportunities are so evenly distributed among several interdepe
parties that none of them has clearly the best chance, the greatest social
It arises, therefore, in that phase in the relationship between feudal w
houses or between states, when none of the parties has clearly outgrown its ri
and when no organized, centralized monopoly of power exists. Likewise, a-
competitive struggle” arises when the financial opportunities of many int
pendent people are fairly evenly distributed; in both cases, the strugg
intensified with che growth of population and demand, unless the opporruiit
grow act the same rate.

The course taken by these free competitive struggles, moreover, is relativel
unaffected by the fact that, in one case, they are brought about by the threat:
use of physical violence and, in the other, only by the thireac of social decline
through loss of economic independence, financial ruin or material distress. In
struggles of cthe feudal warrior houses, the two forms of violence that
distinguish as physical/military and economic force, acted together more or |
as one. These feudal conflicts have, indeed, a functional analogy within mod
society both in free economic competition, such as the struggles of a number
firms for supremacy in the same commercial field, and in the struggles of sta
for predominance wichin a particular territorial system, conflicts char are resolv
by physical violence.

In all chese cases what manifests itself as scruggles wichin the sphere not ye
monopolized is only one layer of the continuous, general competition for limite

opportunities pervading the whole of society. The opportunities open to thos
engaged in free compertition, that is, competition free of monopoly, themselve
constitute an unorganized monopoly from which all ochers are excluded who ar

unable to compete because they have far smaller resources. These others are th
directly or indirectly dependent on the “free” competitors, and are engagé
among themselves in an unfree competition for cheir limited opportunities. The
pressure exerted wichin the relatively independent section stands in the closest.
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nal relationship to that exerted on all sides by those already dependent on
polized opportunities.

feudal as in modern times, free competition for chances not yer centrally
ed and monopolized, tends through all its ramifications towards the
ation and elimination of an ever-increasing number of rivals, who are
d as social units or fall into dependence; towards the accumulation of

‘hilicies in the hands of an ever-diminishing number of rivals; towards
omination and finally monopoly. Again, the social event of monopolization is
a0t __'Conﬁned to the processes which normally come to mind today when
‘ fiopolies” are mentioned. The accumulacion of possibilities that can be
verced into sums of money, or at least expressed as such, represents only one
hstbrical shift among many others in the process of monopolization. Function-
E}11),-5.5imilar processes—that is, tendencies towards an overall structure of human
fationships in which individuals or groups can, by direct or indirect threat of
olence, restrict and control the access of others to certain contested
ssibilities—such processes occur in a variety of forms at very different points
-human history.

In che struggles in both these periods, the actual social existence of all che
rricipants is at stake. Thar is che compulsion behind these scruggles. Thar is
what makes such struggles, and cheir outcome, so inescapable wherever the basic
ituation of free competition arises. Once a society has embarked on a movement
of this kind, each social unit in the sphere not yer monopolized, whether these
inics are knighely families, economic enterprises, territories or states, is always
confronted by the same choice.

:Either they can be conquered—whether they choose to scruggle or not. In

‘extreme  cases this means: imprisonment, violent death or material distress,
‘perhaps starvacion. In the mildest cases it means social decline, loss of independ-
‘ence, absorption by a larger social complex; and thereby the destruction of what
i:gave their lives meaning, value and continuity, even if these things appear to
their contemporaries, or to those coming after them, as contrary to their own
meaning, social existence and “continuity”, and thus as encirely deserving of
destruction.

Or they may repel and conquer their nearest rivals. Then their life, cheir social
existence, their striving actains fulfilmenc; chey seize the contested opportunities.
The mere preservation of social existence demands, in the situation of free
competition, this constant enlargement. Whoever does not rise, falls back.
Victory, therefore, means in the first place—whether this is intended or not—
dominance over one’s closest rivals and their reduction to a position of
dependence. The gain of one is here necessarily the other’s loss, whether in terms
of land, military capacity, money or any other resource of social power. But
beyond this, victory sooner or later means confrontation and conflict with a rival
of the new size: once again the situation enforces the expansion of one, and the
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absorprion, subjugation, humiliation or destruction of the other. The shifc
power relationships, the establishment of domination, may be accomplish
open military or economic force, or by peaceful agreement; but however it ¢y
abour, all these rivalries are impelled, whether slowly or quickly, through’; g,
of downfalls and aggrandisements, rises and descents, fulfilments and desv:r._{,;,:1
of meaning, in the direction of a new social order, a monopoly order that'nigy
the participants has really intended or foreseen, and which replaces free com
tion by competition subject to monopoly. And it is only the formartion-cf.
monopolies thac finally makes it possible to regulate the distributig,
opportunities—and thus the conflicts themselves—in che interest of the smi
functioning collaboration into which people are, for better or worse, boun
each other.

Alternatives of this kind confronted the warrior families of medieval
too. And cthe resistance of the grear feudal lords, and finally of Capeti
princely feudality, to the increase of royal power is to be understood in this's
The king in Paris was, both in fact and in the minds of the other rerrig
rulers, one of themselves, not more; he was a rival, and from a certain time o
most powerful, most threatening rival. If he won, their existence, social i
physical, was destroyed; they lost what in their eyes gave their life meaning
splendour, cheir independent rule, the control of their family possessions;:tt
honour, their rank, their social standing was at worst annihilated, ar:
diminished. If they won, centralization, domination, monopoly, the state:
for a cime obstructed; Burgundy, Anjou, Brittany, and so on, remained fo
time being more or less independent dominions. This may appear sensele
some contemporaries, above all the royal officials, and even to us in retrospi
for by virtue of our different state of social integration we tend not to ideén
with such limited geographical units. For them, the rulers of Burgundy
Brictany and a large number of cheir dependents, however, it was extreme
worthwhile to prevent the formation of an over-mighty central governmen
Paris, for this meant their downfall as independent social units.

But if they wim; sooner or later the victors confront each other as rivals; al
the ensuing tensions and conflicts cannot end until once again a clearly superi
power has emerged. Just as. in the capitalist society of the nineteenth and. above all, t
twentieth century. the general impulsion towards economic monopolization shows itsel]
cearly, regardless of which particular competitor trinmphs and outgrows the others: just
concurrently. an analogous tendency towards the clearer domination that precedes éa
monopolization. each larger integration, is becoming ever more apparent in the contest
“states". first of all in Emrope: in the same way the struggles between medieval u»’ﬂ)‘ﬂé?
bouses cond later the great feudal and territorial rulers, show a general impulsion toward,
monopoly formation. The only difference is that, there, the process took place in
sphere in which land ownership and rule formed an inseparable unity, whereas:
later—ich cthe increasing use of money—it has taken on the combined form of
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ization of taxes and of control of all the instruments that serve physical
ation.

Ic was in an intermediate period between these two stages that, in che
4 half of the fAfteenth century, following the death of Charles VII, the
- perween the French branch of the Valois, the Burgundian branch together
the remainder of Capetian feudality, and the last representative of the great
apetian feudalicy, the Duke of Brittany, came to a head. Once again the
fugal forces gathered themselves for a common assault on the Parisian
lois, Louis XI, whose wealth and power were now particularly dangerous to
:herf!-allv following the elimination of his chief opponent hitherto, the King of
gl'and. As the centre of gravity inclined ever more threateningly towards the
ach ruling complex, the Burgundian Valois, Charles the Bold, once stated
quite clearly what most of the King’s competitors must have felt and desired in
thi face of this threat to their social existence: “Instead of one king I wish we had

Louis XI himself by no means identified with his royal task from che first. On
e concrary. As crown prince he acted very much in the same way and in the
ne spirit as the other great Capetian feudal lords who were working for the
disincegration of the French rterritorial complex; and he lived for a time at the
courr of the strongest rival of the Paris monarchy, the Duke of Burgundy. This
{i'rs"‘ cerrainly bound up wich facts thac may be called personal, above all wich the
;i;;eculiar hatred existing between Louis and his father. Bur it is also further
‘evidence of the specific individualization of the richest house in the land, which
m its turn is bound up with the apanaging of each and every prince. Whatever

‘the earlier causes of Louis’s hatred for his father may have been, the control of a
‘territory of his own united his feelings and actions in a common front with his
father’s other rivals. Even after his accession to the throne, he first thought of
-avenging himself on those who had been hostile to him as Dauphin, including
many loyal servants of the monarchy, and of rewarding those who has showed
friendship for him then, including many opponents of the monarchy. Power was
still, co a considerable extent, private property dependent on the personal
inclinations of the ruler. Bur it also had, like any very large possession, a very
strict regularity of its own that its wielder could not contravene wichout
destroying it. Very soon the enemies of the monarchy became the enemies of
Louis; those supporting the monarchy became Abis friends and servants. His
personal ambitions became one with the traditional ambitions of the central ruler
in Paris, and his personal qualities—his curiosity, his almost pathological desire
to penetrate all the secrets around him, his cunning, the undeviating violence of
his hatred and of his affection, even the naive and intense piety that caused him
to woo saints, and especially the patron saints of his enemies, with gifts, as if
they were venal human beings—all this now unfolded in the direction in which
he was impelled by his social position as ruler of the French rerricorial
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possessions; the struggle againse cencrifugal forces, against the rival feud;
became the decisive task of his life. And the house of Burgundy, the frien'ds
his time as crown prince, became—as the immanent logic of his royal f;
demanded—his main opponents.

The struggle chus confronting Louis XI was by no means an easy o
times the Paris government seemed on the verge of collapse. Burt at the end
reign—parcly through the power which his great possessions put at his dj;
parcly through the skill with which he wielded it, and partly through a g
of accidents that came to his aid—his rivals were more or less definitively b
In 1476 Charles the Bold of Burgundy was defeated at Granson and Muirg
the Swiss, whom Louis had incited to oppose him. In 1477 Charles was
while attempting to conquer Nancy. Thus the chief rival of the French:
among the competing Capetian heirs—and, after the elimination of the Erg
their scrongest rival of all—was himself eliminated from the conflict betw
western Frankish terricorial lords. Charles the Bold left an only daughter,
for her hand and inheritance Louis competed with the power which w
gradually emerging in the larger European context as the main rival o
Parisian monarchy, the house of Habsburg. As the elimination contests wit]
the western Frankish area drew to an end wich the predominance and monop
of a single house, rivalry between this victorious house, which now began
become the centre of the whole country, and powers of a similar magnitu
outside the country, moved into the foreground. In the competition for B
gundy che Habsburgs won their first vicrory; wich che hand of Maria, M:
imillian gained a large part of the Burgundian inheritance. This create
situation that fed the rivalry berween the Habsburgs and the Paris king
more than two centuries. However, the duchy of Burgundy icself, and ¢t
furcher direct annexations from Burgundian lands, returned to the crown esta
of the Vilois. The parts of the Burgundian inheritance that were particula
needed to round off French territory were incorporated in it.

There were now only four houses lefc within che western Frankish region th
controlled territories of any significance. The most powerful or, more exactly, th
most important and traditionally most independent, was the house of Britran

But none of these houses could now match the social power of Paris; the French
king’s rule had now grown beyond the reach of comperition from neighbouring
terricorial rulers. He took up a monopoly position among them. Sooner or later,
by treaty, violence or accident, they had all become dependent on him and lost
their autonomy.

It was—if one will—fortuitous that towards the end of che fifteenth century
a Duke of Brittany left an only daughter on his deach, as the Duke of Burgundj
had done before him. The conflict which this accident unleashed shows very
exaccly the existing constellation of forces. Of the remaining territorial rulers of

the old western Frankish area, none was now strong enough to contest the Breton
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rance with the Paris ruler. As wich the Burgundian inheritance, the rival
. also came from outside. Here, too, the question was whether a Habsburg
alois should take Brictany by marriage, whether Charles VIII, the young
Louis XI, or Maximillian of Habsburg, the Holy Roman Emperor and lord
gundy, whose hand had again become free through the death of the
ndian heiress. As in the case of Burgundy, the Habsburg again succeeded
rying the young Anne of Brittany, ac least provisionally. Bur after much
-rencion—finally decided by the opinion of the Breton Estates—the heiress's
‘went after all to Charles of France. The Habsburgs procested, there was war
een the rivals and finally a compromise: the Franche-Comté, which lay
de French territory and did not belong to the traditional western Frankish
plex of lands, was ceded ro the Habsburgs; in exchange Maximillian
recognized Charles VIII's acquisition of Brictany. And when Charles VIII died
dless, his successor, Louis XII, a Valois from the Orléans branch, promptly
1d his existing marriage annulled by the Pope and married the twenty-one-
year-old widow of his predecessor, in order to preserve her inheritance, Brictany,
for the crown estates which had now become his. When chis marriage produced

only daughters, the king married his eldest, who would receive Brittany as

iress to her mother, to the heir-apparent to the chrone, the nearest living
descendant of the family, Count Francis of Angouléme. The danger that chis
pportanc territory mighe fall into the hands of a rival, above all a Habsburg,
ways led to the same course of action. And so, under the pressure of the
mpetitive mechanism, the last terricory in the western Frankish region chat
had preserved its autonomy throughourt all che eliminacion struggles, was slowly
integrated into cthe dominion of the Paris king. At first, when the heir to the
apanage of Angouléme became king under the name of Francis I, Britrany
‘rerained a cerrain autonomy. The independent-mindedness of its Estates
remained very much alive; but the military power of a single territory was now
far too small to withstand the great dominions now surrounding it. In 1532 the
‘incorporation of Brittany into the French domain was institutionally confirmed.
Oaly the duchy of Alengon, the counties of Nevers and Venddme, and the
“dominions of Bourbon and Albret® now remained in the former western
Frankish region as independent territories, thart is, areas not belonging either to
the Paris kings or—like Flanders and Artois—to the Habsburgs. Even though
some of cheir rulers, such as the lord of Albret or the house of Bourbon, may still
have worked as best they could to enlarge their dominions, and mighe sill
dream of royal crowns,”” ctheir regions were really no more than enclaves wichin
the dominions of the French kings. The wearers of the crown were now entirely
beyond the compertition of these other territorial lords. The houses that once
existed here had lapsed into dependence or disappeared. Wichin the former
western Frankish region the Paris kings were now finally wichour rivals; from
now on their position took on more and more clearly the character of an absolute
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monopoly. But outside the western Frankish region similar processes héd
taking place, even though the monopoly process and the elimination- strug
had nowhere advanced to the point they had reached in France. All the sa

Habsburgs, too, had now assembled family possessions which, in mllxtary
financial potential, far surpassed most of the other dominions on the Eugy
mainland. What earlier revealed itself through the Burgundian and:B;
successions now emerged, from the beginning of the sixteenth century on

more and more clearly: the house of the Habsburg emperors and che House
French kings, represented at chis stage by Charles V and Francis I, now
face to face as rivals on a new scale. Both held, to slightly varying deg
monopoly power over a very large area; they were competing for opportt;
and supremacy within a large sphere which as yet had no monopoly rul
were thus in a situation of “free competition”. And accordingly, the g
between them now became, for a long period, a main axis wichin a
evolving European system of tensions.

14. In size the French dominion was considerably smaller chan chat of ¢t
Habsburgs. But it was far more centralized and, above all, self-contained, b
protected militarily by “natural frontiers”. Its western boundaries were: thy
Channel and the Atlantic; the whole coastal area as far down as Navarre was'p
in the hands of the French kings. The southern boundary was the Mediterran
here too the whole coast—uith the exception of Roussillon and the Cerdagﬁf
belonged to the French rulers. To the east the Rhéne formed the frontier:
the county of Nice and the duchy of Savoy; for the time being the frori
projected beyond the Rhéne as far as the Alps only in Dauphiné and Proveﬁc
North of this, opposite the Franche-Comté, the Rhéne and the Saéne continue
to form the frontier of the kingdom; in its middle and lower parts the Sadne'x
somewhat overstepped. In the north and north-east the frontiers fell furcher sho
of those of present-day France; only by raking possession of the archbishoprics
Metz, Toul and Verdun did che kingdom approach the Rhine; but these were f¢
the time being enclaves, outposts wichin the German Empire; the frontier wit
it lay only slightly to the west of Verdun and further north, roughly in th
region of Sedan; like the Franche-Comté, Flanders and Artois belonged to ot
Habsburgs. One of the first issues to be decided in the struggle for suprema
against them was how far the frontier would move in this area. For a considerab
period French rule was contained within these limits. Only in the years betwee
1610 and 1659 were the Arrois region, together with the area berween France
and the three archbishoprics and—a new enclave wichin cthe empire—upper and
lower Alsace, assimilated to France; only now did France approach the Rhine.?
A great part of the territory forming France today had now been assembled under
a single rule. All that was in question was the extent of this unit’s possible

expansion, the question whether and where it would finally find “natural”, i.e:
easily defensible, frontiers wichin the European system of tensions.
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one looking back from within a state, a society wicth a stable and
ized monopoly of physical violence, a Frenchman living in France or a
in Germany, is apt to take for granted the existence of chis monopoly of
¢, and the unification of areas of chis size and kind, as something natural
ful, to regard them as something consciously planned; and consequently,
s to observe and evaluate the particular actions which led up to them in
of their direct use to an order that seems to him self-evident and self-
ing. He is inclined to be less concerned with the actual dilemmas and
sssities out of which groups and persons acted formerly, less wich their direct
wishes and interests, than with the question whether this or that was good
4d for the thing wich which he identifies. And, just as if the actors of the past
y had before their eyes a prophetic vision of that future which is to him so
ident and, perhaps, so emphatically affirmed, he praises or condemns these

<

, awards them marks according to whether their actions did or did not lead
;ecfly‘ to the desired result.

Bur through such censures, through such expressions of personal satisfaction,
hrough this subjectivistic or partisan view of the past, we usually block our
cess to the elementary formative regularities and mechanisms, to the real
ructural history and sociogenesis of historical formations. These formations
qays develop in the scruggle berween opposed or, more exactly, in the
olution of ambivalent interests. What finally meets its end in such conflicts or
rges into new formartions, as the princely dominions merged into the royal
es and royal power into the bourgeois state, is no less indispensable to these
w formations than the victorious opponent. Wichourt violent actions, without
- motive forces of free competition, there would be no monopoly of force, and
hus no pacification, no suppression and control of violence over large areas.
The convolutions of the movement leading to the integration of ever-larger
‘regions around the duchy of Francia as the centre of crystallization, illustrate how
fi‘huch the final integration of the western Frankish area was the outcome of . a
‘series of elimination contests in a compelling process of interweavings, and how
little it resulted from a prophetic vision or a rigorous plan to which all the
individual parties adhered.

“Unquestionably,” Henri Hauser once said,”” “there is always something
slightly arcificial in placing oneself in an & posteriori position and looking ac
history from back to front, as if the administrative monarchy and the centralized
France of Henry II had been destined since the beginning of time to be born and
to live within determined limits. .. ."

Only if we are transported for a moment into the landscape of the past, and
see the struggles between the many warrior houses, their vital necessities, their
immediate goals; only if, in a word, we have the full precariousness of their
struggles and cheir social existence before our eyes, can we understand how
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probable was the formation of a monopoly within this area, but how unc
centre and its boundaries.
To some extent the same is true of the French kings and their represey
as was once said of the American pioneer: “He didn’t want all the land: |
wanted the land next to his.”'* '
This simple and precise formulation expresses very well how, fi
interweaving of countless individual interests and intentions—whether
in the same direction or in divergent and hostile directions—something
into being cthat was planned and intended by none of these individuals, -
emerged nevertheless from their intentions and actions. And really chis:
whole secret of social figurations, their compelling dynamics, cheir stri
regularities, ctheir process character and their development; this is the se
sociogenesis and of relational dynamics.
The representatives of the French monarchy no doubt possessed, by vi
their more central position in the later phases of the movement, rather
intentions and radii of action wichin the process of integration than the indi
American pioneers. But they, too, saw distinctly only the next few steps an
next piece of land thar they had to obrain to prevent it going to another, ar
prevent a troublesome neighbour or rival from growing stronger than them§é
And if some among them did harbour an image of a larger realm, chis image
for a long period racher the shadow of past monopolies, a reflection of.
Carolingian and western Frankish monarchies; more a product of memory th
prophecy or a new concept of the future. Here, as always, from the tang
innumerable individual interests, plans and actions, a single develop:
emerged, a regularity governing the torality of these entangled peoplé
intended by none of them, and giving rise to a formation that none of the a
had really planned, a state: France. For this very reason the understanding o
formation of chis kind requires a breakthrough to a scill liccle-known level:
reality: to the level of the immanent regularities of social relationships, the fie
of relational dynamics. :

SKIP AND GO TO SECTION VIII (P. 344)
VII

The Power Balance within the Unit of Rule:
Its Significance for the Central Authority—
the Formation of the “Royal Mechanism”

15. Two main phases have been distinguished in the development of
monopolies: the phase of free competition tending to the formation of private
monopolies, and the gradual transformation of “private” into “public” mono-
polies. But on closer consideration this movement does not consist of a simple
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ion of tendencies. Even though the “societalization” or “collectivization”
onopolies in the course of such change only reaches its full extenc and
ses dominant at a late stage, the structures leading up to it were already
qc and active in the phase in which, through numerous struggles, the power
oly slowly emerged in the form of a private possession.

¢rainly the French Revolution, for example, represents a massive step on the
y to the opening-up of the monopoly of taxation and physical force in France.
these monopolies did indeed pass into the power, or at least the
itucionally secured control, of broad social classes. The central ruler, whatever
.-he may bear, and all those exercising monopoly power, became more
uivocally than before functionaries among others within the whole web of a
ety based on the division of functions. Their functional dependence on the
esentatives of other social functions has become so great chat it is clearly
ressed in the organization of society. However, this functional dependence of
monopolies and ctheir incumbents on other functions of society was already
present in the preceding phases. It was merely less developed, and for this reason
was not expressed in a direct and unconcealed way in the organization and
snsticutional scructure of society. And for chis reason the power of the monopoly
[er had at first more or less the character of a “private possession”.

