


[image: Penguin Brand Cover]







[image: Penguin Brand Logo]






[image: Penguin Brand Logo]










Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie


 



MONTAILLOU

Cathars and Catholics in a French village 1294–1324

Translated by Barbara Bray




[image: Penguin logo]






[image: Penguin logo]












Contents

Introduction

PART ONE The ecology of Montaillou: the house and the shepherd

I Environment and authority

II The domus

III A dominant house: the Clergue family

IV The shepherds

V The great migrations

VI The life of the shepherds in the Pyrenees

VII The shepherd’s mental outlook

PART TWO An archaeology of Montaillou: from body language to myth

VIII Body language and sex

IX The libido of the Clergues

X Temporary unions

XI Marriage and love

XII Marriage and the condition of women

XIII Childhood and other ages in life

XIV Death in Montaillou

XV Cultural exchanges

XVI Social relationships

XVII Concepts of time and space

XVIII Fate, magic and salvation

XIX Religion in practice

XX Morality, wealth and labour

XXI Magic and the other world

Selective bibliography

Index of the main families of Montaillou

Follow Penguin








PENGUIN BOOKS

MONTAILLOU

Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, Professor of the History of Modern Civilization at the Collège de France, Paris, is one of his country’s leading historians. He has held posts at the universities of Princeton and Michigan, and has been an editor of the journal Annales since 1967. His books include The Territory of the Historian, The Peasants of Languedoc, Montaillou (Penguin 1980), Carnival in Romans: A People’s Uprising in Romans 1579–1580 (Penguin 1981), Love, Death and Money in the Pays d’Oc (Penguin 1984) and Jasmin’s Witch (Penguin 1990).








[image: image]







Introduction

This introduction was specially written for the English edition of Montaillou, which is a shorter version of the French.

Though there are extensive historical studies concerning peasant communities there is very little material available that can be considered the direct testimony of peasants themselves. It is for this reason that the Inquisition Register of Jacques Fournier, Bishop of Pamiers in Ariège in the Comté de Foix (now southern France) from 1318 to 1325, is of such exceptional interest.1 As a zealous churchman – he was later to become Pope at Avignon under the name Benedict XII – he supervised a rigorous Inquisition in his diocese and, what is more important, saw to it that the depositions made to the Inquisition courts were meticulously recorded. In the process of revealing their position on official Catholicism, the peasants examined by Fournier’s Inquisition, many from the village of Montaillou, have given an extraordinarily detailed and vivid picture of their everyday life.

Montaillou is a little village, now French, situated in the Pyrenees in the south of the present-day department of Ariège, close to the frontier between France and Spain. The department of Ariège itself corresponds to the territory of the diocese of Pamiers, and to the old medieval Comté de Foix, once an independent principality. In the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries the principality, ruled over by the important family of the Comtes de Foix, became a satellite of the powerful kingdom of France. The large province of Languedoc, adjacent to Ariège, was already a French possession.

Montaillou was the last village which actively supported the Cathar heresy, also known as Albigensianism, after the town of Albi, in which some of the heretics lived. It had been one of the chief heresies of the Middle Ages, but after it had finally been wiped out in Montaillou between 1318 and 1324 it disappeared completely from French territory. It appeared in the twelfth or thirteenth centuries in Languedoc in northern Italy, and, in slightly different forms, in the Balkans. Catharism is not to be confused with Waldensianism, another heretical sect which originated in Lyons but which hardly affected Ariège. Catharism may have been based on distant Oriental or Manichaean influences, but this is only hypothesis. However, we do know a great deal about the doctrine and rites of Catharism in Languedoc and northern Italy.

Catharism or Albigensianism was a Christian heresy: there is no doubt on this point at least. Its supporters considered and proclaimed themselves ‘true Christians’, ‘good Christians’, as distinct from the official Catholic Church which according to them had betrayed the genuine doctrine of the Apostles. At the same time, Catharism stood at some distance from traditional Christian doctrine, which was monotheist. Catharism accepted the (Manichaean) existence of two opposite principles, if not of two deities, one of good and the other of evil. One was God, the other Satan. On the one hand was light, on the other dark. On one side was the spiritual world, which was good, and on the other the terrestrial world, which was carnal, physical, corrupt. It was this essentially spiritual insistence on purity, in relation to a world totally evil and diabolical, which gave rise retrospectively to a probably false etymology of the word Cathar, which has been said to derive from a Greek work meaning ‘pure’. In fact ‘Cathar’ comes from a German word the meaning of which has nothing to do with purity. The dualism good/evil or God/Satan subdivided into two tendencies, according to region. On the one hand there was absolute dualism, typical of Catharism in Languedoc in the twelfth century: this proclaimed the eternal opposition between the two principles, good and evil. On the other hand was the modified dualism characteristic of Italian Catharism: here God occupies a place which was more eminent and more ‘eternal’ than that of the Devil.

Catharism was based on a distinction between a ‘pure’ élite on the one hand (perfecti, parfaits, bonshommes or hérétiques), and on the other hand, the mass of simple believers (credentes). The parfaits came into their illustrious title after they had been initiated by receiving the Albigensian sacrament of baptism by book and words (not by water). In Cathar language, this sacrament was called the consolamentum (‘consolation’). Ordinary people referred to it as ‘heretication’. Once he had been hereticated a parfait had to remain pure, abstaining from meat and women. (Catharism, though not entirely anti-feminine, showed no great tolerance of women.) A parfait had the power to bless bread and to receive from ordinary believers the melioramentum or ritual salutation or adoration. He gave them his blessing and kiss of peace (caretas). Ordinary believers did not receive the consolamentum until just before death, when it was plain that the end was near. This arrangement allowed ordinary believers to lead a fairly agreeable life, not too strict from the moral point of view, until their end approached. But once they were hereticated, all was changed. Then they had to embark (at least in the late Catharism of the 1300s) on a state of endura or total and suicidal fasting. From that moment on there was no escape, physically, though they were sure to save their souls. They could touch neither women nor meat in the period until death supervened, either through natural causes or as a result of the endura.

Around 1200, Catharism had partly infected quite large areas of Languedoc, which at that period did not yet belong to the kingdom of France. Such a state of affairs could not be allowed to continue. In 1209 the barons of the north of France organized a crusade against the Albigensians. The armies marched southwards in answer to an appeal from the Pope. Despite the death in 1218 of Simon de Montfort, the brutal leader of the northern crusaders, the King of France gradually extended his power over the south and took advantage of the pretext offered by the heretics to annex Languedoc de facto in 1229, by the Treaty of Meaux. This annexation left lasting traces of resentment in what later became the south of France. These were revived in the twentieth century by the renaissance of Occitan regionalism. In 1244 Montségur, in Ariège, the last heretic fortress, was taken. The Albigensians who had long held out there were sent together to the stake in Montségur itself or in Bram.

