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FOREWORD

This is a book about the political and cultural uses of a social idea. It comes
on as a doubly original book: first, because it appears to be—astonishing
though this may seem—the first book ever devoted to the history of what
became the paradigmatic image of the ancien régime; and second, because it
seeks to explain the appearance and early diffusion of that image as expres-
sions of the strategies of threatened or innovating elites. One may search in
vain in Mcllwain, the Carlyles, or other standard manuals of political theory
for more than passing mention of the three orders of medieval society, an
idea which, when it does appear, is represented (correctly enough from one
point of view) as the commonplace and inert projection of observed social
order. Here the idea is restored to life. ‘

It will never, of course, seem the same again. One soon recognizes that the
originality of this book is by no means confined to its engaging treatment of
a neglected theme. It lies chiefly in Georges Duby’s perception—with debts

here, generously acknowledged, to Dumézil and Le Goff—that the tripartite '

conception of society is one of those collective “imaginings” (one cannot
quite translate Iimaginaire) of which the records should be read not only in
the light of historical actuality but also to reveal those structural (or sys-
temic) articulations of human experience, with their continuities and inter-
ruptions, which inform a cultural history running, in this case, from Indo-
European antiquity to the French Revolution. Accordingly, this history of
the three orders is not only a remarkable essay on the Middle Ages but also a
showcase for a new methodology in social history which insists upon the
bonds between the mental, the ritual, the imaginary, and the materialsIn the
formative generations of Capetian history Duby seeks “to grasp,” as he
urged in his inaugural lecture before the College de France in 1970, “the real
connecting links to be found in a larger whole.”
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]



FOREWORD

The implications of this approach will not be overlooked in the discus-
sions of The Three Orders that are only just beginning. But one considerable
point already seems clear. Whatever the interest of this work for interdisci-

(plinary research, the result is unmistakably an achievement of historical
scholarship. Here the sources, not the concépts, are sovereign. Here there is
dialogue and debate with the scientists of society, culture, and language, not
subservience to them. A scholar bent on proving willy-nilly the ideological
force of trifunctionality would have told a much tidier story of the early
twelfth century than does Georges Duby. What he shows, on the contrary, is
that the schema reanimated by the bishops of old Francia was clustered with
lother hierarchical images and polarities of diverse ancestry and pertinence,
and of which the political resonance varied according to historical circum-
stances that are evoked after the fashion of a masterly explication de textes. If
I am not mistaken, social scientists should find here a rich harvest of new
historical data for the analysis of societal structure, power, and process.

The underlying historical argument, while less original to this book, is
nonetheless also largely Duby’s own. 'The conception of a profound trans-
formation in the early eleventh century was heralded in La société aux XI° et
XIIe siecles dans la région mdconnaise (1953), gained independent support
from the work of other scholars (notably ].-Fr. Lemarigniet), and was
elaborated in the author’s The Early Growth of the European Economy
(first published in French in 1973) and other publications. It represents a
fundamental revision of Marc Bloch’s chronology in “two feudal ages.” The
old monarchical-ecclesiastical order, persisting, however battered, down to
ca. 1000, was not yet a feudal order, for the proliferation of vassals, fiefs,
castles, and the exploitative domination of peasants cannot generally be
found to antedate the years 980—1030. The old order then collapsed in a
“feudal revolution” which precipitated other changes against which the old
guard vainly protested with an imagined order of social stability. As for the
“resurgent”” monarchical regime under Philip Augustus, much that had been
introduced in the author’s Le dimanche de Bouvines (1973) and in new
research on the noble family (see also his Medieval Marriage, 1978) is
brought into resourceful new focus in the final chapters of the present book.