16. As noted above tendencies towards a kind of “societalizacion” or “collecti-
zation” of the monopoly of a single family show themselves under certain
nditions—namely, when the area it controls or its possessions begin to grow
ery large—even in societies with a barter economy. What we call “feudalism”,
vhat was described above as the work of centrifugal forces, is no more than an
pression of such tendencies. They indicate that the functional dependence of a
d on his servants or subjects, that is, on broader strarta, is increasing; they lead
o the transfer of control of land and military power from the hands of a single
varrior family and its head, first to che hierarchy of its closest servants and
‘relations, and then in some cases to the whole warrior society. It has already been
‘pointed our thar in feudal society the “societalization” or “collectivization”, as a
‘resulc of the peculiarities of land-ownership and the instruments of violence,
means a dissolution of the cencralized—even if only loosely centralized—
monopoly; it leads to the transformation of a single large monopoly possession
into a number of smaller ones, and so to a decentralized and less organized form
of monopoly. As long as land ownership remains the dominant form of
ownership, new shifts in this or that direction can take place: the establishment
of supremacy wichin free competition, the assembly of large areas of land and
masses of warriors under a single central lord; waves of decentralization under his
successors, new struggles in different strata of their servants, their relations or
their subjects, new attempts to gain supremacy. And this whole ebb and flow of
centralization and decentralization can sometimes-—depending on geographical
or climatic factors, on particular economic forms, on the kind of animals and



The Civilizing Process

(%)
—
NS

plants on which the life of people depends, and always in conjunction w
traditional structure of organized religion—all this can lead to a complex.
of social deposits from the various shifts. The history of -other, non-Ey
feudal societies everywhere follows the same pattern in this respect. But k
much chis kind of ebb and flow is detectable in the development of Frap
comparison with most other societies the movement here follows a rela
straight patch. i

This rhychm chat over and over again threatens the dissolution of th
monopolies of power and possessions is modified and finally broken only
extent that, with the growing division of functions in society, money rache
land becomes the dominant form of property. Only then is the large cencrals
monopoly, in passing from the hands of one ruler or a small circle ing
control of a larger circle, not broken up into numerous smaller areas as w
case in each advance of feudalization; instead, it slowly becomes, centralize
is, an instrument of funcrionally divided society as a whole, and so firs
foremost a central organ of what we call the state.

The development of money and exchange, together with the social form
carrying them, stands in a permanent reciprocal relationship to the for
development of monopoly power wichin a particular area. These two seri
developments, constantly intertwining, drive each other upwards. The form:
development of power monopolies are influenced on all sides by the di
entiation of society, the advancing use of money and the formation of cl;
earning and possessing money. On the other hand, the success of the divisio

labour itself, the securing of routes and markets over large areas, the standardi;
tion of coinage and the whole monetary system, the protection of pea¢
production from physical violence and an abundance of other measures of:
ordination and regulation, are highly dependent on the formation of lar
centralized monopoly institutions. The more, in other words, the work proces
and cthe totality of functions in a society become differentiated, the longer 2
more complex the chains of individual actions which must interlock for ea
action to fulfil its-social purpose, the more clearly one specific characteristic:
the central organ emerges: its role as supreme co-ordinator and regulator for:s
Sfunctionally differentiated figiuration at large. From a cerrain degree of functio
differentiation onward, the complex web of intertwining human activities simpk
cannot continue to grow or even to function without co-ordinating organs a
correspondingly high level of organization. Their role is certainly not entir
lacking in the central institutions of more simply organized and less differ
entiated societies. Even a society as loosely bound together as that of the man
aurarkic estates of the ninch and tench centuries needed a supreme co-ordinato
under certain conditions. If a powerful enemy threatened from outsidle, necessi
tating war, someone was needed to ensure the collaboration of the many knights
to co-ordinate their activity and to take the final decisions. In chis situation the:
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{eraépendence of the many scattered rulers re-emerged more clearly. Each
o gividual was threatened if the whole army failed to co-operate. And as, in this
__acion, the dependence of all on a central ruler, the king, increased con-
derably, 50 €00 did his importance, his social power—provided he fulfilled his
.t'function, provided he was not beaten. But when the external threat or
xﬁxlity of expansion lapsed, the dependence of individuals and groups on a
reme co-ordinating and regulating centre was relatively slight. This function

emerges as a permanent, specialized task of the central organ when society
whole becomes more and more differenciated, when its cellular scrucrure
owly but incessantly forms new functions, new professional groups and classes.
Only then do regulating and co-ordinating central organs for maintaining the
whole social network become so indispensable that while alterations in the power
sructure can change cheir occupancs and even their organization, they cannot
dissolve them, as happened earlier in the course of feudalizarion.

7. The formation of particularly stable and specialized central organs for large
jons is one of the most prominent features of Western history. As we have
, there are central organs of some sort in every society. But as the
flerentiation and specialization of social functions have attained a higher level in
West than in any other society on earth—and as they begin to reach chis level
- elsewhere only chrough an impetus coming from the West—it is in the West that
. specialized central organs first acrained a hicherto unknown degree of stabiliy.
_ However, the central organs and their functionaries do not necessarily gain social

power corresponding to their rising importance as supreme social co-ordinators
nd regulators. One might suppose that, with advancing centralization and the
ricter control and supervision of the whole social process by stable authorities,
e rift becween rulers and ruled would be deepened. The actual course of history
hows a differenc picture. Western history is certainly not lacking in phases when
he powers of the central authority are so great and wide that we may speak with
‘some justice of the hegemony of single central rulers. But precisely in the more
- irecent history of many Western societies there are also phases when, despite their

centralization, the control of the centralized insticutions themselves is so
-dispersed that it is difficult to discern clearly who are the rulers and who the
ruled. The scope for decision vested in the central functions varies. Sometimes it
increases; then the people exercising these functions take on the aspect of
“rulers”. Sometimes it diminishes, without centralization, or the importance of

“the central organs as the highest centre of co-ordination and regulation, being
: reduced. In other words, in the case of the central organs as of all ocher social
- formations, two characteristics must be distinguished: their function within the

buman network to which they belong. and the social power that is vested in the function.
What we call “rule” is, in a highly differentiated society, no more than the
special social power with which certain functions, above all che central functions,
endow their occupants in relation to the representatives of other functions. Social
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power, however, is determined, in cthe case of the highest central funcriog; .
highly differentiated society, in exactly the same way as wich all ochéx
corresponds—if chese functions are not allied to permanent control of ind;
hereditary monopoly power—solely to the degree of dependence of the ya,
interdependent functions on one another. Growth in the “power” of the n
functionaries is, in a society wich a high division of functions, an eXpression
the fact chat the dependence of other groups and classes within this sociey
supreme organ of co-ordination and regulation is rising; a fall in the latcer ap
to us as a limiration of the former. Not only the earlier stage in the formation
states which is central to the present study, but also the contemporary hxsto;y
the Western figuration of states, offers examples enough of such changes in
social power of the central functionaries. They are all sure indications of s;.;.e‘

changes in the system of tensions within the society at large. Here again, b&jﬁ ;
all the differences between the social structures, we find certain mechaniéfﬁs
social interweaving which—ar least in more complex societies—rtend: iy,
generally towards either a reduction or an increase in the social power of th
central authorities. Whether it is the nobilicy and the bourgeoisie, or_
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, whether, in conjunction with cthese [ﬁrg&
divisions, it is smaller ruling circles, such as competing cliques within a princet
court or wichin the supreme military or party apparatus, that form the rwo'i;ol
of the decisive axis of tension at a given time within society, it is always a qu
definite set of social power relationships which strengthens che position of:th
authority at their centre, and a different set cthat weakens it.

It is necessary to deal here briefly wicth the fgurational dynamics wiu
determine the power of the central authority. The process of social centralizatio

in the West, particularly in the phase when “states” were formed, rer'hams_,
incomprehensible, like the civilizing process itself, as long as the elementar
regularities of figurational dynamics are disregarded as a means of orientation
and as a guide to both thought and observation. This “centralization” or stat
formarion has been shown in the preceding sections from the point of view ofthe
power-struggle berween various princely houses and dominions, i.e. from th
point of view of what we would rtoday call the “foreign affairs” of such
dominions. Now the complementary problem poses itself; we face the taskic
tracing the figurational processes within one of the units which give the central
authority—as compared with the preceding phase—a special power and durabik:
ity, and chus endow the whole society with the form of an “absolutist state” I
historical reality these two processes—shifts in power between classes withi
unit and displacements in the system of tensions between different units—
constantly intertwine.

In the course of the struggle berween different territorial dominions: om
princely house—as we have shown—slowly outgrew all the others. It thus
assumed the function of supreme regulator for a larger unir; but it did not create
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nction. It appropriated it by vircue of the size of its possessions
-ulaced in the course of the struggles, and its monopoly control of army and
The function itself derived its form and power from the increasing
aciacion of functions within society at large. And from this aspect it seems,
sight, thoroughly paradoxical that che central ruler in this early phase of
formation should attain such enormous social power. For, from the end of
‘Middle Ages onwards, with the rapid advance of the division of functions,
monarchy became more and more perceptibly dependent on the other
ijons. At precisely this time the chains of action based on division of
jons took on ever wider scope and ever greater durability. The autonomy of
processes, the central authority’s character as a funcrionary, which grad-
aally received clearer institutional expression after the French Revolution, were
his time far more prominent than in the Middle Ages. The dependence of the
cral lords on the revenues from their dominions was a clear indication of this.
nd doubt, Louis XIV was incomparably more tightly bound to chis vast and
tonomous network of chains of actions, than, for example, Charlemagne. How,
ihéi'efore, did cthe central ruler in this phase have, to begin wich, such scope for
cision and such social power that we are accustomed to call him an “absoluce”

was not only the prince’s monopoly control of military power which held
e other classes wichin his territory, and especially the powerful leading groups,
check. Owing to a peculiar social constellation, the dependence of precisely
ese groups on a supreme co-ordinator and regulator of the tension-ridden
ructure was so great at this phase chat, willingly or nor, for a long period they
nounced the struggle for control and participation in the highest decisions.

This peculiar constellation cannot be understood unless we take account of a
special quality of human relationships which was likewise emerging wich the
ncreasing division of functions in society: their apen or latent ambivalence. In the
elations between individuals, as well as in those berween different functional
trata, a specific duality or even mmltiplicity of interests manifests itself more
trongly, the broader and denser the network of social interdependence becomes.
Here, all people, all groups, estates or classes, are in some way dependent on one
nother; they are potential friends, allies or partners; and they are at the same
ime potential opponents, competitors or enemies. In societies with a barter
conomy there are sometimes unambiguously negative relationships, of pure,
inmoderated enmity. When migrant nomads invade a settled region, there need
e in their relations wich the settlers no trace of mutual functional dependence.
‘Berween these groups exists pure enmity to the deach. Far greater, too, in such
‘societies, is the chance of a relationship of clear and uncomplicated murtual
_dependence, unmixed friendships, alliances, relationships of love or service. In
“the peculiar black-and-white colouring of many medieval books, which often
know nothing but good friends or villains, the greater susceptibility of medieval
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the chains of functional interdependencies are relatively short; he
switches from one extreme to another, an easy changeover from firm
into violent enmicy also occur more frequentcly. As social functions and
become increasingly complex and contradictory, we find more and
quently in the behaviour and feelings of people a peculiar split, a co-exig
positive and negative elements, a mixture of muted affection and mute
in varying proportions and nuances. The possibilities of pure, unam
enmity grow fewer; and, more and more perceptibly, every action taken
an opponent also threatens the social existence of its perpetrator; it dist;
whole mechanism of chains of action of which each is a part. It would rak
far afield to explore in dertail chis fundamental ambivalence of ins
consequences in political life or psychological make-up, and its socicg”
relation to the advancing division of functions. Burt the litcle chac has
been said shows it to be one of the most important structural characteris
more highly developed societies, and a chief factor moulding civilized con

Increasingly ambivalent, with the growing division of functions,:
relations berween different units of power. The relations between che states
own time, above all in Europe, offer a clear example of this. Even if inte
and cthe division of functions letween them have not yet advanced as fai’

division of functions within them, nevertheless every military exchang
threatens chis highly differentiated network of nations as a whole, that in th
the victor himself finds himself in a seriously shaken position. He is no:lc
able—or willing—to depopulate and devastate the enemy country sufficie
setcle a part of his own population in it. He muse, in the interests of v
destroy as far as possible the industrial power of the enemy, and at the same'ti
in the interests of his own peace, try within limits to preserve or restore
induscrial apparatus. He can win colonial possessions, frontier revisions, &
markets, economic or military advantages, in short, a general advance 6
power; but just because, in the struggles of highly complex societies. each
and opponent is.ac the same time a parcner at che production line of the sa
machinery, every sudden and radical change in one sector of this netw
inevitably leads to disruption and changes in anocher. To be sure, the mechanis
of competition and monopoly does not for this reason cease to operate. But
inevitable conflicts grow increasingly risky for the whole precarious systermn
nations. However, through these very tensions and discharges the figura
moves slowly towards a more unequivocal form of hegemony, and towards
integracion, perhaps at first of a federative kind, of larger units around speci

hegemonial centres.

And the relationship between different social classes within a dominion
becomes, with the advancing division of functions, more and more ambivalent'in
the same way. Here, too, wichin a far more restricted space, groups whose social
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eis mutually dependent through the division of functions, are struggling
in opportumtxes They too are at once opponents and parcners. There are
icuacions in which the existing organization of a society functions so
24 che tensions wichin it grow so large, that a large portion of the people
4sses wichin it “no longer care”. In such a situarion the negarive side of cthe
Tenc relationships, the opposition of interests, may so gain the upper hand
.. positive side, the community of interests arising from the interdepen-
f functions, that chere are violent discharges of tensions, abrup shifts in
ial centre of gravity, and reorganization of society on a changed social
Up to this revolutionary situation, the classes bound together by the
ion of functions are cast back and forth between their splic and contradictory
ts. They oscillate between the desire to win major advantages over their
opponents and their fear of ruining the whole social apparatus, on the
oning of which their acrual social existence depends. And cthis is the
éllation, the form of relacionships, that harbours the key to an under-
ling of the changes in the social power of the central functionaries. If the
a.éperation of the powerful functional classes gives rise to no special difficulcies,
heir conflicts of interest are not great enough to conceal from them ctheir
tual dependence and to threaten the functioning of the entire social appara-
he scope of the central auchority is restricted. It tends to increase when the
ension between certain leading groups of society grows. And it atrains its
optimum level when the majority of the various functional classes are still so
nicerned to preserve their social existence in the established form char chey fear
major disturbance of the total apparatus and the concomitant upheaval
ithin cheir own existence, while at the same time the scructural conflict of
nterests between powerful groups is so great that an ordered voluntary
mpromise can scarcely be reached. and troublesome social skirmishes wichout
decisive outcome become a permanent feature of social life. This is most acucely
e case in phases when different groups or classes of a society have atrained
oughly the same power, and hold each ocher in balance, even though, like the
mnobility and the bourgeoisie, or the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, they may be

'nstltunonall} on a quite unequal footing. Someone who, in chis constellation, i

a society wearied and disturbed by inconclusive struggles, can attain power over
:the supreme organs of regulation and control, has the chance of enforcing a
compromise berween the divided interests in order to preserve the existing social
discribution of power. The various interest groups can move neicher apart nor
together; chis makes them dependent on the supreme central co-ordinator for
their social existence to a quite different degree from when the interdependent
interests are less divergent and direct agreements between them more easily
reached. When the situacion of che bulk of the various funcrional classes, or at
least cheir active leading groups, is not yet so bad that they are willing to put
their social existence at risk, and yet when they feel themselves so threatened by
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each other, and power is so evenly distributed between them, that eack!
slightest advantage of the other side, they tie each other’s hands: chis &
central authority better chances than any other constellation wichin:g
gives those invested wich this authority, whoever they may be, the optig;
for decision. The variations on this figuration in historical reality are
That it only emerges in a clearly delineated form in more highly diffe;
societies, and that in less interdependent societies with lower di
functions it is above all military success and power that form the basis dfa
cencral auchority over large areas, has already been stated. And even:j
complex societies, success in war or conflicts with other powers und
plays a decisive part for strong central auchorities. Buc if for the time be
disregard these external relations of a society and their influence on the:i
balance, and ask how a strong central auchority is possible in a richly
entiated society, despite the high and evenly discributed incerdependenc
functions, we always find ourselves confronted with that specific cons
which can now be stated as a general principle: the hour of the strong central a
within a bighly differentiated society strikes when the ambivalence of interests of thy
important functional groups grows so large. and power is distributed so evenly b
them, that there can be neither a decisive compromise nor a decisive conflict betiveen'y

It is a figuration of chis kind to which here the term “royal mechanis
applied. In fact the central authority attains the optimal social power: ¢
“absolute” monarchy in conjunction wicth such a constellation of social fo
But chis balancing mechanism is certainly not only the sociogenetic motive
of a powerful monarchy; we find it in more complex societies as the found
of every strong one-man rule, whatever its name might be. The man or
the centre are always balanced on a tension between greater or lesser group
keep each other in check as interdependent antagonists, as opponent
partners at once. This kind of figuration may appear at first sight extre
fragile. Historical realicy shows, however, how compellingly and inescapabi
can hold-in bondage the individuals who consticute it—uncil finall
continuous shife. of its centre of gravity that accompanies its reproduc
through generations makes possible more or less violent changes in the mu
bonds of people, so giving rise to new forms of integration.

18. The regulariries of social dynamics place the central ruler and apparatu
a curious situation, the more so the more specialized this apparatus and its or,
become. The central ruler and his staff may have reached the top of the cent
administration as proponents of a particular social formation; or they maj
recruited primarily from a certain class of society. But once someone has attain
a position in the central apparatus and held on to it for any time, it imposes:
own regularities upon him. It distances him in varying degrees from all the oth
groups and classes of society, even the one which has brought him to power ar
from which he originates. His specific function gives the central ruler of
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ance che interests of the other functional groups. And this task, with which
imply confronted by daily experience and which conditions his whole
- society—this task itself distances him from all che octher groups of
naries. But he must also, like any ocher person, be concerned for his own
urvival. He must work to ensure cthat his social power is not reduced, bur,
ythmg increased. In chis sense he, too, is a party within the play of social
ce<::Insofar as his interests, through che peculiarity of his function, are bound
with the security and smooth functioning of the whole social structure, he
ust favour some individuals within this structure, he must win battles and enter
sirices within it wich a view to strengchening his personal position. Burt in this
interests of che central ruler never become gwire identical with those of any
ﬁer:class or group. They may sometimes converge wich those of one group or
other, buc if he identifies too strongly wich one of them, if the distance between
pimself and any group diminishes too far, his own social position is sooner or
cor. threatened. For its strength depends, as noted above, on the one hand on the
r,;_c,ervzltion of a certain balance between the different groups, and a cerrain
ree of co-operation and cohesion between the different interests of society;
but-it also depends on the persistence of sharp and permanent tensions and
fliccs of interest between them. The central ruler undermines his own
osition in using his power and support to make one group clearly superior to
thers. Dependence on a supreme co-ordinator, and thus his own functional
minance, necessarily shrink when a single group or class of society unequi-
cally has the upper hand over all others, unless this group is itself torn by
internal tensions. And the central ruler's position is no less weakened and
dermined if the tensions between the leading groups of society are so reduced
at chey can settle cheir differences between themselves and unite in common
actions. This is true at least for relatively peaceful times. In time of war, when

n. external enemy of the whole of society, or at least of its most important
groups, must be repulsed, a reduction of internal tensions can be harmless and
iuseful even to the cencral ruler.

:To put the matter in a few words, the central ruler and his apparatus form

within his society a centre of interests of its own. His position often urges an
alhance with the second most powerful group rather than identification with che
most powerful; and his interest requires both a certain co-operation and a certain
tension between society’'s parts. Thus, his position not only depends on the
nature and strength of the ambivalence between the different formations making
up society; his relationship to each of these formations is itself ambivalent.
The basic pattern of society that emerges in this way is very simple. The single
ruler, the king, is always as an individual incomparably weaker than the whole
society whose ruler or first servant he is. If this whole society, or even a
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considerable part of it, stood together against him, he would be poy
every individual is powerless in face of pressure from a whole nety,
interdependent people. The unique position, the abundance of power jpf;
a single person as the cencral ruler of a society is to be explained, as we h
by the fact that the interests of people in this society are partly alike ang
opposed, that their actions are both adjusted to and contrary to each
needs; it is explained by the fundamental ambivalence of the social relatj
within a complex society. There are conditions in which che positive side.
relationships grows dominant or is ac least not smothered by the negari
But on the way towards dominance of the negative side there are tra
phases in which antagonisms and conflicts of interest grow so strong t
continuing interdependence of actions and interests is obscured to the cor
ness of the participants without quite losing its importance. The const
that thus comes into being has already been described: different parts of
hold each other roughly in balance in terms of social strengch; the! tey
between them find expression in a chain of major or minor skirmishe
neither side can conquer or destroy the other; they cannor setcle cheir differe
because any strengthening of one side will chreaten the social existence of
other; they cannoc split wholly apart because cheir social existence is in
pendent. This is a situation cthat gives che king, the man ac che top, the ¢
ruler, optimal power. It shows unmistakably where his specific interests: |
Through chis incerplay of strong interdependencies and scrong antagonisms
arises a social apparatus which might be considered a dangerous inventi
once important and cruel, were it the work of a single social engineer. Lik
social formations in these phases of history, however, this “royal mech
which gives a single man excraordinary power as supreme co-ordinaor;:
very gradually and unintentionally in the course of social processes.