But even after 1250 Catharism still showed signs of life. In the mountains of upper Ariège the Albigensian heresy even had a modest revival between 1300 and 1318. One of the centres of this revival was the village of Montaillou. Partly responsible for the recrudescence of heresy was the militant and energetic action of the Authié brothers, formerly notaries in Ariège who had become heroic missionaries of Albigensianism. But the Inquisition of Fournier and his colleagues, based in Carcassonne (Languedoc) and chiefly in Pamiers (Ariège), finally succeeded in flushing out this last pocket of resistance, by means of a detailed inquiry followed by some burnings at the stake, many sentences of imprisonment and still more penalties in the form of yellow crosses. (Just as medieval Jews wore the yellow star, so condemned heretics were forced to wear on their backs big crosses made of yellow material sewn to their outer garments.) Catharism never recovered from this final blow in 1320. The prisoners of Montaillou were the last of the last Cathars. But it was not an absolute end. For the brave fight put up by the peasants of Ariège to preserve the remains of their heterodox beliefs after 1300 foreshadowed the great Protestant revolt two centuries later.
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Jacques Fournier, the person responsible for our documentary sources, seems to have been born some time during the decade which began in 1280, at Saverdun in the north of the Comté de Foix, a region which is now part of Ariège. The precise status of his family is not known, but Fournier himself was of fairly humble origin. So conscious was he of his undistinguished lineage that when he became Pope he is said to have refused to give his niece in marriage to a brilliant aristocrat who sought her hand, saying, ‘This saddle is not worthy of this horse’. But even before Jacques Fournier, there were several instances of social advancement in the family. One of his uncles, Arnaud Novel, was Abbot of the Cistercian monastery at Fontfroide. Encouraged by this model, the young Fournier also became a Cistercian monk. He went north for a while, first as a student, then as a doctor of the University of Paris. In 1311 he succeeded his uncle as Abbot of Fontfroide. In 1317, already known for his learning and severity, he was made Bishop of Pamiers, and in this new role he distinguished himself by his inquisitorial pursuit of heretics and other deviants. In his diocesan seat he kept up correct relations with the agents of the Comte de Foix and of the King of France. (Up to this point in his life, though living in Languedoc, he was pro-French.) In 1326 Pope John XXII congratulated him on his successful heretic hunt in the region of Pamiers, the congratulations being accompanied by a sheaf of indulgences. But Fournier’s activities were not confined to ideological persecution. He also managed to make agricultural tithes more onerous, imposing them on cheese, beets and turnips, which hitherto had been exempt.

In 1326 Fournier was made Bishop of Mirepoix, east of Pamiers, a move that might be interpreted as a fall from favour. He had in fact made himself unpopular in his previous diocese through his obsessional, fanatical and competent pursuit of all kinds of suspects. But the see of Mirepoix contained more parishes than Pamiers, so his new appointment seems to have been a promotion rather than a disgrace. It was followed by even more dazzling advancement. In 1327 Fournier became a Cardinal. In 1334 he was elected Pope of Avignon under the name of Benedict XII. ‘You have elected an ass’, he is supposed to have said, with his usual self-effacement, to the College which voted him into office. But, modest or not, once he had begun to wear the tiara Fournier soon showed his not inconsiderable abilities. He reacted against nepotism. Himself a monk and an ascetic, he tried to improve the morals of the monasteries. Like many intellectuals he was unskilled in practical matters, and met with little success in foreign policy. But he was at home in the field of dogma. He corrected the theological fantasies of his predecessor, John XXII, about the Beatific Vision after death. On the subject of the Virgin, he was a maculist, opposing the theory (which later triumphed) of the immaculate conception of Mary. His various pronouncements on dogma were the crown of a long intellectual career: throughout his life he engaged in vigorous, though somewhat conformist, controversy against all kinds of thinkers whom he considered to have strayed from Roman orthodoxy; his opponents included Giacomo dei Fiori, Master Eckhart and Occam. It was Fournier who initiated the building of the Palace of the Popes in Avignon, and he who invited Simone Martini there to paint the frescoes.

But it is the Pamiers period which interests us in the life of the future Benedict XII, and particularly his activity there as organizer of a formidable Inquisition court. Outbreaks of heresy even after the fall of Montségur led Pope Boniface VIII to create, in 1295, the diocese of Pamiers, including both the north and the south of the Comté de Foix, with the object of making it easier to check religious deviance. After a comparative lull there were two new inquisitorial offensives, one in 1298–1300 and another in 1308–09. In 1308, Geoffroy d’Ablis, the Inquisitor of Carcassonne, arrested the whole population of the village of Montaillou with the exception of young children.

These drives against the heretics were the work of the Dominican court at Carcassonne, which as such had nothing to do with the new see of Pamiers or the traditional Comté de Foix. The Bishops of Pamiers, although in principle they were supposed to seek out religious un-orthodoxy, for a long while preferred to lie low and not utter a word against heresy among their flock. Bishop Pelfort de Rabastens (1312–17) was so busy squabbling with his canons that he did not have time to watch over the orthodoxy of his diocese. But with Jacques Fournier, who succeeded him in 1317, things changed: the new Bishop took advantage of a decision of the Council of Vienna (1312) which stipulated that henceforward, in the courts of the Inquisition, the powers of the local Bishop were to be used in support of the Dominican official who had up till then been in sole charge of repression. So in 1318 Fournier was able to set up his own inquisitorial ‘office’. He ran it in close association with Brother Gaillard de Pomiès, delegate of Jean de Beaune, who was the representative of the Inquisition of Carcassonne. Pomiès and Beaune were both Dominicans.

The new court at Pamiers was very active all the time its founder was in power locally. Even when Jacques Fournier was made Bishop of Mirepoix in 1326 the ‘office’ at Pamiers did not disappear. But his successors did not believe in overdoing things, and repression on the local level slumbered, leaving the people of the Comté de Foix in peace. So it is only during Fournier’s episcopate that the tribunal at Pamiers gives us detailed information on peasant life in Occitania.

At the head of the ‘office’ was of course Jacques Fournier himself, a sort of compulsive Maigret, immune to both supplication and bribe, skilful at worming out the truth (at bringing the lambs forth, as his victims said), able in a few minutes to tell a heretic from a ‘proper’ Catholic – a very devil of an Inquisitor, according to the accused. He proceeded, and succeeded, essentially through the diabolical and tenacious skill of his interrogations; only rarely did he have recourse to torture. He was fanatical about detail, and present in person at almost all the sittings of his own court. He wanted to do, or at least direct, everything himself. He refused to delegate responsibility to his subordinates, scribes or notaries, as other more negligent Inquisitors often did. So the whole Pamiers Inquisition Register bears the brand of his constant intervention. This is one of the reasons why it is such an extraordinary document.

Brother Gaillard de Pomiès was his assistant (vicaire), relegated to second place by the strong personality and local prestige of the Bishop. Occasionally high-ranking Inquisitors from outside the diocese, like Bernard Gui, Jean de Beaune and the Norman Jean Duprat, would honour the weightier sessions of the ‘office’ at Pamiers with their presence. Also among the assessors was an assortment of local and regional worthies: canons, monks of all kinds, judges and jurists. At a lower level came fifteen or so notaries and scribes, there to record the proceedings but never to take part in the making of decisions. At their head was the priest-cum-scrivener Guillaume Barthe, followed by Jean Strabaud, Bataille de la Penne and a group of quill-pushers from the Comté de Foix. Sworn in last of all were the minor staff-sergeants described as ‘servitors’, messengers, jailers with their inevitable wives and, also among these lower depths, informers, some of them as distinguished as Arnaud Sicre.

