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Abstract:

One of the standard objections against citizenship systems and trade
organizations in the premodern world has been their exclusiveness. Privileged
access to certain professions and industries i1s seen as a disincentive for
technological progress. Guilds, especially, have been portrayed as providing unfair
advantages to established masters and their descendants, over immigrants and
other outsiders. In this paper the results of detailed local investigations of the
composition of citizenries and guild apprentices and masters is brought together,
to find out to what extent this picture is historically correct. This data offers an
indirect measurement of the accessibility of citizenship and guilds that allows
insight into the mechanisms of exclusion and their impact. The paper finds that
guild masterships were in most towns open to large numbers of immigrants and
non-family, as were training markets for apprentices. Therefore, we argue, our
understanding of urban and guild ‘monopolies’, and the measure of protection and
reward they supplied to established citizens, is in need of serious revision.
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subsequently added data and text, in the context of the bEUcitizen project, funded by the European
Union’s Seventh Framework Programme for research, technological development and
demonstration under grant agreement no. 320294. The topic of this paper was discussed in team
meetings that also included Josep Capdeferro Pla (Barcelona), Raoul De Kerf (Antwerp), and
Marcel Hoogenboom (Utrecht), and has been presented at conferences in Vienna (2014), Durham
(2015), and Kyoto (2015). We want to thank the audiences and esp. Kenneth Pomeranz (Chicago)
for comments.



It is generally assumed that restricted access to urban manufacturing and trade
constrained the premodern economy. Restricted access was part of a wider set of
regulations that imposed political constraints on economic development
(‘feudalism’). Urban citizenship regimes generally limited some, or even all,
economic roles to full citizens, or burgesses, freemen, bourgeois, burgers, Biirger,
and so on. Within most cities, access to specific economic roles was further
constrained by guilds. Guilds were established by documents that laid down the
ground rules for their role in society and were approved and supported by local
governments.! In some cities, moreover, guilds dominated the local government.
This combination of urban citizenship and guild regulation has been portrayed by
many economic historians as a great villain in restricting access to markets, and
thus hampering progress.? The guilds’ abolition, and the emergence of national
citizenship in the nineteenth century is, in turn, one of the conventional

explanations for industrialisation and modern economic growth.3

A standard element of the guild organisation was that the members were granted,
as a privilege of their membership, the right to produce and sell a specific product,
or range of products, to the exclusion of all non-members. This privilege is usually

called the guild ‘monopoly’. While monopoly is commonly understood in terms of

1 Unless stated otherwise, this article ignores merchant and shopkeepers’ guilds, which faced
different challenges, and often had different recruitment practices. Wherever the term ‘guild’ is
used in the text, it should therefore be read to mean ‘craft guild’.

2 Peter Kriedte, Peasants, landlords and Merchant Capitalists: Europe and the World Economy,
1500-1800 (Leamington Spa, 1983): 9; Carlo Cipolla, Before the Industrial Revolution: European
Society and Economy, 1000-1700 (New York, 1980, 2nd ed.): 256; Joel Mokyr, The Lever of Riches:
Technological Creativity and Economic Progress (Oxford, 1990): 77, 258-260, 267, 298; David S.
Landes, Revolution in Time: Clocks and the Making of the Modern World (Cambridge Ma, 1983):
219; Landes, The Wealth and Poverty of Nations: Why Some are So Rich and Some So Poor (London,
1998): 174, 223, 239, 242-245; Peter Musgrave, The Early Modern European Economy (London,
1999): 71, 73, 89; Joel Mokyr, The Gifts of Athena: Historical Origins of the Knowledge Economy
(Princeton, 2002): 31, 259-260; Sheilagh Ogilvie, Institutions and European Trade: Merchant
Guilds, 1000-1800 (Cambridge, 2011): ch. 3; David Stasavage, ‘Was Weber Right? The Role of
Urban Autonomy in Europe’s Rise’, American Political Science Review, 108 (2014): 337-340.

3 Daron Acemoglu and James Robinson, Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power Prosperity and
Poverty (London, 2012): 294; Michael P. Fitzsimmons, From Artisan to Worker: Guilds, the French
State, and the Organization of Labor, 1776-1821 (Cambridge, 2010): ch. 4; Jeffrey Frieden and
Ronald Rogowski, ‘Modern Capitalism: Enthusiasts, Opponents, and Reformers’, in: Larry Neal
and Jeffrey G. Williamson, eds., The Cambridge History of Capitalism, vol. II: The Spread of
Capitalism: from 1848 to the Present (Cambridge, 2014): 386, 390-391; Peter Clark, European Cities
and Towns 400-2000 (Oxford, 2009): 258-259.