In short, The Three Orders provides a brilliant elaboration of what may
now be called the “Duby thesis,” perhaps the most incisive and coherent ex-
planation of medieval social change yet propounded, even as it opens a stun-
ning new perspective for historical research. Moreover, it is a book of enticing
stylistic vigor, its French prose balanced in flowing periods, crackling stac-
cato, and finely modulated quotations, a prose so wrought, it would seem, as
to defy translation. Yet the effect and meaning alike come through admirably
in Arthur Goldhammer’s rendering, an achievement in its own right that
should do much to bring this book to the wide readership it merits.

THoMAS N. BissoN
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THE FIELD OF INQUIRY

“Some are devoted particularly to the service of God; others to the preser-
vation of the State by arms; still others to the task of feeding and maintain-
ing it by peaceful labors. These are our three orders or estates general of
France, the Clergy, the Nobility, and the Third Estate.”

This statement is among those which open the Traité des Ordres et Simp-
les Dignitez published in 1610 by the Parisian Charles Loyseau, a work im-
mediately recognized as highly useful and continually reissued throughout
the seventeenth century. These words serve to define the social order, i.e.,
the political order, i.e., order itself. Here we are confronted with three
“estates,” three fixed and stable categories, three levels of a hierarchy. It is
like a school, that model society where the child learns to remain seated and
quiet in orderly rows, to obey, to be classified; it is the class: the older
children, those of intermediate age, the youngest; the first, the second, the
“third” estate. Or, rather, three “orders”—for that is clearly the word pre-
ferred by Loyseau. The members of the highest order turn their attention
heavenwards, while those of the two others look to the earth, all being
occupied with the task of upholding the state [in French, Loyseau uses Estat
for both estate and state, but capitalizes it in the latter case—trans.]. The
intermediate order provides security, the inferior feeds the other two. Thus
we have three functions, mutually complementing one another. The whole
has a triangular solidity, with a base, an apex, and most importantly that
ternarity which in some mysterious way bestows a feeling of equilibrium on
the construction.

For when Loyseau comes subsequently to talk about the nobility (on page
§3 of the 1636 edition), he states clearly that this social body is diverse, with
various layers and ranks superimposed on one another. Among the nobility,
everything is a matter of rank and precedence, and men will sometimes fight
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THE FIELD OF INQUIRY

to decide who will be the first to cross a threshold, sit down, or don his hat.
Loyseau’s concern is thus to introduce some order into this complex situa-
tion. He chooses to divide these many gradations into three categories. Why
three? No tradition, custom, or authority dictates a tripartite division in this
instance. “Because,” says Loyseau, “the most perfect division is that into
three species.” ““The most perfect”—that is what is in question—perfection
itself. What matters is to seek, in the disorderly jumble of the sublunary
world, the proper bases for a harmonious and reasonable construction
which would appear to reflect the intentions of the Creator.

Indeed, if the monarchy of the ancien régime thought of itself as
established on a threefold foundation of estates general or orders, this was
because the fitting of social relations into ternary structures made it possible
to integrate these into global structures, which extended over the entire
visible and invisible universe. Loyseau makes this point in a long pre-
liminary discussion. This prologue should not be read as a bravura exercise.
It is essential; it justifies the whole argument.

“There must be order in all things, because it is seemly that it should be
so, and so that these things may be given direction.” So that each “thing”
may be assigned its proper rank and so that all may be governed. Consider,
for example, the hierarchy of created beings, with its three levels. At the
lowest level are the inanimate objects: these are obviously classified accord-
ing to their degree of perfection. Dominating the rest are the “celestial
intelligences,” the angels: as we know, these are arranged in an immutable
order. Between the two are the animals, made subject to man by God. As for
men, the concern of the Traité, they live a less stable existence, being free to
choose between good and evil; nevertheless, “they cannot subsist without
order”; hence they must be ruled. The key idea is thus one of a necessary
“direction,” and consequently a necessary submission. Some are made sub-
ject to others. The former must obey. Loyseau here makes use of a military
analogy; he speaks of the “orders” which proceed from the regiment to the
company and thence to the squad, which must be carried out without hesi-
tation or question. Discipline is the source of an army’s strength. It is also
the source of the strength of the state. The world’s solidity depends on it.