A few details will suggest how our dossier was built up.1 The Inquisition court at Pamiers worked for 370 days between 1318 and 1325. These 370 days included 578 interrogations. Of these, 418 were examinations of the accused and 160 examinations of witnesses. In all, these hundreds of sessions dealt with ninety-eight cases. The court set a record for hard work in 1320, with 106 days; it worked ninety-three days in 1321, fifty-five in 1323, forty-three in 1322, forty-two in 1324, and twenty-two in 1325. The court sat mostly at Pamiers, but sometimes it met elsewhere in the Comté de Foix, according to the movements of the Bishop.

The ninety-eight cases involved 114 people, most of them heretics of the Albigensian persuasion. Out of the 114, ninety-four actually appeared. Among the group ‘troubled’ by the court were a few nobles, a few priests and some notaries, but above all an overwhelming majority of humble folk: peasants, artisans and shopkeepers on a very small scale. Out of the 114 accused or otherwise involved, forty-eight were women. The great majority, both male and female, came from the highlands of Foix, or Sabarthès, a region worked on by the propaganda of the Authié brothers. This majority from Sabarthès was made up of ninety-two people, men and women. Our village of Montaillou alone, also in Sabarthès, supplied twenty-five of the accused and provided several of the witnesses. Three more of the accused came from the village of Prades, which adjoined Montaillou itself. In all twenty-eight people, of whom each one supplied substantial and sometimes very detailed evidence, came from the tiny region of the Pays d’Aillon (Prades and Montaillou), with which our study is concerned.


Canonical procedure against an accused person was generally set off by one or several denunciations. These were followed by a summons to appear before the court at Pamiers. The summons was conveyed to the suspect, at home or in church, by the priest of the place where he lived. If the accused did not present himself voluntarily at Pamiers, the local bayle (the officer of the count or of the lord of the manor) acted as the secular arm, arresting the accused and if necessary escorting him to the chief town of the diocese. The accused’s appearance before the Bishop’s tribunal began with an oath sworn on the Gospels. It continued in the form of an unequal dialogue. Jacques Fournier asked a series of questions, pursuing various points and details. The accused would answer at length – a deposition might easily cover ten, twenty or even more big folio pages in the Register. The accused was not necessarily kept under a state of arrest throughout the trial. Between interrogations he might be shut up in one of the Bishop’s prisons in town. But he might also be let out under house arrest, bound to keep within the limits of his parish or of the diocese. When the accused was imprisoned, various pressures were brought to bear to make him confess. Apparently these pressures usually consisted not so much of torture as of excommunication or confinement either ‘strict’ or ‘very strict’ (the latter consisting of a small cell, fetters and black bread and water). In only one instance did Jacques Fournier have his victims tortured: this was in the trumped-up case which French agents made him bring against the lepers, who brought forth wild and absurd confessions about poisoning wells with powdered toads, etc. In all the other cases which provide the material of this book, the Bishop confined himself to tracking down real deviants (often minor from our point of view). The confessions are rounded out by the accuseds’ descriptions of their own daily lives. They usually corroborated each other, but when they contradicted, Fournier tried to reduce the discrepancies, asking the various prisoners for more details. What drove him on was the desire (hateful though it was in this form) to know the truth. For him, it was a matter first of detecting sinful behaviour and then of saving souls. To attain these ends he showed himself ‘pedantic as a schoolman’ and did not hesitate to engage in lengthy discussion. He spent a fortnight of his precious time convincing the Jew Baruch of the mystery of the Trinity, a week making him accept the dual nature of Christ and no less than three weeks of commentary explaining the coming of the Messiah.
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When the trials were over, various penalties were inflicted: imprisonment of varying degrees of strictness, the wearing of the yellow cross, pilgrimages and confiscation of goods. Of the five guilty who ended their lives at the stake, four were Waldensians from Pamiers and the other a relapsed Albigensian, Guillaume Fort, from Montaillou.

All these procedures and interrogations were written down in a Register, two volumes of which have been lost. One of the missing volumes contained the final sentences, but these are known to us, by chance, through the compilation of Limborch.1 The surviving document now in the Vatican consists of one big folio ledger, written on parchment. This document was originally written in three stages. First, at the actual hearing of the interrogation and deposition, a scribe quickly wrote down a protocol or draft. This scribe was Guillaume Barthe, the episcopal notary, replaced in cases of absence by one of his colleagues. Then from these hasty notes the same Guillaume Barthe would compile a minute, written ‘in a paper ledger’. This ‘was submitted to the accused, who could have alterations made in it’. Finally, and at leisure, several scribes copied these ‘minuted’ texts out again on to parchment.2

The surviving volume was not entirely completed in a fair copy until after Jacques Fournier had been made Bishop of Mirepoix in 1326. This shows how anxious he was to preserve the evidence of his work as Inquisitor in Pamiers. When he became Benedict XII, the ledger followed him to his residence in Avignon and from there it passed into the Vatican Library.
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Part One


   
       

   


THE ECOLOGY OF MONTAILLOU: THE HOUSE AND THE SHEPHERD












Chapter I

Environment and authority

Montaillou is not a large parish. At the time of the events which led to Fournier’s investigations, the local population consisted of between 200 and 250 inhabitants. At the end of the fourteenth century, after the Black Death and the first effects, direct or indirect, of the English wars, the hearth rolls and census books of the Comté de Foix show the same community as consisting of no more than about one hundred souls, divided up into twenty-three hearths or households. This was the usual drop in population (over a half) recorded almost everywhere in southern France after the catastrophes of the second part of the fourteenth century. But things had not reached that pass at the time of the anti-Cathar campaign.

The Pays d’Aillon, at the source of the river Hers, was described at the end of last century as a fine plateau surrounded by pastures and forests. The village of Montaillou, looking out over the plateau, was built in tiers. At the top of the hillside to which the village itself clung in 1320 stood the château, now only an imposing ruin. Below stood the houses, one above the other, often adjoining, but sometimes separated by small gardens where pigs illegally disported themselves, or by courtyards and threshing floors. The village itself was not fortified: in case of danger the people could always take refuge higher up, behind the ramparts of the fortress. But the lowest houses were built sufficiently close together for their outer edge to form a natural defence, pierced by an entrance that was called the ‘portal’. In more recent times the village has moved away from the shadow of the château and is now situated lower down the slope.

In the fourteenth century, as today, the curving village street led down to the parish church, built below the village itself. Lower down still, surrounded by the local cemetery, there is a chapel dedicated to the Virgin Mary, though it is also linked to a traditional cult connected with some nearby rocks. Partly at least, both church and chapel are in the Romanesque style and date from before 1300.

At the time with which we are concerned, the immediate surroundings of Montaillou formed a checkerboard of small, roughly rectangular plots of land. They covered the secondary limestone of the plateau and scrambled up with difficulty to the primary lands of the nearby mountain. Each plot contained no more than about 20 or 30 ares.1 A farmer might own several plots, scattered about the village and used as arable or pasture. The fields were cultivated with swing-ploughs drawn by oxen, cows, mules or donkeys. Ridges separated the plots, standing out clearly under the snows of winter. Wherever the ground sloped – i.e. in most cases – the plots formed the traditional Mediterranean pattern of terraces. Versaines were more or less permanent fields, sometimes lying fallow, and bouzigues were temporary fields made by burning or otherwise clearing waste land (ii.311).