the output market, successful prosecution of market power also requires
restriction on the entrance of new producers. As Gary Richardson already pointed
out in 2001, what historians of guilds have in mind when they discuss issues of
monopoly 1s something akin to Adam Smith’s definition in The Wealth of Nations
(1776): ‘laws which restrain, in particular employments, the competition to a
smaller number than might otherwise go into them’.4 Questions have been raised,
however, about the effectiveness of the monopoly: could guilds really monitor and
enforce, especially in large urban centres, their ‘monopoly’? Or were they undercut
by interlopers and illicit producers, on the one hand, and by supplies of goods from

other localities, some without guilds, on the other?5

The objective of monopoly is to drive up prices above the level achieved by open
competition, to the advantage of the monopolist. In the context of guilds in Early
Modern Europe, it is difficult to demonstrate whether this was actually happening.
Therefore, many historians have instead looked at the supply side. As Smith’s
definition implies, if guilds managed to limit their membership, in terms of
numbers, of geographical backgrounds, and of descent, this would more or less
automatically have implied rents — for all members, for locals, or for the masters’
offspring. The extent to which guilds were ‘open’ or ‘closed’, therefore has
implications not only for the size of rents that accrue to guild members, but also
to how these opportunities were distributed more broadly across European
societies. As Sheilagh Ogilvie states the position in a recent survey: ‘To establish
their monopolies and monopsonies, guilds excluded entrants’.6 In earlier work on

guilds, she found strong evidence that ‘guilds seek to restrict entry so as to limit

4 Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, ed. by R. H.
Campbell, A. S. Skinner and W. B. Todd, Glasgow Edition 2 vols. (Oxford, 1976), I, 79 (book I, vii,
28); Gary Richardson, ‘A Tale of Two Theories: Monopolies and Craft Guilds in Medieval England
and Modern Imagination’, Journal of the History of Economic Thought 23 (2001): 217-242; see also
Michael Sonenscher, Work and Wages: Natural Law, Politics and the Eighteenth-Century French
Trades (Cambridge, 1989): 107.

5 Steven L. Kaplan, ‘Les corporations, les “faux ouvriers” et le faubourg Saint-Antoine au XVIIle
siécle’, Annales ESC 43 (1988): 353-378; S.R. Epstein, ‘Craft Guilds, Apprenticeship, and
Technological Change in Pre-Industrial Europe’ Journal of Economic History 58 (1998) : 686;
James R. Farr, Artisans in Europe, 1300-1914 (Cambridge, 2000): 82.

6 Sheilagh Ogilvie, ‘The Economics of Guilds’, Journal of Economic Perspectives 28 (2014): 174;
Mokyr, Gifts of Athena, 260; Ogilvie, Institutions and European trade, 51-62.
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competition’.” Guild membership, it has also been claimed, was dominated by sons
of established masters, or by people who had been born locally. Individuals without
a family relationship to the membership, and especially immigrants, found it

much more difficult to access incorporated trades.8

In this paper we evaluate the strength of guild ‘monopolies’ by exploring the
accessibility of guild membership. How easy did those we might term ‘outsiders’
find it to become a guild member? This, we argue, offers one way to evaluate the
significance of the economic constraints that guilds created. The array of formal
rules established by guilds to define and control who could gain entry have been
used to highlight the scale of barriers faced by people without a previous
connection to the urban trades. By implication, they have also been taken as
indicating the rewards membership brought to insiders.® To the extent that guilds
did indeed generate valuable economic rents to insiders, they would also have
created incentives for others to try to gain access — and for those who were already

within the guild to try to reserve access to a small pool of their own choosing.

Our concern i1s with the outcome of this conflict of interest, and we use evidence
on the extent to which outsiders were actually present as guild members as an
indicator of the presence of effective barriers to entry. There are, obviously, more
dimensions to the ‘monopoly’ issue than access. Some German crafts, such as those
in Frankfurt and Augsburg, for example had annual quotas on the number of new
masters, and the same happened in Paris.10 Still, if access to the ‘monopoly’ was

open to large numbers of ‘outsiders’, then it would seem that the exclusive nature

7 Sheilagh Ogilvie, State Corporatism and Proto-Industry: the Wiirttemberg Black Forest, 1580-
1797 (Cambridge, 1997): 463.

8 Discussion in Tim Leunig, Chris Minns and Patrick Wallis, ‘Networks in the Pre-Modern
Economy: The Market for London Apprenticeships, 1600-1749’, Journal of Economic History 71
(2011): 415-16.