Next, it is argued that discipline requires inequality. “We cannot live
together with equality of condition, hence some must command and others
obey. Those who command comprise several orders, ranks, and degrees.”
Order comes from above. It is propagated through a hierarchy. The ar-
rangement of the ranks, one above the other, insures that order will spread
throughout the whole. “The sovereign lords have command over all within
their State, giving their orders to the great, who pass them on to those of
intermediate rank, who pass them on to the small” (we notice that a ternary
hierarchy has come into being of its own accord among the agents of
sovereign power, under its sole authority), “and the small pass the orders on
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to the people. And the people, who obey all those mentioned” (on this point,
let us be quite precise in marking the real dividing line: between the “small-
est” of those who command, and the whole of the people, which must
mutely obey; between the officers and the troops; between the state ap-
paratus and its—good or bad—subjects), “are further divided into several
orders and ranks so that each of the latter has its superiors, who answer for
the actions of the whole order to the magistrates, who do the same to the
sovereign lords. Thus by means of manifold divisions and subdivisions of
this kind, several orders are made into one general order (this is the inflec-
tion which leads to the three functions) and several estates into one well-
governed State, in which there is a proper harmony and consonance and a
correspondence among relationships from the lowest to the highest level; in
the end, there is an orderly progress from an innumerable order toward
unity.”

According to this theory, order is based on the plurality of orders, on a
sequence of binary relations, in which some give orders to others, who
¢xecute or convey them. This first assertion is coupled with another less
evident one: that this sequence tends ineluctably to take on a ternary
character, that the three functions, i.e., the three “orders,” come to
superimpose themselves upon the innumerable links in the chain. Why?
How? In a way which is, frankly, mysterious, or in any case unexplained.
Inexplicable, perhaps? A gap appears at this point in the argument. Despite
his concern with proof, Loyseau does not seek to prove that this superim-
position is necessary. He merely observes that some are particularly devoted
to one duty, others to another, and still others to a third. Trifunctionality is
self-evident. It is a part of the order of things.

Nevertheless, Loyseau does feel the need to marshal an additional argu-
ment to bolster the assumption on which the whole Traité is built. As a
conclusion to the Prologue, therefore, he adds a Latin text taken from the
Decretum of Gratian, “the last canon of the eighty-ninth distinction.” He
does not suspect—or at least he shows no sign of suspecting—that at the
time he is writing this text is more than a thousand years old. It is the
preamble to a letter sent by Pope Gregory the Great to the bishops of
Chilperic’s kingdom in August of 595, urging them to recognize the primacy
of the bishop of Arles in questions of ecclesiastical discipline.! “Providence
has ‘established various degrees [gradus] and distinct orders [ordines] so
that, if the lesser [minores] show deference [reverentia] to the greater
[potiores], and if the greater bestow love [dilectio] on the lesser, then true
concord [concordia] and conjunction [contextio: the word evokes a fabric
or weave in a very concrete way] will arise out of diversity. Indeed, the
community [universitas] could not subsist at all if the total order [magnus
ordo) of disparity [differentia] did not preserve it. That creation cannot be
governed in equality is taught us by the example of the heavenly hosts; there
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THE FIELD OF INQUIRY

are angels and there are archangels, which are clearly not equals, differing
from one another in power [potestas] and order [ordo].” Everything is here.
Not, of course, an explanation of trifunctionality, but at least its justifica-
tion. Because heaven and earth are related by homology, the structures of
human society necessarily reflect those of a more perfect society; in an
imperfect way, they reproduce the hierarchies, the inequalities, which
establish order in the society of angels.