In the time of Jacques Fournier, as today, Montaillou was too high and too cold for vine-growing, but it did produce cereals – oats and wheat rather than barley and rye, and only just sufficient, because of the rigours of the climate, for subsistence. Even so there were sometimes bad years. The farmers of the early fourteenth century also, in their innocence, cultivated turnips, long before English agronomists re-introduced them to the Continent in the eighteenth century. Perhaps they grew forage too – cereals that were harvested for fodder while they were still green. They certainly would have grown hemp. It was the women’s job to swingle and comb it during the winter. At that altitude and at that time, it is more than likely that flax too was grown. In addition to the draught and pack animals already mentioned (oxen, cows, donkeys, mules), livestock included pigs, poultry (chickens and geese) and of course hundreds of sheep. This did not include the large flocks which the migrant shepherds used to lead every year to and from the winter pastures of Lauragais and Catalonia. Of wheeled transport there was none: there were swing-ploughs but no horse-drawn ploughs or carts. These were to be found only in the lowlands or the valley of the Ariège.

The upkeep of land for grazing was organized by the messier, a municipal official appointed by the lord of the manor or the inhabitants by means of procedures unknown to us. Land sometimes lay fallow once every three years, for at that altitude spring cereals could coincide with winter cereals, which were in the ground for a whole year, from September to September. But more often land lay fallow once every two years, or even, if it was poor, for several years running. There was apparently no question of dividing up the cultivated land into two or three big fields.

The division of labour was according to age and sex. The men ploughed, harvested the cereals and dug up the turnips. They also went hunting and fishing, for the rivers were full of trout and the forests of squirrels and pheasants. As soon as they were old enough, the children would look after their fathers’ flocks. The women were in charge of water, fire, the garden, cooking and gathering kindling. They cut the cabbages, weeded the corn, tied the sheaves, mended the winnowing fan, washed the pots at the well and, each balancing a loaf of bread on her head, went harvesting with the migrant workers. Women had a hard time of it, especially when they were young.

Farming was centred on the house, part of which was divided off and used for stabling the animals: in the winter, those sheep which were not moved about with the seasons, oxen, pigs and mules were all gathered there within four walls, in close proximity to the rooms where their owners slept and cooked. Wealthier households might have a special building for the animals, a sheep-pen or stable cut off by a courtyard from the main part of the house. But I have not found any references to any farm buildings in the country outside Montaillou itself, apart from a few shepherds’ huts which we shall come back to later.

North, south, east and west of the clearing in which the village stood were forests, hiding places for the parfaits,1 where from time to time was heard the clash of axes and the buzz of saws. Here the villagers brought their animals and got the shingle with which they covered the roofs of their houses. Towards the south and the mountains lay the high pastures, the world of the shepherds, governed by its own laws: here ideas and men, flocks and money, moved about from hut to hut over long distances. This was in strong contrast with the timid, small-scale economy which reigned in the village itself. This economy was based on barter, loans and the exchange of gifts: there was not much money in circulation locally, and neighbours lent one another corn, grass, hay, wood, fire, mules, axes, pots, cabbages and turnips. The rich or so-called rich lent to the poor, and might give them bread on All Saints’ Day. A mother would lend her daughter things, or even an animal to help with the work, when the daughter, grown up and married or left a widow, lived in a house poorer than the maternal domus. There is also evidence of various forms of credit among the villagers, including the pawning of objects, the transferring of debts and so on.

There was a chronic shortage of money. My husband Arnaud Vital was a shoemaker in Montaillou, says Raymonde Vital (i.346). But he had to wait until his customers had sold their poultry at Whitsuntide before they could pay him for having their husbands’ shoes mended.

Despite the presence of the shoemaker, Montaillou was underdeveloped as far as the crafts were concerned, compared with the lowland villages. The women span around the fire in the evening, of course, either at home or with neighbours; and even in prison when the Inquisitor sent them there. But local weaving was clearly intended only for local wearing; there was just one weaver, Raymond Maury, in Montaillou. He plied his trade (it probably called for a certain amount of humidity) in a deep, wood-lined room, a kind of half-underground cave, specially fitted up in his house. But he also reared sheep, and his children became shepherds. To find a really well-off weaver you have to leave Montaillou and go to the neighbouring village of Prades d’Aillon: this was a more populous parish and offered a more profitable market for textiles. The weaver there – Prades Tavernier, named after his own parish – made a very good living. The sale of his equipment even enabled him to finance a pious excursion into Catalonia accompanied by a noble and heretical lady (i.335, 336).

The only tailoring in Montaillou was done by parfaits who happened to be passing through. As good Cathars they earned their living and their salvation by patching tunics and making gloves. And when the heretics went in for sewing, the women of the parish would come to see them, ostensibly to help mend a shift, but in fact to gossip (i.373). There was one woman in Montaillou who was a kind of tavern-keeper, but Fabrisse Rives’s customers did not come to her place for a drink or a chat. She went round the houses selling wine, which had been brought up from the lowlands by mule. But she was very inefficient and always finding herself without measures to dole out her wares (i.325–6). It should be remembered that there was no absolute distinction between artisan and peasant or artisan and ordinary citizen, or even between artisan and noble. In this part of the world, everybody worked with his hands, and often very skilfully too. A notary might become a tailor, a notary’s son a shoemaker; a farmer’s son might become first a shepherd and then a maker of carding-combs. Only the job of a pedlar, which meant carrying heavy loads, was hard on the delicate shoulders of someone who had once been a village worthy.

We have already noted the absence of carts. There were some carts in the lower areas and near the towns, either in fact or in ghost stories, which often mentioned the tumbril of the dead. Apart from the movement of sheep, the amount of material goods moved about in the course of trade or transport was extremely small. The women fetched water, balancing it on their heads in a jar. Much carrying of goods was done by men themselves. Travellers tied their clothes in a bundle and bore them on a stick over their shoulders (i.312). Woodcutters slung their axes round their neck, together with huge bundles of sticks. Baskets and scrips were also used (i.318). Pedlars brought cumin and needles to the village and took away its ‘exports’ in the form of sheep- and squirrel-skins. The frontier of this economy was determined by portability rather than by the limits of cultivable land.

Asses and mules were used to import wine from Tarascon and Pamiers, together with kitchen salt, and, from Roussillon, olive oil for when guests were invited on Sundays. Tools made of iron were rare, and often lent or even rented by one family to another; they came from the nearby Vicdessos valley. There was no blacksmith in Montaillou. Nor, until modern times, was there a mill. Together with the eggs and poultry which provided the women of the village with pin-money, corn was taken to Ax-les-Thermes, to be made into flour at the mill belonging to the Comté de Foix. This was an expensive business, scarcely worthwhile. In bad years grain was imported by mule from Pamiers. In return, Montaillou and the upper valleys of the Hers and Ariège exported wood, for heating rather than construction, by mule and by water to the lowlands. The nearest fairs and markets were at Ax-les-Thermes (where, in passing, visitors also paid tribute to the prostitutes of the Bassin des Ladres). There were also corn markets and sheep fairs at Tarascon-sur-Ariège, Pamiers and Laroque d’Olmes.