9 Ogilvie, ‘The Economics of Guilds’, 176.

10 Gerald L. Soliday, A Community in Conflict: Frankfurt Society in the Seventeenth and Early
Eighteenth Century (Hanover, NH, 1974): 151n41; Kathy Stuart, Defiled Trades and Social
Outcasts: Honour and Ritual Pollution in Early Modern Germany (Cambridge, 2000): 193; Arnd
Kluge, Die Ziinfte (Stuttgart, 2007): 230-33; Harald Deceulaer and Bibi Panhuysen, ‘Dressed to
Work: A Gendered Comparison of the Tailoring Trades in the Northern and Southern Netherlands,
16th to 18th centuries’, in: M. Prak, C. Lis, J. Lucassen and H. Soly, eds., Craft Guilds in the Early
Modern Low Countries: work, power and representation (Aldershot, 2006): 145.
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of the ‘monopoly’ was not as strong as is often implied, and could not have led to
the disastrous outcomes that many historians claim it had. We therefore want to
find an answer to this straightforward question: were guilds in pre-modern Europe

open or closed to outsiders?

Four theses have been proposed by historians to explain variations in guild
openness. The first highlights regional variation. There is a broad consensus that
English guilds became less important in the eighteenth century, although it has
also been argued that this was not generally correct; in some economic sectors they
became less powerful, in others they remained significant.!! This idea has
expanded to the claim that whilst guilds in England and the Dutch Republic had
become more open, those of the German lands and possibly other regions remained

exclusive.12

A second thesis refers to guilds’ political influence: where guilds had a stake in
local governance, they were able to erect barriers for newcomers.13 A powerful
example of this relationship comes from sixteenth-century Ghent. Before 1540,
and again between 1579 and 1584, the guilds of Ghent had a strong voice in local
government. Between 1541 and 1578, and again after 1584, the Habsburg
government excluded guilds from local government and promoted an open-door
policy for guild membership. The brewers, tailors, and other guilds in Ghent were
forced to become more accessible to outsiders. The Ghent evidence suggests that,
when left to their own devices, guilds preferred to exclude outsiders from their

ranks.4 An equally compelling example from the seventeenth and eighteenth

11 Compare Forbes, ‘Search, Immigration and the Goldsmiths’ Company: A Study in the Decline of
its Powers’, in: Ian Anders Gadd and Patrick Wallis, eds., Guilds, Society and Economy in London
1450-1800 (London, 2002): 115-125, with Michael Berlin, ‘Guilds in Decline? London Livery
Companies and the Rise of a Liberal Economy, 1600-1800’, in: S.R. Epstein and Maarten Prak,
eds., Guilds, Innovation and the European Economy, 1400-1800 (Cambridge, 2008): 316-42.

12 Qgilvie, State corporatism, 436-37, 449; Paul M. Hohenberg and Lynn Hollen Lees, The Making
of Urban Europe 1000-1950 (Cambridge Ma., 1985): 128; for Britain alone: David Landes, The
Unbound Prometheus: Technological Change and Industrial Development in Western Europe from
1750 to the Present (Cambridge, 1969): 62; Mokyr, Gifts of Athena, 260, 269.

13 Landes, Revolution in time, 211; Stasavage ‘Was Weber Right?’, 341-42.

14 Johan Dambruyne, ‘Guilds, Social Mobility and Status in Sixteenth-Century Ghent’,
International Review of Social History 43 (1998): 51
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centuries was uncovered by Ogilvie’s investigation of the Wildberg weaving

district in Wiirttemberg.15

A third thesis, which can be seen as a variation on the first, might be inferred from
the literature on state-formation. As states became more powerful, we should
expect them to exert greater control over guilds, and support guilds’ attempts to
remain exclusive. Therefore, guilds in the eighteenth century might be generally
more closed to outsiders than they had been in the seventeenth century.!6
Alternatively, it has been argued that states were promoting greater equality and

therefore attempted to reduce the impact of ‘special interests’ like guilds.1?

The fourth thesis looks at the size of communities. In his famous German home
towns from 1971, Mack Walker connected the German guilds’ strict admission
rules to the tightness of the face-to-face communities in which they operated. His
‘home towns’ were typically communities of fewer than ten thousand
inhabitants.1® From a demographic perspective, Maurice Garden has made the
same point: large and growing towns were in greater need of immigrants to
increase their size.19 If this is correct, we should expect more openness in larger

towns.

In order to evaluate the openness of guilds and the validity of these four theories,
we need a valid measure of closure. In this paper, ‘outsiders’ are defined in two
distinct ways: 1. those who were not the descendants of active guild members; 2.
those originating from outside the town where the guild’s ‘monopoly’ was

established.

15 Qgilvie, State Corporatism.

16 Jan de Vries, The Economy of Europe in an Age of Crisis, 1600-1750 (Cambridge, 1976): 238;
Ogilvie, State Corporatism, 475.