It is quite natural to introduce an essay on the trifunctional model with a
citation from the Traité des Ordres. More surprising in such a context is
the following statement: there are only “three courses open to young men, the
priest’s, the peasant’s, and the soldier’s. ... The religious estate, because it
incorporates, at a higher and purer level, all the soldier’s virtues. ... Labor
on the land, because by placing man in continuous contact with nature and
its creator, it inculcates the virtues of endurance, patience, and perseverance
and thus naturally fosters the heroism needed on the battlefield.” Here we
find the three “estates” (the word appears in the quotation), three functions
(the same ones we have seen already: to serve God, preserve the state by
arms, and extract food from the earth), arranged hierarchically in the same
way. There is one additional detail: those to whom Loyseau refers as
“some” and “others” are here defined as “men,” by which “adult males” is
clearly meant; women are not involved in this sort of classification. And
there are two differences. Here we find no *“orders” but rather “courses,”
paths, which are chosen, vocations of sorts—although they are clearly stages
in an ascent, since the same individual can and should take first the third
path, then the second, and finally the first, thus taking up each of the three
missions in turn in the course of his life, in order to “raise’ himself by
degrees from earth to heaven, from “nature” to its ‘““creator.” These are thus
successive stages of a progress towards perfection or “purification.” We
have a scale of virtues, in a discourse which is less political than it is moral;
what is really being proposed is a kind of ascesis. These three “courses,”
moreover, are not the only ones. They are merely the good ones. Of the
others this Manichaean disquisition says nothing. This is because it con-
demns them. An entire portion of social life is here cursed, spurned, reduced
to nothing. What is being proclaimed is that only the priest, the soldier, and
the peasant avoid going astray; only they answer God’s call. In this way a
close agreement is established between Loyseau’s statement and this much
more recent one, which can be found in a work published in Paris in 1951:
Notre beau métier de soldat, suivi d’un Essai de portrait moral du chef, by a
M. de Torquat.

A quite similar image of the perfect society is set forth in two statements
which echo one another, two Latin sentences which may be translated as
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follows: (1) “Triple then is the house of God which is thought to be one: on
larth, some pray [orant], others fight [pugnant], still others work
|laborant); which three are joined together and may not be torn asunder; so
that on the function [officium] of each the works [opera] of the others rest,
cach in turn assisting all.” (2) “He showed that, since the beginning, man-
kind has been divided into three parts, among men of prayer [oratoribus},
farmers [agricultoribus], and men of war [pugnatoribus]; he gives clear
proof that each is the concern of both the others.”

‘I'hree functions then, the same three, and similarly conjoined. But this
time the pronouncement issues from the depths of the ages. Six hundred
years before Loyseau, nine hundred and fifty before M. de Torquat, it was
put forward in the third decade of the eleventh century by Adalbero, bishop
of Laon, and Gerard, bishop of Cambrai.

In juxtaposing these citations, my point is to show that an image of the

wocial order endured in France for a millennium. In erecting their mental

image of a society one and triune like the divinity who had created and

would ultimately judge it, wherein mutually exchanged services unified the

diversity of human actions, the bishops of the year 1000 took for their
foundation a triangular figure in no respect different from the one that
provided symbolic underpinning for a theoretical justification of the subjec-
tion of the regimented populace to the absolute monarchy of Henry [V—a
theory which the newly born human sciences wasted no time in challenging.

F'ven today, in certain circles no doubt diminished in importance but not yet
extinct, it is to this same triangular image that the yearning for a regenerated
humanity clings, the yearning for a humanity that would at last be purged of
the twin infections, white and red, that breed in the big city, a humanity that
would have rid itself at the same time of both capitalism and the working
class. Thirty or forty successive generations have imagined social perfection
in the form of trifunctionality. This mental representation has withstood all
the pressures of history. It is a structure.