Some foods were imported in small quantities, but most were produced locally. Of all the biological factors in the lives of the villagers – whether of Montaillou, the Pays d’Aillon or Sabarthès – we know most about food. Food shortages were rare in the thirteenth century. They occurred frequently in the fourteenth century, during which, surprisingly, the population of Occitania was as numerous as in the nineteenth century, when jobs and the means of subsistence were more abundantly available. The population of Montaillou itself remained within reasonable limits, but now that there were occasional shortages of corn it found itself at a disadvantage when competing with the demands of the hungry inhabitants of the lowlands. Emigration was not massive enough to bring any lasting relief to the recurrent tension. So the first food shortages for a very long time were recorded around Montaillou in 1310 and 1322. (In the north of France the great famine occurred around 1316. This difference in date is due to the different climatic conditions affecting corn. In the Paris region the danger came from heavy rain, which made the grain rot on the stalk. In the south the dangers were drought and the crop shrivelling in the sun. Moreover, agricultural disasters due to the weather occurred at different dates in north and south.)

But a food shortage was merely a bad patch. Normally, people ate fairly well. The staple vegetable food in the village was bread made from wheat, or sometimes millet. As we have seen, the grain was taken down by ass or mule to the mill in Ax-les-Thermes. Then the flour was brought back up the mountain to be sifted at home. And the bread was baked by the women at home, not in the manorial or communal oven as in the Ile-de-France. But this does not mean that every house in Montaillou had its own private oven. The possession of an oven was a sign of wealth. Those who did not have one took their dough, probably already kneaded, to the house of a more fortunate friend and neighbour. This was the case of a poor woman in the village called Brune Pourcel, a bastard, a former servant, and now a widow: Alazaïs Rives offered her cooking facilities (cuisande). But a comfortable farmer in Montaillou would use his oven for various purposes. When the fire was not alight, it was used for storing fish and snails.

Bread was supplemented sometimes with mutton, more often with salted and especially smoked pork. The artisans of southern Occitania living in exile in small towns in Catalonia used to buy meat twice a week. In Montaillou itself the people seem to have eaten pork quite frequently, though we cannot say exactly how often. After the pigs were killed in winter, neighbours used to help one another smoke the bacon. Someone with an ample hearth would take in quarters of pork for a poorer family. About 14 years ago, said Raymonde Belot in 1323 (1308 was not a very fortunate period for her),1 in Lent, towards vespers, I took two sides of salted pork to the house of Guillaume Benet of Montaillou, to have them smoked. There I found Guillemette Benet [Guillaume’s wife] warming herself by the fire, together with another woman; I put the salted meat in the kitchen and left.

Other proteins came from milk, which might be a gift from a relation. But the chief source of protein was cheese, made by the shepherds in the mountain pastures. Even though the diet was dull, it had a high nitrogenous content. So shortages of food, in particular bread, did not present insoluble problems in Montaillou, though they did so in the almost purely cereal country around Paris in the fourteenth and seventeenth centuries.

The soup of the region included bacon and bread, and the pot herbs of the period were cabbage and leeks. The kitchen gardens of old Montaillou, because of their altitude and lack of sophistication, were not yet familiar with the gifts of the Arabs and the Crusades, which started to be grown in Catalonia and Comtat in the fourteenth century. So artichokes, melons and peaches were unknown, or known only by hearsay. Broad beans and turnips, the latter grown in fields, were also used for the pot. Nuts, mushrooms and snails were useful supplements, most of them generously supplied by nature. Apart from game, there were trout from the mountain streams, and perhaps a little salted fish from the sea, brought up by mule. Wine was not very plentiful because of the lack of vineyards. It was drunk on great occasions, around the fire at night. In any case, at that period, as always, the people of the south were not much given to drunkenness. Sugar was extremely rare: it came originally from the Moslem world and from time to time anyone who could might send a fragment of it to the lady of his heart.

As for food taboos, they were related to the Cathar ethic, which in theory was in fashion in Montaillou. This ethic allowed people to eat fish, but forbade bacon and butcher’s meat. According to the Albigensians, to eat animals was to interfere with metempsychosis, the vast circulation of souls between birds, mammals and men. But this attitude to meat was not really taken seriously by the Cathars, or so-called Cathars, of Montaillou: the ordinary ‘believers’ left to the tiny élite of parfaits the duty or privilege of refusing the flesh of two- or four-legged beasts, sheep or grouse.

We know very little about other biological aspects of the life of the average inhabitant of Montaillou: diseases like tuberculosis (with spitting of blood), epilepsy and affections of the eye are mentioned or hinted at several times. But these allusions are not enough for us to construct a frequency table, or to get an idea of the mortality rate. All we can say about the latter is simply that it was high, especially among infants, and often because of epidemics. Naturally enough, the villagers carried around with them a whole fauna of fleas and lice: people not only scratched themselves, but friends and relations from all levels in the social scale deloused one another. The thumb was called the louse-killer (tue-poux). The mistress deloused her lover, the servant her master, the daughter her mother. It was an opportunity for endless gossip on every possible subject – women, theology or the behaviour of the parfaits at the stake. There were years when fleas, flies, lice or mosquitos were particularly active, and other periods when they lay low. Then people thought less about parasites and more about the dangers of the Inquisition. We shall return later to these really ‘vital’ aspects of life in Montaillou.

The social and political aspects of village life are best approached by a consideration of the distribution of power. In theory the impact of external powers was decisive. They emanated from the encircling society which controlled and invested Montaillou from ‘centres of direction’, which rightly or wrongly tended to regard themselves as real ‘centres of decision’. These centres were situated in towns, usually to the north.

In the foreground, of course, were political and feudal powers. These exercised the chief controls – in theory. In the case of Montaillou, political and feudal powers were united in one hand, the noble though somewhat distant hand of the Comte de Foix. The Comte was sovereign over the whole of the Pyrenean principality which was called the Comté de Foix and included Montaillou. Apart from his power over the principality as a whole, the Comte was also the lord (seigneur) of Montaillou itself (other parishes, not far away, had lords other than the Comte). The house of Foix had two on-the-spot representatives in Montaillou: the châtelain and the bayle. The châtelain was the Comte’s military agent, appointed either for life or merely temporarily; he was there to exercise ‘repression’ when necessary, giving assistance to the bayle when the latter was pursuing some real or alleged law-breaker. The châtelain was also jailer in chief, in charge of the castle dungeons and of their fettered prisoners (i.406). Towards the end of the 1290s, the châtelain who lived in the fortress towering over Montaillou was one Bérenger de Roquefort. We know little about him except that his wife was young and pretty and that they had a steward called Raymond Roussel. Roussel probably looked after the manorial estate belonging to the castle. It could not have consisted of more than about 30 hectares of fields and meadows (excluding forest), and might well have been much smaller.1 After Bérenger’s death, he was succeeded by a vice-châtelain, a nondescript character, no relation to his predecessor, since the office was only a life appointment at the best. The vice-châtelain seems not to have had anything better to do than to put himself at the orders of the rich local peasants, when they had the ear of the Bishop of Pamiers (i.406).