This-apparatus can be brought to mind most vividly and simply by che in
of the tug-of-war. Groups, social forces, that hold each other roughly in ch
stretch a-rope. One side pits itself wich all its mighe againsc the other; b
heave incessantly; but neither side can dislodge the other appreciably from
position. If in chis situation of utmost tension becween groups pulling the s
rope in opposite directions and vet bound together by this rope, there is a m;
who belongs entirely to neither of the two contending groups, who has
possibility of interposing his individual scrength now on the side of one grou
now of the other, while taking great care not to allow the tension itself ¢
reduced or eicher of the sides to obrain a clear advantage, then he is the on
actually controls this whole tension; the minimal power ar the disposal 6
single man, who alone could set neither of the groups in motion and qui
certainly not both combined, is sufficient, wich this arrangement of social fo
to move the whole. The reason why it is sufficient is clear. Wichin chis balanc
apparatus enormous forces are latent bur bound; without someone to releas
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hey can have no effect. At the touch of a finger an individual releases the
of one side; he unites himself wich che latenc forces operating in one
on so that they gain a slight advantage. This enables them to become
st. This type of social organization represents as it were a power-station
automatically multiplies che smallest effort of the person in control. But
remely cautious manipulation of cthis apparatus is called for if it is to
n for any length of time wichout disruption. The man in control is subject
egularities and compulsions to exactly the same degree as everyone else.
ope for decision is greater than ctheirs, buc he is highly dependent on the
ure of the apparatus; his power is anything but absolute.

is is no more than a schemartic outline of the arrangement of social forces
gives the central ruler optimal power. But this sketch shows clearly che
amental structure of his social position. Not by chance, not whenever a
ng ruling personality is born, but when a specific social structure provides
bpportunity, does the central organ attain that optimal power which usually
.ds expression in a scrong autocracy. The relatively wide scope for decision left
n in this way w© the central ruler of a large and complex society comes about
rough his standing in che crossfire of social tensions, so being able to play on
variously directed interests and ambitions counterpoised in his dominion.

f course, this outline simplifies the actual state of affairs to a certain extent.
uilibrium in cthe field of tensions making up every society always arises in
differentiated human networks chrough the collaboracion and collision of a large
mber of groups and classes. But the importance of chis multi-polar tension for
central ruler’s position is no different from that of the bi-polar tension
tlined above.

The antagonism berween different parts of society cercainly does not only take
e form of conscious conflict. Plans and consciously adopted goals are far less

cisive in producing tensions than anonymous figurational dynamics. To give
sne example, it was the dynamics of advancing monetarization and commerciali-

ation, far more than the conscious attacks of bourgeois-urban circles, which
ushed the bulk of the knightly feudal lords downbhill ac the end of the Middle
:Ages. Butr however the antagonisms arising with the advance of the money
network may be expressed in the plans and goals of individual people or groups,
with them grew the tension between the urban classes who are gaining strength

and the functionally weakening lords of the land. With the growth of chis
'Efietwork and chis tension, however, grew the room to manoeuvre of those who,
having won the struggle becween initially freely competing unics, had become
the central rulers of the whole—the kings, until finally, balanced between the
bourgeoisie and the nobility, they attained their optimal strength in the form of
the absolute monarchy.

19. We asked earlier how it is possible at all for a central auchority wich
absolute power to evolve and survive within a differentiated society, despite che



324 The Civilizing Process

fact chat this cencral ruler is no less dependent on the working of ¢
mechanism than the occupants of other positions. The pattern of:i¢h
mechanism provides the answer. It is no longer his military power or the
his possessions and revenues a/oe that can explain the social power of the ¢,

ruler in this phase, even though no central authority can function withy
two components. For the central rulers of a complex society to actaj,
optimal power as they had in the age of absolutism requires, in add;
special distribution of forces within their society.

In fact the social insticucion of the monarchy atcained its greatest’;p’
that phase in history when a weakening nobility was already being fore
compete in many ways wich rising bourgeois groups, without either side
able decisively to defeac the other. The quickening monertarization and ¢gm
cialization of the sixteench century gave bourgeois groups increased impeh

appreciably pushed back the bulk of the warrior class, the old nobilicy:
end of the social struggles in which this violent transformation of society §
expression, the interdependence between parts of the nobility and partsiof
bourgeoisie had grown considerably. The nobility, whose social functiog
form was icselt undergo.ing a decisive transformation, now had to contend
a third estate, whose members had become, in part, far scronger and
socially ambitious than hicherco. Many families of the old warrior nobilit
out, many bourgeois families took on aristocratic character and wichin'a
generations their descendants themselves upheld che interests of che transform
nobility against those of the bourgeoisie, interests which by then, in ke
with the closer integration, were more inescapably opposed.

Bur the objective of this bourgeois class, or at least of its leading groups;
not—like thart of substantial parts of the bourgeoisie in 1789—rto eliminate ¢
nobility as a social insticution. The highest goal of individual bourgeois was;
we have mentioned, to obtain for themselves and their family an aristocracic’
with cthe atcendanc privileges. The representative leading groups of
bourgeoisie as a whole set out to seize the privileges and prestige of the militar
nobility; they did not want to remove the nobility as such, but at most to: taki

their place as a new nobility supplanting or merely supplementing the:old
Incessantly, this leading group of the third estate, the woblesse de robe, in'th
seventeenth and above all in the eighteench century, emphasized chac the
nobility was just as good, important and genuine as that won by the sword. And
the rivalry chus expressed certainly did not manifest itself only in words'amn
ideologies. Behind it was a continuous, if more or less concealed and indecis
struggle for power positions and advantages between the representatives of tl

two estates.
As has been stressed above, understanding of this social constellation W1ll be
blocked if we start from the presupposition that the bourgeoisie of chis phase was

roughly the same formation as today or at least yesterday—if, in other words, we
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vd‘the “independent merchant” as the most typical and socially most
- ortant representative of the bourgeoisie. The most representative and socially
_tial example of the bourgeois in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
.t least in the larger continental countries, the middle-class servanc of
aces or kings, that is, a man whose nearer or more distant forefathers were
.4 traftsmen or merchants, but who himself now occupied a quasi-ofhcial

con within the governmental apparatus. At the top of the third estate,

5 e were—t0 speak in our language—bureaucrarts.
The scructure and character of official posts varied widely in particular
iries. In old France the most weighty represencative of the bourgeoisie was
peculiaf mixture of rentier and official; he was a man who had bought a position
he state service as his personal and, as it were, private property, or, which
_mes to the same thing, had inherited one from his facher. Through this official
ition he enjoyed a number of quite specific privileges; for example, many of
ese posts carried exemption from taxes; and the capiral invested bore interest
he form of fees, a salary or other income which the post brought in.
t.is men of this kind, men of the “robe”, who during the anucien régime
esented the bourgeoisie at the assemblies of the estates, and were in general,

=

outside these assemblies, its spokesmen, the exponents of its interests vis-a-
the ocher estates and che kings. And whatever social power the chird estate
essed was expressed in the demands and political ractics of chis leading
p. Undoubredly, the interests of this bourgeois upper class were not always
tical wich those of the other bourgeois groups. Common to them, however,
one interest above all ochers: the preservation of their various privileges. For
ras not only the social existence of the noble or official which was
tinguished by special rights and privileges; the merchant of this time was
ewise dependent on them; so, too, were the craft guilds. Whatever chese
rivileges might consist of in particular cases, the bourgeoisie, as far as it carried
any social weight, was, up to the second half of the eighteenth century, a social
ormation characterized and maintained by special rights in exactly the same way
as the nobility itself. And here, therefore, we come upon a particular aspect of the
machinery by virtue of which chis bourgeoisie was never able to deliver a decisive
low against its antagonist, the nobility. It may have contested chis or chat
“particular privilege of the nobility; but it could and would never eliminate the
isocial institucion of privilege as such, which made the nobility a class apart; for
‘its own social existence, the preservation of which was its main concern, was
‘likewise maintained and protected by privileges. It was only when bourgeois
fgforms of existence no longer based on class privileges emerged more and more in
‘the tissue of society, and when as a result an ever-larger sector of society
recognized these special rights guaranteed or created by the government as a
serious impediment to the whole functionally divided network of processes—
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only then were social forces in existence which could decisively ‘g
nobility, which strove to eliminate not only particular noble pnvxleges
social institution of noble privileges itself.

Bur the new bourgeois groups who now opposed privileges as such ¢y
hands, knowingly or otherwise, on the foundation of the old bourgeg
tions, the bourgeois estate. Its privileges, its whole organization as ani‘ggg.
a social function only as long as a privileged nobility existed in Oppo's:it@;
The estates were hostile or, more precisely, ambivalent siblings, interdg
cells of the same social order. If one were destroyed as an instictution;; i
automatically fell, and with it che whole order,

interdependence and ambivalence of the interests of cerrain social classe
the balanced mechanism that arose with them, and about the social pow

entirely to the existence and the specific equilibrium of an order based on-es
For chis reason, in all cheir conflicts with che nobility and also, of course;
the first estate, the clergy, they were always being caugh, like the laceer;
trap of their ambivalent interests. They never dared advance too far if
struggle wich che nobility wichout cutting into their own flesh; any dec
blow against the nobility as an insticution would shake the whole stace and'sg
structure and thus knock down like skictles che social existence of this privileged
bourgeoisie. All the privileged classes were equally concerned not to pus
struggle ‘between them too far; chey all feared nothing more than a profc
upheaval and shift of weight within the social structure as a whole.
Bur at the same time chey could not entirely avoid conflict wich each ocher
their interests, parallel in one direction, were diamerrically opposed in many
others. Social power was so distributed between them and cheir rivalry so grea
that one side felc chreatened by the slightest advantage of the other and by
anything that might give the other the least superiority of power. Accordin
there was on the one hand no lack of courteous and even friendly relationships
between members of the different groups; but on che other their relations, ab:
all berween the leading groups, remained extremely strained chroughout: |
whole of the ancien régime. Each feared the other; each observed the other’s step
with constant if concealed mistrust. Moreover, this main axis of tension berWEén
the nobility and bourgeoisie was embedded in a multitude of ochers no less
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‘open or latent competition for power and prestige with the clerical
y The clerics in turn were forever colliding for one reason or another with
hat circle of the nobility. Se this multi-polar system of equilibrium

tly gave rise to minor explosions and skirmishes, to social crials of strength
s ideological disguises and for the most diverse and often quite
ental reasons.

king or his representatives, however, steered and controlled this whole
ism by pitting his weight now in one direction, now another, and his
ower was so great precisely because the structural tension between the
oups in the social network was too strong to allow them to reach direct
.nt in their affairs and thus to make a determined common stand against

we know, it was in only one country during chis period that bourgeois and
roups took such a stand successfully against the king—in England.
irever may have been the special structural characteristics of English society
ermicted the tension between the estates to relax and stable contacts
cen them to be established—rthe social constellation which, after consider-
»‘tribulations, led in England to a restriction of the central ruler's powers,
s clear to us once more the different basic constellation which in other
ntries maintained the social power and the absolutist form of the central

During the sixceencth and even the early seventeenth century, there was no
-in France too, of attempts by people of the most different social origins to
ine against the menacing increase in royal power. They all failed. These
wars and revolts reveal quite nakedly how strong even in France was the
sire among the various estates to restrict the powers of the kings and cheir
resentarives. But they show no less clearly how strong were the rivalries and
nflicts of interest between these groups, which impeded a common pursuit of
s objective. Each of them would have liked to limic the monarchy in its own
vour, and each was just scrong enough to prevent others from doing so. They
held each other in check, and so they finally found themselves resigned to
eir common dependence on a strong king.

“There was, in other words, wichin that great social transformation which made
bourgeois groups functionally stronger and aristocratic ones weaker, a phase when
both groups—despire all the tensions boch berween them and third parties and
wichin themselves—by and large balanced each other out in social power. Thus

was established for a greater or lesser period that apparatus that was described
bove as the “royal mechanism™: the antitheses between the two main groups
were too great to make a decisive compromise between them likely; and the
‘discribution of power, together with ctheir close interdependence, prevented a
decisive struggle or the clear predominance of one or the other. So, incapable of
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uniting, incapable of fighting with all cheir strengch and winning, they
leave to a central ruler all the decisions that they could noc brmg
themselves.

This apparatus was formed, as we have said, in a blind, unplanned way.
course of social processes. Whether it was concrolled well or badly, he,,
depended very much on the person exercising the central function. Refers;
a few particular historical facts must be enough here to show how the app

was formed, and to illustrate what has been said in general terms abg
absolutist royal mechanism.

20. In che society of the ninth and tenth centuries there were two.¢
free men, the clerics and the warriors. Below them, the mass of the more p;
unfree, who were generally excluded from bearing arms, played no leading\
in social life, even though the existence of society depended on their aCthxtia%*%
We have noted that under the special conditions of the western Frankish area,
dependence of the warriors, practically autarkic lords on their estates, onithe
ordinating activity of a central ruler was only slight. The dependence of
clerics on the king, for the most diverse reasons, was far greater. The Chuge
the western Frankish area never atrained major secular power as it didiip
empire. Archbishops did not here become dukes. The ecclesiastical:
remained by and large outside the system of competing territorial lords. Thy
their centrifugal interests directed at weakening che central ruler were g

particularly strong. The possessions of the clerics lay scattered amongst
dominions of secular lords. They were constantly exposed to atracks .
encroachment by the lacter. The Church therefore desired a cencral ruler; a kx
who had enough power to protect her against secular violence. The feuds,
major and minor wars that were incessantly flaring up across the whole regi
were often highly unwelcome to the monks and other clerics who, while certai
more militarily competent and even bellicose than later, at any rate did not liv
on or for war. These feuds and wars often enough took place at their expense
And over and again priests and abbeys throughout the country, mistreated
injured, deprived of their rights, appealed to the king as judge. -

The strong, only occasionally troubled, association between the first Capetian.
kings and the Church was in no way fortuitous; nor did its cause lie solely in the
strong personal faith of these first Capetians. It also expressed an obvious
constellation of interests. The dignity of the monarchy in cthis phase, whatever
else it may have been, was always an instcrument of the priests in their conﬂIcE

with the warrior class. The royal consecration, anointment and coronation Were
influenced more and more by Church investiture and ceremony. The monarchy
took on a kind of sacral character; it became in a certain sense an ecclesiastical
function. Thac chis link, unlike what happened in other societies, did not:go
beyond these mere beginnings of a merging of worldly and ecclesiastical cent
authority, and was very soon broken off, resulted not least from the structure
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ristian Church itself. This Church was older and its organization more
srablished than most secular dominions of the time; and it had its own
ho aspired more and more clearly to combine spiritual pre-eminence with
supremacy, a central auchority transcending all others. Sooner or later,
, a competitive situation arose, a struggle for supremacy berween the
ad the worldly central lord of a given area. This struggle everywhere
wich the Pope being thrown back on his spiritual predominance, with che
ly character of emperor and king re-emerging more clearly, and wich the
' incipient assimilation to the Church hierarchy and ritual regressing
iir entirely disappearing. But the fact chac chere were even the beginnings
h an assimilacion in the West is worthy of note—especially in comparing
ical scructures and in explaining differences berween social processes in
parts of che world.

-western Frankish kings, for their part, at first collaborated quite closely
the Church, in keeping wich the structural regularicy governing cheir
tion, discussed earlier. They derived support from the second strongest
up in their conflicc with the stronger and more dangerous. They were
inally the liege lords over all warriors. But in the domains of the other great
ds they were, to begin with, vircually powerless, and even within cheir own
tory their power was sharply restricted. The close association of royal house
d Church turned che monasteries, abbeys and bishoprics in the lands of other
torial lords into bastions of the monarchy; it put a part of the Church’s
ticual influence chroughour the country ac ctheir disposal. And the kings
red numerous advantages from the writing skills of the clergy, the policical
organizational experience of the Church bureaucracy, and not least its
ce. It is an open question whether the kings of the early Capetian period
eived, over and above the revenues from their own terricory, any actual “royal
ome”, that is, duties from the whole western Frankish kingdom. If they had
uch income, it was hardly a significant addition to what they received from their
wn domestic estates. But one thing is certain: chey received duties from Church
nsticutions in regions outside their own territory, for example the income of a
acant diocese or occasional subsidies in extraordinary situations. And if any-
hing gave che tradicional royal house an advantage in power over the competing
ouses, if anything contributed to the fact that in chese early elimination
ruggles beginning wichin cheir own rerritory, the Capetians were the first to
egin o rebuild cheir power, it was this alliance of the nominal central rulers
with cthe Church. From this alliance above all, in a phase of powerful centrifugal
ndencies, sprang those social forces which worked independencly of che
individual kings for the continuity of the monarchy, and in the direction of
centralization. The importance of the clergy as a motive force of centralization
receded, wichoutr entirely disappearing, in proportion as the chird estate

advanced. But even in chis phase it is apparent how the tensions between
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different social groups, beginning with thar between the priestly clags
warrior class, benefitted che central ruler; but it is clear, too, how heiyag
by these tensions, imprisoned by them. The excessive power of the mang ;
lords drove king and Church together, even though minor conflicgs
them were not lacking. But the first major difference between king and
the first real power struggle berween them, occurred only when more by
human and financial resources were beginning to flow to the king:
bourgeois camp, in the period of Philip Augustus.

21. Wich the formacion of a third estate, the network of tensions becam
complex and the axis of tension within society moved. Just as in an inte
ent system of competing countries or territories, particular tensions
predominant at different times, all cthe other antagonisms being subordi
them until one of the main power centres establishes preponderance,siy
there were, within each dominion, certain central tensions about which sy
ous smaller ones crystallize, and which gradually shift in favour of one side /s
other. If chese central tensions included, up to the eleventh and twelfth cent
the ambivalenct relationship between the warriors and che clergy, from tl
the antagonism between the warriors and the urban—bourgeois groups slowly.
steadily moved into the foreground as the cencral internal tension. Wich:it,.
with the whole differentiation of society that it expressed, the centralipies
gained new importance: the dependence of all parts of society on a suprese
ordinator grew. The kings who, in the course of the struggles for predominanes
detached chemselves more and more from the rest of the warrior class as the
dominions expanded, also distanced themselves from che other warriors th
their position wichin the tension between the laccer and the urban classes. Ii
tension.they were not by any means unequivocally on the side of the warrio
whom they belonged by origin. Rather, they applied their weight now to on
side of the scales, now w the other.

‘The towns’ attainment of communal rights was cthe first milestone on
road. The kings of chis phase, above all Louis VI and VII, like cheir repres
tives and all che other feudal lords, regarded the growing communes-

10 particularly wichin cheir’

mistrust and, to say the least, "partial hostility”,
domain. Only gradually did the kings grasp the uses of these unfami
formarions. As always, a certain time was needed for them to perceive that: the:
emergence of a chird estate within the fabric of society meant an imménse
enlargement of their own scope. But from then on they promoted the interests
of this third estate wich the utmost consistency, as far as these accorded wi
their own. Above all they fostered the financial, taxable power of the bourgeoi
But they emphatically opposed, whenever they had the power o do so,:the
towns’ claims to governmental functions, claims which could not fail to arise
with the growing economic and social power of the urban classes. The rise of the
monarchy and that of the bourgeoisie were connected in the closest functional
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dence; parcly consciously, partly unwictingly, these two social posi-
ared €ach other; buc their relations always remained ambivalent. There
\;1ck of animosity and conflict between them nor, ac first, of occasions
nobility and bourgeoisie attemprted jointly to restrict the sovereign
of the kings. Throughout the entire Middle Ages, the kings found
[ves repeatedly in sicuacions where they had to seek the approval of che
jed represencatives of the estates for certain measures; and the course
¥ these assemblies, both the smaller regional ones and the larger ones
ncing broad areas of the kingdom, shows clearly how different the
te of tensions in society still was, despite all its Auctuations, from chat
g in the absolutist period.'” The parliaments of the estates—to use ctheir
<h name—were able to function, not unlike the party parliaments of
ois-industrial society, as long as direct agreement between the representa-
of different classes over particular objectives was possible. They functioned
Il cthe more difficult direct compromise became, and the greater che
ins wichin society; and to the same degree the potential power of the cencral
rose. Given the low degree of monetary and commercial integration in the
val world, at first neicher the incerdependence nor the anctagonisms
en the land-owning warrior class and the urban bourgeois class were such
they needed to hand over the regulation of cheir relations to the central
. Each estate, the knights and the burghers, like the clergy, despite their
ntacts, lived far more wichin their own confines than later. The different estates
not yet compete so frequently or directly for the same social opportunities;
the leading bourgeois groups were still far from being strong enough to
allenge the social pre-eminence of the nobility, the warriors. Only at one point
ociety did rising bourgeois elements, with the help of the monarchy,
idually displace knights and clergy directly from cheir positions: within the
vernmental apparatus, as officials.