17 S R. Epstein, Freedom and Growth: The Rise of States and Markets in Europe, 1300-1750
(London, 2000): 36-37, 110, 146; Clark, European cities, 214; Stasavage, ‘Was Weber Right?’, 353.
18 Mck P. Walker, German Home Towns: Community, State, and General Estate 1648-1871 (Ithaca,
1971): 27, 30; but see also Steven Hochstadt, ‘Migration in Preindustrial Germany’, Central
European History 16 (1983): 195-224 for the opposite view.

19 Maurice Garden, ‘The Urban Trades: Social Analysis and Representation’, in: Steven L Kaplan
and Cynthia J. Koepp, eds., Work in France: Representations, Meaning, Organizations, and
Practice (Ithaca, 1986): 293.



Recent scholarship on the history of Europe’s guilds has produced a body of
information about their membership that is almost by definition local.
Remarkably, nobody has so far collected and compared these local data. This is
the objective of the present paper. Limitations in the availability of data means
that we concentrate on the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. At times we will
refer to some sixteenth-century material that is, however, too thin to produce a
reliable survey. Our paper cannot claim to be exhaustive; the archives hold many
more data waiting to be explored. We have, however, data about masters for 69
individual guilds in 19 different towns, plus data on a mixture of guilds for seven
towns. Together the data cover over 100,000 masters. For apprentices our sample
1s much larger in the number of individuals covered: 450,000. However, they come
from fewer guilds and places: ten guilds from six towns, plus eleven towns where

we can observe a mixture of various guilds.

In all, the observations and analyses offered in this article are supported by
evidence relating to over half a million individuals, across a range of towns from
Bristol to Vienna and from Gdansk (Danzig) to Madrid. Much of the data relates
to England and the Low Countries, where some of the most active guild research
has been concentrated, but there is just enough evidence for France, Germany and
Central Europe, and for Italy and Spain, to claim that the picture presented here
1s valid for Europe as a whole, rather than for a small — and possibly a-typical —
part of it. To overcome the dominance of the number of observations from London
or Paris, we have ignored the volumes and used un-weighted observations in our
analyses. The results from tiny Wildberg therefore count for as much as those from
huge London, also because we assume that Wildberg is potentially representative

of a whole class of small towns.

We proceed as follows. In the next section we discuss the methodological
challenges involved in measuring openness in labour markets and describe the
characteristics of the measures of family and geographical openness that we
employ here. In the second section we present evidence on the openness of guilds

to new masters without a connection by kinship to an existing guild member. In



the third section, we evaluate guilds’ willingness to accept migrants as masters.
In the fourth section, we look at how important kinship and local origins were to
obtaining a place as an apprentice. The fifth section evaluates how well our data
fit with the four main theories on guild openness. We then consider whether or not
our findings reflect a change from an earlier era of guild practice in the sixteenth
century or before, whether a more direct comparison of openness using urban
migration shares produces different conclusions, and the experience of women
seeking to access guild-regulated labour markets. We conclude that on all of our
measures, most of Europe’s guilds were more open to outsiders than conventional
assertions about their exclusive behaviours imply; guild ‘monopolies’ were only

weakly rooted in a narrow membership.

Methodology

One methodological challenge for establishing the impact of restrictions on
entering the economic arena is establishing a benchmark for openness. Critics of
the guilds often seem to implicitly posit a completely open labour market. Labour
economists, however, question whether this scenario ever exists outside the
textbook, with current thinking emphasising the importance of frictions in the
labour market that generate rents to almost all jobs.20 Formal and informal
barriers create ‘segments’ that privilege some groups of workers over others.
Segmented labour markets have also been identified in the pre-industrial period.2!
The implication is that we cannot assume that in the absence of guilds there would

be no other obstacles producing similar effects.

Clear evidence of this effect in historical labour markets without guilds can be
found in the period after the decline of the guilds. Some occupations displayed

strong intergenerational continuities, not necessarily as a result of formal

20 Alan Manning, Monopsony in Motion: Imperfect Competition in Labour Markets (Princeton,
2003): 3.

21 Jan de Vries, ‘The Labour Market’, in: Karel Davids and Leo Noordegraaf, eds., The Duich
Economy in the Golden Age: Nine Essays (Amsterdam, 1993): 55-78; Clare Haru Crowston,
Fabricating Women.: The Seamstresses of Old Regime France (Durham N.C., 2001): 86-94.
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selection mechanisms, even without institutional barriers to entry of the kind that
guilds provided. In industrial Lancashire, over 60 per cent of textile workers had
followed their fathers into the same trade, and in nineteenth-century London,
around half of those working in engineering, building, shoemaking and tailoring
were engaged in the same occupation as their fathers.22 In modern Canada c. 40
per cent of young men work for the same employer for which their father also
worked, and 6-9 per cent have the same employer in adulthood.2?3 This percentage
is likely to be higher among the self-employed, who turn over businesses to the
next generation.24 In other words, the segmentation of the labour market that is
produced by other factors than guilds in industrial societies raises questions about
how we can empirically identify the distinctive role of guilds in the promotion or

inhibition of flexible labour markets in pre-industrial societies.