The bayle (bailiff) was responsible for seeing that the tenants paid their rents and other manorial dues regularly. He was the inspector and receiver of taxes. In the name of the Comte he administered both high and low justice. But we must not exaggerate the significance of this division of power between a military officer and a manorial one specializing in the law. In fact, according to our records, it was the functions of the bayle, repressive and ‘protective’ as well as legal, which emerged most forcefully. The bayles of the villages we know through the Fournier records were responsible for arresting heretics when necessary. Together with the officials from the castle they pursued all kinds of lawbreakers through the mountains, tried to recover stolen objects, and received rents and even tithes. A shepherd who had been slandered would complain to the bayle. The bayle was not always able to settle the disputes brought before his modest ‘tribunal’ in the village square. Some semi-official arbiter might do the business better. While I was living as a shepherd with Jean Baragnon of Mérens, says Guillaume Baille, of Montaillou, Baragnon’s wife, Brune, often called me a ‘heretic’. One day, in the pasture, Jean, the son of my employer. Jean Baragnon, also called me a ‘heretic’. I complained to the local bayle. Later, Pons Malet, from Ax-les-Thermes, made peace again between me and Jean Baragnon the younger.2

The second power was theoretically nothing to do with that of the manor and the bayle. It belonged to the Dominican Inquisition in Carcassonne (ii.268). The Inquisition had its own spies, semi-official police, and thugs. The latter, modestly known as ‘servants’, dealt out, or received, the occasional punch on the nose when they came to deliver summonses to the villagers of the Pays d’Aillon (ii.172). The Inquisition also possessed its notaries-cum-jailers, who directed the raids against Montaillou at the end of the summer of 1308. It had its agents in the secular clergy. For example, Jean Strabaud, who was at the same time village priest, notary of the Inquisition, and a public notary (iii.88). Also Pierre Clergue, priest at Montaillou, brother of the bayle and a double agent, whom I shall frequently mention again. Moreover, the Inquisition at Carcassonne had as a representative with the Bishop of Pamiers Frère Gaillard de Pomiès, a powerful and sinister character, who played his part conscientiously in all the inquiries and acts of repression ordered by Fournier.

The third power was the see of Pamiers. Theoretically ruled from above by the papacy, the diocese in its turn ruled the local ‘hierarchy’ at Montaillou: the priest and sometimes the vicaire, themselves flanked by the diocesan council. Nor was Bishop Fournier merely a skilful defender of Roman orthodoxy. He also had a care for the things of this world, and sought to make the villagers of the upper Ariège pay tithes of lambs; this was a recurrent source of rural conflict. Roger-Bernard, the old Comte de Foix, was the protector of his people and for a long while acted as an obstacle to the Bishop’s attempts. But once Roger-Bernard was dead (1302), the offensive was resumed, first at the beginning of the decade starting in 1310 and then again, after 1317, in the time of Fournier’s bishopric. Assisted by Pomiès, the emissary from Carcassonne, the Inquisition tribunal at Pamiers was to brood like a black cloud over Montaillou between 1320 and 1324. Carcassonne and Pamiers exercised a kind of inquisitorial condominium over the village, though not without frequent rivalry at the top.

The fourth power, distant but endowed with much greater force of dissuasion, was the kingdom of France. The Comte de Foix was in a position of de facto dependence on France, which subjected him to pressures of varying intensity. It was always possible for the King, in Paris, to raise an army to come to the aid of the ‘true religion’. So both France and its strength were hated by many mountain folk who had never met a man of the north in flesh and blood. ‘Do you think you can fight against the Church and the lord King of France?’ cried the father of the village priest to the outlaw Guillaume Maurs, formerly a peasant from Montaillou and now a shepherd (ii.171). Bélibaste, the parfait, went much further (ii.78–9). There are, he said, four great devils ruling over the world: the lord Pope, the major devil whom I call Satan; the lord King of France is the second devil; the Bishop of Pamiers the third; and the lord Inquisitor of Carcassonne, the fourth.

In ‘normal’ periods, Montaillou was a mountain-dwelling microsociety, whose people generally had little money, little prestige and little power. On the other hand it was not too difficult for them to slip between the interstices of the various external and encircling powers. But a new situation arose in the 1320s: at the time of the Fournier investigation, the four powers referred to above joined together, even though there were occasional cracks in their solidarity. It is true that private wars between feudal lords continued to be waged on the southern slopes of the Pyrenees where the Montaillou shepherds brought their flocks (iii.195). But on the northern slopes the political and ecclesiastical powers merged: the young Comte de Foix and the great ladies who dominated his court gave way to the agents of the King of France and the agents of the Inquisition,1 whereas the former Comte had encouraged his people to refuse to pay tithes and tried to resist at all costs the encroachments of the Church and of the Kingdom of France. For their part, the Inquisition at Carcassonne and the Bishop of Pamiers went hand in hand with France in the north. France knew how to reward the clerics of Occitania for their collaboration. With the support of Paris, the papacy at Avignon was conferred on Jacques Fournier under the name of Benedict XII in 1334, and became the source of countless prelacies and sinecures for priests of southern origin.

For the peasants of Montaillou the result of this unity of action on the part of the various powers was oppression, manifest whenever the peasants challenged religion as heretics, or the tithe system as taxpayers. People who felt they were being watched used to move about at night; they would be careful what they said; both in towns and villages they were afraid of talking too much, of being caught by the jaw (capi gula). Men walked sword in hand and whistled softly to attract the attention of an acquaintance. A man would throw a pebble on the roof or against the shutter of a friend’s house so that someone would come and open the door. The apparatus of power was not a ‘police’ apparatus in the modern sense of the term, but for anyone who did not keep absolutely to the straight and narrow path it was a Kafka-esque world of spies and betrayals. Even up in the mountains, the last refuge of freedom of expression, one might be trapped at any moment because of a careless word – trapped by the priest, by the bayle, by the vicaire, by a neighbour. One piece of tittle-tattle might mean prison, or having to wear stitched to one’s clothes the yellow cross, symbol of ignominy imposed by the Inquisition on heretics.

But the relationship of the various powers to the peasants of Montaillou was not exclusively harsh and oppressive. Between those who dominated and those who were dominated there was an intermediary stage of intercession, occupied by influential lords and noblemen. When Bernard Clergue, bayle of Montaillou, was trying to have his brother the priest set free from the episcopal prison, he applied to various people who he had reason to think might be able to influence Jacques Fournier’s decision. Bernard greased the palm of the temporal lord of Mirepoix. Cost: 300 livres. To Madame Constance, the lady of Mirepoix, he presented a mule. And he gave a big sum of money in silver to Loup de Foix, the bastard born of the love affair between Louve and Raymond-Roger. Other big tips went to the prévôt of the village of Rabat, who was the local representative of the abbey of Lagrasse, and to the Archdeacon of Pamiers, Germain de Castelnau, ‘a friend of the Bishop’s’. In all, said Bernard Clergue (ii.282), I spent 14,000 sous in one year in order to have my brother set free. This was an enormous sum even for the richest family in Montaillou. But, as it happened, the intercession did not work: Pierre Clergue remained in prison, and died there; Jacques Fournier was incorruptible. Nonetheless, an intercessionary stage did exist, providing always some possibility of reconciliation between the oppression practised by the dominating forces and the ordinary people’s need for security.