22. The functional dependence of the monarchy on what went on in society at
ge is manifested particularly clearly in the development of the machinery of
vernment, in the spliccing-off of all chose institucions which first of all were
t much more than parts of the royal domestic and domanial administracion.
When the society of free men consisted essentially only of knights and clergy, the
overnment apparatus, too, was made up above all of knights and clergy; the
lergy or clerks, as already mentioned, usually being loyal servants and propo-
nents of royal interests, while the feudal lords, even at court and wichin the royal
fédminisr:ration, were often enough rivals of the king, more concerned with
developing their own power positions than with consolidating his. Then, as the
warrior class outside the governmental apparatus became more complex, as in the
course of the elimination struggles major and minor feudal lords were more
sharply differenciated, chis constellation was mirrored in the structure of a
growing governmental machine: clerics and members of minor warrior houses
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formed its staff while major feudal lords found themselves confined o
positions, for example as members of the great assembly or the
council. i

Even in this phase men from the scracum below che warriors and prig
certainly not lacking in the royal administration, even if elements of unf;
did nort play the same role in the development of the French central app;
they did in the development of the German. Perhaps that is connected
fact that in the former case, urban communities, and thus a chird ‘g ate.
freedmen, had risen somewhart earlier to independent significance than
laccer. In France the participation of urban groups in the royal adminisg
rose with the growth of the towns, and as early as the Middle Ages memp,
these groups gradually permeated the governmental apparatus to an extepg ¢
was not reached in the majority of German territories until well into the
period.

They entered this apparatus by two main routes:!*

first chrough cheir'g
share of secular posts, that is, positions previously filled by nobles; and s&¢i
through their share of ecclesiastical posts, that is as clerks. The term c/er
slowly to change its meaning from about the end of the twelfth century o
its ecclesiastical connotation receded and it referred more and more to a mip’
had studied, who could read and write Larin, though it may be that the
stages of an ecclesiastical career were for a time a prerequisite for chis. Then,
conjunction with the extension of the administrative apparatus, both the
clerc and cerrain kinds of university study were increasingly secularized. Peg
no longer learned Latin exclusively to become members of the clergy, th
learned it to become officials. To be sure, there were still bourgeois whoent
the king’s council simply on account of their commercial or organiza
competence. Bur the majority of bourgeois atrained the higher regidns

government through study, chrough knowledge of canon and Roman law. Studs
became a_normal means of social advancement for the sons of leading u
strata. Bourgeo:s elemencs slowly pushed back the noble and ecclesiasti

elements in the government. The class of royal servants, of “officials”, became—

in contrast to the situation in Germany—an exclusively bourgeois formation.

From the time of Philip Augustus onwards ac che latest . . . the lawyers, true “knigl
of law” (chevaliers s lois) appeared: chey were to take on the task of amalgamating feiida
with canon and Roman law to make up monarchic law. ... A small army of thirt
scribes in 1316, 104 or 105 in 1359, about sixty in 1361 these chancellery clerks
gained numerous advantages from constantly swelling cheir ranks in the proximity:c
the king. The broad mass was to become privileged notaries; the élite (three under:
Philip che Fair, twelve before 1388, sixteen in 1406, eight in 1413) would give bitl
to the privy clerks or financial secretaries . . . The future was cheirs. Unlike the gran

officers of a palatinace, they had no ancestors, but were chemselves to be ancestors.!
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social position depended first and foremost on their place in royal service,
whose prestige and interests were largely identical with those of the
hy and the governmental apparatus. As the Church had done earlier, and
:d to some extent, members of the third estate now upheld che incerests of
cral function. They did so in the most diverse capacities, as scribes and
lors to the king, as tax administrators, as members of the highest courts.
was they who sought to ensure the continuity of royal policy beyond the
a particular king and quite often againsc his personal inclinations. Here
pourgeois classes elevated the monarchy, and the monarchs elevated the
eois classes.

“With chis almost total expulsion of the nobility from the governmental
atus, in the course of time the bourgeoisie attained a power position which
f the utmost importance to the overall balance of power in society. In
¢e, as already mentioned, it was not, almost till che end of che ancien régime,
‘rich merchants or the guilds who directly represented the bourgeoisie in
icts wich the nobility; it was the bureaucracy in its various formations. The
kening of the social position of the nobility, the strengthening of the
rgeoisie, is most clearly expressed in the fact that the upper bureaucracy lay
im, at least from the beginning of the seventeenth century onwards, to equal
| status wich che nobility. At chis time the interweaving of interests and che
isions between nobility and bourgeoisie had indeed reached a level which
red exceptional power for the central ruler.

is permeation of the cencral apparatus by sons of the urban bourgeoisie is
of the strands wichin that process indicating most clearly the close functional

erdependence between the rise of the monarchy and of the bourgeoisie. The
ourgeois upper stratum, which gradually evolved from the families of che
her “royal servants”, in the sixteenth and seventeenth cencturies attained such
ncreased social power that the central ruler would have been at its mercy, had it
t had counterweights in che nobility and clergy, whose resistance neutralized
heir strengeh; and it is not difficult to obse ve how the kings—above all, Louis
{IV—played constantly on this system of tensions. In the preceding phase,
however, the nobility and clergy—despite all the ambivalence already inhering

in ctheir relationship—were still, at firse, far scronger opponents of the central
auchoricy than the urban bourgeoisie. For this very reason the bourgeois eager for
socml advancement were as welcome helpers of the king as they were willing.
The kings allowed che central apparatus to become a monopoly of people from
the chird estate, because chis was still socially weaker than the first and second
estates.

This interdependence between the growth of the power of king and bour-
geoisie, and the weakening of nobility and clergy, is seen from a different aspect
if we consider the financial connections between the social existence of the
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on a single noble house, the royal house, and thus in a sense to the sam,
the bourgeoisie. On the other, it was a consequence of advancing
integration. Hand in hand witch the rise in the volume of money went
depreciation. This increase and depreciation of money accelerated in
teenth century to an extraordinary extent. And the nobility who lived
income from cheir estates, which they could not increase to keep.p
devaluation, were impoverished.

The religious wars—to mention only cthis final acce—had the same sig
for the weakening nobility as civil wars so often have for declining class
concealed from them, for a time, the inevitability of cheir fate. The up
unrest, the self-assertion in fighting, the possibility of pillage and the fa
gain, all chis encouraged che nobility to believe they could mainrain
threatened social position and save chemselves from downfall and impo
ment. Of the economic upheavals whirling them back and forth, chose em|
in them had scarcely an inkling. They saw that money was increasing;
rising, but chey did not understand it. Brantéme, one of the courtly war
the period, caprured chis mood: :

... far from having impoverished France, chis (civil) war has posicively enriched
so far as it has uncovered and placed in full view an infinity of treasures pre
hidden underground, where chey served no purpose. . . . It has placed them so
the sun, and turned cthem into such quantities of good money, that chere wer
millions of gold to be seen shining in France than chere had been millions o
pounds before, and there appeared more new, subtle silver coins, forged from chies
hidden creasures, than there had been coppers before. . . . And chat is not all: ch
merchants, usurers, bankers and other niggards down to cthe priests, kept thei
locked in cheir coffers and neicher enjoyed it themselves nor lent it excepr at:
interest and with excessive usury, or by the purchase or morrgage of land, goo
houses at a wretched price; so that che noble who had been impoverished durig
foreign wars and had pawned or sold his goods, was ac his wits” end. wichout everi
wood to keep himself warm, for these scamps of usurers had pocketed everything:
good civil war restored them to their rightful place. So I have seen genclemen of
bircth who, before the civil war, went about with two horses and a footman, recovel
such eftect thac during and after it they were seen travelling the country with si
seven good horses. . .. Aud that is how the bonest nobility of Frame has been restored by

. L s
grace or. ene might say, by the grease of the good civil war'"

In reality cthe majority of the French nobility, on their return from chis “goo
civil war, found themselves debt-ridden and ruined once more. Life grew mor
expensive. Creditors, along wich rich merchants, usurers and bankers, and above:
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officials, men of the robe, clamoured for repayment of the money they
'gm'_ Wherever they could, they possessed themselves of the noble estates,
 quite often the ticles too.
. Hobles who held on to their estates very soon found their income no
ufficient to cover the increased cost of living:

lords who had ceded land to their peasants against duties in cash, continued to

ject the same revenue but wichour che same value. Whac had cost five sous in the past
: 106

rwenty at the time of Henry III. The nobles grew poor without knowing it.

The picture of che distribution of social power seen here is fairly
ambiguous. The change in the social structure which had long been working
ast the warrior nobility in favour of bourgeois classes, accelerated in che
nth century. The latter gained in social weight what the former lost.
‘tggonisms in society grew. The warrior nobility did not understand the
ess forcing them out of cheir heredictary positions, but they saw it embodied
ese men of the third estate with whom they now had to compete directly for
‘same opportunities, above all for money, buc also, through money, for their
¥ land and even their social pre-eminence. Thereby the equilibrium was
swly established which gave optimal power to one man, the central ruler.

In the struggles of the sixteencth and seventeenth centuries we come across
rgeois corporations which have become wealthy, numerous and powerful
_enough to confront the warrior nobility’s claims to dominance and power with
m resistance, but neicher able nor strong enough to make the warriors, the
mflimry class, directly dependent on them. We find a nobility still strong and
belligerent enough to represent a constant threat to the rising bourgeois classes,
ut already too weak, above all economically, to control directly the town-

‘dwellers and cheir taxes. The fact that at this time che nobilicy had already
ncirely lost cthe functions of administration and jurisdiction, these being now in
he hands of bourgeois corporations, contributes in no small way to che nobility's
‘weakness. Nevertheless, no part of society was yet able to attain a lasting and
‘decisive preponderance over the others. In chis situation the king again and again
:'appeared to each class or corporation as an ally against the threats from ocher
-groups which they could not master on their own.

% Of course, the nobility and bourgeoisie themselves consisted of various groups
‘and strata whose interests did not always run in the same direction. Into the
primary tension between these two classes were woven numerous ocher tensions,
whether wichin these groups or between one or other of them and che clergy. Buc
at the same time all chese groups and strata were more or less dependent for their
existence on the ochers; none was at chis stage strong enough to overthrow the
established order as a whole. The leading groups, the only ones which could exert
a certain political influence wichin the framework of the existing institutions,
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were the least disposed to radical change. And this multiplicity of
strengchened all che more the potential power of the kings.

Of course, each of these leading groups, the highest nobles, the “gp,
at court, as much as the top of the bourgeoisie, the parliaments, would Ray;
to restrict the royal power in their own favour. Efforts, or at least ideag
in chis direction recur throughout the whole of the wucien régime. Th
groups with opposed interests and wishes were also divided in their acgj;
the monarchy. There was no lack of occasions on which this became clea
were even a number of temporary alliances between noble and urban-bg
groups, above all the parliaments, against the representatives of the mo
Bur if anything shows up the difficuley of such direct reconciliation;
strength of the tensions and rivalries existing between the parties, it is rh’
such occasional alliances. :

Take, for example, the Fronde. Louis XIV was still a minor. Maza
governing. Once more, for the last time for a long period, the most d »
social groups united to assail royal omnipotence represented by the Mj

Parliaments and broad nobility, urban corporations and men of che high no
all cried to exploit the monarchy’s moment of weakness, the regency
Queen exercised by the Cardinal. Bur the picture presented by this rising; s}
clearly enough how tense were relationships becween all these groups. The
is a kind of social experiment. It exposes once again the structure of tensjg
which gave the central authority its strength, but which remained conc
from view as long as chis auchority was firmly established. No sooner did ‘o
the competing allies seem to gain the slightest advantage than all the others
threatened, deserted the alliance, made common cause with Mazarin against
erstwhile ally, and then parcly switched back to his side. Each of these people
groups wanted to curtail royal power; buc each wanted to do it to his’
advantage. Each feared that another’s power might grow act the same t
Finally—nort least chanks to the skill wicth which Mazarin took advantage of
mechanism of tensions—the old equilibrium was re-established in favour o
existing royal house. Louis XIV never forgot the lesson of these days; far m

consciously and carefully chan all his predecessors, he nurtured this equilibri
and maintained the existing social differences and tensions.

25. For a long period of the Middle Ages che urban classes, through t
social position, were decidedly weaker than the warrior nobility. In chis per
the community of interests between the king and the bourgeois section of soci
was considerable, if not so great that friction and even conflicts berween tow!
and the central ruler were entirely absent. One of the most visible consequenc
of chis community of interests, as we have noted, was the expulsion of th
nobility from the monarchy’s governmental organization, and its permeation b
people of bourgeois origin. :

Then, as the relative social power of the nobility diminished wich che ndvnnc :
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gnetar)’ integration and monopolization, the kings shifted some of their
h ‘back to the side of the nobility. They now secured the existence of the
a privileged class against the bourgeois assaulr, and they did so to just
tee necessary to preserve the social differences between nobility and
isie and thus che equilibrium of tensions within che realm. So, for
le, they secured for the bulk of the nobility exemption from taxes, which
\bo‘:;oeoisie would have liked to see abolished or at least reduced. Buc this
“rmmly not enough to give the economically weak landowners a sufficient
*aésls on which to satisfy their claim to be the upper class and their need to
tivate 2 demonstratively affluent mode of life. Despite their rax exemprion,
ass of the landed nobility throughouc the aucien régime led a thoroughly
icted life. They could hardly compete in material prosperity wich the upper
:of the bourgeoisie. Vis-a-vis the authorities, above all the courts, their
‘5 ion was far from favourable; for the posts in the latter were held by people
pourgeois origin. In addition, the kings, supported by a section of aristocratic
pinion, upheld the rule chat a noble who engaged directly in commerce should
renounce borh his cicle and all his noble privileges, at least for the duration of
activity. This rule certainly served to maintain the existing differences
ween bourgeoisie and nobility, which the kings no less than the nobles
mselves were concerned to preserve. But at the same time it blocked che
obility’s only direct access to greater prosperity. Only indirectly, through
riage, could a noble profic from the wealth that scemmed from commerce and
official posts. The nobility would have had nothing of the splendour and social
stige they still enjoyed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; chey
Id unfailingly have succumbed to the increasingly prosperous bourgeoisie
perhaps to a new bourgeois nobility, had they not—or art least a small section
hem—obrained with the king’s help a new monopoly position at court. This
ch permicted them a mode of life adequate to their social station, and
preserved them from involvement in bourgeois activities. The court offices, the
many and various official positions within the royal household, were reserved to
the aristocracy. In this way hundreds and finally thousands of nobles found
relatively highly paid posts. Royal favour, actested by occasional gifts, was added
for good measure; and proximity to cthe king gave these posts high prestige. And
o from the broad mass of the landed aristocracy there arose a stracum of nobles,
lie courtly nobility, which could counterbalance the upper bourgeoisie in wealth
nd influence. Just as earlier, when the bourgeoisie was weaker than the
ristocracy, posts in the royal administration had been made a bourgeois
i monopoly with the king's help, now that che nobility was weakening, the court
positions, likewise with royal assistance, became a preserve of the nobility.
~ The exclusive filling of court posts by nobles did not happen at one stroke or
by the design of a particular king, any more than the reservation of all che ocher
state posts to the bourgeoisie had been earlier.
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Under Henry IV. and still under Louis XIII, court positions, like ch
of military appointments and, still more, like adminiscrative and judicial:
were purchasable and thus the property of their occupant. This was eve
the post of gowrernenr, the milicary commanders of particular region
kingdom. To be sure, in particular cases the occupant of such a post coyj
exercise his office wich the king’s approval, and it naturally happened;:
this or that position was awarded solely through royal favour. But in ge;

purchase of offices had by this time gained the upper hand over their nom:
through favour. And since the majority of the nobility were no macch:
upper bourgeoisie in terms of wealch, the third estate, or ac least familie
from it and only recently ennobled, slowly but visibly took over the ¢
milicary posts as well. Only the great noble families still had enough
partly thanks to the size of their lands and partly through pensions paid’¢
by the king, to hold on to positions of this kind in face of such compet

Nevertheless, a willingness to help the nobility in chis situation j
unmistakable in Henry IV, just as it is in Louis XIII and Richelieu. Ng
them forgot for a moment that they were themselves aristocrats. Mor
Henry IV attained the chrone at the head of an army of nobles. But apart.
the fact that even they were largely impotent in face of the economic prog
working against the nobility, the royal function had necessities of its own;a
relation to the nobility was ambivalent. Henry IV, Richelieu and all
successors, in order to secure their own position, were anxious to kee]
nobility as far as possible from positions of political influence; but at the:
time they were obliged to preserve the nobility as an independent social fic
the internal balance of forces.

The double face of the absolutist court corresponded exactly to this
relationship of king to nobility. This court was at the same time an instrum
for controlling the nobility and a means of sustaining it. In chis directio
gradually developed. o

Even Henry IV took it for granted thac the king lived wichin an aristocr:
circle. But it was not yet his strict policy to demand permanent residenc
court of those members of the nobility who wished to remain in royal favour.
doubrt he also lacked the means to finance as enormous a court, and to distribui
courr offices, favours and pensions as lavishly, as Louis XIV was able to do lat
In his time, moreover, society was still in an extreme state of flux. Noble famil
were declining, bourgeois rising. The estates were surviving, but their occupari
was being drastically transformed. The wall dividing the estates was riddled wi
holes. Personal qualities or lack of them, personal fortune or misfortune, oft
played as large a part in a family’s destiny as its origin in this or that estate. Ev
the gates to the court and court offices were still fairly wide open to people’
bourgeois origin. ‘

This the nobility deplored. It was they who desired and proposed that thes
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e reserved to them. And not only these offices. They desired a share in

oschers; they sought to win back cheir lost positions in the governmental
5 In 1627 they addressed to Louis XIII, under the citle “Requests and
for the Restoration of cthe Nobility™, a petition with precise proposals to

re, in a few words, a picture of the declining class is sketched. It
sponds closely to realiy. Most landed estates were overburdened wich debr.
.noble families had lost all cheir possessions. The youth of the aristocracy
ichout hope; the unrest and social pressure emanating from these displaced

e was felt everywhere in the life of chis society. What was to be done?
\mong the reasons for this state of affairs, express mention is made of the
rust which a number of noblemen had aroused in the king through cheir
arrogance and ambition. This had finally led the kings to believe it necessary to
tice the power of such nobles by excluding them from official positions which
éy had perhaps misused, and by elevating the third estate; so that since that
me the nobles had been stripped of their judicial and fiscal duties, and expelled

»m the king's councils.

Finally, in twenty-two articles, the nobility demanded, among other things,
tie following: in addition to the military command of the various gowvernments of
he kingdom, che civil and military functions of the royal house—rthart is, the
keleton of what was later to make the court a sinecure for the nobilicy—should
ease to be purchasable and become reserved to the nobility.

In addition, the nobility demanded a certain influence on provincial admin-
stration and access for a number of particularly eligible aristocrats to the high
ourts, the parliaments, at least in an advisory capacity and without emoluments;
nd chey demanded, finally, that a third of the membership of the financial and

military councils, and other parts of the royal government, should come from
‘their ranks.

Of all these demands, if we disregard a few minor concessions, only one was
fulfilled: court posts were closed to the bourgeoisie and reserved to the nobility.
‘All the others, insofar as they involved participation by the nobility, however
modest, in government or administration, remained unfulfilled.

In many German territories, nobles sought and received administrative and
judicial offices as well as military ones; at least since the Reformation, they had
therefore been found in che universicies.'” Most of the higher offices of state
remained virtually a monopoly of the nobility; elsewhere, nobles and bourgeois
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normally balanced each other within many state offices according ¢
formula of allocation. ,

In the French central government, as we have mentioned, the tensig
constant open or latent struggle between the two estates was expressed §
that the whole administration remained a monopoly of the bourgeoisie
the whole court in the narrower sense, which had always been la:géi
by nobles but was threatened by bourgeoisification when offices wer
purchasable, in the seventeenth century became once and for all a nobje
poly.

Richelieu, in his will, had recommended that the court should be close
those who “have not the good fortune of a noble origin”.'” Louis XIV
rescricred access to court offices by bourgeois to the urmost; but even he.
completely close them. Thus, after many preparatory movements in wh
social interests of the nobility and the monarchy were, so to speak, weig
and testing each other, the court was given its clear role as an asylum’
nobility on one hand, and a means of controlling and taming the old.
class on the other. The untrammelled knighely life was gone forever.

For most of the nobility, not only were their economic circumscances
now on straitened, buc cheir horizons and scope for action were narrowedi_
their meagre revenues they were restricted to their country seats. Escape
this in military campaigns was, to a large extent, blocked. Even in war the
longer fought for themselves as free knights, but as officers in
organization. And special luck or connections were needed to escape permane
from the landed nobility to the wider horizons and greater prestige of the s
circle at court.

This émaller part of the nobility found ac court, and in and around Pat
new, more precarious homeland. Up to the time of Henry IV and Louis XIII
was not difficule for a noble belonging to the court circle to spend time aj

country seat or that of another noble. There was, to be sure, a courtly nobil
distinct from the broad country gentry; buc cthis society was still relati
decencralized. Louis XIV, having learned his lesson early through the Fr
exploited the nobility’s dependence on him t the full. He wanted “to un
directly under his eyes all those who are possible leaders of risings, and wh
chateanx could serve as focal points for rebellion .. .".'" .