In this paper, we do not solve this problem, but propose that to some extent it can
be circumvented by assuming that large numbers of entrants previously unrelated
to the trade constitutes a situation of openness, while small numbers of ‘new’
entrants points in the direction of high barriers. This approach is at the least a
fair test of the claims made in the current literature about openness. Our aim is
to map patterns of relative openness that may allow us to assess the causes and
distribution of barriers, and their likely significance across the European
landscape of citizenship regimes. As a simple rule of thumb, we classify guilds as
‘closed’ where two-thirds of masters or apprentices were ‘insiders’, i.e. originated
locally or, alternatively, were the sons (sometimes daughters) of masters. We

classify organisations as ‘open’ where two-thirds were ‘outsiders’, i.e. originated

22 S.J. Chapman and W. Abbott, ‘The Tendency of Children to Follow their Father’s Trades’,
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 76 (1913): 66-67; Geoffrey Crossick, An Artisan Elite in
Victorian England: Kentish London, 1840-1880 (London, 1978): tables 6.4 and 6.5; Richard
Zijdeman, ‘Like My Father Before Me: Intergenerational Occupational Status Transfer During
Industrialization (Zeeland, 1811-1915)’, Continuity and Change 24 (2009): 476.

23 Mark S. Granovetter, Getting a Job: A Study of Contacts and Careers (Cambridge Ma., 1974): 5;
James D. Montgomery, ‘Social Networks and Labor Market Outcomes: Towards an Economic
Analysis’, American Economic Review 81 (1991): 1408-18; Miles Corak and Patrizio Piraino, ‘The
Intergenerational Transmission of Employers’, Journal of Labor Economic 29 (2011): 37-68.

24 See for the modern era: Thomas Dunn and Douglas Holtz-Eakin, ‘Financial Capital, Human
Capital, and the Transition to Self-Employment: Evidence from Intergenerational Links’, Journal
of Labor Economics 18 (2000): 289 (table 2).



from outside the local community, or were by implication not directly related to
the membership. Where the numbers fell between those values, we labelled the
organisation or town as ‘neutral’. In order to offer some insight into absolute levels
of openness, we also compare our results for the percentage of local immigrants
among guild members with comparable percentages for the town’s population as
a whole. This offers a stronger test of geographical openness, but is only possible

for a few locations because of the lack of historical data on migration.

The measures that we use to evaluate openness vary because the nature of guild
barriers and guild records varied in cities across Europe. In places where
citizenship was a prerequisite for joining a guild, access to urban economic
activities might be limited by citizenship barriers.2> In others, the guild itself was
the first hurdle that newcomers had to overcome, before becoming a citizen. In
those towns citizenship was, in other words, a secondary effect of guild
membership.26 These various institutional structures affect the sources that were
created. Sometimes guilds recorded the place of origin of their members and
apprentices, or if their parents were a member of the guild. In many other cases
we have to gauge this from the fact that the entrance fees distinguished such
categories as sons of masters, or local origin. Much of the data presented here was
collected by the authors from primary sources, but other data stems from

secondary materials. For more detail we refer readers to the data appendix.

The data presented in this paper capture access to guilds at two different points.
First, we can look directly at new entrants through the study of membership
registers. In some cases at least, as well as allowing us to establish how many
newly enrolled members were the sons of existing guild members, they provide
information about their background, such as their place of origin. Rarely do we

have both place of origin and family descent for the same guild. Second, we can

25 Piet Lourens and Jan Lucassen, “Zunftlandschaften” in den Niederlanden und im benachbarten
Deutschland’, in: W. Reininghaus (ed.), Zunftlandschaften in Deutschland und Niederlanden im
Vergleich Schriften der Historischen Kommaission fir Westfalen, vol. 17 (Minster, 2000): 11-43.

26 Patrick Wallis, ‘Apprenticeship and Training in Premodern England’, Journal of Economic
History 68 (2008): 834.
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gauge the characteristics of the membership through apprenticeship. Craft guilds
usually required their members to spend several years learning the craft. Not all
apprentices would become masters, but this was a stage which gave individuals
the potential to become a master. Therefore, evidence about the characteristics of
apprentices will be used to help flesh out our picture of the openness — or lack
thereof — of the premodern urban and corporate system in Europe. One area where
exclusionary mechanisms were also in force, was gender. This will be briefly
discussed below, but is not the main point of this paper, which concentrates on kin

and migrants.