The most important social divisions in Montaillou seem not to have been between a blue-blooded nobility and a rural commonalty. This is due first and foremost, quite simply, to the smallness of the group we are studying. The ‘three estates’ – ecclesiastics, nobles, and the common people of the towns and villages – certainly existed in upper Ariège, or Sabarthès, as a whole.1 But the inhabitants of Montaillou were too few for this three-fold division to exist within the parish. In the period we are dealing with, the priest was a native son of rural extraction, and he was the only local representative of the clergy. As for the substantial peasantry, they had practically no representatives of the nobility to turn up their noses at them. Only one noble family lived in Montaillou during our period, and then only from time to time. This family was the châtelain, Bérenger de Roquefort, and his wife, Béatrice de Planissoles. We know practically nothing about Bérenger, who died young. But his wife is well known: she belonged to the nobility both by birth and through her two marriages. Her example, like many another, reminds us that social discrimination, though by no means compulsory, operated most frequently through marriage. But in other respects Béatrice undoubtedly formed part, even though only temporarily, of the village. (She left it later for nearby Prades d’Aillon, and then for the lowlands, a few years after the death of her first husband.) She belonged to the village through her love affairs, her friends and acquaintances, her daily social contacts and her devotions. Not only in Montaillou but in the region as a whole, rigid distinctions between nobles and non-nobles were much less apparent than in the various regions of France proper. The almost racial antagonism between noble and non-noble seen around Paris during the jacquerie of 1358 scarcely applied in upper Ariège: here the most important conflicts were those which ranged the Church against the peasantry and nobility together, more or less in coalition against the clergy. Many of the nobles in this little region were poor, though not proud of it as were the haughty nobles of Brittany and Burgundy at the end of the ancien régime. But in Foix, nobility without money conferred little prestige: I am generally held in contempt because of my poverty, declared the noble Arnaud de Bédeillac, of the village of that name, without any particular emotion (ii.57). Noble families like the de Luzenacs, at Luzenac, were content with a shepherd’s diet: bread, sour wine, milk and cheese. Their son Pierre, to make a living, studied to be a lawyer in Toulouse, and ended up as a seedy advocate responsible for the minor business of the Inquisition.2 Apart from the fact that some of the mountain nobility were more or less down and out, there was little distance between nobles on the one hand and lawyers on the other. The frontier between nobles and non-nobles was in general very fluid. A document of 1311, dealing with tithes in upper Ariège, speaks of ‘nobles’, ‘ignoble’, and ‘those who pass or have passed themselves off as nobles’: this third group is expressly mentioned so that they may be certain to be included in the tithe agreement of 1311 (iii.338). So was there a fully accepted group of false nobles, with fine houses and possessions, considered by other people as nobles, and perhaps even honoured as such? At the level of everyday life and the relations between men, and especially between women, but between men and women also, the relations of nobility to non-nobility were often pleasant and generally relaxed. Of course, they were tinged with a minimum of deference. But in themselves they gave rise to no problems. The nobility themselves were affected by the spirit of caste only in connection with marriage, and not always then. Stéphanie de Chateauverdun married a knight, but later on she went to Catalonia with a Cathar weaver, the brother of a goose-girl. And together they seem to have lived a life of perfect heresy and no less perfect spiritual friendship (i.223). Béatrice de Planissoles, châtelaine of Montaillou, married only men of blue blood, as we shall see. But she came near to granting her favours to her steward, then became mistress to a bastard and then mistress to two priests, not members of the nobility. True, during the preliminaries she invented dozens of reasons for not giving herself to the first of these clerics, but these reasons never included the fact that he was a commoner. Admittedly she shared his Cathar ideas, and heresy may make strange bed-fellows. But though the second priest did not have the excuse of being a heretic, his lowly birth did not prevent him from possessing Béatrice, and even living with her as though they were married. As far as more ordinary and everyday relationships were concerned, we observe that ladies and châtelaines, when they met with peasant women, did not hesitate to settle down for a gossip; they might even kiss and embrace. There is no need to look at this from a modern point of view and see it as hypocritical playing to the gallery, a pretence at bridging the impassable gulf between social classes. In fact that gulf scarcely existed, at least at the level of social encounter, which was marked by an attractive absence of caste consciousness on the one hand and respect of persons on the other.

Jacques Fournier’s very detailed account also shows that antagonism between nobility and non-nobility played no very important role. Of course, such enmity did exist and might even be serious. Two nobles at least – the châtelain of Junac (who was afraid of being denounced as a Cathar) and the squire (damoiseau) Raymond de Planissoles – actually murdered a neighbouring peasant apiece. In 1322, in the parish of Caussou, Guillaume de Planissoles pleaded the fact that he was a nobleman to try to get exempted from paying tallage. This led to murmurs among the common folk.

But in Montaillou itself I have not come across any conflict of this type. The antagonism that undoubtedly existed between the peasant family of the Clergues (of which one member was the manorial bayle) and some of the villagers, was not, and could not have been, based on the enmity between nobles and non-nobles. In general, in the period and in the area with which we are concerned, this enmity was only an occasional and probably superficial phenomenon. It was one of many equally or more important struggles which set one section of the population against real or mythical adversaries, who might be lepers, Jews, Cathars, usurers, priests, prelates, Minorites, the French, the Inquisitors, women or the rich. One could go on indefinitely. There are many explanations for the peasants’ lack of belligerence against the nobility. They are connected, it seems to me, with the particular character of Occitan civilization, including its economic, social and cultural aspects. For example, there was the comparative smallness of the manorial estates generally in noble hands; there was also a certain positive social function which made the southern nobility attractive rather than repulsive. The comparatively good relations between nobles and non-nobles may be regarded, in this study, as part of our data. But the nobility played only an occasional part in the life of the inhabitants of Montaillou.

The absence of strong demarcation between groups can be explained by the relative poverty of the mountain nobility. In upper Ariège we are far from the nobles of Paris or Bordeaux, with their huge manorial estates and their vineyards worth their weight in gold. The estate of the châtelain of Montaillou, as far as we can tell, was scarcely bigger than the properties of the rich local peasants, and the châtelain himself behaved first and foremost as the factotum of the household, occupied with the work of the estate and with flirting with the mistress. He did not play the role of a great captain of agriculture, such as we find on the estates around Béziers and Beauvais. No doubt the distance from big towns also helped to defuse any conflict which might arise between the peasants and the nobles. In the Pays d’Aillon, the former were too shabby and poor, the latter too comfortably established as sturdy farmers in their homes and modest domains for there to arise the famous difference of potential which might in the long run have led to open conflict. It was in regions like Flanders, southern Beauvaisis, and the Paris area, regions far away where agriculture was most commercially active, that the clash occurred, or would occur, between a nobility made rich in the markets its estates supplied and the peasants who aspired to something more than the crumbs that fell from the table.

It would be wrong to try to explain this comparative absence of class struggle by weakness pure and simple on the part of the nobility. Poor they certainly were, but not in every respect or on every plane. In fact, since the Crusades, since the introduction of the Cathar heresy, largely due to the nobility, and also since the troubadours, the minor nobility of Occitania had played a positive role both in promoting culture and, in the case of the women, in promoting love. This latter was greatly appreciated by poets, and by lovers of all professional categories. The leading role played by the nobility in social relations and village events was accepted with a good grace by a commonalty with no major cause for complaint. The nobility of upper Ariège did not oppress the people very much, in an area which was almost without servitude. They appeared only occasionally in Montaillou, and then on occasions which might be quite pleasant. They offered models of civilization accessible to many. In short, they managed to be agreeable without costing very much.