The construction of Versailles corresponded perfectly to both the intercwin
tendencies of the monarchy: to provide for and visibly elevate parts of the nobil
while controlling and taming them. The king gave liberally, particularly to hi
favourices. But he demanded obedience; he kept the nobles constantly aware o

their dependence on the money and other opportunities he had to distribute

The King [Saint-Simon records in his Mémoires'''} not only saw that che high nobili
were present at his court, he demanded it also of the petcy nobles. Ac his Lezer and his:
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. ac his meals, in his gardens at Versailles, he was always looking about him,
ng everyone. He took it amiss if the most distinguished nobles did not reside
ently at court, and if the others came only seldom, and toral disgrace awaired
ho showed themselves hardly or nor ac all. If one of chese had a request, che
uld say proudly: “I do not know him.” And his judgement was irrevocable. He
+ mind if a person enjoyed living in the country, but he had to show moderation
; and take precautions before longer absences. Once in my youch when I went to
en on some legal business, the king had a minister write to enquire my reasons.

s surveillance of everything that went on is very characteristic of che
ire of this monarchy. It shows clearly how strong were the basic tensions
the king had to observe and master in order to maintain his rule, not only
i his society but outside it as well. “The art of governing is not at all
ale or unpleasant”, Louis XIV once said in his instructions to his heir. “It
sts quite simply in knowing the real thoughts of all che princes in Europe,
ing everything that people try to conceal from us, their secrets, and keeping
watch over them.”!"?

he king's curiosity to know what was going on around him {Saint-Simon writes in
other place''’} grew more and more intense; he charged his first valer and the
overnor of Versailles to enrol a bodyguard. These received the royal livery, were
ependent only on those just mentioned, and had the clandestine task of wandering the
orridors by day and night, secretly observing and following people, seeing where they
ent and when chey came back. overhearing ctheir conversations and reporting
veryching exactly.

ardly anything is as characteristic of the peculiar structure of the society
ich makes possible a strong autocracy, as this necessity of minutely super-
ing everything that goes on within the realm. This necessity shows up both
e immense tensions and the precariousness of the social apparatus wichout
hich the co-ordinating function would not endow the central ruler with so high
2 power ratio. The tension and equilibrium between the various social groups,
and the resulting highly ambivalent acticude of all chese groups to the central
tuler himself, was certainly not created by any king. But once this constellation
had been established, it was vitally important for the ruler to preserve it in all

ts precariousness. This task demanded exact supervision of his subjects.

For good reasons Louis XIV had a particularly watchful eye on people closest
o him in rank. The division of labour and the interdependence of everyone,
‘including dependence of the central ruler on the masses, were not yet so
‘advanced that pressure from the common people was the greatest threat to the
king, even though popular unrest, above all in Paris, was certainly not without
danger; one of the reasons for the removal of his court from Paris to Versailles lies
here. But whenever, under Louis's predecessors, dissatisfaction among the masses
led to uprisings, it was members of the royal family or the high nobility who
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placed themselves at their head and used the factions and discontent f;
own ambirtions. Here. in his closest circle, the monarch’s most dangeroiss v
were still to be found.

It was shown earlier how, in che course of monopolization, the circle Ofpeo
able to compete for the chance to rule was gradually reduced to the membg
the royal house. Louis XI finally conquered these princely feudal logds
restored their territories to the crown; but in the religious wars different pa
were still headed by branches of the royal family. Wich Henry IV, aftet
extinction of the main branch, a member of a secondary one again cameitg ¢
throne. And the princes of the blood, “the great ones”, the dukes and pes ‘
France, continued to wield considerable power. The basis of this power isifs;
clear. It was primarily cheir position as goivernerrs, military command’ersi
provinces, and their fortresses. Slowly, with the consolidation of monopoly: nl;
these possible rivals of the kings took on the character of functionaries !ﬁ

powerful government apparatus. But they resisted this change. The nityy
brother of Louis XIII, the Duke of Vendéme, Henry IV's bastard son;ig
against the central auchority at the head of a faction. He was governor of Brittany
and believed he had an heredirary right to this province on grounds of marriape
Then it was the governor of Provence from whom the resistance came, then'the
governor of Languedoc, the Duke of Montmorency; and even the Hugueng
nobilicy’s accempts at resistance had cheir basis in a similar power position::Th
army was not yet completely centralized; the commanders of forcresses and'ca
tains of strongholds still had a high degree of independence. The governorsia
provinces regarded their purchased and salaried positions as their property.So
there were renewed flickerings of centrifugal tendencies in the land. Under Lous
XIII they: were still perceprible. The king's brocher, Gaston, Duke of Orléans;
rose, like many royal brothers before him, against the king. He formally
renounced friendship for the Cardinal after taking over the leadership of the
faction hostile to him, and went to Orléans to begin his scruggle against
Richelieu and the King from a strong military position. *

Richelieu finally won all these battles, not least with che aid of the bourgeoisie.
and che superior financial means they put ac his disposal. The resisting lords died
vanquished, some in prison, some in exile, some in battle; Richelieu let even.the
king's mother die abroad.

The belief that as sons or brothers of the King, or princes of his blood, they may
discurb the realm with impunity, is mistaken. It is far more judicious to secure the
realm and monarchy than to respect impunity endowed by rank.

So he writes in his memoirs. Louis XIV reaped the benefic of these victories;
burt a sense of threat from the nobility, particularly the high nobility closest t0
him, was second nacture to him. The lesser nobility he forgave an occasional
absence from court if reasons were given. Towards “the great ones” he was
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cable. And the court’s role as a place of detention emerged parcicularly
y in relation to them. “The surest place for a son of France is the heart of
ing”, he replied when his brother asked him for a governorship and a
ss, @ place de sireré. That his eldest son held separate court at Meudon he
<ed with the urmost displeasure. And when the heir to the throne died, the
hastily had che furnicure of his chirearr sold in case the grandson who
ited Meudon should make the same use of it and once again “divide the
w114

his fear, says Saint-Simon, was quite groundless. For none of the king’s
adsons would have dared to displease him. But when it was a martter of
niafntaining his prestige and securing his personal rule, the king's severity made
o discinction between his relations and ocher persons.

Monopoly rule, centred on the monopolies of taxation and physical violence,
ad:‘thus atrained, for this particular stage as the personal monopoly of an
,mdi'vidual its consummate form. It was protected by a fairly efficient organiza-

‘tlon of surveillance. The land-owning king distributing land or tiches had
become a money-owning king distributing salaries: this gave centralization a
power and solidity unacrained hitherto. The strength of the centrifugal social
forces had been finally broken. All possible rivals of the monopoly ruler had been
Bfought into an institutionally secured dependence on him. No longer in free
competmon but in one restricted by monopoly, only a section of the nobility, the
courtiy section, competed for the opportunities distributed by the monopoly
ruler, and was ac the same time under constant pressure from a reserve army of

ountry aristocracy and rising bourgeois elements. The court was the organiza-
,nonal form of this restricted competition.

. 'Buc even if at this stage the king's personal control of the monopolized
opportunities were great, it was anything bur unlimiced. In the structure of chis
telatively private monopoly there were already unmistakable elements which
would finally lead from personal control of the monopolies to public control by
‘ever-broader sections of society. For Louis XIV the statemenc: “L'Erat c'est moi”
had, indeed, a measure of truch, whether or not he himself uctered ic.
Institutionally, the monopoly organizarion still had to a considerable extent the
character of a personal possession. Functionally, however, the monopoly ruler’s
'dependence on other strata, on the entire network of differenciated social
functions, was already very great, and was constantly increasing witch che advance
of the commercial and monetary integration of society. Only the particular
sicuation of society, the peculiar balance of tensions between the rising bourgeois
and the declining aristocratic groups, and then between the many major and
minor groups throughout the land, gave the central ruler his immense powers of
control and decision. The independence with which earlier kings ruled their
domains, an expression of lower social interdependence, had vanished. The vast
human network chat Louis XIV ruled has its own momenctum and its own centre
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preserve the balance of people and groups and, by playmé on the rensigy,
steer the whole.

begin to become public monopolies in an institutional sense. In a long séf
elimination contests, in a gradual centralization of the means of physical vig]
and rtaxation, in conjunction with a constantly increasing division of fug
and the rise of professional bourgeois classes, French society had been orga
step by step in the form of a state.

VIII

On the Sociogenesis of the Monopoly of Taxation

26. A certain aspect of this monopolization, and thus of the whole proce
state-formation, easily escapes the retrospective observer because he usually has
clearer picture of the later stages, of the results of the process, than
developments lying furcther back. He can hardly conceive that chis absol
monarchy and centralized government emerged quite gradually from the. m
eval world as something new and extraordinary in the eyes of its contempora;
Nevertheless, only an attemprt to reconstruct this aspect gives us the possib;
of understanding what really happened. OK, but obvious

The miain ouclines of the transformation are clear. From a particular ce
point it can be described in a few words: the territorial property of one warrior fa
its control of certain lands and its claim to tithes or services of varions kinds fro
people living on this land. is transformed with the advancing division of functions ana
the course of nunserous struggles, into a centralized control of military power and of regn
duties or taxes overa far larger area. Within this area no one may now use weapoj
and fortifications or physical violence of any kind without the central rul
permission. Thart is something very novel in a society in which originally a whol
class of people could use weapons and physical violence according w© their mean

and cheir inclinations. And everyone of whom the central ruler requires it is o
bound to pay a certain portion of his income or his wealth to the central 1‘u_le'
This is even more novel, measured by what was customary in medieval socie
In che barter economy of chat time, where money was relatively rare, demands
princes or kings for money payments—Ileaving aside certain occasions fixed' b
tradition—were regarded as something quite unprecedented; such measures we:
regarded in much the same way as pillaging or the levying of tributes.
“Constituti sunt reditus terrarum, uc ex illis viventes a spoliatione subditorus
Same with Roman Empire
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aeant”:'"” the revenues of the land are intended to prevent those living on

rom plundering cheir subjects, said St Thomas Aquinas. In this he was
inly not expressing the opinion only of ecclesiastical circles, even though
h institutions were probably particularly exposed to such measures on
¢ of their wealch. The kings themselves did not chink very differently, even
ith the general shortage of money, they could not refrain from repeatedly
inding such compulsory duties. Philip Augustus, for example, aroused so
unrest and opposition through a series of taxes, particularly the contribution
e Crusades in 1188—the famous dime saladine—that in 1189 he declared
no such taxes would ever again be levied. In order, his decree runs, that
er he nor his successors shall ever fall into cthe same error, he forbids with
royal authority and the whole auchority of all the churches and barons of che
m, this damnable effrontery. If anyone, whether the king or anyone else,
d atcempt “by audacious temperity” to revert to it, he wants them
sobeyed.''® It may be that in the formulation of this decree his pen was guided
agitated notables. But when he was preparing for the Crusade in 1190, he
himself expressly ordered that in the event of his death during the Crusade, a
part of the war treasury should be distributed among those who had been
impoverished by the levies. Duties demanded by the kings in this society, with
its: relative scarcity of money, were indeed something different from taxes in a
ore commercialized society. No one took them for granted as a permanent
sticution; market cransactions and the whole level of prices were in no way
ljusted to chem; they came like a bolt from the blue, ruining large numbers of
‘ople. The kings or their representatives, as we can see, were sometimes aware
this. But wich the limited revenues they received directly from their domanial
tates, they were constantly faced with the choice of either using all the threats
d force at their disposal to raise money by levies, or succumbing to rival
powers. All the same, the agitation over the “Saladin tithe” and the opposition
¢ unleashed seem to have been long remembered. It was only after seventy-nine
ears that a king again demanded a special tax, an aide féadale for his Crusade.
. The general belief of kings themselves was that the rulers of a terricory and
their government should support themselves on the income from their domanial
possessions in the narrower sense, that is, on the income from their own estates.
o be sure, the kings and a number of other greatr feudal lords, in the course of
monopolization, had already risen considerably above the mass of the feudal

ords, and we can see in retrospect that new functions were evolving. But these
‘new funcrions developed only slowly, by small steps and in constant conflict wich
‘the representatives of other functions, into solid insticutions. For the time being,
“the king was a great warrior among many other greater or lesser warriors. Like
’:thern, he lived on the produce of his estates; buc like them he also had a

tradicional right to raise taxes from the inhabirants of his region on certain
extraordinary occasions. Every feudal lord demanded and received cerrain duties
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when his daughter was married, when his son was knighted, and EO‘p
ransom if he were made a prisoner-of-war. These were the original 4/,
and the kings demanded chem like every other feudal lord. Demands for
over and above these had no basis in custom; this is why they had-

repute to pillage and extortion.
Then, in about the twelfth and chirteench centuries, a new form of pr
revenue began to establish itself. In the twelfth cencury the towns weré
growing. According to ancient feudal custom, only men of the warrior clas
nobles, were entitled to bear arms; but the burghers had now foughr sw
hand for civic freedom or were about to do so; and about the time of Lo
it became customary to enrol the town-dwellers, the “bourgeois”, for war
Very soon, however, the town-dwellers preferred to offer the rterritorial
money instead of war services so that he could hire warriors. They ¢
cialized war service; and to the kings and the other grear feudal lords t
not unwelcome. The supply of war services by indigent warriors was
greater than the purchasing power of the rival feudal lords. So these
payments for exemption from war service quite quickly became an estab;
custom or an insticution. The king's representatives demanded from each:
community such and such a number of men or the payment of a correspon
sum for a particular campaign, and the towns agreed or negotiated a reductig
Burt even this custom was still seen as only a further form of the feudal i
extraordinary cases; it is called cthe aide de ['ost and these aids were taken toged
as the “aids in the four cases”.
It would rake us too far afield to show how the town communities thems
gradually began to form a kind of internal raxation system for the var
communal tasks. Suffice it to say that the king's demands served to develo
just as, conversely, the urban taxation institutions that began to be consolid:
about the end of the twelfth century had an importance for the organizati
royal taxation that should not be under-estimated. Here, too, the bourgeoisie
the royal house—usually involuntarily—carried each other along. Bur th
certainly not to say that the burghers or any other social class paid willingly
without resistance. As is the case with regular taxation later, no one paid th
occasional taxes unless he felt directly or indirectly forced to do so. Both cas
indicate exactly the nature of the mutual dependence of groups in society ai
given stage and of the prevailing power balances. :
The kings did not wish and could nor afford t provoke excessive opposition:
the social power of the royal function was clearly not yet strong enough for th
On the other hand, for their function and self-assertion, they needed above all
finance the constant struggles wich rivals, continual and gradually increasi
sums of money that they could only obrain by such aides. Their measu
changed. Under the pressure of this situation the royal representatives groped fo
one solution after another; they shifted the main burden first on to this urban o

ot
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lass, then on to that. Bur in all chis twisting and turning the social power
monarchy was constantly growing, and with this growth, each furchering
er, taxes gradually took on a new character.

292 the king demanded a duty of one “denier” in the pound for all wares
he duty being payable by both buyer and seller. “An exaction of a kind
d-of in the French realm”, a chronicler of the time called it. In Rouen the
ng-house of the royal rax-collectors was plundered. Rouen and Paris, the
fmost important towns in the kingdom, finally bought their exemption for
.d sum.""” Bur this tax long remained in che popular memory under che
ous name uial-téte; and the opposition it aroused long remained in the
s of the royal officials. Accordingly, the king attempted in the following
to raise compulsory loans from the wealchy bourgeois. When this too met
violent resistance, he reverted in 1295 to the aide in its original form; the
as demanded from all estates, not only the third. One hundredth of the value
goods was to be paid. But the yield of this tax was clearly not enough. The
: pllowing year the duty was raised to a fiftietch. And now, of course, the feudal
tds also affected by the tax were extremely angry. The king cherefore declared

self willing to return to the religious and secular feudal lords a part of che
m he raised from their dominions. He gave them, so to speak, a share of the
ty. But this no longer reassured them. Above all, the secular feudal lords, the
rriors, felt increasingly chreatened in cheir craditional righes, cheir independ-
¢ rule and perhaps even in their whole social existence, by this central
vernmencal apparatus. The king's men were intruding everywhere; chey
ppropriated rights and duries which had earlier been the exclusive prerogative
f the individual feudal lord. And here, as so often, it was money duties that
y ¢re the lasc scraw. When, in 1314, shorcly before the death of Philip che Fair,
igh taxes for a campaign in Flanders were once again levied, unrest and
iscontent, reinforced by the mismanagement of the war, became open resistance.

rr

'We cannot tolerate the levying of these ‘aides™, says one of those affected,'®
we cannot bear them with a quiet conscience; they would cost us our honour,
‘our righes and our freedom.” “A new kind of unjustified exrortion, of unseemly
E-lmoney—raising, unknown in France and particularly in Paris,” another man of the
ftime records, “was used to cover expenses; it was said to be intended for the
‘Flanders war. The servile councils and ministers of the King wanted buyers and
sellers to pay six deniers for each pound of the selling price. Nobles and
‘commoners . .. united under oath to maintain their freedom and that of the
facherland.”

The unrest was indeed so great and general cthat towns and feudal lords formed
an alliance against the king. It is one of those historical experiments from which
we can read off the degree of divergence of their interests, the strengch of the
tension berween them. Under the common chreat from the fiscal demands of che

royal representatives, and the high feelings it aroused on all sides, a league

not
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berween bourgeoisie and nobility was still possible. Would it last, wg
effective? It has already been pointed out that in ocher countries, espe
England on the basis of a different social structure, a rapproche
concerted action between certain urban and rural classes gradually ¢
being which—despite all the tensions and hostility between them
contributed in no small way to the curtailment of royal power. The faf
alliances in France, as can be seen here in embryonic form and far more.
later, with the growing interdependence of the estates, was very differey,
unanimity of the estates did noc survive long; the impact of their cqfn
actions was broken by their mutual mistrust. “Anger and discontent brihg
together, bur their interests admit no unicy.”'"”
Il sonc lignée deslignée

Contrefaite et mal alignée

runs a song of the time about the allies. All the same, this violent re ¢¢
wilfully levied taxes left a scrong impression, not least on the royal officials
upheavals within the dominion were not without danger for the struggl
external rivals. The social position of the central ruler was not yet strong el
for him alone to determine the duties and their level; power was still disti:
in such a way that he had to negotiate on each occasion with the estates wh
was taxing and gain their approval. And as yet the aides were no mor
occasional and extraordinary payments to assist in a particular concrete pu
This was only gradually to change in the course of the Hundred Years' War
war became permanent, so also did the duries needed by the central ruler:fo
conduct.

“The struggle facing the monarchy in seeking to establish and develo,
fiscal power can only be appreciated if we are aware of the social forces
interests' it encountered as obstacles to its designs.”'*" This statement d
indeed point to the basic feature of the sociogenesis of the taxation monopol
be sure, the kings themselves could not foresee, any more than their advers;
in this scruggle, the new institution to which it would give rise. They did

really have any general intention © “increase their fiscal power”. To begin
they and cheir representatives wanted quite simply to extract as much money,
possible from their dominion on one occasion after another, and the tasks :
expenses necessitating this were always quite specific and immediate. No sin
person created taxes or the taxation monopoly; no individual, nor seri
individuals throughout the century in which this institution was slowly form
worked towards chis goal by any deliberate plan. Taxation, like any ot
institurion, is a product of social interweaving. It arises—as from a parallelogr
of forces—from the conflicts of the various social groups and interests, unt
sooner or later the instcrument which has developed in the constant social tri
of strength becomes more and more consciously understood by the interested
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nd more deliberately constructed into an organization or institution. In
ay, in conjunction wich a gradual transformation of society and a shift of
er relationships within it, the occasional aids to the lords of estates or
ties, levied for specific campaigns or ransom or dowries or the provision of
were transformed into regular payments. As the money and trade sector of
onomy slowly increased, as a particular house of feudal lords gradually
a house af &ngs over an ever-larger area, dée fendal gide Afmé natre cds
Sgg@‘;g b ig@rﬁxwoqr begins in 1337 (until 145 5]
im 1328 onwards, and more strongly from 1337, this cransformation of the
tdinary aid into regular duties accelerated. In 1328 a direct tax for the war
landers was again levied in certain parts of the kingdom; in 1335 chere
n indirect tax in a number of western towns, a duty on each sale, for
sping a fleet; in 1338 all royal officials had someching deducted from their
1340 the tax on the sale of wares was re-introduced and made general; in
‘there was an addicional tax on the sale of salt, the gabelle di sel. In 1344,
"and 1346 chese indirect taxes continued to be raised. After the Battle of
, the royal officials again tried a personal direct tax, and in 1347 and 1348
y reverted once more to the indirect form, the tax on sales. All this was to
ne degree experimental; all chese levies were regarded, as we have said, as
porary assistance from society in the conduct of the king's war; they were /es
sur le fait de la grerre. The king and his officials declared over and over again
at the demands for money would cease wich the hostilities.'?! And whenever
“estates’ representatives had the chance, they underlined chis; they tried to
certain cthat the money coming from the aides was actually used for military
rboses. The kings themselves, however, at least from Charles V on, never
dhered very strictly to this demand. They controlled the funds from the aides
d continued, when they thought it necessary, to meet their own household
osts or to reward their favourites from chis money. This whole development, this
flow of money to the king’s treasury as well as the establishment of a milicary
‘ofce paid from this money, slowly but surely led to an extraordinary strengchen-
g of the central function. Each of che estates, the nobility above all, opposed