A structure encased within another that is deeper and more ample, which
envelops it—namely, that similarly trifunctional system whose place among
the modes of thought of the Indo-European peoples has been elucidated by
the admirable work of Georges Dumézil. In countless texts patiently col-
lected everywhere from the Indus to Iceland and Ireland, three functions are
found: the first, in the name of heaven to lay down the rules, the law that
institutes order; the second, brutally, violently, to enforce obedience; the
third, finally, of fecundity, health, plenty, pleasure, to guide the “peaceful
labors™ discussed by Charles Loyseau to achievement of their ends; between
these three functions and this same Loyseau’s three “orders,” M. de Tor-
quat’s three “courses,” and the priests, warriors, and peasants of the
bishops of Cambrai and Laon, the relationship is clear. So clear that there is
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no reason to make a point of it, other than to clarify the outlines of the
investigation whose results this book will set down.

At the confluence of thought and language, closely associated with the
structures of a language (I reiterate: a language—the linguists were the first
to notice the functional triangle in written expression, and it must be ac-
knowledged that it is not easy to detect a similar ternarity in symbolic modes
of expression not involving words), there exists a form, a manner of think-
ing, of speaking the world, a certain way of putting man’s action on the
world—which is indeed what Dumézil has in mind when he speaks of
trifunctionality: three constellations of virtues with which gods and heros
are endowed. When a warrior chieftain, sovereign, or mistress has to be
celebrated in panegyric rather than ritual, it is natural to reach for this
classificatory implement, which is ready at hand. This is often the route by
which the trifunctional model is transferred from heaven to earth, from
imagination to experience: it is a way of organizing praise bestowed on an
individual. Traces of its use in this manner abound in countless biographies,
both real and fictitious. In contrast, this model is rarely applied in an explicit
way to the body social. The “tripartite ideology” that Dumézil has always
described as “an ideal and, at the same time, a means of analyzing, of
interpreting the forces which are responsible for the course of the world and
human life” 2 is the backbone of a value system; overt use is made of it in
myth, epic, and flattery; but ordinarily it remains latent, unformulated; only
rarely is it brought into the open in the shape of imperious statements as to
the proper ideal of society, order, i.e., power. But all the citations above
support statements of precisely this kind. In them trifunctionality is laid out
as a framework for an ideal classification of the kinds of men. It serves as a
justification of certain normative utterances, certain imperatives—whether
calls to action in order to bring about a transformation or restoration of
society, or reassuring homilies, justifications. I am thinking of a sort of
trifunctionality that serves an ideology, a “polemical discursive formation
through which a passion seeks to realize a value by exercising a power over
society.”3 Precisely stated, the problem is this: Why, of all the simple,
equally instrumental images, was that of the three functions chosen? “The
human mind is constantly making choices among its latent riches. Why?
How?” The question was raised by Dumézil himself.# As a historian, I will
broaden it somewhat to include two further questions: Where? And when?

The first of these I shall evade by limiting the scope of the investigation to
the region where the various statements cited above were made, namely,
France, confining my attention more particularly to northern France, whose
political, social, and cultural configuration remained for a long time quite
distinct from that of the countries to the south of Poitou, Berry, and Bur-
gundy. Indeed, as a matter of correct method it seems to me that ideological
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systems must be studied within a homogeneous cultural and social forma-
tion, all the more so if the aim is to date the transformations occurring
within such systems. Hence I shall deliberately remain within the bounds of
this area. It may appear tiny. Its peculiar advantages should be noted: it is a
province with a particularly abundant literature, and in addition the place
where the Frankish monarchy took root. Now it happens that this form, this
manner of classification, of self-classification, whose early history I have
vhosen to study, is first revealed to us by literature; it is closely associated,
moreover, with the concept of sovereignty.