The manorial system and the legal position of men who might be dependent on it – which could provoke social tension – are important elements of the social structure. In this connection, as has been indicated, the Fournier documents speak chiefly of the public authority and local lordship which both belonged to the Comte de Foix and his representatives on the spot, the châtelain, his military representative, and the bayle, his legal representative (in theory). But these same documents have nothing to say about manorial rights in Montaillou. In order to fill the gap we have to consult material belonging to a later period. A survey of 16721 shows that the King of France was then lord (seigneur) of Montaillou, as legitimate heir to the rights of the former Comtes de Foix. The lord of Montaillou dispensed, himself or through a representative (the distant successor of our bayle), high, medium and low justice; he collected lods and ventes (death duties and transfer tax) of 8.5 per cent on the value of the goods concerned; he also collected pâturage and forestage (common and forest rights) amounting in 1662 to between 16 and 20 livres tournois.1 In return for pâturage and forestage, the inhabitants of Montaillou were more or less free to send their flocks and herds to pasture in the 250 hectares of forest and the 450 hectares of fallow land and heath. These forests, fallow lands and heaths belonged nominally to the lord, but for a consideration he handed them over for the peasants’ use.2 There was also a right of quête ‘levied by the lord every year on every head of a family with hearth and home in Montaillou’: the annual yield of this was 40 livres in 1672. The right of intestory (redeemed for the derisory overall sum of 5 livres per annum in 1672) used to allow the lord to inherit from those who died without direct or indirect heirs. Lastly there was an albergue (lodging tax) and a tax to be paid in oats. These two were once intended to provide shelter for the Comte or his châtelain and fodder for their horses: that at least was the reason, later the pretext, for extorting them. All these taxes were very ancient, and they correspond exactly to those which existed in the nearby Catalan Pyrenees during the two or three centuries around the year 1000. At some period, probably later than that covered by the Fournier Register, most of the taxes became payable in money. Thus the 200 or 300 hectares of land which the peasants of Montaillou cultivated round about 1672 as fields and meadows raised enough money to meet manorial dues without too much difficulty. But at the beginning of the fourteenth century these dues probably still weighed heavily, more heavily than in 1672 after the erosion caused by inflation.1 But despite its probable scope, the manorial system of the 1300s did not correspond, or no longer corresponded, to a real state of servitude on the part of the people of Montaillou. They might well be annoyed at the scandals and injustices perpetrated by the family of the bayle, often urged on by the Inquisition. But they were not serfs, or even strictly dependents, of their temporal lord. It is possible that in the eleventh and twelfth centuries they were subjected to certain forms of strict dependence, but this was no longer the case in 1300. By the first two decades of the fourteenth century the peasant families of Montaillou owned, bequeathed and sold their land freely. (Naturally, selling was rare, for the land market in these remote parts was not very active.) Furthermore, their relations with the lord and his local agents did not prevent them enjoying great liberty of movement. This in itself implies that personal dependence on the lord of the manor was almost non-existent, even though certain manorial rights were probably the relics of former dependence. Nevertheless, the absence of dependence was accompanied by dues that were not negligible, and by respectful deference towards the distant lord and his agents on the spot. Real acts of oppression during this period did not come from the Comte, the lord of the manor, towards whom the rustics might even show a quite touching affection. The sources of oppression lay in other quarters, especially the Inquisition: and the Inquisitors would not hesitate to use the temporal lord’s agent, the bayle, against the villagers.

Thus opposition in Montaillou and Sabarthès was directed more against the first order of the three estates, the clergy, than against the second, the nobility, whether manorial or otherwise. The countryfolk of upper Ariège were against the rich churchmen rather than the noble laymen. It is well known that in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries the clergy of Occitania, from the Alps to the Pyrenees, behaved like a terrestrial power. But the chief area of friction concerned tithes. At the end of the summer of 1308 the Inquisition of Carcassonne arrested all the inhabitants of Montaillou, male and female, over the age of twelve or thirteen. The round-up also included the shepherds, come down specially from the mountain pastures for the festivities at the end of the summer transhumance. The Inquisitor’s mass arrests were a prelude to the tightening up by the Bishops of Pamiers, between 1311 and 1323, on all livestock tithes in mountain areas, which up to then had not been collected with great strictness. Jacques Fournier, whose predecessor had excommunicated those who refused to pay up, now exacted these heavy dues with the same bland but cruel perseverance as that with which he persecuted heretics. An agreement of 1311, renewed and supplemented in 1323, laid down that all the communities in the ‘archpriestship of Sabarthès’ – including Montaillou, Ax, Tarascon and Foix – should pay tithes in money and in kind on products arising out of livestock, plus another tithe of an eighth on grains. This exorbitant tax caused an outcry, for at the beginning of the fourteenth century the priests began to exact it in earnest. In the end people got used to it, though they still complained: even in the eighteenth century observers were struck by the exaggerated tithes customarily paid in the Pyrenees. The grain tax of one-eighth in Sabarthès in 1311–23 amounted almost to the champart, a feudal harvest tax. No wonder it was challenged.

And it was challenged even in the Pays d’Aillon, which contained the subject of our survey. The weaver Prades Tavernier from Prades d’Aillon, in the course of a long march in the mountains with Guillaume Escaunier of Arques, elaborated as if it were an article of faith his hatred for tithes, mingled with other heretical propositions: The priests and the clerks, he cried (ii.16), because they are wicked, extort and receive from the people the first-fruits and the tithes of products for which they have not done the smallest stroke of work. For Prades Tavernier, tithes were just as infamous as baptism, the Eucharist, the Mass, marriage and abstaining from meat on Friday. In Montaillou itself the Clergue brothers, bayle and priest, took on the job of collecting tithes both for themselves and for superior powers.

As in the sixteenth century, at the time of the Reformation, heresy over tithes was sometimes hard to distinguish from heresy over religion itself. With irrefutable logic the Church applied the turn of the screw over tithes at the same time as spiritual admonition. In 1313 or 1314 the King far away in the north tried to moderate the appetite of the priests of Foix: by upsetting the people, they might endanger public order and the French presence, or whatever stood for it. But these remonstrances from Paris were scarcely audible, and could do little against the rapacity of a local Church encouraged by the economic situation. The immunity from tithes enjoyed in the mountains, even though it was only partial and relative, could not go on for ever. The boom in population, grazing, and money which took place in upper Ariège as elsewhere during the major phase of medieval growth created new possibilities of taxation, and these were eagerly watched by the clergy of the region, reinvigorated by the anti-Cathar drive. Their offensive formed part of the general clerical policy on tithes both in the Middle Ages and in modern times. The Church realized it could increase its prestige by making people pay dearly for its services.

But many people, in the Pays d’Aillon as elsewhere, saw it differently. Jokes about the wealth acquired by the clergy were always good for a laugh around the fire. The inquiries conducted by Jacques Fournier show that tithes were the favourite target of mountain malcontents as far as material grievances against the Church were concerned. Out of eighty-nine files containing every possible form of allergy to Catholic power and orthodoxy, six at least adduce non-payment of tithes as the chief or as a minor accusation. The accused express themselves very vigorously, especially on the subject of the tithe of carnelages, levied on sheep, which annoyed both farmers and shepherds.

This kind of grievance was felt particularly acutely against the mendicant monks settled in the towns. Despite the rule of poverty to which they were theoretically bound, they acted as accomplices of the Bishop and his policy of enforcing tithe payments. They forbade peasants excommunicated for non-payment of tithes to enter their churches (ii.317, 321).

A revealing example is the case of Guillaume Austatz, bayle of Ornolac in Sabarthès and typical representative of a
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