;:_a:;ffected by the war, far too directly interested in a successful repulsion of the
;English, to be able to refuse the king funds. In addition, the strength of che
'{imragonism between them, together with local differences, not only undermined
fany common front to limic the king’s financial demands or to supervise the use
of this income, burt prevented a direct organization of the war by the estates. The
threat from outside made the people of this society, which still had relacively
liccle unicy and interdependence, particularly dependent on the king as supreme
co-ordinator and on his governmental machine. So they had to puc up year after

ncral auchgrity’s increase | wer to the t of its ability.. But here, too,
BB seneeal Eslale s SR NGB, E5hioner
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vear with the levying in the king's name of “extraordinary aids” for a wj
did not end.
Finally, after King John was taken prisoner in the Battle of Poitiers, jx
0 pay the enormous ransom demanded by the English, a tax was levied
first time not just for one year but for six. Here, as so often, a maj
fortuitous event merely accelerated something chat had long been prepared
scructure of society. In reality chis rax was raised continuously not for six
but for twenty, and we may suppose that by this time a certain adapration
market to such payments was taking place. Moreover, apart from this puy
tax for the king’s ransom cthere were continual raxes for other purposes.as
in 1363 a direct tax to cover the immediate costs of war; in 1367 anot
combact pillage by the soldiery; in 1369, on the resumption of war, new
and indirect raxes including che specially hated house-tax, the forage.
“All these are still, no doubr, feudal ‘aides’, but generalized, made
and levied not only in the king's domain but throughout the kingdom undé
supervision of a special, centralized adminiscrative machine.”'* In fact, m
phase of the Hundred - Years’ War when the aides were slowly becom
permanent, there gradually evolved specialized official functions devote
collecting and legally enforcing chese “extraordinary payments”, as they
still called. First of all chey were represented simply by a few Généraux sur |
des finances, who supervised the army of chose responsible for the aides throug
the land. Then, in 1370, chere were already two supreme administrators, o
whom specialized in the financial and the other in the legal questions ar
from the collection of aides. This was the first form of whar later, throughou
whole ancien rigime, remained one of the most important organs of
administration, the Chambre or Conr des Aides. But here, in the years 1 37
1380, chis insticution was still in the process of formation; it lacked a defir
form; it was one more atcempe in the open or silenc scruggle in which '
different social power-centres were constantly testing each other’s strengch. A
its presence did not, as ofren happens with solidly established institutio
obliterate the mé&mory of the social conflicts from which it had resulted. Eac
time the monarchy, meeting resistance in different parcs of che population; h
to limic its taxation demands, these official functions also receded. Their le
and the curve of their growth is a fairly exact indicator of the social strengeh
the central function and the apparacus for ruling in relation to the nobility
clergy and che urbztle 3lgjre_s1 0 ,
Under Charles V. as has been meztioned, the aides sin le fait de la gnerre beca
as permanent as the war itself. They weighed upon a people that was bein,
impoverished in this war by devastation, fire, trade difficulties and nor least b
continual raids by troops who wanted to be fed and fed themselves by force:
the more oppressive were the taxes demanded by the king; and the more strongl}{
their becoming the rule instead of the exception was felt as a contravention of
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ition. AS long as Charles V was alive all this found no visible expression.
ess grew unseen, and with it discontent. Bue it seemed chat the king was to
_extent aware of this growing tension in the country, of the suppressed
ings, particularly against the taxes. He probably realized the danger to which
mood must give rise if, in his place, in place of an old, experienced king, a
d
ival relations. And perhaps cthis fear of the future was coupled with pangs of
icience. Cerrainly the taxes that his government had brought in year after

his son who was still a minor, came to the throne under the guardianship

seemed to the king inevitable and indispensable. Buc even for him, che
neficiary, these taxes clearly still had a tinge of injustice about them. At any
te, a few hours before his deach, on 16 September 1380, he signed a decree
pealing above all the most oppressive and unpopular tax, the house-tax which
ighed equally on rich and poor. How appropriate this decree was to the
tiiation created by the king's death very quickly became apparent. The central
fariccion weakened, the repressed tensions in the country broke out. The
mpeting relations of the dead king, above all Louis of Anjou and Philip che
Bold of Burgundy, contested predominance and not least control of the royal
reasury. The towns began to revole against the taxes. The people put the royal
k-collectors to flight. And the agitacion of the lower urban strata was at first
¢t unwelcome to the richer bourgeoisie. The desires of both ran parallel. The
rban notables who in November 1380 met representatives of the other estates
n Paris, demanded cthe abolition of the royal taxes. Probably the Duke of Anjou,
the king’s Chancellor, promised to fulfil the demand under chis direct pressure.
On 16 November 1380 a decree was issued in the king’s name by which
‘henceforth for ever, all ‘fouage’ impositions, salc taxes, fourths and eighths, by
hich our subjects have been so much aggrieved, all aids and subsidies of any
kind which have been imposed on account of the said wars ...", were
bolished.

“The whole financial system of the last ten years, all the conquests made in the
iyears 1358/59 and 1367/68, were sacrificed. The monarchy was thrown back
‘almost a century. It found itself ac almost the same point as at the beginning of
‘the Hundred Years' War.”'*’

Like a system of forces that has not yet reached equilibrium, society swayed
:back and forth between the various poles in the scruggle for power. It speaks for
“the social power already possessed by the central government and the royal
function act this time, that they were able to make up the lost ground with
extraordinary speed, although the king himself was a child and wholly depend-
ent on the administrators and servants of the monarchy. What was seen later once
more under Charles VII wich particular clarity, emerged fairly clearly even at chis
time: the opportunities open to the royal function in this structure of French
society and in this situation, were already so great that the monarchy could
increase its social power even when the king was personally weak or insignifi-
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icant. The dependence of the groups and classes in this society on a 5“?
ordinator who maintained co-operation between the various social fung
discrices, grew with cheir interdependence, and grew -even more u
pressure of military danger. And so, willingly or not, they very quickly
the means needed to conduct the war to the men who represented their ¢
interests, above all in conflicts with external enemies: the king:
representative. But in so doing they also gave the monarchy the means ¢
them. In 1382-83 the monarchy, i.e. the king together witch all the re
councils and servants who in any way belonged to the government machi
again in a position to dicrate to the towns, the chief centres of resistas
taxes it considered necessary.
The question of taxes was at the centre of the urban risings of 1382,
the struggle over taxes and the distribution of ctheir burden by th
apparatus, the question of the whole distribution of power, as so often, was
and decided. The objective of gaining a voice in the raising and distribut
taxes, that is, of supervising from a central position the working. o
government machine, was pursued quite consciously by the urban notables:g
time, and not only by them. At assemblies, representatives of the other es
sometimes pushed in the same direction. The horizons of the lower and mi
urban classes were generally narrower; what they wanted above all was. re}
from their oppressive burdens, nothing more. Even in this direction the go
the various urban groups were not always the same, even if—in their relatig
the cenctral apparatus of the country—they were not necessarily mucually hos
In che smaller ciccle of the towns themselves matters were very different:
the incerests of the different scrara, despite all cheir interweaving and in
precisely: because of it, were often diametrically opposed.
The urban communities of this time were already highly complex formati
There was in them a privileged upper stracum, the bourgeoisie proper, whe
monopoly position was expressed in its control of the civic of fices and ther'e“b
of finances. There was a middle stratum, a kind of petty bourgeoisie, the
wealthy craftsmen and tradesmen; and finally chere was a mass of journeyme
and workers, the “people”. And here, too, the raxes formed the nodal point whi
boch the interdependence and the anticheses emerged particularly clearly. If cl
demands were expressed at all, the middle and lower groups sought direct
progressive taxes which each paid according to his means, while the urban up
stracum preferred indirect or flat-rate taxes. As so often, the agiration of: th
people over taxes and the first wave of unrest were to begin with not unwelcom
Fretrc])Ct e %)\Z}rbﬁgﬁeornsgf% It favoured this movement as long as it reinforé.v
its"own opposition to the monarchy or even to the local feudal lords. Buc ve
quickly the insurrection turned against the wealchy town-dwellers themselves: I
became in parr a struggle for urban administration berween the ruling bourgeoi
patriciate and the middle strata, who demanded cheir share in the civic offices as:
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an notables demanded theirs in the larger sphere of the government of the
The urban upper strata took flight or defended themselves; and chey
ually saved art this stage of the struggle by the arrival of royal troops.
ould take us too far afield to follow these struggles and the risings in
¢ rowns in detail. They ended with a further shift of power in favour of
cral apparatus and the monarchy. The ringleaders of the revole, partic-
‘those who had refused to pay taxes, were punished by death, others with
nes. On the towns as a whole large payments were imposed. In Paris, the
ed royal castles or bastilles were reinforced and new ones built, manned by
‘men-at-arms, gens d'arnmes. And urban liberties were restricted. From now
scal town administrations were increasingly placed under royal officials uncil
ey, 100 were essentially organs of the royal apparatus for ruling. In chis way the
hy of the central government apparatus, whose occupants were the leading
iitgeois, extended from ministerial posts and the highest judicial offices to the
itions of mayor and guild-master. And the question of taxes as a whole was
scided in the same way. They were now dictated by the central organization.
we examine the reasons why chis trial of strength was so quickly decided in
our of the central function, we again encounter the fact already mentioned so
n: it is the antagonisms between the various groups of this society that gave
¢ central function its strength. The bourgeois upper class had a tense
ationship not only to the secular and clerical feudal lords, but also to the lower
ban strata. Here, it is above all the disunity of the urban classes themselves
ich favoured the central ruler. No less important was the fact that as yer
arcely any close association existed between the different towns of the
gdom. There were weak tendencies towards a collaboration of several cities.
ut integration was not yet nearly close enough to permit concerted action. The
lifferent towns still confronted each other to some extent like foreign powers;
L:‘b“etween them too there was more or less intense compertition. So the royal
epresentatives first concluded a truce with Paris in order to have a free hand
:against the towns of Flanders. Thus secured, they broke the urban resistance in
:'Flanders; then they broke it in Rouen, then in Paris. They defeated each town
'Singly> Not only social but regional fragmentation as well—wichin certain limics

and not excluding a certain degree of interdependence—favoured the central
function. In face of the combined opposition of all parts of the population, the
monarchy would necessarily be defeated. Bur in face of each individual class or
region the cenctral function, drawing its power from the whole country, was the
stronger.

Nevertheless, sections of society continued to try to limit or break the
growing power of the central function. Each time, in accordance with the same
structural regularicies, the disturbed balance was restored after a time in che
monarch’s favour, and each of these trials of strength furcher advanced its power.
Taxes paid to the king still disappeared now and then or were briefly restricted,
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1474 it underwent, as its historian wrices, “excesses of life and death, yg
able resurrections”,'*' until finally it became a firmly established insriti
the royal governmental machine. And while these fluctuations do nor, o
reflect only the greac social trials of strengch, they nevercheless give a
picture of the sociogenesis of the royal function, the growth of the m
organization in general. They make it clear how litcle all chese funcrig;
formations resulted from the long-term conscious plans of individuals, ag

much chey arose by small, tentative steps from a multicude of intertwini

g
conflicting human effores and acrivities.

28. The individual kings themselves were, in the deployment of cheir pe
power, wholly dependent on the sicuation in which cthey found che
funcrion. This seldom showed itself so clearly as in the case of Charles VI
individual he was certainly not especially scrong; he was not a great or p :
person. Yet, after the English had been expelled from his territory, during
reign che monarchy grew scronger and scronger. The king now stood befor
people as a victorious army leader, however lictle he may have been incli
this role by personal predisposition. In the war, all che financial and h
resources of the country had been collected in the hands of the central auch
The centralization of the army, the monopoly control of taxation had adva
good distance. The external foe had been driven out, but the army, or at ¢
good part of it, was still present. It gave the king such internal preponder
that resistance to his wishes by the estates was as good as hopeless, particu
as the exhausted population wanted one ching above all else: peace. In:
sicuacion the king declared in 1436 chat che nation had approved the aides f;
unlimited .period, chat he had been asked nort to assemble the estates in future
decide on taxes; the costs of the journey to the estates’ assemblies, he said, pla
far too heavy a burden on the people. CRITICAL PIVOT

This justification was, of course, wholly wichout substance. The measure itse
the suppression of the estates’ assemblies, was simply an expression of the sot
power of the monarchy. This power had become so great that the @ides, wh
during the war had in practice become more or less continuous, could no
openly declared a permanent institution. And chis power was alread
unquestionable chat the king no longer thoughe it necessary to agree the amo
and kind of raxes with those who paid them. As has been mentioned, the esta
still repeatedly accempred to resist. The suppression of their parliament and th
dictatorial powers of the kings were not consolidated withour a series of trials
strength. Burt each of chese showed yer again, and more and more clearly, ho

ot
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ly, in this phase of the advancing differentiation and integration of
he power of the central function was growing. Again and again it was
Jitary power concentrated in the hands of the central authority which
.and increased his control of taxes, and it was this concentrated control of
which made possible an ever-stronger monopolization of physical and
power. Step by step these two means drove each other upwards until, ac
in point, the toral superiority acrained by the central function in this
¢ was revealed nakedly to the eyes of its astonished and embictered
pporaries. Here again a voice from that time is better than any description
nveying to us how all chis broke upon people as something new, without
knowing how or why.

hen, under Charles VII, the central government began quite openly to
nce and collect taxes permanently without the estates’ agreement, Juvenal
rsines, the Archbishop of Rheims, wrote a letter to the king. It included,
y translated, the following:'?

7hen your predecessors intended to go to war, it was their cuscom to assemble che
ree estates; they invited people from the Church, the nobilicy and the common
eople to meet them in one of their good cities. Then chey came and explained how
ings stood and what was needed to resist the enemy and they required that che
ople took counsel on how che war was to be conducted in order to help the king wich
ces decided in chis discussion. You yourself always maintained chis procedure uncil
you realized chat God and Forcune—which is changeable—have so helped you that you
feel such discussions to be beneach your dignity. You now impose the ides and other
duties, and suffer them to be levied like ducies from your domain, without the
agreement of your chree estates.

Earlier . . . chis kingdom could rightly be called “Royaume France”, for ic used to be
free {franc] and had all libercies [franchises et libertés). Today cthe people are no more than
slaves; wilfully taxed [raillables a voulenté]. If we look ac the population of the kingdom
we find only a tench of those who were formerly chere. I would not wish to diminish
our power, but racher to increase it to cthe best of my small abilicy. There is no doubt
“that a prince, and particularly Your Highness, may in certain cases cuc off {tailler}
omething from your subjects and levy the aides, particularly to defend the kingdom
and the public cause {chose publigne]. Buc this he must agree in a reasonable manner.
" His task is not mine. It may be chat you are sovereign in macters of justice, and thac
this is your authority. But as far as domanial revenues are concerned, you have your
domain and each private person his [N.B. in other words the king should kindly
support himself on his estates and domanial revenues, and not usurp control of che
i revenues of the whole countryl. And today the subjects do not merely have cheir wool
. sheared, buc cheir skin, cheir flesh and blood down to the bones.

In another passage the archbishop gives free rein to his indignation: “He
deserves to be stripped of his rule who uses it wilfully and not one half to the
advantage of his subjects. ... Take care, therefore, that the surfeic of money
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flowing to you from the aides, which you draw from the body, does gy g4,
your soul. You are also the head of this body. Would it not be great ¢y
the head of a human creature destroyed the heart, the hands, and- fgg,
probably symbolizing clergy, warriors and common peoplel.”

From then on, and for a long period, it was the subjects who pointéd
public character of the royal function. Expressions like “public cause”.
land” and even “state” were first used generally in opposition to the prip,
kings. The central rulers themselves controlled the monopolized opportup
this phase, above all the revenue from their dominions—as Juvenal de ;
says—Ilike private property. And it is in this sense, too, as a repl
opposition’s use of such words as fatherland or state, that we should und
the saying atcributed to che king: “I am the state.” Amazement at chj
development was not, however, confined to the French. The régime ¢
emerging in France, the strength and solidity of the central apparar ,
function—which sooner or later appeared subsequently. on the basis of an‘ﬂ gm%ﬁ

structures, in almost every country in Europe—was in the fifteenth ceny
something even more surprising and novel to observers outside France. We p
only read reports of Venetian envoys of this time to have an impression o'f[-g
a foreign observer, who undoubtedly had wide experience in such Matee
encountered in France an unknown form of government.

In 1492 Venice sent two envoys to Paris, officially to congratulate Charle
on his marriage to Anne of Brittany, but in reality, no doubr, to find out ho
where France intended to use her power in Iraly, and in general, how ¢
stood in France, what was the financial situation, what kind of people the
and government were, what products were imported and exported, what fac
existed; in a word, the envoys had to discover everything worth knowi
enable Venice to take the correct political action. And these embassies, Wi
were now gradually changing from an occasional to a permanent institui
were themselves a sign of how in this period Europe was slowly beco
interdependent over larger areas.

Accordingly, we find in ctheir report, among other things, an exact depictio
the French finances and of financial procedure in the country. The envoy estima
the king’s income at approximately 3,600,000 francs per annum—includ
1,400,000 franchi da alcune imposizioni che se solevano metter estraordinarie
le quali si sono continuate per tal modo che al presente sono fatte ordinarie
(1,400,000 francs from impositions which used to be extraordinary but hav
become ordinary). The ambassador estimates cthe king's expenses at 6,600,000 or
7,300,000 francs. The resultanc deficic, he reports, is raised in the following way:

Every year, in January, the directors of the financial administration of each region:
that is, those of the royal domain proper, Dauphiné, Languedoc, Brittany
Burgundy—meet to calculate incomes and expenses to meet the needs of the followin
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And they begin by considering expenses [prima mettono tutta la spesal, and to cover

Jeficic between the expenses and the expected revenues chey fix a general tax for all
provinces of the Kingdom. Of these taxes neither prelates nor nobles pay anyching,

only the people. In this way the ordinary rewfhéngdbijsetafx Bfiﬂ#?é"dﬁ'ﬁl'%@,‘but

¢ the expenditure of the coming year. If, d“ﬁiﬂ-ﬁ)ﬁﬁaﬁ"triﬁ ) l%ﬁ?’g‘j\ir?fér?[ dfetie boc

ay other unexpected cause of expenditure, so that the estimates are no longer
uizh, another tax is levied or stipends are cut so chac under all circumstances the
ssary sum is obtained.'*

p to now a good deal has been said about the formartion of the taxation
- opoly. Here, in the Venetian envoys’ account, we are given a clear picture of
- fim and functioning at this stage of development. We also find one of the
important structural features of absolutism and—rto a cerrain extenc—of
rate” in general: the primacy of expenditure over income. For the x
vidual members of society, particularly in bourgeois society, it became more
more a habit and a necessity to determine expenditure strictly by income. In
nomy of a social whole, by contrast, expenses are cthe fixed point; on them
come, i.e. the sums demanded from the individual members of society through

ity arising from the interdependence of individuals possesses structural =
creristics and is subject to regularities different from those of individuals,

tion to the controllers of the tax monopoly. Later, when the monopoly
dministration had come under the control of broader bourgeois strata, the
onomy of society as a whole was sharply divided from that of the individual
cople administering the central monopoly. Society as a whole, the state, could
nd must continue to make raxes, income, essentially dependent on the socially
ecessary expendicure; but the kings, the individual central rulers, now had to
have like all other individuals; they had precisely fixed stipends and managed
heir expenses accordingly. Evolution from personal (king) to state
< In che first phase of full monopoly, things were different. The royal and public
economies were not yer separate. The kings set taxes in accordance with the
?iv(penses they considered necessary, whether these were for wars or castles or gifts
to their favourites. The key monopolies of rule still had the character of personal
monopolies. But what from our point of view is only the first stage on the way
to the formation of societal or public monopolies, appeared to these Venetian
observers of about 1500 as a novelty which they regarded with curiosity, as one
is apt to consider the unknown manners and customs of strange peoples. Where
they came from things were quite different. The power of the supreme Venetian

authorities, like that of medieval princes, was restricted to a high degree by the
local government of different regions and estates. Venice, too, was the centre of
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a major dominion. Ocher municipalities had placed chemselves voly
otherwise under its rule. Bur even in the case of communes subjugated
the conditions on which chey were incorporated into the Venetian
nearly always included a provision “that no new taxes may be introduce;
the agreemenc of the majority of the council”.'®” ,

In the dispassionate reports of the non-partisan Venetian envoys';
formation that had taken place in France is perhaps more vividly exp.'res
in the indignant words of the Archbishop of Rheims.

In 1535 che report of the Venetian envoys contains the following:

Apart from the face thac che king is milicarily powerful, he obrains money ¢k,
people’s obedience. [ say that his Majesty usually has an income of two ar
million. I say “usually”; for, if he so wishes, he can increase the taxes on
Whatever burdens he places on them, they pay withourt rescriction. Buc I m
chis regard chac the section of the population which bears the major part of
is very poor, so that any increase in the burden however small. would be un

In 1546, finally, the Venetian Ambassador Marino Cavalli gave an ex;
detailed report on France in which the peculiarities of the government:
country, as it appeared to an impartial contemporary with wide honzons emy
particularly clearly:

Many kingdoms are more fertile and richer than France, for example, Hunga
{raly, many are larger and more powerful, for example, Germany and Spain. Bt
is as united and obedient. I do not believe that her prestige has any ocher cau
these two chings: unicy and obedience [nnione ¢ obledienzal. To be sure, freedom
most cherished gift in the world; buc not all are worchy of it. For this reaso
peoples are usually born to obey, others to command. If ic is the ocher way ro

have a situation like the present one in Germany, or earlier in Spain. The E
however, perhaps feeling unsuited to it, have handed over their freedom an
entirely to the king. So it is enough for him to say: I want such-and-such, I ab
such-and-such, I decide such-and-such, and all chis is promptly execuced as if the
all decided ic. Fhings have gone so far chat today one of them who has more wic
the others, says: Earlier their kings had called chemselves “reges Francorum®,:
they can call chemselves “reges servorum”. So they not only pay the king whatev
demands, but all other capiral is likewise open to his grasp.