I'he properly historical problem, that of chronology, remains. Within the
region thus circumscribed, I have tried to collect and date all traces of an
ideology based on social trifunctionality. Written traces—the only material
we have. Which leaves a good deal to be desired. Once we move away from
the vicinity of the present, we find that a vast portion of what was written
has been lost irremediably: what remains comes virtually exclusively under
the head of writing for solemn occasions. Official documents. Never does
the historian have anything other than remains to paw over, and such scarce
debris as he does have come virtually without exception from monuments
that power has caused to be erected; not only does all life’s spontaneity
¢scape him, but also all that is of popular origin; only a few men manage to
make themselves heard: those who controlled the apparatus of what
| oyseau calls the State. As we are discussing chronology, it should therefore
be borne in mind that such few dates as can (sometimes with great difficulty)
be established indicate nothing other than the moment of emergence, the
point in time at which a certain mental representation gains access to the
highest levels of written expression. More than that, those emergences
whosc traces have fortuitously been preserved are not necessarily the oldest,
ws 1t behooves us not to forget. Clearly, the margin of uncertainty is quite
lnrge.

At least one fact appears certain, so that I may rely on it from the outset:
1o text in northern France prior to those containing the statements of Adal-
bero of Laon and Gerard of Cambrai makes mention of a trifunctional view
ul society. This is beyond doubt: much care has been devoted to the search,
by Georges Dumézil himself, and after him by Jean Batany, Jacques Le Goff,
Claude Carozzi, and others. In vain: the rich harvest of writings—
theoretical writings—left by the Carolingian renaissance yielded nothing.
I he two Latin sentences I cited above seem to have burst upon silence. In
any case, it is with them that the history of a trifunctional representation of
Wociety begins in this tiny part of the world. But if the date of the original
utterance has been established, the chronology of the reception, acceptance,
and diffusion of the model remain to be constructed. All that has been said
about trifunctionality in medieval society is imprecise. Consider Marc
Bloch, for instance: ““a theory at that time very widely current represented
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the human community as being divided into three orders.”” ““At that time”:
when? During the “first feudal age,” i.e., according to the great medievalist,
in the centuries prior to the mid-eleventh century? “Very widely current”:
what is meant by this? Consider Jacques Le Goff, who was the first to
formulate the problem in appropriate terms: “around the year 1000, West-
ern literature represented Christian society according to a new model which
immediately enjoyed a considerable success.” What is meant by “around,”
“new,” “immediately,” “considerable”? Are we sure of all this? By carry-
ing the investigation forward into the eleventh and twelfth centuries,
pursuing it until the allusions to the three social functions, the three
orders, proliferate, until it becomes certain that the “theory” is “quite wide-
spread,” that the “model” enjoyed ““a considerable success,” I would like to
dispel the ambiguity as far as possible.

I would particularly like to answer Dumézil’s question: why, how was
this choice among latent structures made? For this I think it necessary to be
precise about the location of the research. The trifunctional figure, as I have
said, is a form. Traces of it may be found in quite a few documents. I am not
bent on flushing out every one of them. This book’s central character, the
trifunctional figure, will concern us only where it functions as a major cog in
an ideological system. Which it does in Loyseau’s dissertation. Thus if we
are to grasp the why and the how, it will be essential to avoid isolating the
formulations of the trifunctional theme from their context—as has nearly
always been done. They should rather be left in their proper place within the
whole in which they are articulated. What matters is to reconstruct the
global character of that whole, to investigate the circumstances surrounding
the construction of the ideological system in which trifunctionality is em-
bedded, and to ask what problems and contradictions had to be faced before
it could brought forward, promulgated, flaunted as a banner. For if it is
correct to contest the notion that the trifunctional schema was “con-
structed”,” if, as a latent structure, it stands outside history, it is nevertheless
beyond doubt that the systems incorporating it as a supporting member
belong, for their part, to history. They form and are deformed. And by
closely observing their genesis and dismemberment we have some chance of
finding out why and how the trifunctional schema was chosen at a certain
time and place.