One final point needs to be underlined about our approach. By aggregating across
towns and regions, we necessarily treat guilds as if they were homogeneous in this
paper; this was not so. The members of Painters Guild in Haarlem, for example,
had a debate during the 1630s and 1640s about the desirability of public auctions,
raffles and lotteries, which, according to the guild officials, were ‘extremely
damaging to, and disrespectful of, the artist and the art of painting’. As it was,
guild members were themselves heavily involved in these illicit practices, and one
of the offenders, former dean Frans de Grebber, actually claimed that such
alternative outlets stimulated the demand for paintings, and could especially
benefit young masters, who had still to establish a reputation.2’ Access might
likewise be a source of internal contestation as, for instance in tailors’ guilds with
mixed gender membership. The Haarlem Tailors complained in 1707 that their
trade was in trouble due to ‘the great number of seamstresses’, even though the
seamstresses too were members of the guild. In Zutphen, in the eastern part of the

Dutch Republic, male guild members introduced a rule that the number of

27 Hessel Miedema, De archiefbescheiden van het St. Lukasgilde te Haarlem 1497-1798, 2 vols
(Alphen aan den Rijn, 1980): 89 (quote), 280-88; Neil de Marchi and Hans Van Miegroet, ‘Art,
Value, and Market Practices in the Netherlands in the Seventeenth Century’, The Art Bulletin 76
(1994): 458-60; also Christopher Friedrichs, ‘Capitalism, Mobility and Class Formation in the Early
Modern German City’, Past and Present 69 (1975): 24-49; Robert Duplessis and Martha Howell,
‘Reconsidering the Early Modern Urban Economy: The Cases of Leiden and Lille’, Past and Present
94 (1982): 49-84; Hugo Soly, ‘The Political Economy of European Craft Guilds: Power Relations
and Economic Strategies of Merchants and Master Artisans in the Medieval and Early Modern
Textile Industries’, in: J. Lucassen, T. De Moor and J. L. van Zanden, eds., The Return of the Guilds,
supplement 16 of International Review of Social History 53 (Cambridge, 2008): 45-71.
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seamstresses should be limited to five.28 The data presented in this paper were

the result of such struggles.

Family Membership in Guilds

During the second half of the eighteenth century, the membership of the Butchers’
Guild of ‘s-Hertogenbosch consisted entirely of people whose fathers, or fathers-in-
law, had been or still were members of the same guild. Remarkably, new members
were admitted as toddlers, i.e. before they could possibly have completed an
apprenticeship or otherwise demonstrated their skills. The reason behind this
unusual state of affairs was the fixed number of places, in the forms of stalls, in
the town’s meat hall, and the private ownership of those stalls.29 This allowed the
guild to impose cartel conditions on the meat supply. However, precisely because
the licensed butchers were in this position, the local authorities opened up the
market to external suppliers in 1770, after the commander of the local garrison
had complained that his soldiers were over-charged for their meat. Several new
butchers then settled in ’s-Hertogenbosch, among them eight Jews, and started to
sell meat outside the meat hall. In 1773 the guild filed a bitter complaint, about
how these outsiders were able to charge lower prices because they sold poor-
quality product. The guild’s privileges were restored — on the condition that its

members would restrain their prices.30

This state of affairs in the Butchers’ Guild conforms with one popular image of the

guilds: membership was routinely transferred from father to son, sometimes from

28 Panhuysen, Maatwerk: Kleermakers, naaisters, oudkleerkopers en de gilden (1500-1800)
(Amsterdam, 2000), 216 (quote), 225; Deceulaer and Panhuysen, ‘Dressed to Work’; Crowston,
Fabricating Women, ch. 5.

29 In Paris, nearly half of all masters were sons of butchers: Sidney Watts, Meat Matters: Butchers,
Politics, and Market Culture in Eighteenth-Century Paris (Rochester, 2006): 108; for Antwerp:
Marc Jacobs, ‘De ambachten in Brabant en Mechelen (12de eeuw-1795)’, in: R. Van Uytven, C.
Bruneel, H. Coppens, and B. Augustyn, eds., De gewestelijke en lokale overheidsinstellingen in
Brabant en Mechelen tot 1795, vol. 2 (Brussels, 2000): 576.

30 Erfgoed ’s-Hertogenbosch, Municipal Archive of the City 1262-1810, 394: 28 April 1773, fol. 174x-
177r and 395: 16 March 1774, fol. 101r-105v; also Maarten Prak, Republikeinse veelheid,
democratische enkelvoud: sociale verandering in het Revolutietijdvak: 's-Hertogenbosch 1770-1820,
(Nijmegen, 1999): 95-96, 100.
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father to son-in-law or mother to daughter. Inheritable membership was therefore
the most exclusive mechanism that privileged established masters and their off-
spring over outsiders, be they locals without previous connections to the guild, or
immigrants. Many guilds actively shaped their rules to favour the children of
members: for non-family members it was between 1.3 and 2.7 times more
expensive to join the Antwerp Coopers’ Guild, depending on the fluctuating
tariffs.3! Among Dutch Tailors’ Guilds the gap tended to be on the lower end of the
Antwerp spectrum, but almost all of them discriminated against non-locals by
charging them higher entrance dues; family members were treated even more
favourably.32 The question is to what extent such preferential treatment for people
with family ties to the guild actually shaped the composition of the membership.
Or to phrase this in a different way: were the Butchers of ’s-Hertogenbosch typical

for the state of affairs among guilds of the period?