Charles VII increased this obedience of the people, after he had freed the cou
from the yoke of the English; and after him Louis XI and Charles VIII, who cong
Naples, did likewise. Louis XII made his own contribution. Buc the ruling K
(Francis I) can boast of having greatly outdone his predecessors: he has his subjects,
extraordinary sums, as much as he wants; he unites new possessions wich the Crc
Estates without giving anything in return. And if he does give anything away, ch
valid only for che lifetime of the giver or of the recipient. And if one or the other |
too long, the whole gift is withdrawn as something due to the Crown. It is true |
some are afterwards made permanent. And their practice is the same wich regard to the:
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says he has had such-and-such reward, citles and provisions from the French, Your
ty will know of what kind these provisions, ticles and gifts are. Many never attain
‘or on only one occasion in their lives, some remain two, three years without
ving any reward. Your Serenity, who give away quite definite chings, but to some
:t hereditary ones, should certainly not be influenced by cthe example of what is
Isewhere. In my judgement the cuscom of giving only for che duration of a
iime . . . is excellenc. It always gives the king the opportunity of rewarding those
5-are deserving; and chere is always something left to give away. If cthe gifts were
sdicary, we would now have an impoverished Francia and the present kings would
4 noching more to give away; buc in this way they are served by people of more
rir than the heirs of some earlier recipient. Your Serenity mighe reflect, if France acts
chis way, on what other princes ought to do who do not rule such a large councry.
ve do not carefully consider where these hereditary gifts lead—to the preservation
he family, it is said—ic will happen that chere are no sufficient rewards left for cruly
erving people, or new burdens will have to be placed on the people. Both chings are
ust and harmful enough. If gifts are made only for lifecime, chen only chose who
erve it are rewarded. Estates circulate and after a time revert to the fisc. .. . For
ghry years new agreements have continually been made with the Crown without
iving anyching away, chrough confiscation. reversion on inheritance or purchase. In
is way the Crown has absorbed everything, to the extent that chere is not a single
prince in the whole realm who has an income of 20,000 scudi. Moreover, those who
possess incomes and land are not ordinary owners; for the king retains supreme rule by
rrue of the appeals, taxes, garrisons and all che other new and extraordinary burdens.
The Crown becomes more and more wealthy and unified and atcains immense prestige;
and that secures it from civil war. For as there are nothing but poor princes, they have
neither reason nor the possibility to take action against the king, as the dukes of
Britrany, Normandy, Burgundy and many other greac lords of Gascony did earlier. And
if anyone does anything ill-considered and tries to bring about some change, like the
Bourbons. cthis only gives the king an even earlier opportunity to enrich himself

28

" through that man’s ruin.’
Here, compressed into a single view, we have a summary of the decisive
structural features of emergent absolutism. One feudal lord has won predomi-
fnance over all his competitors, supreme rule over all land. And chis control of
fland is increasingly commercialized or monetarized. The change is expressed on
‘the one hand by the fact that the king possesses a monopoly in collecting and
fixing taxes chroughout the country, so that he controls by far che largest income.
A king owning and distribucing land has become more and more a king owning
money and distributing income. This is precisely what has enabled him to break
out of the vicious circle which trapped the rulers of countries with barter
economies. He no longer pays for the services he needs, military, courtly or
adminiscrarive, by giving away parts of his property as the hereditary property of
his servants, as is clearly still in parc the case in Venice. At most he gives land
or salaries for life, and then wicthdraws them so that the crown possessions are not
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reduced; and in an increasingly large number of cases he rewards segy
with money gifts, with salaries. He centralizes the taxation of the who],
and distributes the inflowing money at his own discretion and in the j
his rule, so that an immense and ever-growing number of people throug
country are directly or indirectly dependent on the king's favour, on paym,
the royal financial adminiscration. It is the more or less private inceres

kings and cheir closest servants which veer toward exploitation of thej
opportunities in this direction; but what has emerged in the conflicts of ;
between the various social functions, is the form of social organization w;,
call che “state”. The rax monopoly, together with the monopoly of physic
are the backbone of this organization. We can understand neither the gengg
the existence of “states” unless we are aware—even from the example of
country—how one of these central institutions of the “state” developei
step in accordance with relational dynamics, as a result of a very
regularity arising from the structure of interwoven interests and actions: E
this stage—as we see from the Venetian’s report—the central organ of socié
taken on a hitherto unknown stability and strength because its ruler, tha
the monerarization of society, no longer needs to pay for services from |
possessions, which without expansion would sooner or later be exhaust
with sums of money from the regular inflow of raxation. Finally, the pecu
of money has exempted him from the necessity, first taken over fmrﬁ_j
procedure of rewarding with land, of repaying services with a property to b
for life and hereditary. It makes it possible to reward the service or a num
services by a single payment, by a fee or salary. The numerous and far-reac
consequences of this change must be left aside here. The astonishment o
Venetian'envoy is enough to show how this custom, which today is commonpl:
and taken for granted, appeared as something new to people of the tim
account also once again shows particularly clearly why it was only the mon
ization of society that made possible stable central organs: money payment k
all recipients permanently dependent on the central auchority. Only then
the centrifugal rendencies be finally broken.

And it is also from chis wider context that we must understand what
happening to the nobility at this time. In the preceding period, when the rest
the nobility were stronger, the king exerted his power as central ruler, witl
certain limits, in favour of the bourgeoisie. His apparatus for ruling thus be
a bastion of the bourgeoisie. Now that, as a result of monetary integration:a
military cencralization, cthe warriors, the landowners, the nobility were declini
furcher and furcher, the king began to pit his weight and the opportunitie
had ar his disposal somewhat more on the side of the nobility. He gave a part
the nobility the possibility of continuing to exist as a stratum elevated above'th
bourgeoisie. Slowly, after che last fruitless resistance by elements of che estates
the religious wars and then in the Fronde, court offices became a privilege ani

ot
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2 bastion of the nobility. In this way the kings protected the nobility’s pre-
~nce; they distribuced cheir favour and the money they controlled in such a
‘hat the balance endangered by the nobility’s decline was preserved. But
eby the relatively free warrior nobility of earlier times became a nobility in
1g dependence on, and in the service of, the central ruler. Knights became
iers. And if we ask what social functions these courtiers really had, the
er lies here. We are accustomed to refer to the courtly nobility of the aucien
» as a “functionless” class. And indeed, this nobility had no function in
of the division of labour, and thus in the understanding of the nations of
i aineteenth and twentiech centuries. The configuration of functions in the
régime was different. It was primarily determined by the fact that che
ral ruler was still to a great extent the personal owner of the power
onopoly, that there was not yer a clear division between the central ruler as a
ate individual and as a functionary of society. The courtly nobility had no
direct function in the division of labour, but it had a function for the king. It was
of the indispensable foundations of his rule. It enabled the king to distance
mself from the bourgeoisie just as the bourgeoisie enabled him to distance
smself from the nobility. It was the counterweight to the bourgeoisie in society.

That, together with a number of others, was its most important function for the
ng; without this tension between nobility and bourgeoisie, without this
marked difference between the estates, the king would lose the major part of his
wer. The existence of the courtly aristocracy is indeed an expression of how far
nopoly government here was still the personal property of the central ruler,
and how far the country’s income could still be allocated in the special interests
the central function. The possibility of a kind of planned distribution of
‘narional revenue had already created monopolization. But this possibility of
»: lanning was used here to prop up declining strata or functions.

. A clear picture of the structure of absolutist society emerges from all chis. The
.secu;ar society of the French ancien régime consisted, more markedly than that of
the nineteench century, of two sectors: a larger rural agrarian sector, and an
»urban -bourgeois one which was smaller; buc steadily if slowly gaining in
economnc strengch. In both there was a lower stratum, in che laccer che urban
poor, the mass of journeymen and workers, in the former the peasants. In both
‘there was a lower middle stratum, in che laccer the small artisans and probably
thf: lowest officials too, in the former the poorer landed gentry in provincial
corners; in both an upper middle stratum, in the latcer the wealthy merchants,
the high civic officials and even in the provinces the highest judicial and
adminiscrative officials, and in the former the more well-off country and
provincial aristocracy. In both sectors, finally, there was a leading stratum
extending into the court, in the lacter che high bureaucracy, the noblesse de robe,
and cthe courtly nobility, the élite of the noblesse d'épée in the former. In the
tensions wicthin and between these sectors, complicated by the tensions and

nnoot
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alliances of both with a clergy structured on a similar hierarchy,
carefully maintained equilibrium. He secured the privileges and social p,
the nobles against the growing economic strength of bourgeois grou;
has been mentioned, he used part of the social product that he had to djs
by virtue of his control of the financial monopoly, to provide for th
nobility. When, not long before the Revolution, after all accemprts at re
failed, the demand for the abolition of noble privileges moved:

foreground among the watchwords of the opposing bourgeois gro
implied a demand for a different management of the tax monopoly'
revenue. The abolition of noble privileges meant on the one hand theé
nobility’s exemption from taxes and thus a redistribucion of the tax burd
on the other the elimination or reduction of many court of fices, the anni
of what was—in the eyes of this new professional bourgeoisie—a us
functionless nobility, and thus a differenc distribution of tax revenue, Tic
in the interests of the king but in those of society at large, or art least, ¢
with, of the upper bourgeoisie. Finally, however, the removal of noble privi
meant the destruction of the position of the central ruler as the b
maintaining the two estates in their existing order of precedence. The: g
rulers of the subsequent period were indeed balanced on a different netwot]
tensions. They and their function accordingly had a different character. On
thing remained the same: even in this new structure of tensions, the power o
central auchority was relatively limited as long as the tensions remain rela
low, as long as direct agreement were possible between the representative:
opposed poles, and it grew in phases when these tensions were growing,
as none of the competing groups had atrained a decisive preponderance
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Notes

Part One

1. Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West (London, 1926), p. 21: “Each Culture has its own new
possibilities of self-expression which arise, ripen, decay, and never return. ... These culcures,
sublimated life-essences, grow wich the same superb aimlessness as the flowers of che field. They
belong, like the plancs and che animals, to the living Nature of Goethe, and nort to the dead Narure
of Newton.”

2. The whole question of the development of the concepes Kultur and Zivilisation needs a fuller
examinacion than is possible here, where the problem can only be briefly introduced. Nevercheless,
a few notes may support cthe ideas in the text.

It could be demonstrated thar in che course of the nineteench cencury, and parcicularly afeer 1870,
when Germany was both strong in Europe and a rising colonial power, che ancichesis between che two
words diminished considerably at times, “culture” referring, as it does today in England and to some
extent in France, to only a particular area or a higher form of civilization. Thus, for example,
Friedrich Jodl, in his Die Kulturgeschichtschreibung (Halle, 1878, p. 3), defines “general cultural
history™ as “che history of civilization” (cf. also ibid., p. 25).

G. E Kolb, in his Geschichte der Menschleir nnd der Cultur (1843; a later edicion is encicled Cultur-
Geschichte da Menschbeit) includes in his concept of culcure the idea of progress thar is generally
excluded from it today. He bases his conception of Ku/tur explicicly on Buckle's concepe of civilization.
Buc, as Jodl scaces (Die Kulturgeschichtschreibung, p. 36), his ideal “takes its essential features from
modern conceptions and demands with regard to political, social, and religious freedom, and could
easily be included in a parcy-political programme.”

In other words, Kolb is a “progressive”, a liberal from che pre-1848 period, a time when the
concepe of Kultur also approached the Western concepe of civilization.

All the same, the 1897 edicion of Meyer's Konversativnslexikon still states: "Civilization is the stage
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sometimes seems to us uncertain enough today, but this bears no comparison’ with the jpg
the individual in medieval society. The greater control of sources of fear chat is slowly egrapjii
the cransition to our social structure is indeed one of the most elementary preconditions
standard of conduct that we express by the concepr of “civilization”. The armour of civilizg
would crumble very rapidly if, cthrough a change in society, the degree of insecuricy ¢hy
earlier were to break in upon us again, and if danger became as incalculable as j¢ onc
Corresponding fears would soon burse the limits set to them today. -

However, one specific form of fear does grow wich the increase of civilization: che halﬂuncoh
“inner” fear of a breaching of the restrictions imposed on civilized men. 3

Some concluding ideas on this subject are to be found at che end of this book jn Part
“Synopsis: Towards a Theory of Civilizing Processes™

Part Three

L. James Westfall Thompson, Economic and Secial History of Enrope in the Later /\ﬁa’d[
(J)OO-IJJ()) New York and London, 1931), pp. 506-7. '
2. This is exemplified by the consequences resulting from the Carolingian estates or fisc: T
were perhaps not as extreme as they appear from the following quotation; but undoubrted
situation of the Carolingian fisc played a part in the formation of the nacional fronciers:

The widespread character of the Carolingian fisc . .. made the fisc like a vast net in which
Empire was held. The division and dissipation of the fisc was a more important factor in
dissolution of the Frankish Empire than the local political ambition of the proprietary nobl

The historical fact that the heart of the fisc was situated in cencral Europe accounts for ¢
partitions of central Europe in the ninch century, and made these regions a battle-ground of
long before they became a battle-ground of . . . nations. . . .

The dividing frontier between future ance and future Germany was drawn in che n
century because the greatest block of che fisc lay berween chem.

James Westfall Thompson, Economic and Social History of the Middle Ages (300-1300) (New
and London, 1928), pp. 241-2. Cf. by the same author: The Dissolution of the Carolingian °F;
(Berkeley, University of California Press, 1935). :

3. A. Luchaire, Les premiers Capeétiens (Paris, 1901), p. 180.

4. C. Petit-Ducaillis, Lizs monarchie féodale en Framce et en Anglererre (Paris, 1933), p. 8 wi
following map. For details on the eastern frontier of the western Frankish empire and its movemen
cf. Fritz Kern, Die Anféinge der Franzisischen Ausdebnungspolitik (Tiibingen, 1910), p. 16.

5. Paul Kirn, Das Abendland vom Ausgang der Antike bis zum Zerfall des karolingischen Re/r/)'
Propylien-Welegeschichee, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1932), p. 118.

6. Brunner, Dentsche Rechtsgeschichte, quoted by A. Dopsch, Wirtscha ftliche and soziale Grundlagen
européiischen Kulturentiwicklung (Vienna, 1924), pr. 2, pp. 100-1.

7. A. Dopsch, Wirtschaftliche und soziale Grundlagen der enropiischen Kulturentu icklung caus der Zeit v
Cisar bis anf Rarl den Grossen (Vienna, 1918-24), pt. 2, p. 115.

8. Kirn, op. cic., p. 118.

9. A. von Hofmann, Politische Geschiche der Dentschen (Stutegare and Berlin, 1921-8), vol.:
p- 405.

10. Ernst Diimmler, Geschichte des vstfrcinkischen Reiches (Berlin, 1862-88), \‘ol 2, p. 306.

L1. Paul Kirn, Politische Geschichte der dentschen Grenzen (Leipzig, 1934), p. 24

12. E Lot. Les derniers Carolingiens (Paris, 1891), p. 4; also J. Calmertce, Le Illollc/e féodal (Paris,
1934), p. 119.

13. Beaudoin. quoted by J. Calmette, L socicté féodale (Paris, 1932), p
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14. Luchaire op. cit., pp. 176-7. A sketch of the distribution of rule at the time of Hugh Capet
is given by M. Mignet, "Essai sur la formation terricoriale et politique de la France”, Norives er
Mémoires historigues (Paris, 1845), vol. 2, pp. 154f.

15. A. Luchaire, Histaire des lustitutions Monarchigues de la France sous les premiers Capétiens
(987-1180) (Paris, 1883), vol. 2, Notes et Appendices, p. 329.

16. Karl Hampe, Abendlindisches Hochmitielalrer, Propylien Weltegeschichee, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1932),
p. 306.

17. Kirn, Das Abendland vom Ausgang der Antike bis zunt Zerfall des Karolingischen Reiches, p. 119.

18. A. Dopsch, Die Wirtschaftsennwicklung der Rerolingerzeit. vornebmlich in Deutschland (Weimar,
1912), vol. 1, p. 162; cf. also che gencral account of manor and village in Knighe, Barnes and Fliigel,
Econemic History of Eurupe (London, 1930), “The Manor™, pp. 163ff.

19. Marc Bloch, Les caractéres originanux de ['bistoire ruvale francaise (Oslo, 1951), p. 23.

20. Dopsch, Wirtscheaftliche und soziale Grandlagen der enropiiischen Kulturentwicklung ans der Zeit von
Ciisar bis anf Karl den Grossen, pt. 2, p. 309: “The greater the real power, the economic and social base,
of these officials became, the less the monarchy could contemplate ctransferring the of fice outside the
incumbent’s family on his deach.”

21. Calmetce, La société féodale. p. 3.

22. Ibid., pp. 4=5. Cf. on chis problem the contrast between European and Japanese feudalism in
W. C. Macleod, The Origin and History of Politics (New York, 1931), pp. 160ft. Here, admiccedly, che
explanation of Western feudalizacion is sought racher in the preceding late-Roman institucions than
in contemporary forces of integration: "Many writers appear to believe that Western European
feudalism has its institucional origins in pre-Roman Teutonic insticutions. Let us explain to the
scudent chac che face is chac . . . Germanic invaders merely seized upon those contractual inscitucions
of the late Roman Empire which .. ." (p. 162). The very fact thac analogous feudal relationships and
institucions are formed in che most differenc parcs of the world can only be fully understood through
a clear insight into the compelling force of the actual relacionships, into cthe dynamics of a specific
figuration; and only analysis of them can explain why the feudalization processes and feudal
insticutions in differenc societies differ from one another in certain ways.

Another comparison between different feudal societies is to be found in O. Hintze, Wesen imd
Verbreitung des Fendalismus, Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-
hist. Klasse (Berlin, 1929), pp. 321ff. The author, influenced by cthe ideas of Max Weber on che
mechodology of historical and social research, atccempes “to describe the ideal 1ype underlying che
concepe of feudalism™. But while chis study does begin to transform the older historiographical
method into one more concerned with actual social structures and so gives rise to useful parcicular
insights, its comparison of different feudal societies is one of the many examples of the difficulcies
arising when a historian takes over the methodological guiding ideas of Max Weber and tries—in che
words of Otto Hintze—rto construct “visual abstractions, types™. The similarities confronting the
observer of different people and societies are not ideal types thac have in a sense to be mentally
constructed by che observer, but a real, existing kinship between the social struccures themselves; if
this is lacking che historian’s whole concept of types miscarries. If we are to oppose another concept
to chat of the “ideal type”, it could be the “real type”. The similaricy between different feudal
sociecies is not an arcificial product of choughe but, to reiterace, the resule of che fact chat similar
forms of social bonding have a strong compelling tendency to develop in a way which in fact, and
not only “in che idea”, produces related patterns of relationships and institutions ac different times
and ac different locations of global society. (The epistemological implications of this view will not be
elaborated here; for some suggestions abour chis aspect of the problem, see N. Elias, The Society of
Individnals [Oxford, 1991).)

A number of examples for which I am indebted to Ralph Bonwit have shown how remarkably
similar the forces of social interweaving that led to feudal relations and institutions in Japan are to
the structures and forces which have been established here in relation to Western feudalism. A
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comparative structural analysis of cthis kind would prove a more useful way of explaining.;
peculiaricies by which the feudal insticucions of Japan and cheir historical change differ from rh' &
of the West. .

Similar results have been produced by a preliminary investigation of the Homeric warrior soéis

To explain che production of large epic cycles—rto mention only chis feature—in ancient ‘4
Western knighely society and in other societies wich a similar structure. we do not need
speculative biologistic hypothesis, the notion of a “youch™ of social “organisms”. It is quite engjs
o examine the specific forms of social life thar develop at medium and large feudal courts gg:gy
milicary campaigns and cravels. Singers and minscrels wich cheir versified repores of the fates anﬂ_
heroic deeds of greac warriors that are passed from mouth to mouth, have in the daily life of sid;
feudal warrior societies a specific place and function which differ from those of singers and song
a tribe living more closely together, for example.
We also gain access to the structural changes in ancient warrior socicties from a different angle by
examining stylistic changes in che vases and vase paintings of early antiquity. When, for example; iy
vase paintings originating in parcicular periods, “baroque” e¢lements appear, affected or—positivelj
expressed—refined gestures and garmencs, we should chink, instead of assuming a biological “agej
of the society concerned, of processes of differenciation, the emergence of wealchier houses from
ass of warrior society and a greater or lesser transition from warriors to courtiers: or, depending
circumstances, we should look for a colonizing intluence from more powerful courts. Insight into dhe
specific tensions and processes wichin a feudal society which the more abundant documentacion fron;
the early European period makes possible can, in a word. in some respects sharpen and focus o
observation of material from anciquity. But, of course, suppositions of chis kind should in each case
be supported by a rigorous examination of material pertaining to the scructural history of antigui
itself. '
Comparative studies of sociogenesis or structural history of chis kind have scarcely begu
indispensable for their success is an undertaking chac has been made especially difficule by the
oversharp distinction between academic disciplines and che lack of collaboration berween them which
have characterized research hitherto. Essential for an understanding of earlier feudal societies an
cheir structure, for example, is an exact comparative scudy of living feudal societies befare ic is too
lace. A rich knowledge of details and scrucrural connections necessary for an understanding of any
society, which the material from the past is too fragmentary to provide, will only become available:
for interpretacion if cthnology bases its research less exclusively on simpler societies, “eribes”, anid
history concerns itself less wich past societies and processes, and if both disciplines togecher turn cheir
accention to those living societies which in cheir struccure are close to the medieval society of th
West. Both rtogether should investigate che structure, in the strictest sense of the word. of such
societies, the functional dependencies by which people in them are bound together in very specific:’
ways, and che forces of interweaving which under certain circumstances bring about a change of these
dependencies and relacionships in a quite specific direction. :
23. On this and the following discussion, cf. A. and E. Kulischer, KrJ
and Leipzig, 1932), pp. 50L.
24. J. B. Bury, Histery of the Eastern Roman Empire (1912), p. 373, quoted by Kulischer, op. cit:;
P- 62.
25. Henri Pirenne, Les rilles du moyen éige (Brussels, 1927).
26. Paul Kirn, Polizische Geschichte der dentschen Grenzen (Leipzig, 1934), pp. 15ff. For furcher details
on the differences in pace and structure between German and French feudalization, of. J. W.