Having thus specified the object of the research, we come to another
category of problems. The model of three social functions—this postulate,
this axiomatic truth, whose existence is never proved, never evoked but in
relation to a cosmology, a theology, and certainly a morality, and on which
one of those “discursive polemical formations” known as ideologies is
founded, thereby providing a power with a simple, ideal, abstract image of
the social organization—how is this model connected with the concrete
relationships within society? Ideology, we are well aware, is not a reflection
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of real life, but a project for acting on it. If this action is to have any
likelihood of success, the disparity between the imaginary representation
and the “realities” of life should not be too great. This being the case, and
supposing that the ideological discourse does not go unnoticed, new at-
titudes may then crystallize, changing the way men look upon the society to
which they belong. To observe the system in which the model of the three
“orders” is embodied as it comes to light in France, to attempt to follow its
course through success and misfortune from 1025 to 1225, is to confront
one of the central questions now facing the sciences of man: the question of
the relationship between the material and the mental in the evolution of
socicties.

And what is more, to confront that question in circumstances that are not
hopelessly unfavorable. True, as has already been mentioned, to take so
femote a period for our “terrain” is to condemn ourselves to working with
mere shreds of information, and to paying heed only to intellectuals, cut off
from the rest of society even more than intellectuals nowadays by the
peculiarities of their vocabulary and their mode of thought. But at least the
documentary resources are relatively limited. It is not impossible to take
them all in with a single glance. More, we are liberated by the fact that our
Interest is focussed on so far distant a past: feudalism’s contradictions no
longer concern us sufficiently that we are loath to demystify the ideology
that did its best to reduce or veil them.

I'he difficulty lies elsewhere. How are we to compare the imaginary and
the concrete? How are we to sever the “objective” study of human behavior
from investigation of the symbolic systems that dictated the conduct in
(uestion and justified it in men’s eyes?8 Is it within the power of the histo-
flan 1o strip away entirely the ideal garb in which the societies of the past
tloaked themselves? Can he see them other than as they dreamed of, as they
spoke of, themselves? As medievalists, let us ask ourselves. If to us “feudal
siwciety” seems composed of three orders, is it not true that the primary
teason for this is that the two sentences cited above still obsess us as they
unee obsessed our mentors? Are we not ourselves slaves to that ideology
that I am presumptuous enough to want to demystify? It was in any case a
lurce powerful enough to have led us (I say us because I am one of the guilty)
Mo certain blunders, such as dating knighthood’s constitution as an
“order” a century and a half too early. If for no other reason than this, for its
tole in the development of historical research, the trifunctional model de-
srves to be examined very closely, and held up for comparison with all that
we are capable of seeing in the world that gradually adopted it for its own.

I'he time has now come to examine the words that for the first time in the
“wources” stemming from northern France gave clear voice to this model.
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FIRST FORMULATIONS

W¢ begin, then, with two sentences: “Here below, some pray, others fight,
Mill others work . .. ”; “from the beginning, mankind has been divided into
thive parts, among men of prayer, farmers, and men of war.” Three types of
wllon: orare, pugnare, agricolari-laborare. Two speakers.

They arc important personages. Hence not all memory of what their lives
wure like has been lost.? Adalbero, the elder of the two, is also the more
lamous for the role that he played—that of traitor—in the transfer of the
Fiench crown from the Carolingians to the Capetians. Nephew of Adalbero,
the archbishop of Rheims, and cousin-german of the dukes of Lorraine, he
helonged to a very powerful family with representatives throughout the vast
province of Lotharingia, where it had gained control of a goodly number of
sumnties and bishoprics. It was a family of the highest nobility: Adalbero
kiww himself to be of royal blood, a descendant of Charlemagne’s ances-
s, In this lineage, the name he bore was given to boys destined to become
Wshops. It was customary that they bide their time in the cathedral chapter
il Metz until an episcopal vacancy should appear. Adalbero seems to have
siimpleted his education at Rheims, where his uncle, the great prelate of the
fumily, was archbishop. In any case, Lothar, the Carolingian king of western
Piance, soon made him his chancellor and in 977 established him in the see
wl Laon,
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