The two most spectacular pieces of evidence that support the thesis that guilds
offered preferential treatment to relatives, come from Northern Europe. The first
are the Butchers we already discussed, who happened to live in a region that is
often portrayed as ‘liberal’, with ‘weak’ guilds, i.e. the Dutch Republic. The high
percentage of sons in ’s-Hertogenbosch was closely followed by an almost equally
extreme example, the town of Wildberg in southern Germany, where over ninety
per cent of the weavers were following in their parents’ footsteps. Wildberg, located
in the Swabian Black Forest, had a population of 1,500-2,000. Its economy was
dominated by the textiles industry, which was embedded in a larger regional
proto-industry, dominated by the Calwer Zeughandlungskompagnie, a merchant
guild that controlled both the production and the export of the worsted industry of
the Calw and Wildberg area.33 Together with Durlach and Hildesheim, Wildberg

1s one of the three smallest town in our data-set.

[Figure 1 around here]

31 Bart Willems, ‘Loon naar werken? Sociale mobiliteit in het Antwerpse kuipersambacht (1585-
1793), Bijdragen tot de Geschiedenis 82 (1999): 42.

32 Panhuysen, Maatwerk, 297-99

33 Ogilvie, State Corporatism, 3, 106-111, and passim.

13



Elsewhere, however, the shares of new masters who were sons or daughters of
guild members were much more modest (figures 1a and 1b). The cities and towns
with the next highest shares of new masters with kinship ties were Rouen (57 per
cent), 's-Hertogenbosch (40 per cent) and Hildesheim (35 per cent). In most places,
shares were well below this level. Data from London about other family
connections than direct descent also suggest that these will push up the share of

new members who had a family connection with the guild, but by small amounts.34

In England, masters’ children only rarely supplied more than twenty per cent of
new masters. For cities in both France and the Low Countries, we found an
unweighted average of 27 and 26 per cent in each area. Our evidence for both
Spain and the Italian peninsula is on a smaller scale, with the latter only
represented by the Turin Tailors’ Guild, but in both the share of masters’ sons
among new masters was also low. Germany is the only country in which the
average falls above a third, with 44 per cent of new masters across the guilds in
our sample possessing a kinship tie. This figure is pulled up by Wildberg’s
particularly high rates of insider recruitment, but as figure la shows, Germany
did have a number of other guilds that drew heavily from members’ kin. Even
excluding Wildberg, the average kin share is 36 per cent across the other eight

German guilds in our sample.

Although the spread of guilds, cities and countries in our sample does change over
time, figure 1b shows that the averages in each of the half-century long periods we
discuss fell within a narrow range, between 20 and 29 per cent.35 In short, despite
changes in the composition of our sample — notably the inclusion of more
observations from Germany in the eighteenth century — the majority of guilds
remained open to entrants who lacked a kinship connection to an existing member.
Most guilds took fewer than a third of new masters from among their existing

members’ families. They were ‘open’, in short, in terms of our rule of thumb.

34 Leunig, Minns and Wallis, ‘Networks’, 423-425.

35 T-tests of the equality of the mean share of kin in each period yield no significant difference
between 1650-99 and the other three periods. The test results are as follows: 1650-99 and 1600-49:
t=-0.44, N=19; 1650-99 and 1700-49: t=-0.39, N=34; 1650-99 and 1750-99: t=-0,40, N=34.
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Masters’ children following their father into the same guild offer the most obvious
indication of insider preference and guild openness, particularly in a patriarchal
society such as early modern Europe. However, another kind of family connection
also existed that offered a channel into a guild. In some cities and guilds, a man
who married a master’s daughter or widow would gain admittance to a guild by
virtue of their wife’s position. Data from eighteenth-century Hildesheim suggest
that sons-in-law and widows’ second husbands could amount to a substantial
number of new masters. In the four Hildesheim guilds for which evidence exists,
sons-in-law made up 29 per cent of new masters, and another 32 per cent had
married the daughter or widow of a master.36 Taken together with the 35 per cent
of masters who were sons, even if son masters’ sons married other master’s
daughters then this level of entry by marriage meant that entrants with a direct
or affinal kin tie to existing masters surely constituted the majority of new guild
members in this community — and masters’ daughters could form a large share of

the next generation of masters’ wives.