- und Wanderziige (Berlin

Thompson, “German Feudalism”, Awierican Historical Review, vol. 28, 1923, pp. 4-i0ff. “What che
ninch cencury did for France in transforming her inco a feudal country was not done in Germany
uncil che civil wars of the reign of Henry IV." Ibid.. p. 444.

Here. admitcedly (and subsequently in. for example, W. O. Aulc. Ewrope in the Mliddle Anges. 1937)

the decline of the western Frankish area is explained primarily in terms of the greater external chreat
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“Germany being less exposed to atrack from outside and possessed of a firmer texcure wichin chan
France, German feudalism did not become as hard and set a system as was French feudalism. ‘Old’
France crumbled away in the ninch and tenth cencuries: “old” Germany, anchored to the ancient
duchies, which remained intact, retained its integrity” (Thompson, op. cit.. p. 443). But another
decisive factor in the speed and degree of feudal disintegration in the western Frankish area was
precisely che fact thac after the Normans had setcled invasions by foreign cribes, and cherefore che
external chreat, was less than in che eastern Frankish area. The question whether larger areas, once
unified, decay more slowly and whether conversely. once decayed, they re-integrate with greater
difficuley chan smaller ones. chis problem of social dynamics remains to be investigated. Buc at any
rate, hand in hand with the gradual weakening of the Carolingian house brought abouc at lease in
part by the unavoidable reduction in its wealth in the course of generacions, by the loss of part of its
land to pay for services or its division between different family members (this too remains to be
examined in more detail), went a phase of disintegration embracing the whole Carolingian dominion.
It may be that even in the ninch cencury chis disintegration in the western Frankish area wenc
somewhat furcher than in cthe lacer German region. Bue it was certainly more quickiy arrested in the
laccer precisely because of che scronger external chrear. Over a long period chis threat gave individual
tribal leaders the chance to become strong cencral rulers chrough milicary successes over common
enemies and so to re-invigorate and excend the Carolingian central organization. And for a time the
possibility of colonial expansion, the acquisition of new land on the eastern frontier of the German
region, acted in the same direction to strengthen the cencral auchority. In the western Frankish area,
by contrast, from the ninth century on both factors were less: the chreac of invasion by foreign cribes
and the possibility of joint expansion across the froncier. Proportionately smaller was the chance of
forming a strong monarchy; the “royal task’ was lacking; and so feudal disintegration took place
more quickly and completely. (CE. pp. 197ft. and 213-14)

27. E. Levasseur, Let popudation framgaise (Paris, 1889), vol. 1, pp. 154=5.

28. Bloch, op. cit., p. 5.

29. W. Cohn, Das Zeitalter der Normannen in Sicilien (Bonn and Leipzig, 1920).

30. H. Sée, Franzasische Wirtschafisgeschichre (Jena, 1930), p. 7.

31. Kure Breysig. Kulturgeschichte der Newzeit (Berlin, 1901), vol. 2, pp. 937fi., partic. p. 948.

If the actions of the three monarchies are compared . . . in seeking the reasons for their varying
success, the ultimate cause will not be found in isolated events. The Norman-English monarchy
benefited from a circumstance thac lay neicher in its power nor in that of any mortal being, but
was founded in the whole scructure of England's external and internal history. By virtue of the fact
that in 1066 a new state was established in England from the foundations upwards, it was possible
to make use of the experiences gathered by the greac monarchies, most of all the closest. the
French. The fragmentacion of the high nobilicy and che hereditariness of offices were in a sense
only the conclusions drawn by the Norman monarchy from the fate of its nearest example.

32. Pirenne, Les eilles du mumyen age, p. 53. The opposite view has been taken more recently by D.
M. Petrudeski, “Scrittige Fragen der miteelalerlichen Verfassungs- und Wireschaftsgeschichee”,
Zeitschrift fiir die gesamts Staarswissenschaft, vol. 85 (Tiibingen, 1928), pp. 468ff. This work is not
without interest in that, chrough its onesidedness in the opposite direction, it puts into proper
perspective certain obscurities in che traditional historical view and certain inadequacies of existing
concepts.

So. for example. the idea that che cities of antiquity had completely disappeared by the early
Middle Ages is countered by one no less imprecise. Ci. the more balanced account by H. Pirenne,
Economic and Social History of Medieval Europe (London, 1936), p. 40: “When the Islamic invasion had
boctled up the ports of the Tvrrhenian Sea . .. municipal activicy rapidly died out. Save in souchern
Iraly and in Venice, where it was maincained cthanks to Byzancine crade, it disappeared everywhere.

impo
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The towns continued in existence, bue they lost cheir population of artisans and merchants and wij
ic all that had survived of the municipal organisation of the Roman Empire.”

To the static view whereby the “barter economy” and the “money economy™ appear, not: i
expressions of the direcrion of a gradual historical process, bur as two separate, successive: agd
irreconcilable physical states of society (cf. pp. 206-7 and pp. 220tt. above), Petrudevski opposed ihe
different conceprion that no such thing as the “barter economy™ ever existed: “We do not wish here
to discuss in derail the fact thar, as Max Weber has shown, the barter economy is one of thase
scholarly Utopias which not only do not exist and have never existed in actual realicy, but whic
unlike others . . . which are likewise Utopian generalizations on account of their logical character, ca
never have any application to actual realicy” (p. 488). To chis we may compare Pirenne’s accoun
(op. cit., p. 8): :

From the economic point of view the most striking and characteristic insticution of ¢hi
civilisation is the great estate. Its origin is, of course, much more ancient and it is easy to establishi
its afhliacion with a very remote past . . . [p. 91. What was new was the way in which it functioned
from the moment of the disappearance of commerce and the towns. So long as the former had béen
capable of transporting its products and the latcer of furnishing it with a markert, the grear estac
had commanded and consequently profited by a regular sale outside . . . but now it ceased to do
this, because there were no more merchants and townsmen now that everyone lived off his owl
land, no-one bothered to buy food from outside. . . . Thus, each estate devoted itself to che kind
of economy which has been described rather inexacely as the “closed estate economy™, and which
was really simply an economy withour markets.

Finally Petrudevski opposes to the notion whereby “feudalism” and “barter economy ™ appear as two
different spheres of existence or storeys of society, the latter as the infrascrucrure producing or causing
the former as the superstructure, his own view that the two phenomena have nothing co do with each
other: ... notions wholly at variance wich historical fact, such as that of the contingency o
feudalism on the barter economy or its incompatibility with a comprehensive state organisation
(p. 488). :

It has been atcempred to show the real state of affairs in the preceding texc. The specific form o
barter econom

revailing in che early Middle Ages, the relatively undifferenciated and market-less
economies associated with the great courts, and the specific form of political and military organization
which we call-feudalism, are nothing other than two different aspects of the same forms of human
relationships.~:T11cyf can be conceptually distinguished as two different aspects of the same human
relationships, but even conceprually they cannot be separated, like two substances which can exise
independently. The political and military functions of the feudal lord and his function as the owner
of land and bondsmen are fully interdependent and indissolubly bound together. And likewise che
changes which gradually took place in the sicuation of chese lords and in che whole structure of this
society cannot be explained sofe/y in terms of an autonomous movement of economic relations and
functions, or ssfe/y in terms of changes of political and military functions, but only in terms of the,
intercwining human acrivities comprising both these two inseparably connected areas of functions
and forms of relationship.

33. Cf. the Introduction by Louis Halphen in A. Luchaire, Les communes Frangaises i ['époque des
Capétiens directs (Paris, 1911), p. viii.

34. Ibid., p. ix.

35. Ibid., p. 17.

36. Hans von Werveke, "Monnaie, lingots ou marchandises? Les instruments d'échange au Xle et
Xlle siécles”, Annales d bistoive économique et sociale (Sepr. 1932), no. 17, p. 468.

37. Ibid. The corresponding process in the opposite direction, the recession of the use of money
and the advance of payment in natural produce. sets in at an early stage of late antiquity: “The furcher
the third century proceeds the faster the decline becomes. The only money remaining in circulation
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is the anconianus. . . " (F. Lot, La fin du monde antique (Paris, 1927), p. 63.) “Wages for the army tend
more and more to be paid in produce” (p. 63) ... "As for the ineluctable consequences of a system
which allows services to be rewarded only by payment in kind, the distribution of land, they are
readily perceived: chey lead to whar is called che feudal system or to an analogous régime” (p. 6G7).

38. M. Rostovesev, The Sucicil and Economic History of the Roman Empire (Oxford. 1926), pp. 66-7.
p- 528 and many other places. Cf. Index: Transportation.

39. Richard Lefebvre des Noettes, L'Awrelage. Le cheval de selle a travers les ages. Contvibution a
[bistoire de l'esclarage (Paris, 1931).

The investigations of Lefebvre des Noettes, on account both of cheir resules and of cheir direction
of enquiry, have an importance which can scarcely be overestimated. Beside the value of these results,
which no doubr need confirmacion on parcicular points, it is no greac maccer thac che auchor stands
the causal connection on its head, seeing the development of haulage technology as che cause of the
elimination of slavery.

Indications of the necessary corrections are to be found in a critique of the book by Marc Bloch,
“Probleémes d’histoire des techniques™, Aunales d'bistoire economiqne et sociale (Sepe. 1932). In particular,
two aspects of Lefebvre des Noettes™ work are partly accencuated and partly rectified. 1. The influence
of China and Byzantium on the invencions of the Middle Ages appears to require closer examinacion.
2. Slavery had ceased to play an importanc parc in the structure of che early medieval world long
before cthe new harness appeared: “In the absence of any clear temporal succession how can one speak
of a cause and effect relacionship?” {p. i84). A comprehensive account of the essential resules of chis
work by Lefebvre des Noettes in German is to be found in L. Léwenchal, “Zugcier und Sklaverei”,
Zeitschvift fiir Sozialforschang (Frankfure/Main, 1933), no. 2.

40. Lefebvre des Nogttes, "La "Nuit' du moyen age et son inventaire”, Mercrre de France (1932), vol.
235, pp. 572ff.

41, Von Werveke, op. cit., p. 468.

42, A. Zimmern, Solon and Croesus. and other Greek essays (Oxford. 1928), pp. 113-14. Cf. also A.
Zimmern, The Greek Commomneealth (Oxford, 1931).

For some time it has been emphasized—no doube quite righcly—chat in Rome freemen as well as
slaves did manual work. Above all che research of M. Rostovesev (cf. The Sucicd and Economic History of
the Roman Emipire), and chen specialized studies like chac of R. H. Barrow, S/arery in the Roman Eupire
(London, 1928), e.g. pp. 124ff., have clarified these relationships. Buc che fact that freemen worked,
however highly che share of their work in total production may be estimated, in no way concradices
what was illuscrated earlier by the quortation from the work of A. Zimmern—the fact chac che social
processes and regularicies within a society where manual work is done to any considerable extenc by

slaves differ in a very specific way from those wichin a society where all urban work at least is done

exclusively by freemen. As a social tendency, the urge of freemen to distance themselves from work
performed by slaves wich the resulting formation of a class of “idle poor” in ancient society, as in
modern ones with a large slave-labour sector, is always detectable. I is not difficule to understand thac
under the pressure of poverty a number of freemen are nevercheless forced to perform che same work
as slaves. Buc it is no less clear thac cheir sicuation, like chat of manual labourers in general in such a
society, is decisively influenced by the existence of slave labour. These freemen, or at least a pare of
them, are forced to accept conditions similar to those of slaves. Depending on the number of slaves
available to such a society and on the degree of interdependence of their work witch slave labour, the
freemen always face a greater or lesser degree of competitive pressure from slave labour. This too is
one of the structural regularicies of any society of slavemasters. (C. also E. Lot, Les fin du monde antigae,
pp. G9ff.)

43. According to A. Zimmern Greek society in its classical period was nort a slave society in the
typical sense of the word: “Greek society was not a slave-society; but it contained a sediment of slaves
to perform its most degrading tasks, while the main body of its so-called slaves consisted of
apprentices haled in from outside to assist, together and almost on equal terms wich cheir masters.
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in creating che material basis of a civilisation in which they were hereafter to share” (Sofon and ¢
pp. 161-2).

<i4. Pirenne, Les villes du moyen dge. pp. 1.

45. 1bid., pp. 10fF. )

46, Ibid., p. 27. This "recourse to inland areas’ and its significance for the development of vy
society find confirmation in the fact thae the evolution of land cranspore technology beyond it
in anciquity began, as far as we can see today, abourt a century earlier than chat of nautical teChnblﬁ
The former began berween about 1050 and 1100, the laceer clearly not before 1200. CF. Lefebys:
Noktees, D [a marine antique i la mewrine moderne. Le révolution du gonternail (Paris, 1935), pp. 10
Cf. also E. H Byrne Genazse Shipping in the Twelfth anc Thivteenth Centuries (Cambridge, Mass,, 1
pp- 5-7.

47. A. Luchaire, Loais VI Philippe Angusie Lonis VI (Paris, 1901). p. 80.

48. Calmette, La suwiété feocdale, p. 71. Cf. by the same auchor, Le monedy féodals.

49. Law is, of course, through ics fixation by an independent legal apparatus and the existen,
bodies of specialists with a vested interest in the preservation of the status quo, relatively impérvi
to movement and change. Legal security itself, always desired by a considerable pare of’soﬁe
depends partly on the law's resistance to change. This immobilicy is indeed increased by ¢
larger the areas and the number of people which are integrated and interdependent, thé ';
necessary becomes a uniform law excending over such areas—as necessary, for example, as a unifo;
currency; the more strongly, cherefore, the law and its apparatus, which like currency becomes jgse]
in turn an organ of integration and a producer of interdependence, opposes any change, and the mgge
serious are the disturbances and shifts of interest chac any change brings wich ic. This too contribui
to che fact char che mere threar of force by che “legitimate”™ organs of power is for long periods
enough to mike individuals and whole social groups comply with what has once been established'as
the norm of law and property on the basis of a particular stage of social power relacionships. The
incerests identified with the preservacion of existing legal and property relacionships are so grear, arj
the weighe which law receives chrough growing integration is so clearly fele, chac che constanc testmg

of social power relations in physical scruggles o which people in less interdependent societies a
always inclined is replaced by a long-enduring readiness to abide by the existing law. Only whed
upheavals and tensions within society have become excraordinarily grear, when interest in 't
preservation of the existing law has become uncertain in large parts of society, only then, often aft
intervals Ia\'rim. centuries, do groups in a society begin w test in physical seruggles wheeher
established law corresponds to the actual social power relationships. '

When society had a predominancly barter economy and people were far less interdependent, and
when, therefore, thie mose real though not visually represencable nerwork of society as a whole did n'ot
vet constantly confront the individual wich ics greater screngeh, the social power maincaining eac
legal claim by an individual had to be always fairly direccly visible. If ic became doubtful, the claim
lapsed. Every property owner had to be ready to prove in physical combat chac he scill had enough
milicary and social power to back his “legal claim’. Corresponding to the closer intertwining 6f
human activities ac a lacer stage over large areas witch relatively good communicacions, however, a lav
has developed that largely disregards local individual difterences, a so-called general law, i.e. a law.
applicable and valid equally over the whole area for all the people wichin ic.

The differenc kind of social interweaving and dependence existing in feudal society, wich ics largely
barter economy, entrusted small groups and often single individuals with functions thac are today
exercised by “states’. Thus "law", too, was incomparably more individualized and local. It was an
obligation and bond entered into by chis liege lord and chat vassal, this group of tenants and thac
landlord, this civic corporation and that lord, this abbey and that duke. And a study of these “legal -
relationships™ gives a very vivid idea of what it means when we say tha in chis phase social integration’
and incerdependence were less and the relation of man to man correspondingly difterenc.



Notes to pages 234-252 539

We should rake care {says Pirenne for example in Les rilles du muyen age, pp. 168=9] not to aceribuce
exaggerated importance to urban charcers. Neicher in Flanders nor in any other region of Europe
do they contain the totality of urban law. They confine themselves to fixing the main outlines,
formulating some essential principles and resolving some particularly importane contlices. For most
of the time they are products of special circumstances and have taken account only of questions being
debated when chey were drawn up. ... If the burghers watched over them for cencuries wich
extraordinary solicitude, it was because chey were the paladium of cheir liberty, because chey
permicced chem to justity revole in cases of violation, buc it was not because they enclosed the
whale of their law. They were, as it were, no more than ics skelecon. All around cheir stipulacions
proliferated a rich vegetation of customs, usages, privileges which were nort less indispensable for
being unwriccen.

This is so true that a good number of charters themselves foresaw and recognized in advance che
development of urban law. . . . In 1127 the Count of Flanders granted the burghers of Bruges “uc
de die in diem consuetudinarias leges suas corrigerenc”, that is, the permission to add from day to
day to cheir municipal customs.

Here again we see how, on thac different level of integracion, formations of a different order of
magnicude, a town and a major feudal lord, stood in the same sort of relationship to each other as
today only “states” do: and cheir legal agreements show che same pateern as chose of the lateer,
following fairly directly shifts of interest and social strengtch.

50. Calmetrte, Lei swiéte féndale, pp. 70-1.

51. A. Luchaire, La sociéts frangaise an temps de Philiphe Augnste (Paris. 1909). p. 265.

52. C. H. Haskins, The Renaissance of the Twelfth Cenrury (Cambridge, 1927), p. 55.

Ibid. p. 56.

4. Ibid.

. Eduard Wechssler. Das Kidturproblem des Miunesangs (Halle, 1909), p. 17 3.

. Ibid., p. 174.
" Ibid., p. 143.

58. Ibid., p. 113.

59. Hennig Brinkmann, Entstehingsgeschichre des Minnesangs, (Halle, 1926), p. 86.
60. Wechssler, op. cit., pp. 140-1.

angatse au temps de Philippe Anguste, p. 374.
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61. Luchaire, Lo sucté

62. Ibid., p. 379.

63. Ibid., p. 380.

G-i. Pierre de Vaissiere, Genzilshomnes campagnerds de | ancienne France (Paris, 1903), p. 145.

65. Brinkmann. op. cit., p. 35.

66. Wechssler. op. cit., p. 71.

67. Schiinback, quoted in Wechssler, op. cit., p. 74. Similarly in Marianne Weber, Lhefran und
Matter in der Rechtsentaicklung (Tiibingen, 1907), p. 265.

68. De Vaissiere, op. cit., p. 145.

69. Wechssler. op. cit., p. 214.
70. Brinkmann, op. cit., pp. 45ff., 61, 86ff. Cf. on this and what follows C. S. Lewis, The Allegory
of Love: a Stidy in Medieval Tradition (Oxford, 1936). p. 11.

The new ching itself, I do not pretend to explain. Real changes in human senciment are very rare,
but [ believe chat they occur and chac chis is one of them. I am not sure that chey have ‘causes’,
if by a cause we mean someching which would wholly account for the new state of affairs, and so
explain away what seemed its noveley. It is, at any race, cerrain thac che efforts of scholars have so
far failed to find an origin for the content of Provengal love poetry.

71. In England the corresponding term is found in later periods rescricted, sometimes even
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explicicly, to servants. An example of chis is the way in which, in an English account of
constituces a good meal, the “curtese and honestie of servantes™ is contrasted to the “kyne frena'eshyp
and company of them that sytee at the supper”. G. G. Coulton, Sucial Life in Britain (Cambtig;
1919), p. 375. o

72. FE Zarncke, Der dentsche Cats (Leipzig, 1852). p. 130, v. 71 and p. 132, v. 141f. Fg
aspects of chis first main phase in the transition from warriors to courtiers (the education and ¢ddes
of knighcly orders in different countries) cf. E. Prestage, "Chivalry™s a series of studies 1o illustraisiy
bistorical significance and civilizing ifluence (London, 1928); including A. T. Byles. "Medieval cours
books and the prose romances of chivalry™ (pp. 183ff.).

73. Luchaire, [-es premiers Capétiens, p. 285; cf. also A. Luchaire, Louis VI le Gros (Paris, 1
Introduction.

74. Luchaire, Histoire des Institutions Monarchigues de la Fremce sous les premiers Capétiens (9871180}
vol. 2. p. 258. :

75. Cf. pp. 17tt., parcic. pp. 31-2. .

76. Suger, Vie de Louis le Gros, ed. Moliner, ch. 8, as quoted by A. Lognon, La forniation de /
frangaise (Paris, 1922), pp. 18-19.

77. A. Vuitry, Etudes sur le wégime financier de la France (Paris, 1878), p. 181.

78. Luchaire, Louis VI.

79. "The land from Northumberland to the Channel was easier to unify than from Flanders to ch
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illegitimacy, 154-5

see also marriage
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labour, division of, se: division of social
funccions

La Bruyere, Jean de, 396, 397, 398, 546n

LaFayerte, Madame de, 155
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spoon; spitting: table manners
Mannheim. Karl, 518n, 5<ln
Marcel, Ecienne, 295 :
Marie, daughter of Charles che Bold, 173, 5 )
Marie de Champagne, 5-6-7n
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relacions, 69,187, 237, 270, 304, 306, 349,
411, 428
social, 234 .
scruggles, 245, 316, 33Q ), 351
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prosticution, 148-9, 153
Protestancism, 143, 188, 417, 421, 548n
Proust, Marcel, 401
Provence, 196. 286
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time, timing, 379-80

Tischznchtzn, 53, 57, 61,

Ténnies, Ferdinand, - 53

torture, 162-3, 371, 3

Toulouse, county of, 279, 282, 286-8, 405

Touraine, 284, 294

towns, 188, 220-1, 287-8, 346, 352-3
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