It is not clear that we should generalize from Hildesheim, however. Marriage to a
master’s daughter or widow did not always bring guild privileges: this right
existed in many centres in the German lands, France and the Southern
Netherlands, but was rare in England and the Northern Netherlands. Even where
it did exist, if we assume that the number of masters’ daughters roughly equalled
the number of masters’ sons, then the evidence in figure 1 suggests that the total
share of new masters with a kinship tie would still only be around half of new
entrants in most cities and guilds that we observe. Most importantly, we need to
ask if the possibility for mastership to be attained by marriage actually reinforced
guild closure, or if it was simply a further way for outsiders to become guild
members. To be sure, they might need the consent of a master to contract the
marriage in question, but it is a substantial leap to imagine that masters are — in
these cases — filtering the pool of potential husbands for their daughters with the

aim of protecting the composition of their guild, as we would have to assume if this

36 Calculated from Karl H. Kaufhold, Das Handwerk der Stadt Hildesheim im 18. Jahrhundert
Gottinger Beitrdage zur Wirtschafts- und Sozialgeschichte vol. 5 (Gottingen, 1980): 254 (table 3b).
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was to be seen as an extension, not a loophole, in the barriers around Europe’s

guilds.

Finally, we need to ask if masters who entered guilds via inheritance formed a
privileged cohort. Perhaps this group had an importance and access to authority
that exceeded their numerical share. On the one hand, there are reasons to assume
that sons of masters were more likely to complete their apprenticeship.3”7 On the
other hand, an investigation of the board members of eighteenth-century tailors’
guilds in the Dutch Republic does not give any indication that sons of masters
were more likely to be elected than others. In Amsterdam, many deans were first-
generation immigrants. In the small town of Elburg they had to introduce a rule
that nobody could refuse to accept the position of dean, if elected by the
membership, suggesting it was as much a burden as an honour to be selected for

such an influential post.38

The evidence as it currently stands shows that only in exceptional circumstances
were guilds dominated by dynasties of masters who passed on their businesses
from one generation to the next. The normal situation was that a minority, often
quite a small minority, of masters had entered the guild as the direct successor of
their father (or mother). Endogamy among guild members was unusual.3®
Financial and other barriers were no doubt advantageous to relatives of

established masters, but generally they did not prevent non-kin membership.

Migrants in Guilds

In January 1757 the journeyman stonemason Franz Strickner filed a petition with

the council of Vienna, asking to be confirmed in his mastership. Strickner, who

37 Chris Minns, and Patrick Wallis, ‘Rules and Reality: Quantifying the Practice of Apprenticeship
in Early Modern England’, Economic History Review 65 (2012): 573.

38 Panhuysen, Maatwerk, 52-60.

39 Michael Mitterauer, Zur familienbetrieblichen Struktur im zunftischen Handwerk’, in: H.
Knittler, ed., Wirtschafts- und sozialhistorische Beitrdage: Festschrift fiir Alfred Hoffmann zum 75.
Geburtstag (Munich, 1979): 190-219; Simona Cerutti, La ville et les métiers: Naissance d’un langage
corporatif (Turin, XVIle-XVIIle siecle) (Paris, 1990), 167; Farr, Artisans in Europe, 245-46; Kluge,
Die Ziinfte, 244; Leunig, Minns and Wallis, ‘Networks’, 425.
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originated from the small border town of Eggenburg to the north-west of Vienna,
had taken over the workshop of the Viennese master Matthias Winkler, on the
condition that he would look after Winkler’s widow and marry his granddaughter.
All looked set for a successful career, but the Guild refused to examine his
masterpiece, and therefore prevented his admission to the Guild. According to the
Guild’s counter petition, the granddaughter was long dead, and the widow was
rich enough to take care of herself. Instead of the outsider Strickner, the Guild
had a strong preference for the ‘citizen and master’s son’ Carl Schunko, whose
father had already tried to persuade Winkler’s widow to allow Carl to take over

the workshop.40

The records do not tell who was ultimately victorious in this conflict about
masterships, but the story does highlight how contentious access to the guilds
could become. It also illustrates one common suspicion about guilds: that they had
an innate tendency to prevent people from other places from joining their ranks,
preferring to draw their membership from the familiar ranks of locals instead of
freshly-arrived outsiders. We have no way of knowing the strength of guild
officials’ preferences, but we can identify the results of any actions they took by
again looking at the distribution of insiders and outsiders, this time comparing
the shares of locals and migrants among new masters. The share of new masters

who were locals, reported by period, produces the results presented in figure 2.

[Figure 2 around here]

The range of values for guilds is much wider on this geographical measure of
openn